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Abstract of the Dissertation
The Institutionalization of Catholic Culture through the Student Life Office

The main research question of this study was: How do student life officas aliferse
Catholic colleges and universities create an environment that is expresaiGatbfolic way of
life? This research question was operationalized by two research sub quedt@ndo senior
student affairs officers, mid-level student affairs officers, andestt leaders understand and
articulate the Catholic culture of their institution? How is Catholicauceltnanifested in the
student life office policies, programs, and cultural activities of diverseoi@thstitutions?

To date, few studies have attempted to explore and compare the role studentdige offic
play in the greater institutionalization of Catholic culture at Catholiege$s and universities.
This study aimed to contribute to the literature in Catholic higher educatiprotiding
educational and administrational insights about how the student life offistsaadine
development of Catholic culture in Catholic colleges and universities.

This qualitative research used a multiple case study approach to dmswesearch
guestions. Data was collected through interviews with the senior studerd affetier, mid-level
student affairs officer, and with students in leadership positions. Documeygianehs
conducted on institutional publications and observations of campus life were usedrto bette
understand the ethos on campus. Four small to medium size institutions were puyposeful
chosen based on an established set of criteria from Morey and Piderit's (2006cCculture
model. Findings were presented within case and cross-case. Schein’s (200&ptoyehi
culture model was utilized to provide further cultural analysis among Catholiels in the
cross-case comparison.

The data demonstrated that the student life office was a highly visibleastatidn of

the Church’s teaching; it is where the Catholic mission and identity wexsnated. The
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researcher discerned six major themes that captured how the studentddeofffiributed to the
Catholic culture of its institution: 1) Advocating Social Justice, 2) Inclusv@ai@unities, 3)
Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development, 4) Student Affairg$ephy and
Catholic Identity, 5) Mission Consonance, and 6) Big “C” Catholic vs. Small &h@ic.

This study revealed the following noteworthy areas: 1) understanding ofthd@nslife
offices define and pursue Catholic culture, 2) understanding of how student |saxderse the
role of the student life office in promoting Catholic culture, 3) applicability oféyi@nd
Piderit’s (2006) model, 4) connection of this understanding t@timeiples of Best Practice for
Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universjtaasd 5) contribution to the literature on

how the student life office expresses and promotes Catholic culture.
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CHAPTER |
Introduction

The Catholic college or university today is called specifically “tovéra and evaluate
the predominant values and norms of modern society and culture in a Christian pefspedtive
given the “responsibility to try to communicate to society those ethicaledigtbus principles
which give full meaning to human lifeEk Corde Ecclesigel 990, art. 33). As a subculture
within the dominant American higher education culture, Catholic colleges and uiegensive
a specific mission and identity, a way of being and acting in the world. Cyrrégie are
approximately 220 Catholic colleges and universities in America, eachtsviatvin way of
communicating its Catholic heritage. At present there are two generabpsségarding the
“Catholicity” of these 220 institutions: one is concerned that this subculture lubl€atolleges
and universities that is responsible for “communicating to society ethical legidug
principles” is in crisis (Burtchaell, 1998; Gleason, 1995; Marsden, 1992, 1994; Miller, 2005,
2006; Morey & Piderit, 2006); the other position defends the movement of these 220 colleges
and universities into mainstream higher education claiming that without ctieesgeinstitutions
would not exist and the Church and society would be poorer (Gallin, 1999; Greeley, 1969;
O’Brien, 1994). This study explored the role of the student life office within thiremt context.

The purpose of this study was to investigate how student life offices at Caitbitdiges
contributed to the Catholic culture of their respective colleges or univer3ikiesnain research
guestion this study investigated was how student life offices at four divatkeliC colleges and
universities (CCUSs) create an environment that is expressive of a Cathglaf life. More
specifically, this study looked at how senior and mid-level student affificers and students in
leadership positions within the student life office understood and articulated Cathitire on

campus. The problem of practice is that few student affairs professiomatained to work at
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Catholic colleges and universities. Their secular education does not account fathiblecC
intellectual, moral, and religious traditions. Therefore, Catholic culture istltg
underdeveloped within student life offices at many Catholic institutions of heghueation. The
research problem addressed in this study is that most of the Catholic higheradiesditure
fails to consider the role of the student life office. While there is a prepamdeod literature
that examines the academic curriculum, mission and governance, or the rolpresttient,
relatively few commentaries or studies look at the role that the studenffiltie gihiys in the
institutionalization of Catholic culture. This dissertation addresses than dgiag Catholic higher
education literature. The terms student life and student affairs are usetantgeably in this
study.

This study used a qualitative, multiple-case study design to examinetdiiedefiices at
four Catholic institutions. Chapter | provides a context of the problem addrestesl siudy,
presents a brief overview of the problem of practice and research, introduces thetthieore
foundation for the study, outlines the study’s research questions, and addressgsfitensie
of the study. Included at the end of the chapter are the study’s delimitatiotegjons,
assumptions, definitions of key terms, and an overview of the other dissertationshapter
The Context of the Problem

This section presents the context for both the problem of practice and problem of
research. The most recent scholarship on Catholic higher education drasvsrattean identity
crisis (Morey & Piderit, 2006). A proper understanding of this crisis will help tutere
understand why there is such a diversity of Catholic colleges and univensdiadat role the

student life office plays within each model.



Problem of practice.

Student affairs professionals at Catholic colleges and universities, urdikseécular
counterparts, have the additional role of articulating the Catholic identityefibstitution.
However, many of the student affairs professionals working at Catholic coladamiversities
graduated from secular graduate programs. Therefore it is often difticstudent affairs
professionals who are working at Catholic colleges and universities to intdgiaterofessional
training e.g., in student development theory, with the teachings of the Catholch@Bsatanek,
1997, 2001). Student affairs professionals may understand their professional trainihgy but
may lack sufficient knowledge about how to integrate issues raised by the Cattatieciual
and moral tradition, ecclesiastical teachings, or sponsoring religious cot@s(Estanek,
1997).

The importance placed on student affairs professionals to support the Cathaicisdenti
attributed to the fact that some of the most controversial issues on Cathglgsesnsuch as
abortion, sexual orientation, alcohol/drug abuse, and premarital sex (Drake, 2@0teki:-1996;
Reilly, 2003; Salmi, 2002) are addressed by the student affairs staff. The stifidiesdivision
must ultimately answer the tough question: How far should the college or uryigersit
regulating institutional activity and individual student behavior that is contwa@atholic
teaching? Student affairs staff members at Catholic colleges andsitiege(CCUS) often help
students confront the delicate balance between intellectual freedom in greatasvith the
religious and moral values of the Gospel expressed beyond the classroom. In other words
student affairs practitioners encounter students where the Catholicsfeltalienged,
guestioned, and lived out; therefore it is imperative to understand the role their wificzces

in this interplay between institutional identity and the Catholic inteldctoral, and religious



traditions (Salmi, 2002).

Problem of research.

There is a considerable body of literature on Catholic identity, studeins affiad
organizational culture, but very few studies look at the intersection of edl dfrthese
categories. There has been extensive debate in America as to what cersstitllege or
university as “Catholic” (Buckley, 1998; Burtchaell, 1998; Gallin, 2000; Gleason, 1995;
Hesburgh, 1994; Kelly, 1992; Morey & Piderit, 2006; O'Brien, 2002), but many of the previous
studies have focused on topics outside of student affairs, for example: on the role esitdenpr
in promoting the Catholic identity (Janosik, 1996; Lannon, 2000; Pellow, 2006; Rittof, 2001;
Sloma-Williams, 2010; Wong, 2002), how the mission drives the institutional culture (Dunn,
1996; Zingales, 2001), how the Catholic mission affects marketability (Olin, 2005), how
Catholic women'’s colleges have historically dealt with institutional changmés, 2009;
Introcaso, 1996; Morey, 1995; Sellman, 1998), or how the rise of the laity has affectedacCathol
identity (Gardner, 2003; Magnaye, 2007). There has been a substantial amountuidifesen
the field of higher education concerning the importance of the nonacademic cultahegé
and university life in promoting the holistic development of students (Astin, 1977, 1984, 1985,
1996, 1998; Kuh, 1993, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2006, Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005; Pace &
McFee, 1960; Pervin, 1967). There have been few studies that inquire into the themes of
Catholic identity, student affairs, and organizational culture (Ackerson, 20€&&IB2001;
Estanek, 1996, 1997, 2001; Schmeling, 1997). Finally, there have been no studies that examine
how the student life office contributes to the Catholic culture of an institutiontirem
perspective of the senior student affairs officer, mid-level studemtsadfidicer, and student

leaders.



Conceptual Framework

This study utilized Morey and Piderit's (2006) four Catholic models to aid in the
selection of student life offices. Morey and Piderit (2006) developed the foursrxadsd on
an extensive study of 33 Catholic colleges and universities that varied congidetakir
institutional size, selectivity, student body composition, presidential type,apdogrand
ideological view of Catholicism. The researchers conducted 124 intervielwsemitor
administrators at these 33 colleges and universities from which they gehtbrat framework.
The four models help to differentiate among the goals that each institution hopect@ achi
across five general sectors: the academic program, residentia) tudgnt activities (includes
the sports program), religious activities, and personnel (Morey & Piderit, 20Q5¢. Ta
provides a quick reference to the four models as outlined in their Gatikolic Higher
Education: A Culture in CrisigMorey & Piderit, 2006, p. 89).
Table 1

Characteristics of the Four Catholic Models

Model Characteristics

Immersion Vast majority of students are Catholic

Vast majority of faculty and administration
are Catholic

Broad array of Catholic courses in the
academic sector

Very strong non-academic Catholic culture

Persuasion Majority of students are Catholic
Significant number of faculty and

administrators are Catholic




Model

Characteristics

Small array of Catholic courses in the
academic sector

Strong non-academic Catholic culture

Diaspora

Minority of students are Catholic
Few faculty and administration are Catholic
Minimal number of Catholic courses in
academic sector
Consistent Catholic culture in non-

academic areas

Cohort

Two-pronged model: a small cohort of
well-trained and committed Catholic
students and faculty, and a much larger
group of students educated to be sensitiveg
to religious issues with a view to

influencing policy

Note. FromCatholic Higher Education: A Culture in Cris{p. 89), by M.M. Morey, & J.J. Piderit, 2006, New

York, NY: Oxford. Copyright 2006 by Oxford UnivetgiPress.

Research Questions

The main research question that this study examined was: How do student Ige afffiour

diverse Catholic institutions of higher education create an environment thptéssxe of a

Catholic way of life? This question was operationalized by two subsequenthegeastions:

1. How do senior student affairs officers, mid-level student affairs offiegend student

leaders understand and articulate the Catholic culture of their institution?



2. How is Catholic culture manifested in the student life office policies,ramg, and

cultural activities of diverse Catholic institutions?
Significance of the Study

This exploratory study provided multiple perspectives concerning the stueenifite’s
role in influencing the Catholic institutional culture. To date, few studies haragttd to
explore and compare the role student life offices play in the greatéutiostalization of
Catholic culture at Catholic colleges and universities. The area of studestaifen the most
visible manifestation of the Church’s teaching; It is where the Catholgianiand identity are
incarnated. Finally, this study contributed to the literature in Catholic hegheation by
providing substantial evidence that the student life office was critical in ttetoenent of the
Catholic culture of an institution.
Theoretical Perspective

The philosophical stance informing the methodology in this research is symbolic
interactionism (Crotty, 1998; Hatch, 2006). There are three basic tenets oéthetiahist
assumptions:

...that human beings act toward things on the basis of the meaning that these trengs hav
for them, that the meaning of such things is derived from and arises out of the social
interaction that one has with one’s fellows, and that these meanings are handidd in, a
modified through an interpretive process used by the person in dealing with thenthings
encounters (Crotty, 1998, p. 72).

One of the principal ways in which symbolic interactionism functions “as a theadret
perspective informing methodologies for social research” is through trenradtfputting
oneself in the place of the other” (Crotty, 1998, p. 75). Through this “role-taking” pgvspec

the researcher becomes aware of how the participant sees, feels, anetsntiegpreality around

him or her (Crotty, 1998, p. 75). Finally, symbolic interactionism “explores the unuldirsja



abroad in culture as the meaningful matrix that guides our lives” (Crotty, 1998, p. 71).eMaxw
(2005) stated it thus: “In many qualitative studies, the real interest is in ibergaants make
sense of what has happened (itself a real phenomenon), and how this perspectivehaforms
actions, rather than in determining precisely what happened or what they did” (p. 74).

In this study the researcher was interested in how the student life officstands and
expresses its Catholic culture, through the voice of the senior student afieesspfmid-level
student affairs officers, student leaders, and the essential documentstodéme ke office.
Through face-to-face interviews the researcher immersed himselthei participants in their
everyday work and educational environment. This method was necessary for undeystendin
meanings behind their actions and the process by which the participants defimegyworki
learning, and living within a Catholic culture. The researcher also noted campiteciure, the
presence and prominence of Catholic symbolism, and expressions of students’ behawighs thr
campus observations.

Delimitations

This multiple case study was confined to four Catholic colleges and univgrsitie
throughout the Midwestern United States. Further, the case study wase@strithe
investigation of student life offices as one unit within the broader universttyeuAnother
delimitation was that the interviews were conducted with the senior studerd affecer, a mid-
level student affairs officer, and with students in leadership positions within stiie@ftice
(resident assistants, student government, campus activities, campus midswiher

administrators or students were interviewed.



Limitations

This exploratory, qualitative study may not be generalizable to other populatressvél,
2003; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). This means that the findings in this study may not be
applicable to other student life offices at other Catholic colleges or sitigsr This study used a
conceptual model of Catholic colleges and universities (Morey & Piderit, 2006) ¢t theldour
case study sites. However, the data in this study does not reflect they eritinet data collected
in the model. For example, Morey and Piderit (2006) included data in their model regheding t
percentage of faculty who were Catholic, but this information was unattainable current
study. Another limitation of this study was the single-source bias, due tactit@at there was
only one researcher collecting and analyzing the data (Merriam, 1998)y. d&tempt was made
to retain trustworthiness, but nonetheless, the single-source bias remains andesfiretations
of the findings are possible.

Lastly, the researcher approached the study from his own bias towand$icCaigher
education and this bias may be perceived in the interpretation of the findings. Hiehess
an active Catholic and his current employment is at a Catholic institutiogherteducation.
However, some of the researcher’s undergraduate studies and all of his gramtkatecwrred
at non-Catholic institutions. In chapter Il the researcher fugkplained how he mitigated
against this potential bias by employing techniques such as triangulatomepew, member
checks, and thick rich description. The researcher worked diligently to “detadbi
prejudgments” or, stated another way, to “bracket any preconceived sieas’to get a clear
picture of the lived experience of the subject (Creswell, 1998, p. 52-54).

Assumptions

It is assumed that senior student affairs officers (SSAO), midldawdent affairs officers



(MLSAO), and students desired and were working toward a vibrant and rich Cadleoliityi on
their campus. Further, it is assumed that the SSAOs, MLSAOSs, and studens |¢ae
participants of this study, provided truthful and accurate responses to the questoht® pos
them. Lastly, because this study investigated the role of the student liteeaffer current and
relevant issue — Catholic identity - it is assumed that the results ofutisase valuable to
student affairs professionals at Catholic colleges and universities.

Definition of Key Terms

Culture“the word ‘culture’ in its general sense indicates all those factors phvimian]
refines and unfolds his manifold spiritual and bodily qualities. It means his &fforing the
world itself under his control by his knowledge and his labor. It includes thtéh&tdiy
improving customs and institutions he renders social life more human both within thedadi
in the civic community. Finally, it is a feature of culture that throughout the €@fitime man
expresses, communicates, and conserves in his works great spiritual exardisiesires, so that
these may be of advantage to the progress of many, even of the whole human EBngide
Ecclesiag 1990, note 16).

Catholic culture®is comprised of the group of practices and behaviors, beliefs, and
understandings that form the ever-deepening context that nourishes the commueligvefd
and energizes their commitment to Christ through the Church” (Morey & Ri2@d6, p. 33).

Organizational culturen higher education is “the collective mutually shaping patterns of
norms, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions that guide the behavior of indanduals
groups in an institute of higher education and provide a frame of reference witbimtahi
interpret the meaning of events and actions on and off campus” (Kuh & Whitt, 1998, p. 127).

In sum, the Catholic college and university is a distinctive subculture within the
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American higher education system. However, this distinctiveness is yieleeated in the

literature. There are scholars who assert that Catholic institutions atistnottive enough and

are in danger of becoming secularized like their Protestant counterparkse{Bi998;

Burtchaell, 1998, 1999; Dougherty, Fitzgerald, Langan, & Schmitz, 1981; Gleason, 1994, 1995;
Holtschneider & Morey, 2000; Kelly, 1992; Miller, 2005, 2006, 2007; Miscamble, 2007; Morey
& Piderit, 2006, 2008). On the other hand, there are scholars who contend that Catholic higher
education need not overly concern itself with its Catholic identity, but rathersit continue to
negotiate its Catholic and secular identities in order to more fully engageatiemic world and
American culture (Gallin, 2000; Heft, 2003; Hesburgh, 1994; O’Brien, 2002). For these scholar
there still exists hope in the creative tension or ambiguity between Cathdlimaversity

(O'Brien, 1994).

Overview of the Study

This study consists of five chapters. Chapter | provides the context and inbrgduct
rationale for the study. It briefly examines the problem of practice, probleesearch,
conceptual model overview, research questions, and the significance of the stadetthiz
context of the present study. Most notably, this study is situated in an areadhgel\s |
undeveloped in Catholic higher education because its emphasis is on the non-acaltiemicfc
the institution. The remainder of this chapter provides a roadmap for the next twerghapt
follow.

Chapter Il presents the most relevant and comprehensive discussions witivanahed
dealing with Catholic identity, Catholic students’ intellectual, moral, gnitsal development,
the role of student affairs, and organizational culture. Additionally, the conceaton\viiork
proposed by Morey and Piderit (2006) is presented and discussed. The goal of tisajuidill

the gap in the literature in order to support the research questions posed by the adgrent st
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Chapter Ill outlines the study’s methodology, which consists of a qualitativeplaul
case study design. Chapter Il describes the overall research designinghides a description
of the population and selected cases, data collection techniques, data preparation argj handli
and certain design issues related to case study methodology. In addition, khiyolieates
how the researcher operationalized the conceptual framework of Morey ant (RQ3),
which was used for sample selectivity.

Chapter IV presents the findings of the study. It begins with a profile catheus sites,
gives a description of the interview participants by position, examinesdjoe documents used
in the study, and provides a picture of the campuses gathered through the researchir’s
observations. The chapter also presents the findings of each of the fouvithisemstitution as
well as across the four cases in the form of the six major themes that @merge

Chapter V discusses the major findings according to the two research sub-guéstion
guided this study. It connects the themes to the current literatureséirs various educational
implications about the model and student affairs’ practice. It offersigueriand limitations of

the study. Finally, it offers recommendations for future research in @akiigher education.
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CHAPTER Il
Review of the Literature

This literature review contained the following four divisions: 1) a histbnarrative of
Catholic identity in higher education in America, 2) how that identity hastatfecollege
students’ intellectual, moral, and spiritual development, 3) the emergence and puiiade uf
affairs, and 4) organizational culture theory.

The first section examined what changes in Catholic higher education havedaer
the last century and why. This section was important to the current studydeaxasnined
how the Catholic identity issue changed from a holistic understanding of Catimolecia
plurality of “models” or ways of being a “Catholic” institution. This histafinarrative of
Catholic identity was significant because it contextualized why the woikis'chas appeared
throughout the literature on Catholic higher education.

The second section considered the landscape of Catholic young adults’Ispiritua
religious, and moral development. This section traced how the Catholic identityassue h
affected Catholic young adults. More specifically, this section preséntiings that helped
demonstrate what influence these Catholic institutions have had on the prattiesectudents
who attended the different models of institutions. This section also addtkesmmhceptual
models proposed by Morey and Piderit (2006), which are currently the most developed and
comprehensive typology of Catholic colleges and universities and therefeeeasehe
conceptual framework for this study. Again the word “crisis” is intimatelynected to the
proposed models as will be explained in this section.

The third section investigated the role student affairs played in affedilege student
development, particularly regarding intellectual, moral, and spiritualaj@went. Additionally,

this section addressed how student affairs affected the overall institatidioae and how
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student affairs promoted the mission and identity of the institution. The frtadrsexamined
organizational culture theory through the lens of Edgar Schein (2004).
Catholic Identity

In order to assist the reader in a full appreciation of the complexity afrtie‘Catholic
identity,” this section contained three subdivisions. The first subdivision coveragtbecal
context surrounding “Catholic identity.” The second subdivision provided a brief skefsh of
Corde EcclesiaeThe third subdivision illustrated how “Catholic identity” has been studied in
the literature. The terms Catholic identity and Catholic culture werkinssachangeably
throughout this dissertation.

Historical narrative for Catholic identity.

On October 31, 2005, the Secretary of the Congregation for Catholic Education,
Archbishop Michael Miller, presented a lecture at the University of Nadraddentitled
Challenges Facing American and European Catholic Universities: A View from the Va&dican
September 11, 2006, Archbishop Miller spoke at an assembly at Boston College. His talk was
titled: The Holy See and the Challenges of Catholic Higher Education in the United $vates.
days later, this same talk was delivered at Creighton University. Einall&pril 19, 2007,
Archbishop Miller delivered a keynote address at Franciscan Universstgobenville where he
identified “ten major criteria that could profitably be used in assessinyersity’s
appropriation of its Catholic identity” (p. 1). Miller reiterated in theseeseasf talks that the
Holy See was primarily concerned with “encouraging and where necessseyirfg the
reclaiming of an institution’s vigorous Catholic identity” (Miller, 2006). ThalyHSee’s
concerns echoed the admonition elaborated by Pope John PdatkICiorde Ecclesiae (ECE),

which will be addressed later.
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Archbishop Miller’s series of talks were significant because theylektzow the Holy
See, Pope Benedict XVI, perceived the state of Catholic higher education inithe States.
More importantly, these talks prepared the way for Pope Benedict XVI himselfitess
Catholic leaders of higher education. On April 17, 2008, the Pope addressed presidents of
Catholic colleges and universities and diocesan education leaders at the Chtlvelisity of
America in Washington, D.C. Most commentators thought the address would likely be an
opportunity for the Pope to focus renewed attentiokxorde Ecclesiaand beckon leaders to
strengthen their institutional fidelity to the Church (Rayasam, 2008). Thouglopleedirl not
mention ECE by name, he reaffirmed its purpose by calling attention to &anties
characteristics of Catholic institutions. In this way, he pastorally clggbkleaders of Catholic
institutions to recommit themselves to Rome.

First, the Pope asserted that “first and foremost every Catholic edutatsiitation is a
place to encounter the living God” and this personal relationship with God “elidésire to
grow in the knowledge and understanding of Christ and his teaching” (Benedi@008, p.

1). From the encounter with Christ to the growth in knowledge and understanding, one is then
led to a “life of Christian witness nurtured and strengthened within the comm@@initly bord’s
disciples, the Church” (p. 1). This first point of Pope Benedict XVI echoed thedsssntial
characteristic of every Catholic university outlined by Pope John Paul Gk BEamely that a
Catholic university must have “a Christian inspiration not only of individuals, but of the
university community as such” (ECE, 1990, art.13). John Paul Il and Benedict XVI holdehat t
Catholic university is a community of believers rather than a modicum of isoldiedeloe who

happen to share the same space.

15



Secondly, Pope Benedict XVI claimed that the “crisis of truth” is rootdaeifidrisis of
faith” by which he means that there is an essential harmonizing relationshgehdtith and
reason (Benedict XVI, 2008, p.2). In another passage he stated “Only in faith can toumtie bec
incarnate and reason truly human, capable of directing the will along the pagbdurh” (p. 2).
Here again Pope Benedict XVI reaffirmed the indispensable role of ittt ipursuit of truth.
John Paul Il had similarly expressed this in ECE as the second essardatehstic of a
Catholic university, namely “a continuing reflection in the light of the Cathalib upon the
growing treasury of human knowledge, to which it seeks to contribute by its owrchésea
(ECE, 1990, art. 13). John Paul Il and his successor Pope Benedict XVI both assefadth that
not only has a place at the academy, but it elevates reason to new heights of awigor¢hes
making faith an integral aspect to the development of knowledge.

Thirdly, Pope Benedict XVI addressed the core issue of the Catholic identitioques
His response was that “Catholic identity is not dependent upon statistics.ridaithebe
equated simply with orthodoxy of course content. It demands much more: nameigdhand
every aspect of your learning communities reverberates within theseddife of faith”
(Benedict XVI, 2008, p. 3). The term “ecclesial life of faith” refers to tiselbly of believers
who make up the Catholic Church. In other words, one who is part of the “ecclesiafaiif’of
is inseparable from the universal community of believers of whom the leatlerR®pe. This
response paralleled the third characteristic of Catholic universitied mECE: “fidelity to the
Christian message as it comes to us through the Church” (ECE, 1990, art. 13). Joharieaul 1l
Pope Benedict XVI are reasserting that the Catholic Church was foundedusyGhrist and so
its message demands total fidelity on the part of the believer and cannot be aqtmateerely

externals, i.e. enrollment figures or hiring profiles.
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Lastly, Pope Benedict XVI reminded Catholic educators of the “Church’saprim
mission of evangelization, in which educational institutions play a crucial role’hahest
“consonant with a nation’s fundamental aspiration to develop a society truly veditingy
human person’s dignity” (Benedict XVI, 2008, p. 3). What Pope Benedict proclaimed was tha
sincere life of faith leads to a true understanding of the human person, which open/aptthe
adventure” of what students ought to do for each other and society at large (p. 5). Téy$ conc
again reaffirmed John Paul II's fourth characteristic of a Catholic uniyesioutlined in ECE:
“an institutional commitment to the service of the people of God and of the humanifamily
their pilgrimage to the transcendent goal which gives meaning to lifeE (E€90, art. 13). John
Paul Il and Benedict XVI are thus reminding the Catholic university thatufteof faith is
service.

Therefore, even though Pope Benedict XVI did not mention ECE by name, heiredapt
the four essential characteristics of Catholic universities that weneutgated by John Paul Il
1) the individual believer is connected to the wider community of faith, 2) reason cammdt aff
to ignore faith’s role in the academy, 3) Catholic institutions are dependent onubesahi
Church, and 4) Catholic institutions have a mission of evangelization and servigés wayh
Pope Benedict XVI remained faithful to the nature and objectives of Catholidydsent
contained in the Apostolic Constitutiéix Corde Ecclesiae

Identity crisis

Why is Catholic identity such an important topic? Prior to 1968 the Catholic Church
made no attempt at a definitive statement on Catholic universities around the vagyd (N
2006). As Gleason (1994) and others have noted this was largely due to the fact thatc‘Catholi

identity” was taken for granted and the notion of an identity problem did not exishékst
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1997). To be a Catholic in America, prior to the mid 1960s, meant that one was distinct from the
greater American culture and the colleges and universities reflectetistimet subculture in
their curriculum and extracurriculum (Gleason, 1994).

The chain reaction that set in motion the “crisis of Catholic identity” in the 196@% be
with Monsignor John Tracy Ellis’ (1955) critique of American Catholics in iatélial
leadership. His criticism was meant to reinvigorate Catholic intelllscto@ngage in intellectual
conversation with their non-Catholic colleagues in order to bring forth the sglufi¢he
Catholic intellectual tradition, an “incomparable tradition of Catholic learofrwghich they are
the direct heirs” (Ellis, 1955, p. 13). Throughout the tone of his essay, Ellis (1955) appeared
confident that the Catholic intellectual tradition would prevalil if its aditereeeded his counsel.
Ellis’ critique was significant, but it needed two transformational forcextelerate the
“Catholic identity” problem, namely the Second Vatican Council and the culndaacial
upheaval of the 1960s.

The Second Vatican Council (1962-1965), the election of John F. Kennedy (first Roman
Catholic president), and the social and political uprisings on U.S. campuses dudfg@se
combined to create utter confusion as to the role of a Catholic in Americary soulet
henceforth the role of the Catholic college and university in America (Gallin, Hz99;2003).
There were both external and internal upheavals that dramatically affzattealic colleges and
universities. As to the externals, Gleason (1994) accurately summarized:

lllustrative of the first [external developments] are differences lestwenservative and

liberal Catholics over issues of academic freedom, theological dissent elué tod

magisterium, the relation of colleges and universities to ecclesibatithority, and the

degree to which education for justice can serve as the core element intatidn'sti
Catholic identity (p. 100).
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Among the internal developments, the composition of the faculty underwent a radical
change. Prior to 1960, there was a majority of priests and religious teachiahalicCcolleges
and universities; now there existed a minority (Gardner, 2003; Heft, 2003; Magnaye, 2007).
Prior to the 1960s there was a majority of Catholics on the faculty; today thaitynajerther in
jeopardy or it has fallen to a minority (Geiger, 2003; Miscamble, 2007; Sullins, 2004; Zec
1999). The decline of male and female religious congregations had drasticaaomfidor
Catholic higher education outside the classroom as well (Carroll, 2002; Estanek, 1887; Ga
2000; Gleason, 1995; Morey & Piderit, 2006; Sanderl, 2004). For example, the religious men
and women were living examples of Catholic teaching through their vows of poiferof, |
service, and sacramental commitments. In addition, their theologicahg@nd knowledge of
the Catholic intellectual tradition was much more thorough than the laity who would
immediately follow in their footsteps. The loss of these religious and tikeience in Catholic
higher education is beyond the scope of this current study, but it is sufficientatteation to
the reality of this phenomenon and its impact on Catholic higher education.

Land O’ Lakes.

Another critical moment in the evolution of the Catholic “identity problem” camie wit
the proclamation of the 1967And O’ Lakes Statemenhspired by the spirit of Vatican II,
particularly the documer@audium et Speshe Statementvas the fruit of a movement of
Catholic university presidents in the late 1960s to advance the role of the laity imuttod C
engage modernity in new academic disciplines and theological interpretatidivgoek towards
ecumenism. Of course, these aims, it was believed, would result in upward mobiGtiholic
universities. This new “Catholic university” needed to compete with the Harvaates,Yand

Princetons of America in the pursuit of academic excellence. Unlikeretmies, when Catholic
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universities defended their scholastic tradition against modern influence (MaRB608), or
accreditation standards (Gleason, 1995) Catholic colleges and universitiesowareving to
assimilate with the prestigious American universities (Gleason, 1992, 1994).

Twenty-six participants, including presidents, vice-presidents, and boanterseof 11
Catholic colleges and universities met at Land O’ Lakes, Wisconsin to addre€akiolic
institutions of higher education should emulate the changing nature of the Amaricarsity
(Gallin, 1992). Thd.and O’ Lakes Statemetitat resulted from the conference identified two
major issues facing American Catholic colleges and universities:ra@affeedom and
institutional autonomy. The drafters of thend O’ Lakes Statemewniewed the juridical linkage
between the Church and academe as the primary threat that would prohibitiadezbdom
and limit institutional autonomy. Thus, thand O’ Lakes Statemewas significant because it
advanced a sweeping change in the self-understanding of Catholic higher educhedd.f t
and served to influence the direction of Catholic universities worldwide (listvp&896; Gallin,
2000). In short, it was a call for Catholic universities to break ties withllnecE and embrace a
new image: that of an American research univergxyCorde EcclesiaéECE) was ultimately
the Vatican’s response to this view in an ongoing dialogue about the nature of acCathol
institution.

Ex Corde Ecclesiae.

On August 15, 1990, Pope John Paul 1l delivered to the world, and more specifically to
Catholic higher education institutions, the Apostolic ConstituitonCorde Ecclesigavhich
literally translates “from the heart of the Church.” The significanchetibcument resided in its
explanation of the “Catholic” nature and identity of Catholic universities YN2@06).Ex Corde

Ecclesiag ECE) contains two sections: Part | explains the identity and mission ohaliCat
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university while Part Il includes the General Norms, which are a sd#r@®scriptions based on
the teachings of Vatican Council Il and the directives of the Code of Canorhaaenable
Catholic higher education institutions to fulfill their mission in “the fresrce for the whole
truth about nature, man, and Go&x(Corde Ecclesigel990, art. 4).

As an Apostolic Constitution, ECE is the most authoritative statement on Céuilgbier
education within the Catholic Church. Due to its universal audience, ECE requiresathe |
conferences of bishops to enact the specific norms for Catholic universitieshaideare. In
other words, the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) were givenpbesslity of
implementing ECE according to the norm of Church law. This task was accomplistiel by
USCCB on May 3, 2000, with th&pplication of Ex Corde Ecclesiae to the United States
Though the document, ECE was universally promulgated in 1990, it had a rich and intriguing
development. The final document emerged after years of debate primaoihg déineologians,
presidents, and bishops over how to define Catholic identity, a debate that contthuethei
Catholic higher education field today. Most of the debates in the literatuoensdimgEx Corde
Ecclesiag(ECE) involve four major areas: academic freedom, institutional autonomg hiri
practices, and pluralism. This section briefly addressed the key isgbaseach of these four
areas followed by a justification for utilizing ECE in this study.

Academic freedom.

Even though the Norms of ECE expressly upheld the principle of academic freeiom (c
chapter 2, article 5), opponents of ECE claimed that the Church was in the businessiofysi
intellectuals (as it had done previously with dissident theologians) and ECE wasranot
interference of the Church hierarchy into the life of an academic. ThasalaitECE cited the

“mandatum” as the primary method of interference imposed by the hierarchyrmii€at
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theologians. The purpose of the “mandatum” or mandate was to ensure that Catholicatngolog
“are faithful to the Magisterium of the Church as the authentic interpre8aroved Scripture

and Sacred Tradition” (ECE, 1990, art. 4). The mandatum was not required of faculty in other
disciplines outside of theology.

Opponents believed that the principle of academic freedom and the respeciaf se
intellectuals would be severely weakened by the Norms of ECE (Hellwig, 2000, 260uir®/
2002; Monan & Malloy, 1999; Nilson, 2001; Saunders, 2000). Henkin, Dee, and Manzo (2001)
found that one-fourth of the 44 Catholic university presidents in their study viewedECE a
incompatible with academic freedom. To the objection from those who believed that ECE
opposed academic freedom, Baxter (1999) replied that “all institutions of hegineing operate
according to a scale of values that defines and thereby limits acadeedorh” (p. 634). Even
non-Catholic intellectuals were quick to dispel the myth that academic freduborhd He
considered as an absolute. “At most universities, there are at leasttégores of official
limitations on individual academic freedom...the curriculum, the scholarlyptrse itself,
harassment policies and speech codes, and the advocacy of religious viewpfaiotstat
state universities” (Gordon & Durham, 1999, p. 711). The position endorsed by ECE was that
academic freedom, truly expressed, meant a respect for the “rights dithdual and the
community” i.e. responsible freedom, not absolute freedom (ECE, 1990, art. 12).

Institutional autonomy.

A second objection to ECE was that it hindered or threatened the instituticyradrayt
of Catholic colleges and universities by permitting the Church hierarchfluence internal
procedures. Opponents of ECE hearken back to the1&8&¥ O’Lakes Statemeint defense

claiming that true universities, Catholic included, must be free from “atyladrivhatever kind,
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lay or clerical, external to the academic community itself.” Yet samneentators have noted
that this freedom from authority of whatever kind is not a tenable position, as mioslicCat
colleges and universities regularly subject themselves to a host of extehwmaiteast such as
accrediting agencies, ROTC programs, and modern business corporations (BaxteQt@99)
critics warned that this double standard toward authority essentialhy theé Catholic colleges
and universities were declaring what it meant to be Catholic apart from thehCiwvhiich was
unprecedented in history (Whitehead, 1996). Interestingly Henkin, Dee, and Manzo (2001)
reported that one-third of the 44 Catholic presidents in their study also viewedsECE
incompatible with institutional autonomy. However, most Catholic college and utyvers
presidents conceded that good relations with their local bishop were instrutogh@at long-
term institutional success.

Hiring practices

The most heated controversy surrounding hiring practices corresponded’so ECE
directive that “non-Catholic teachers should not be allowed to constitute a ynajtinin the
institution” (ECE, 1990, art. 4). Henkin, Dee, and Manzo (2001) reported that nearly one-third of
the 44 Catholic university presidents in their study believed that the impldrardbECE
would make it difficult to recruit new faculty members. Miscamble (2007), arliprofessor at
Notre Dame, lamented the fact that few departments at his universitgcientiously and
enthusiastically, support the mission statement’s call for a predominant nun@eghofic
faculty” (p. 21). One of Miscamble’s colleagues, McGreevy (2007), howegeedrin response
that there was a shortage of Catholic faculty in the country from which totracdiihat there
were many non-Catholic faculty that did support the mission of the university.

Opponents oEx CordeEcclesiae’directive on non-Catholic teachers (ECE, 1990, art.
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4) contested that discrimination litigation would result if the norms of ECE ingslemented
(Alexander & Alexander, 2000). They argued that this directive constitutetigadus
purpose,” one of the prongs of themontest that could be used in court against religious
institutions who received federal funding. Further, in bdétimt andRoemerrespectivelythe
court emphasized that there were no “religious qualifications for facultyoership” and
“academic quality,” not religious persuasion, was the principal hiringieriier faculty at each
of the colleges (p. 169-170). Thus ECE could put Catholic colleges at risk for both hiring
discrimination and loss of federal funds.

However, proponents of ECE questioned how an institution could remain faithful to its
mission without those who could implement it. Were there not employment psatiatecould
be implemented at Catholic institutions that were supported by civilllafeet there were.
“Under federal statutory law, religious organizations generally baee exemptions from the
requirement for non-discrimination employment practices of the CivhtRigct of 1964”
(Araujo, 1999, p. 840). These three exemptions in sum were as follows: (1) religicatatal
institutions who hired individuals of a particular religion who performed work corthéztbe
institution’s religious activities, (2) an employee who exemplifibd@a fideoccupational
gualification necessary to the employer’s enterprise (e.g. universipyach), and
(3) employment practices of an institution which was owned, supported, controlled, or chanage
by a particular religion or religious society or if the curriculum wasatied toward the
propagation of a particular religion (Araujo, 1999). Ultimately what thisntneas that ECE
permited Catholic universities to take the necessary steps to prdssruaissions, which were
respected and protected by Title VIl of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Araujo, 199908 &

Durham, 1999).
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Pluralism.

The fourth objection raised against ECE was that it opposed pluralism. Opponents of
ECE argued that it advocated the promotion of a distinct Catholic identity, whidhtai@sant
to diverse ideas, people, practices, etc. This type of criticism narnat@hpreted pluralism as
that which simply occurred within institutions. Yet Catholic institutions ¢leaiuinely advanced
the Catholic intellectual tradition offer the world a unique gift, which aSienparticular form of
pluralism - one between institutions. Further, some authors have noted that the @attioba
is “complex and multifaceted, not merely tolerant of variety and controversy jpemdient on
them for its progress and development” (Baxter, 1999, p. 634). Thus Catholic colleges and
universities may reasonably assert that they, over their long historystuaied the best of what
has been thought and penned across traditions, cultures, and people in order to better understand
the truth of things.

Utilizing Ex Corde Ecclesiae

For the purposes of this study, the understanding of Catholic culture in the callege a
university setting was rooted Ex Corde EcclesiagOne point of clarification however must be
raised with ECE, namely that it made few references to the area of ditelastthe American
system of higher education defines it. Why was this so? The prominence of lifke dhés
classroom, i.e. the extracurriculum, is largely an American phenomenonhdsstap Miller
noted: “The vast majority of the world’s Catholic universities do not offer the kiod-cmpus
residential experiences and plethora of student activities available in thisyt¢2007, p. 10).
Ex Corde Ecclesiagas a document written to all the Catholic universities in the world, totaling
around 1,300 institutions, therefore it was not surprising that there was bttlgom of

extracurricular life, which was specific to American Catholic higher &tilwe of which there are
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only 220 institutions.

There were however two sectionstof Corde Ecclesiathat referred to the university
community. The “university community” included the teachers, adminissradod students
(ECE, 1990, arts. 21-26). As previously mentioned there was not a clear separati@m bletéve
curriculum and the extracurriculum. Rather, Catholic culture, as expresezluniversity
community, flowed from the curriculum into the extracurriculum. In other wordst, Géudolic
students learned in the classroom with regard to moral, religious, and sathatgsaof the
Church ought to be visibly practiced outside of it.

In the first part oEx Corde Ecclesiaeoncerning the identity of a Catholic university,
John Paul Il wrote the following about the university community.

A Catholic university pursues its objectives through its formation of an authentic human

community animated by the spirit of Christ. The source of its unity springsarom

common dedication to the truth, a common vision of the dignity of the human person and,

ultimately, the person and message of Christ, which gives the Institutaistitetive

character (ECE, 1990, p. 19).

In the second part of ECE, under the General Norms, article four, section five, pgrtaini
to the university community, it stated the following. “The education of studetascombine
academic and professional development with formation in moral and religious @$nam the
social teachings of the Church” (p. 42). These two sections of ECE provided Cathelesoll
and universities with a framework for developing a cultural environment wherentswadere
taught to know the truth and live it abundantly. This cultural environment must be shaped and
cultivated properly, for it would not happen otherwise. To understand how student life offices
contributed to the institutionalization of Catholic culture was the purpose of this stud

Studies Pertaining to Catholic Identity.

The latest and most thoroughly researched book on the identity of Catholic cotidges a
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universities was Morey and Piderit’s (2006) study enti@atholic Higher Education: A Culture
in Crisis. The purpose of Morey and Piderit's (2006) study was to evaluate the Catholic identity
guestion against the backdrop of a perceived increase in secularization and misidio ey
and Piderit (2006) conducted 124 qualitative interviews with senior level adminis@ah@3
diverse Catholic colleges and universities. Morey and Piderit (2006) wereufafi interested
in the transition from religiously-professed leaders to a preponderance ddaydeThe study
attempted to generally address how a senior level administrator withih@ai€aollege or
university integrated the Catholic intellectual, moral, and social tradititmeaChurch
throughout the institution. Morey and Piderit (2006) tried to identify how these senior
administrators understood and transmitted the founding religious values afshaution and
how they made them relevant in the current landscape of higher education.

The 124 interviews led to a substantial amount of data that was analyzed godzede
into 26 themes that were then prioritized into the 15 most significant themes.IBsenes
were then classified under four general headings: a) academic, bjtstuliere, c) religious,
and d) institutional. The authors then provided concrete responses from the intentiews w
senior level administrators on issues surrounding academics, student culgios, r&hd
institutional mission. Not surprisingly, considering the historical narrativeatifdlic identity
conveyed above, the interviews revealed a lack of consensus about what Cathatycrrosantt
or how to achieve it. More importantly for this current study, Morey and Piderit (20069l f
that most of the student life administrators interviewed felt they were “sietge and
unsupported” in promoting Catholic teaching in the student culture and extracuraictiNéres
(p. 163).

Perhaps the most significant contribution of this research was the developtient of
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model typology. Morey and Piderit (2006) admitted that early on in the interview proces

different versions of what it meant to be a Catholic college or universigygea. Over the

course of the interviews and analysis, it became evident that four distinct motleds/siof
approaching collegiate Catholic mission, culture, and identity” arose yMoRaderit, 2006, p.

382). Morey and Piderit (2006) admitted that not all the institutions fit neatly witbimbdels,

but there was enough similarity to give rise to the models. As explainadysiy, the four

models that emerged were: 1) immersion, 2) persuasion, 3) diaspora, and 4) cohort. Tiseugh the
four models emerged, Morey and Piderit (2006) were clear that all four types aptiddeely

exist while at the same time being institutionally committed to maintatheig Catholic

identity.

An additional value of this study was its breadth of sample and depth of analyses. The
were no previous studies of Catholic higher education that have attempted the degree of
comprehension that Morey and Piderit (2006) achieved. Further, the authors’ acralysesl
ideological lines, and as such could not be easily dismissed for a conservativeabpiiygosal.
Lastly, the authors made a series of recommendations on how Catholic orstitguld
enhance their Catholic identity while maintaining their legitimateetarThese
recommendations were thoughtful, practical, and connected to the objective of emhancin
institutional identity for all four model types.

A valid criticism that may be leveled against this study was that it didamsider the
faculty or students who make up a tremendous part of the institutional culture. Though the la
administrators were nearly all practicing Catholics committed iataiaing the Catholic
identity of their institution, the faculty and students may not have been so inclined.

Administrators certainly guide the mission of the college, but as Morey dedtfF2006)
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discovered, what was often articulated from the administrators was admtw€tions about the
Catholic identity as opposed to the reality on the ground. Apart from Immersiogesjlle
administrators at the other model types experienced “faculty hostility teltg@us mission”
(Morey & Piderit, 2006, p. 99) or a “religiously tepid” student culture (p. 158). Thus, similar
information collected from the faculty and students would have proved to be a valuable
contribution to an already robust study.

There were two major historical works on Catholic higher education that do@dnent
how Catholic institutions shaped their identities and missions as they pexjm&s the last
century. Philip Gleason (1995) in his wo@ontending with Modernitgliscussed the
institutional and ideological forces that influenced Catholic colleges beth@ and 1960.
Institutionally, Catholic colleges were confronted with increased acadspacialization and
standardization. ldeologically, Catholic institutions, whose curriculum @shter scholastic
forms of knowledge, found themselves surrounded by modernist notions inspired by
Enlightenment influences (Gleason, 1995). Debates raged across the ocegropseshe
condemned “Americanism” as a form of liberalization of knowledge and freedom-1’) 10
Gleason (1995) documented the swing from neo-Thomism on one side to a more sympatheti
and, in some cases, a full embrace of modernity and Americanism by Cathdbctindds (p.
297-304). His account was thoroughly researched and informative, but ends short of current
developments.

In his voluminous workThe Dying of the Light: The Disengagement of Colleges from
Their Christian ChurchesBurtchaell (1998) took a slightly different approach to the notion of
Catholic identity than did Gleason. Burtchaell (1998) in fact mentioned the workldegon

did in Contending with Modernit{1995), but articulated how his study branched in another
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direction. Burtchaell’s (1998) work was not solely focused on Catholic colledres rat
involved an in-depth case study analysis of 17 religiously-founded institutions, threebf w
were Catholic. Burtchaell’s (1998) thesis was that most Protestant andJdatmolic colleges
underwent a progressive disengagement from their religious mission andade@#tholics
were slower to disengage than their Protestant counterparts, believduaBUitt998), but
nonetheless the signs were present whereby in time, Catholic collegesbamiidresemble
their founding purposes. Burtchaell’s (1998) analysis was less exhaustiveendegative in
terms of the Catholic subject matter than Gleason’s view. In other wordspG(d&95) was
more hopeful for the future of Catholic higher education than Burtchaell’ssasmalymitted.

These two works illustrate how difficult it is for a church-related, nspexifically, a
Catholic institution, to engage modernity without losing its religious convictiomer@uthors
have raised similar demanding questions of Catholic higher educational iosstitn a college
tied to a particular religious tradition, are all ideas and all people wekcbio can a college
honor and express its denominational commitments in a way that does not exclude? yonverse
can it muster sufficient resources to convincingly express a denominatilatiainghip?”
(Mahoney, Schmalzbauer, & Youniss, 2001, p.38). There have been many compelling books,
dissertations, and articles that have taken various positions on these question®tiealt toethe
pronouncement of a “crisis” of Catholic institutional identity over the lasteésy

There were articles that argued that Catholic higher education is gecéamnathat leads
toward a further weakening of their Catholic identity, one that will requirajarndentity
transformation in order to recover (Burtchaell, 1999; Kelly, 1992; MacIntyre, 199%elkf,
1999; Piderit, 1999; Reilly, 2003). Other authors admitted that Catholic institwemeswalking

a precarious fine line regarding their Catholic identity, but also discussethasevinstitutions
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could turn challenges into opportunities. For example, some studies recognized thal pdtent
lay leadership to enhance identity (Gardner, 2003; Williams, 2010; Wong, 2002) whike other
have examined the role directors of mission have played in maintaining missignaj#a

2007).

Still other authors simply explained the various reasons why Catholic ydeatiame a
problem. For example, Gallin (2000) documented the historical developments from 1960 to the
1990s while Olin (2005) examined how market forces and the drive to stay comdtacted
mission. Further, there were numerous sources that examined the influsecalafism,
pluralism, and postmodernism on the university (Macintyre, 1999; Marsden, Mixon, Lyon &
Beatty, 2004; Lakeland, 2001; Olsen, 1992; Scott, 2006; Wolfe, 1999). Lastly, there were
authors who acknowledged that leaders of Catholic colleges and universities teveedis
themselves from the Church hierarchy over the last century, but they argutndsleathanges
were largely positive for the institutions and the Church (Cernera, 2005; Heft, 26808igH
Wilcox, & King 2000; O’Brien, 2002).

College Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development

Owing to the existence of differing models of Catholic colleges and uniestte may
rightly ask, do these different models effectively produce different typ€attilic students?
Or, if religious identity is important to students, are they choosing theiwitnstis based on the
express Catholic commitment of the institution? Having examined the badtoontext of the
identity issue, this section addressed the influence of the identity *arsollege students.
Since college choice was beyond the scope of this research, this seatgedfpamarily on the
first question, namely what influence these institutions have had on the prachioseftudents

who attended the different models of institutions. Some authors have termed tleisaaefthe
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“between-college effects” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p.75).

This section of the literature review was subdivided into three main areaststhe fi
subdivision examined religion and spirituality of young adults generally hvijppcally referred
to those who fell in the college age ranges of 18-24. The second subdivision reviematept
surveys of Catholic young adults’ religious beliefs and practices. THesfibdivision presented
three empirical studies on the relationship between attending a Catholgeawileniversity and
the resulting effect on religious beliefs and practices. In other words, ttireg studies
addressed the outcomes of attending a Catholic college or university on dieé¢’sylséem and
lived experience of those beliefs.

Religion and Spirituality of Young Adults.

There were two national works that examined the religious and spiritusblivillege
students. One of these works, Pascarella and Terenzini’'s (2005) second volume ldotitled:
College Affects Studentshronicled the impact that attending a college or university had on the
development of a college student’s spiritual and moral life. The other was ther IHigdjncation
Research Institute’s (HERI) national report entitlf€de Spiritual Life of College Students: A
National Study of College Students’ Search for Meaning and Puf@66d), which examined
how students in college characterized their religiosity or spirituality.

Pascarella and Terenzini’s (2005) bdtdw College Affects Students: Volumevas a
synthesis of research “on the impact of college on students that has acedrained the 1991
publication” (p.5). As such it was not one study, but a summary synthesis of over 2,500 studies
covering a variety of outcomes of postsecondary attendance for individual studemtzss s
cognitive growth, psychosocial change, attitudes and value change, and mdardené In

essence the authors simply desired to document how the college expeffiected aidividual
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students across these multiple domains.

Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) analyzed the change in moral and spinelapdent
of students in six ways: (a) during college, (b) net effects (controllingeftain influences such
as maturation or social trends at the time), (c) between-college €tiastdd on institutional
features such as selectivity or size), (d) within-college effeat(as faculty and peer
interactions or major course of study), (e) conditional effects (suchnaegor race), and (f)
long-term effects of college.

Pertaining to spiritual development, there was modest evidence that “pointeaser
or refinements in students’ religious values during college” (Pascardlerénzini, 2005, p.
335). However, there appeared to be no empirical support for net effects, witegeaffects,
conditional effects, or long-term effects of college on religious valuexéRala & Terenzini,
2005). There was some inconsistent evidence regarding the between-cddetpeosf
religiosity. Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) cited that there were sifigfegnces of institutional
selectivity on religiousness such that the higher the selectivity, the tbevegligiousness (p.
293) though this finding appeared tenuous (p. 338).

How college affected students’ moral development also achieved modesnhgams
following categories: during college, between-college, within-college, anetéongeffects.
With regard to change during college, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) fourfteteavas a
“strong association between principled moral reasoning and extent of exgopostsecondary
education” (p. 347). For between-college effects, the greatest gainsaipl@d moral reasoning
were found at “small, private, liberal arts colleges” (p. 367). Further,jravithin-college
effects were known to produce increases in principled moral reasoning. F@iexstudents

who were exposed to courses in “philosophical methods of ethical analysis astovelilasima
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discussion and personality development” showed growth in principled moral reasonin
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 368). Finally, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) foidehte
suggesting that increases in the use of principled moral reasoning thaedaunng college
tended to persist into the years immediately following graduation” (p. 370).

Pascarella and Terenzini’'s (2005) comprehensive work was helpful toctessar
looking for a general overview of select college student outcomes. It was tatlpdy useful
in identifying specific in-depth information about the studies on which it reports x&oe,
the authors admitted to few national studies since 1990 that dealt with chandjggounsre
attitudes during college, but no specifics were provided. Consequently, reseatahdd not
expect Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) to provide detailed information or cribiogteslies;
rather they should expect to find broad sweeping conclusions based on limited available
evidence about a given topic.

Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) could not find significant evidence supporting ibetwee
college effects on spiritual or religious values in part because of an insoifircimber of
studies. However, they found clear evidence that the sociopolitical environnmegeticaenong
students and faculty members on campus significantly influenced studsmtgiditical
attitudes and behaviors. “Students on campuses with a liberal sociopolitical pegt conte
(compared with similar students on more conservative campuses) showed igeEatses in the
likelihood of voting and in commitment to social activism, liberal sociopoliticahtatens, and
support for civil liberties” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 337). One wonderséf \wWexe
sufficient studies looking at spiritual or religious values, would a similar caonlbg drawn?
In other words, would a liberal spiritual/religious peer or faculty cultutaente liberal

spiritual/religious beliefs and behaviors? The existence of evidence deatiogstnat peer
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culture and faculty culture influenced beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors alongddigal lines
seemed to suggest the possibility of similar results along spiritualigious lines.

The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) sought to examine theapives of
college students particularly in how college students “conceive of spigtuakt role it plays in
their lives, and how colleges and universities can be more effective irefaagistudents’
spiritual development” (Astin, Astin, & Lindholm, 2004, p. 2).

HERI, located at the University of California Los Angeles (UCLA), cateldi a major
multi-year and multi-institutional research project that involved 112,232 students and 236
diverse colleges and universities throughout the country (Astin, Astin, & Lindholm, 2004).
Students were given a “six-page survey questionnaire that addressed qubsiidribeir
background, educational and occupational aspirations, and values and beliefs withtaespec
spiritual and religious matters” (p. 3).

Overall the “study revealed that today’s college students have very highdéspistual
interest and involvement” (Astin, et al., 2004, p. 3). For example, 83% believed in the ssxredne
of life, 81% attended religious services, 80% discussed religion or spiyitwéht friends, and
79% believed in God (Astin, et al., 2004, p. 5). In addition, 67% considered it “essential” or
“very important” that their college developed their personal values whilesé8¥4hat it was
“essential” or “very important” that college “encourage their peas expression of spirituality”
(Astin, et al., 2004, p. 6).

The study defined 12 dimensions of spirituality and religiousness that wer@used t
comprise the scales of the survey: spirituality, spiritual quest, equaniatigypus commitment,
religious engagement, religious/social conservatism, religious skepti@igious struggle,

charitable involvement, compassionate self-concept, ethic of care, and emalmenidview.
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Student responses were ranked as either high or low across these scalaesdy pregided
valuable data disaggregated by religious preference as well as high and Isvofegkgious
and spiritual engagement. For example, Catholic students “tended to score belverétle
average on four measures: religious commitment, religious engagementueeligi
social/conservatism, and religious skepticism” (Astin, et al., 2004, p. 22). timghgswhen
groups scored low on religious commitment, engagement, and social/consemnatias
because they were high on religious skepticism. However, Catholics scored llimeasures
including religious skepticism. This lack of skepticism suggested that @atlsobred highest
on being lukewarm or indifferent in their spiritual lives.

Though this study was helpful in providing a general overview of college students’
religious sentiments, the 12 dimensions were too broadly defined to providecaignifetail
concerning spiritual or religious development. In other words, some of the indjcations
within the 12 dimensions were unclear and some did not logically fall into the gatego
ascribed. Finally, 66% of students surveyed were enrolled at public institutions, pri%ats,
non-sectarian institutions, and only 7% at Catholic institutions (Astin, et al., 2005, phz3). T
demographic information may have explained the poor scores of the Catholiistwde at
most public institutions, did not have a culture that supported religious or spiletglbpment.

Catholic Young Adults.

Who is this cohort of Catholic young adults that are growing up in American culture
today? What are the spiritual and moral convictions that define this geneistiat 2oes it
mean to be a Catholic young adult for this cohbid@dge (2005) put it best when he said:
“Catholic identity has a center. It also has boundaries, and to keep identity byeag t

boundaries need to be maintained. For Catholics, not everything goes. People need to know what
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is Catholic and what is not, what is allowed and what is not” (p. 11). Can young adult Catholics
today identify these boundaries and if so can they maintain them?
Why is it important that Catholic young adults confront religious and moraligug3t
There was evidence that the most impressionable ages in the developméatalecipetween
15-25 years old. Sometimes referred to as the critical decade, theserérardexstood to be
foundational years for young adults to develop a sense of purpose, meaning, faith, and moral
convictions. Hodge, Dinges, Johnson, and Gonzales (2001) cited two studies that claimed:
..after about twenty-five years of age there is a solidification of valadésig them
resistant to change, and researchers studying the life cycle find dipse petheir
forties, fifties, or sixties tend to have the same values they had back in their

twenties. For the majority of people, there is a momentum in the life eycheat the
values inculcated during their twenties remain for many decades (p. 20)

D’Antonio (2005) cited similar findings where generations remained femhgtant in their
values over time. This section presented some of the more recent studies bgidhe teeliefs
and practices of Catholic young adults.

Davidson, Hodge, Gautier, and D’Antonio (2007) conducted surveys of U.S. Catholics in
1999 and 2005 “to get a preliminary reading on what laity feel is central to beimgji€and
what they feel is peripheral or optional” (Hodge, 2005, p. THhip study found that, in general,
all Catholics adhered more closely to “creedal” belief than to the Churcna teachings.
“Catholics distinguish basic creedal beliefs such as Jesus’ resurrauditimeanature of the
sacraments from specific moral teachings about sexuality or the dealty petheey see the
latter as less than central to their Catholicity” (Hodge, 2005, p. 14). Compared &dass,
“the youngest generation rated three items much lower - the churabfsrigs on abortion, the
church’s teachings on same-sex marriage, and participating in devotions suchassic
adoration” (p 14). Though young adults were unlikely to rate these three as impothesit t

Catholicity, “they were just as likely as others to rate helping the poorf imellee Resurrection,
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and sacraments as essential to their faith” (Hodge, 2005, p. 14).

In addition, the authors discovered that 95% of millennial generation Catlmatikohe
can be a good Catholic without going to church every Sunday. Only 15% of the millennial
generation reported attending Mass weekly or more. On the Church’s monah¢gsaoughly
89% of the millennial generation agreed that one can be a good Catholic withoungdtept
Church’s opposition to abortion and 87% said the same with regards to the Church’s teaching on
birth control (Hodge, 2005). Regarding the influence of Catholic education, the anltsersed
that: “the more highly educated Catholics were less insistent than the altbetshe
requirement of obeying church teachings on birth control and on divorce and remgpiag®’
Lastly, only 33% of the millennial generation said they would never leave thetChur

Davidson and Hodge (2004) hired Princeton Survey Research Associates to conduct
interviews with “a random sample of 1,119 self-identified American Catholi€gptember and
October of 2003” (p. 13). Not surprisingly, considering the timing of the survey, the dagf tw
the 12 challenges facing the Church were related to the sex abuse scantiabrokaan 2002.
Coming in at the number three and four most serious issues facing the Churdmewshettage
of priests and sisters” at 62% of those responding and “that young adults arenwotwesliin
the Church as much as they should be” at 53% of those responding (Davidson & Hodge, 2004,
p.14). Among the six key findings of this study, the researchers mentioned thagjgést
difference in respondents came between the pre-Vatican Il generation atiatienerations.

In fact the millennial generation did not appear significantly different tieeir post-Vatican i
predecessors. Unlike other studies of this millennial generation (Carroll, 20€2;205), the
authors did not find the millennial responders turning in a more traditional religi@asiain.

Hodge, Dinges, Johnson, and Gonzales hoped to collect reliable information “on how
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young adult Catholics lived their Catholicism” (Hodge, et. al, 2001, p. 1). The reseanc
conducted random phone surveys with confirmands (youth preparing for the sacrament of
Confirmation) in 44 parishes in 11 dioceses across the country. One of the samples focused on
non-Latinos while the other strictly concentrated on Latino young adults. Imoaxidiite
researchers conducted 75 personal interviews from Catholic confirmands amdbsese
groups, one with African Americans only and one with Latinos only. The interview®eunsl
groups were convenient samples, not random.

The surveys revealed five main findings. First, the researchers foundwhaiudag
adults have left the Catholic community, meaning they still consideredéieas Catholic.
However, this self-identification as Catholic was more of a cultural thiael an active
commitment to the Catholic faith. For example, a majority of those surveyeid study had
become inactive Catholics in the years following their confirmation, intfi@ctaverage age for
dropping out was twenty” (Hodge, Dinges, Johnson, Gonzales, 2001, p. 47). In addition, the
researchers asked why there was such a large drop out rate (close to 75%) muohththat a
“common pattern was that when they left home for college or work, they also stopped
churchgoing” (p. 47). Interestingly, the survey respondents indicated that itoivdoctrinal
problems or religious doubts that led to the cessation of church attendance, radisdvecause
respondents admitted they were “too busy,” or they “lacked interest,” orsimepdy “lazy” (p.
47).

The second main finding was that there was a small difference betweéatmenand
Latino respondents. Thirdly, the young adults expressed strong opinions about the Church. For
example, respondents admitted to favoring “more lay participation in paasbddsaving more

women in all ministries” (Hodge, et al., 2001, p. 67). Fourthly, the majority of these gouitg
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“advocated more Catholic involvement in social issues” despite ideologivad (e 68). Lastly,
three-fourths of the respondents “found it important to be Catholic, even if manyro€tiutd

not claim that Catholicism is the one true Church and even if many don’t pagiegrgtmuch

in church life” (p. 68). In conclusion the authors noted that “our data show that significant
members of young adult Catholics today no longer see the Roman Catholic Church asmunique
essential, the pope as necessary, the Church’s structures as importantjan &sd source of
objective truth” (p. 221). Yet, young adult Catholics “feel at home in the Church irzsofaey
appropriate it on their own terms” (p. 225). This comment echoed the findings of Smith and
Denton’s (2005) study.

Smith and Denton (2005) sought to accurately describe and evaluate the cbéaracter
American religion in the lives of religious and nonreligious youth today. Smith antb®
(2005) reported their findings from research conducted by the National Stidwytf and
Religion (NSYR) from 2002 to 2003 using a total sample of 3,370 teenagers and parents. In
addition to a phone survey, researchers conducted “267 in-depth face-to-facevistenirea
subsample of telephone survey respondents in 45 states” (Smith & Denton, 2005, p. 6) in order
“to provide extended follow- up discussions about teens’ religious, spiritual, familypeiadl s
lives” (p. 302).

Smith and Denton (2005) reported 11 major findings with respect to Americageegna
religious and spiritual lives such as: a “majority of teenagers emlvaee religious identity and
are affiliated with a religious organization” (p. 260) as opposed to being simptyapimost
teens reported that they were Christian; and despite the common misconcemptismdie most
important social influence on the religious and spiritual lives of adolescents igarents”

(Smith & Denton, 2005, p. 261). Other findings included: the greater the number afuligi
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activities, programs, opportunities, etc., the greater the religious engagamdanvestment of
teenagers; teens are religiously illiterate, often unable to arBouladt they believe or why it is
important; and though teenagers claim religion was important for their liiggmavas not a
priority; “it is valued but not much invested in, praised but not very describable” (p. 262).
Perhaps most intriguing about this study, Smith and Denton (2005) believed that a new
religious outlook has replaced traditional religions as the dominant teenagmusefajth.
Researchers termed this outlook the “Moralistic Therapeutic DeisthDjNbecause of its belief
in a distant God who created and orders the world, wants people to be good, nice, and fair to
each other, and does not need to be particularly involved in our personal lives except when
needed to resolve a problem (p. 162). The researchers pointed out that religious development
does not occur in a vacuum and one must try to grasp the significance of culturairadtracd
institutional forces that form teenage lives. Hence, we cannot fully grasp aostamdkethe
religious and spiritual lives of U.S. teenagers without understanding our indiviabalis
consumerist, and post-Christian society. Lastly, Smith and Denton (2005) concludezs it d
the weak level of religious understanding and commitment of teenagers, thexedliysezable
and significant differences in a variety of important life outcomes betwees on less religious
teenagers in the United States” (p. 263). Or put another way, “religion caneitteig
differences and arguably exerts significant effects on important oatcomeenagers’ lives” (p.
263).
Smith and Denton (2005) also made certain relevant observations concerning Catholic
teens. “On most measures of religious faith, belief, experience, and préetibelic teens as a
whole show up as fairly weak” (p. 216). In fact, compared with the rest of tgmuslifaith

communities represented in this study, Catholics were among the weaklstmeasure of
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religious strength, scoring just above nonreligious teens. The authors caathpeeligiosity, or
lack thereof, as the most plausible reason for Catholic teens’ religiotys la

Studies of Catholic College and University Students.

Earlier it was noted that the critical decade for spiritual and morabt@mwas between
ages 15-25. Obviously this range included the traditional college student agefraBee4,
therefore making the college age years of utmost importance in the formayimmagf adults.
What follows were two studies that suggested what kinds of behaviors Cath@gecstiidents
engage in and what attitudes they hold.

A study commissioned by the Cardinal Newman Society, but conducted by Wagner
(2008) of QEV Analytics, was conducted in order to determine the beliefs, atfiaurdk
behaviors of current and recent students at U.S. Catholic colleges. This studgapecif
targeted where students stood in relation to traditional Catholic teaching dnssoes,
practices of the faith, and the impact Catholic colleges have on catholicity.

Wagner (2008) conducted a national on-line survey that generated a sample of 506
respondents, half of whom were current Catholic college and university studentsajbinigy of
respondents were female (57%) and identified themselves as “still Caifa@id). Six percent
of the sample claimed that they “were Catholic in college, but no longer todaghatiter 29%
were not Catholic in their last year of college and are not currently GAtfmli3). In addition,
respondents attended a wide variety of Catholic colleges and universitesstalt28 in all.

This study found that most Catholic college students and recent graduatets “reje
traditional Catholic teachings on key moral issues” such as abortion, présexjta
contraception, and same-sex marriage (p. 1, 6). Further, these respondents bkifitiesl t

experience of attending a Catholic institution made no difference in their supptbre {Catholic
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Church or its teaching” (Wagner, 2008, p. 1). The study made a distinction betwden wha
labeled “sacramentally active Catholics” i.e. those who attend Massstaiblece a week and
participated in the sacrament of Penance once a year, and those who were Whilleolic
attending a Catholic college (p. 3). Sacramentally active Catholics disigaynificant behavior
and attitudinal differences compared to inactive Catholics or Catholics whideZatholic
Church. Among the interesting findings that this study reported, there weetbatwere
particularly significant for this research.

The first was that students who were encouraged by the institution to aptiaetice
their faith responded positively. In other words, students who attended Catholic catidges
universities that actively encouraged “Mass attendance and communitye$Sandcdiscouraged
“premarital sex and the viewing of pornography” slightly influenced studernitsose directions
(p- 10). The opposite was also true: when college officials encouraged practicesréhat
contrary to the teachings of the Catholic Church, students exhibited negative bet@@dhan
those respondents who were not so encouraged. This finding was significant to anghrese
because it indicated that institutional behavioral messages did influence stateites.

The second finding was that students, who expressed that Catholic identitypeasirn
in their college choice, were more likely to exhibit behavior and attitudes @ntsigth the
Catholic Church. This finding was significant to the current study because heaf@{o explain
the presence of different models of Catholic institutions. In other words)siteitions self-
replicating their institutional identity by recruiting and retainingdsnts who prefer a specific
type of Catholic culture on campus?

This study met the criteria of a valid quantitative study. It used a dadjeiverse

random sample of current and recent college graduates within a theorstrgal of sampling
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error. The survey was administered on-line to a database of students numberingpaOlmil
addition, the study was conducted by a highly experienced research firm whosecl@nis
include the National Institutes of Health, National Academy of Scienceharid.§. Department
of Energy. This study recommended taking the same areas that it studied andngpstpdents
from a variety of Catholic colleges and universities.

This research attempted to follow that recommendation through intervi¢gwstudents
in leadership positions within the student life office of varying Catholic mod@hatsugh the
guestions posed to the students in the current study elicited a more institutrspatpee and
thus less personal, the general goal was similar. The purpose of this regesatohnvestigate
how student life offices at Catholic colleges contributed to the Catholic colttineir respective
colleges or universities. In that sense, this study examined ways in whicstiheéion, via the
student life office, was encouraging or discouraging certain studeuntiatior behaviors related
to the Catholic Church’ s teaching on moral, social, and religious principles.

Fleming and Chappe (2006) designed an instrument known Beshen College
Questionnaire about the Undergraduate Experigfi3@Q) to measure the undergraduate
experiences of students at Catholic colleges and universities. Morecgihcthis instrument
was designed so that the researchers could determine the link “between studerg outcom
measures and institutional mission” (p. 237). This study discussed the creation 6QQren8 it
presented the data from one of its six uses.

The BCQ was administered on-line to the 2005 graduating class of one Catholic
university in October of 2004. The researchers invited seniors via email torahev8ad item
BCQ. In all, 936 respondents were used to generate the data for thens@@8) (giving the

researchers a 45% response rate, which compared favorably to other natiegal uatveys.
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Overall, Church attendance for seniors dropped nearly 30%, but spirituality,
prayer/meditation, and spiritual conversation all rose by 41%, 16%, and 40% redpecti
(Fleming & Chappe, 2006). The researchers chose four co-curricular astagtiedicators of
students’ religious/spiritual lives, namely, 1) spiritual retreatseB)ice and awareness groups,
3) service/immersion trips, and 4) religious organizations. In other wordsuthers believed
that participation in these four co-curricular activities “could be understoodeas@x
manifestations of the students’ internal religious/spiritual lives” (p. 25Qy. p&rcent of the
seniors had been on a spiritual retreat during their undergraduate exp&ieficbad been on a
service or immersion trip; 20 % had been involved in a religious organization; and 62 % had
participated in a service or awareness group. All four activities werevebgitiorrelated with
each other, for example, “a student who had gone on an immersion trip had probably done some
community service” (p. 252).

The last relevant finding of this study was the distinction that students nadsehbe
being “religious” and being “spiritual.” Sixty percent of the sample saitthiey were religious
as opposed to not-religious, while 81% said they were spiritual as opposed to nodtspinid
57% said that they were both religious and spiritual as opposed to being not baibgeligl
spiritual. The authors determined that “students who claimed they were relibymst always
claimed a religious affiliation” and therefore their church attendanceigmfigant (p. 258). For
students who were spiritual, but not religious, “belonging was not required foribgliép.

258). Further, students who were religious prayed and meditated more frequenthogewho
were spiritual, even though those who were spiritual claimed prayer and troaditare of
greater importance. However, students who considered themselves spintuaiave likely to

converse about their faith with staff and with their peers. In conclusion, gerchsrs found
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that the religious and spiritual students “shared almost no common charastefjst259).

This study was a report of findings based on one cohort of seniors. Though the response
rate was at an acceptable level, this study would be enhanced if it rafsodaih set over the
six year period it was conducted. Secondly, this study identified four cotdarractivities:
spiritual retreats, service/immersion trips, religious organization, amdes®r awareness group,
but it did not provide a description of those activities. For example, “awareness gralg” co
have multiple meanings and was far too ambiguous for the reader to grasp fitsasigai It
could have been the case that student responders misinterpreted these fouesatagty,
though the creation and implementation of the BCQ was laudable, measuring intertbr grow
based on outward participation is largely unconvincing.

The Role of Student Affairs in Higher Education

How does student affairs affect college student development, particulgeatylieg moral
and spiritual development? How does student affairs affect the overall ioeautulture? How
does student affairs promote the mission and identity of the institution? Thisrdeynstudent
affairs was subdivided into three sections to address these questions. Heefiiost provided a
brief historical sketch of the emergence and historical significansteident affairs as a
profession. The second section examined how the student affairs’ division influencesrtie
institutional culture of which it is a part. The third section examined studiesxpidred student
affairs work on Catholic campuses.

Historical narrative of the student affairs field.

Historically, the professional field of student affairs appeared in tedﬁtcentury with
the first dean of men at Harvard in 1870 (ACPA website, 2003). Initially, theiéamemodel of

education with its English roots did not need a specialized officer to oversee thédarof its
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students, which could be provided by the faculty. Nor were the colleges complex enougih to me
sophisticated administrative structures. However, two forces would soon colidedrate a
specialization of the administrative order: the fragmentation of the curriculdrtha push for
research prompted by the German model (Rudolph, 1962; Veysey, 1965). As a resuld dfe fiel
student affairs was born with the initial purpose of providing the formation tmaafigrwas
ascribed to the faculty (Lucas, 1994; Thelin, 2004).

The senior student affairs officer (SSAQO) was closely allied digcipline, supervision,
and moral formation operating much like a student’s parent, enforcing curfes,adee, and
no smoking rules. Julie Reuben (1996) described how the responsibility for moraldarmat
moved from the teacher to the dean at the turn of tie@6tury in her bookThe Making of the
Modern University: Intellectual Transformation and tdarginalization of Morality.Reuben
(1996) cited the historical significance of the dean of students position atrgateld919 for
the strict purpose of enhancing the character formation of the students. The dezd thygla
professor who previously either modeled morality in the classroom or explazigt it.

Shortly thereafter, the 1937 statemdiite Student Personnel Point of Vielearly
asserted that institutions should put emphasis on “the development of the student as a person
rather than upon his intellectual training alone” (Whitt, 1997, p. 18) Stiementurther
outlined key services that each college and university should employ to give stadeffiective
educational program. Enlisting the cooperation of the family, providing adequatad)ousi
developing the social life of students, developing the religious life and interestalents,
administering student discipline, and orienting the student to his or her educatvraiment
were all included in the list of an effective program (p. 19).

The 1949Student Personnel Point of Vieweiterated the 1937 statement’s emphasis on
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the whole person: “The concept of education is broadened to include attention to the student’s
well-rounded development — physically, socially, emotionally, and spiritualiyed as
intellectually” (Whitt, 1997, p. 25). The 1949 statement, however, was much more eXdigit a
forming the whole student for service to society, both nationally and internagiofai fact
was understandable considering the impact that World War Il had on higher educttitrewi
Gl Bill and the influx of an older, more experienced student. The complexity of stdeicts
was also accented in the 1949 statement, which called on colleges and universitiasnte ¢he
college experience by providing better living conditions for students, individuglize
admissions process, enhancing the out-of-classroom activities, and by providegseavices
and financial counseling to students. Lastly, the 1949 statement outlined 17 points for
consideration in developing a student personnel program such as physical and mehtal healt
services, a program of activities, remedial services in speech andg,datirnational offices,
and counseling services for married students. The 1949 statement set the grouodarork f
increasingly diverse and sophisticated approach to college life through theizpgon of
administrative offices that would strive to put students in control of their edaocati

Following the 1960s, the role of student affairs grew even more complex when student
challenged the authoritative control of college administrators (Horowitz, 198érman, 1997,
Thelin, 2004). The SSAOs were often responsible for handling student riots, pratéasss.and
other campus disruptions (Astin, Astin, Bayer, & Bisconti, 1997). It was these tomsitimes
in the1960s and 1970s that eventually brought about the elimination of the conodptof
parentis In The Dean of Students — Whytdrold Lavender (1972) claimed that the dean of
students could become the “focal point in remaking the university” if institutions drdpe®

loco parentisconcept once and for all in favor of a student-centered approach (p. 313).
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Lavender’s assertion echoed the 1¥8dent Personnel Point of Viewhich emphasized a
student-centered philosophy within the student affairs field. There wasngroggentment
toward a type of paternalism that maintained control of the university cumcanhd
extracurriculum. The student riots of the 1960s and 1970s brought about a student-centered
revolution where student choice became central to the college and univesssiy skinally, the
change of legal age of majority in the 1970s from 21 to 18, in essence, nullifiaddbe
parentisconcept.

Student affairs and institutional culture.

What is the role of the student life office within the greater institution?t \dthes it
contribute and from where does it draw its mission? There are many functiesmhath a
college and university that work together to accomplish the institutios'sioni and goals. At
the center of every college and university is the academic enterprise. Sttaleneaists to
assist students in reaching their academic potential amidst theiirudparegds and the social,
technological, and political forces that impact the campus culture. AccordingAC®w and
NASPA Principles of Good Practice for Student Affajl®97) “Creating learning environments
and learning experiences for students has always been at the heart dfaftadswork.”
Estanek (2001) further clarified the role student affairs plays within atuiisti by quoting
from NASPA’s (1987)A Perspective on Student Affaifs Statement Issued on thé"50
Anniversary of The Student Personnel Point of Viéwcording to the 1987 document, the role
of student affairs is clearly defined and “largely determined by th&anisind goals of the
institution” (p. 7). Later the document states the following.

Student affairs in a college or university is influenced by the distinct&ecter of the

institution, including its history, academic mission, traditions, and location. 8iace

character of an institution largely determines the nature of student affainams,
organizational structures and services may vary widely from one campus to ahbéher
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beliefs and knowledge of student affairs staff influence the manner in which tiey wo
with individuals and groups, the ways in which policies are made, and the content of
programs and services. Knowledge about human growth and development and how
environments shape student behavior also influence the role of student affairkréhere

student affairs staff should be expected to be experts on students and their environments

(p-11).

Indeed, an institution transmits values to students by the way it approachesspolici

decisions, and issues. Student affairs assumes a major role in encouraging and

establishing open and human methods of campus decision making and the rational

resolution of conflict (p. 12).

Thus student affairs professionals are responsible for supporting and enhlaacing t
mission of the institution; It is from the institution’s mission that it neegiits mission. Though
the student affairs profession respects the autonomy and individual goals ofstiaietion, it
still identifies commonalities and best practices within its field. ¢h, thePerspectivg1987)
goes on to list 28 expectations and responsibilities that are common to studesnt affair
professionals regardless of institutional type and mission. This meansishatumbent upon
the senior student affairs officer (SSAO) to work within two worldviewsespect the
institution’s specific mission, and b) respect for the best practicesisstabby the student
affairs profession.

Student development and institutional culture.

The relationship between student development and institutional culture was tle clubje
this section. Student affairs is a relatively new profession that can sadeldsophical
framework to developmental psychology, most especially to the works of Fiaig&ison, and
Sanford (Estanek, 1997, 2001; Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998). Influenced by
developmental psychology, student affairs practitioners utilize student deeglbgiraory “to

proactively identify and address student needs, design programs, develop policiesatnd c

healthy college environments that encourage positive growth in students” (Evanes, Bor
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Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 5). How the college environment or institutional culture affectsisgude
is the question that several prominent student development theorists have attengiess® a
(Astin, 1984, 1996; Kuh, 1993, 1995; Kuh, Arnold, & Vesper, 1991; Pace & McFee, 1960;
Pervin, 1967; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). Whether it is Astin’s theory of invelveme
(1984, 1996), Kuh's theory of engagement (1993, 1995, 2003), or the college impact research
synthesized in Pascarella and Terenzini’s bédidw College Affects Studer{i991, 2005), it is
commonly acknowledged that the “campus environment” or “institutional ethos” or “campus
culture” significantly affects student learning and personal developmaht (095).

Kuh and Whitt (1997) testify to the importance of an institution’s cultural influence on
behavior and the underlying assumptions and beliefs of a university community. They
investigated the various definitions and conceptual components of organizatiouna aslit
pertained specifically to higher education. They provided a helpful account of ttiyglenul
variations of culture as defined by the major organizational theorists. T¢$m®jsded the
properties of culture, which has two basic components, “substance, or the networksiogsie
contained in its ideologies, norms, and values; and forms, or the practices whereby thes
meanings are expressed, affirmed, and communicated to members” (Kuhtt&A9y, p. 129).
The authors also utilized the levels of culture that Schein (1985) conceived ratifetts,
espoused values, and assumptions to explain institutional culture.

Student affairs at Catholic colleges and universities.

Is the worldview proposed by the student affairs profession consonant with that of a
Catholic worldview or are there irreconcilable tensions between the twoqgticsl
assumptions? Estanek (2001) addressed this question in some detail by investigdtistpry

and evolution of the student affairs field. She discovered that tensions existed baeveen t
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student affairs worldview and the Catholic worldview because of a fundamentaéddé in

underlying assumptions about knowledge, human nature, and society. Moreover, she asserted

that the student affairs field had its own values and methodology, despite itsccteentriality

and respect for the diversity of institutional missions.
By taking an overview of the literature of student development that has emerged in the
past fifty years one is able to see that, in fact, a dominant “student personnef point
view” does exist. Good practice includes both specific values and a specific
methodology. Despite the stated commitment to ground our practice in the multiple
missions of different kinds of institutions, what has emerged is a dominant understanding
of good practice, which has its own set of fundamental assumptions about the way the
world works (Estanek, 2001 p. 28).

If Estanek (2001) is correct in her analysis, what then is a student affatiigracat a

Catholic institution to do given the two contrasting paradigms? Estanek (2001) congfuded b

articulating the need for a “transcultural approach.”

The successful student affairs administrator at a Catholic institutibbheygrofessionally
“transcultural,” that is, she or he will know the professional literatureuoiesit affairs,
and will develop a sophisticated understanding of the assumptions of this body of
literature. At the same time he or she will understand and respect the Ca#utition.
Both will inform practice (p.32).

There is little research on student affairs at Catholic colleges andsitiagethat exposes
this tension and how it is resolved. What follows is a brief examination of four sttidies of
which are dissertations, on the role of student affairs at Catholic collegesiaeiities.

Schaller and Boyle (2006) conducted a study with student affairs profassiorexplore
the following questions:

Are there student affairs professionals in Catholic colleges and univevgiteeare able

to bring together a student affairs philosophy with that of Catholic colleges a

universities? If these professionals do exist, what can we learn from theilekige and

approaches that might help other student affairs professionals at CatHeljesand

universities to honor both philosophies? (p. 163).

In order to answer these questions, Schaller and Boyle (2006) used a grounded theor

methodology. Their qualitative study consisted of interviews with seven stutkrg af
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professionals, four of them female and three male, where three particiygaatsenior student
affairs professionals and one was a high-level housing professional. Ehehpatticipants had
over ten years of experience in student affairs and most had more than 20 geaesiehce.
These seven were chosen using snowball sampling techniques due to their reputation for
integrating both the Catholic and student affairs philosophies successfully.

Schaller and Boyle (2006) organized their findings into two separateodategarly
career issues and later career issues. They gathered severalnbpmriess about early career
issues from their interviews with student affairs professionals. Forg@&athose who have
worked in student affairs at CCUs for more than ten years recognized a newipuaciaion
for mission and Catholic intellectual tradition, such that “hiring new professioriad
understand and support the mission is of great importance” to them (p. 171). Further, these
professionals admitted that they had “personal disagreements with the Churchgybut t
remained in Catholic higher education because “they have found ways to deal witlsshesé
(p. 171).

Regarding the later career issues, Schaller and Boyle (2006) notethéhiato'st
significant change from early career to late career issueth@asle of mission in these
professionals’ lives” (p. 174). Senior student affairs officers often fagedos@rsies
surrounding the mission, for example “issues of sexuality, the recognition of student
organizations in support of gay, lesbian, and bisexual students or in other student astiaties
as the Vagina Monologues” (p. 172). However, these same student affairsiprafiss‘began
to see themselves as leaders for the mission” (p. 174) as their care@eddJdre way these

professionals saw themselves leading the mission was primarily throughafiehwsg and
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orientation, opening opportunities for dialogue about difficult and challenging topics, and
promoting the charism of the institution.

Schaller and Boyle’s (2006) study offered four important implications Giolesit affairs
professionals: “a) professionals seeking opportunities at Catholic instdsthmuld educate
themselves about Catholic teaching; b) Catholic institutions need to wearemiigo hiring,
orientation, and induction sessions for new student affairs professionalspgudiglabout
difficult topics is critical; and d) it is important to create partnershigs thhe vowed religious
men and women of the institution” (p. 177-178). Recognizing that all seven studest affai
officers in this study were educated in secular graduate programs eSelnallBoyle (2006)
suggested at the conclusion of their study that Catholic student affairsgooofds become
“more closely aligned with the mission of their institutions” while at ttreesame “maintaining
their identity as student affairs educators” (p. 179). This study was satifbecause it
illustrates that such a demand can be accomplished, though it is fraught with tedsion a
controversy.

In addition to the Schaller and Boyle (2006) study, there were three dissertiaéibns
dealt specifically with the unit of student affairs at Catholic collegesuniversities. Estanek’s
(1997) dissertation resulted in the creation of an association for Catholic stddeat af
professionals, Schmeling (1997) explored the institutional and personal value congraengy a
student affairs professionals in Catholic higher education, and Bickel (200&)igated how
residence life professionals assist students with issues of sexual behavieratity. Both
Estanek (1997) and Bickel (2001) noted in their dissertations that there wagheldtle to no
research regarding student affairs at Catholic colleges. A partianatin for this omission

may be due to the fact that the majority of the discussions concerning Chtgbéc education
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focus on the faculty, curriculum, or governance issues. Estanek (1997) assertexbtiwdtthe
work in student affairs at Catholic colleges was adapted from secular po&dsaining,
graduate programs, and associations. It was this lack of professional dexsiap@atholic
higher education that led Estanek (1997, 2004) to create an institute to train curremtr@nd f
student affairs professionals in the Catholic intellectual traditioredab as thinstitute for
Student Affairs at Catholic Colleg@SACC), then later became tAssociation for Student
Affairs at Catholic Collegeand UniversitieASACCU) in 1999. Similarly, organizations such
as thelesuit Association of Student Personnel AdministrgtthSPA) were founded to support
student affairs staff at Catholic colleges and universities.

Estanek’s (1997) dissertation built on her previous study (1996), which revealed that
senior student affairs officers cited issues related to sexuality andl sgéentity as “the most
difficult issues facing student affairs” (p. 68). Estanek (2006) reportedasifimtlings in a
follow-up study where the senior student affairs officers reported thasissiaéed to sexuality
were “the most important issues related to Catholic identity faced bynstaifi®rs followed by
religious diversity of students and staff” (p. 87). This senior student affaicsrofésponse
concerning issues of sexuality is not surprising considering the ‘lidkegtran” of students’
attitudes represented in the HERI study (Reilly, 2003) or Astin’s (1998) C&RBstr

Bickel (2001) followed up with Estanek’s (1996) findings by investigating how mesgde
life professionals at two Midwestern Catholic campuses responded to stuslaumngs’ with
sexual behavior and identity. Bickel (2001) interviewed two residence hallatgen each
campus and conducted a document analysis of student handbooks, admissions brochures,
residence life policies, work agreements, and divisional philosophical stateaneoig others.

She reported a lack of professional training related to the Church’s position ohetbhiassand
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doctrine. She also discovered that the residence hall directors had all gidchratsecular
programs where they had no experience with Catholic teaching. Bickel (2001) founittem wr
policies on how to deal with these sensitive issues especially when thesecaraffict with

Church teaching. As a result, the residence hall directors relied on tlggintsaidfairs’ training

and focused on the student’'s immediate needs, but lacked the understanding of the Church’s
teaching to help guide the student along. Finally, Bickel's (2001) study coddhatea lack of
clarity on the Church’s teaching made the residence hall directbisdized and alone, and
ultimately unable to effectively help these students in crisis.

Schmeling (1997) explored the degree of congruency between personal antoinatit
values of student affairs staff at Catholic colleges and universities. She chosarhpuses,
which differed in size, in founding religious congregations, and in geography. She serya s
to all student affairs staff at these four campuses, including gradustarstssand undergraduate
resident assistante£253). Schmeling (1997) also conducted interviews with a random sample
of subjects to “elicit data in context” (p. 54). She discovered that there wasyatiarg
positive relationship between the personal values of student affairs engpioy@atholic higher
education and their perception of the institutional values” (Schmeling, 1997, p. 143). i8ghmel
(1997) concluded with three recommendations, namely that Catholic institution’s should
“reexamine their essential values, recruit and select staff with desihees, and conduct
leadership training and development to reinforce the personal values and thosesiitthi®n”

(p. 146-147).

These three dissertations, Estanek (1997), Bickel (2001), and Schmeling (194I7) are

valuable contributions to the field of student affairs at Catholic colleges becahe# of

uniqueness. Estanek’s (1996, 2002, 2004, 2006) research in student affairs at Catholic colleges
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and universities has particularly served as a launching point upon which other resezache
expand. Her work on therinciples of Good Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges
and Universities (2007¥ one of her major contributions to the field.

ThePrinciples of Good Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universitie
(2007) is one of the most definitive documents for student affairs professionahs) ser
Catholic colleges and universities. This document was ultimately the resiudt dialogue about
the Catholic identity of Catholic colleges and universities that was igisaithulated by Pope
John Paul II's 1990 publication &x Corde Ecclesiaélhe Rome Seminar in 2005 sponsored by
the Association of Catholic Colleges and Universities (ACCU) servedaex impetus for the
Principlesproject. Following the Rome Seminar, ACCU, ASACCU, and JASPA all agoeed t
sponsor thérinciplesproject which was released in November 2007.

The stated purpose of the document is “to provide a framework for reflection and
conversation, planning, staff development, and assessment for student affaissqralesvho
work at Catholic colleges and universities” (Estanek & James, 2007). It veesmanded that
student affairs staff implement tReinciples“in ways appropriate to each institutional setting”
(Estanek & James, 2007). This document was the product of a two year vetting practsskt
the form of structured conversations, where feedback from presidents, studenoéitars,
and other senior level administrators was gathered (Estanek, personal comaon)nicat
addition, the initiative was influenced by the National Association of Student Personne
Administrators (NASPA) and the American College Personnel Associai@@BA) (1997)
Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs
Organizational Culture Theory

What is the role of theory in a qualitative study? Unlike quantitative studieprioceed
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deductively, beginning with a theory in order to test it, theories emerge frotathéductively
in qualitative studies. As Ridenour and Newman (2008) stated “this relationshigbetwe
qualitative and quantitative research is at the core: quantitative ressataory testing and
gualitative research as theory building” (p. 21). Merriam (1998) made asoiht:

As is true in other forms of qualitative research, the investigator asitiarypr

instrument of data collection and analysis assumes an inductive stancevasdastr

derive meaning from the data. The end result of this type of qualitasiearoh is a

theory that emerges from, or is ‘grounded’ in, the data — hence, the grounded theory (p.
17).

Creswell (2003) also referred to the end point for the use of theory in a qualstiatly.
“It is an inductive process of building from the data to broad themes to a generabdeldom
theory” (p. 132). Yin (2003) added a slightly different approach, namely that “theory
development prior to the data collection of any case study data is an esteptialdoing case
studies” because it will provide “strong guidance in determining what dataectcd the
strategies for analyzing the data” (p.29). In the current study, thercase followed Yin's
(2003) suggestion to use theory in the research design to guide data collectiondawe [fgring
strategies for analyzing the data. Yet, the researcher followedglyn ad a qualitative study
offered by Ridenour and Newman (2008), Merriam (1998), and Crewell (2003) to seed ande
theory emerged from the data after the data has been analyzed for theategamias. In other
words, this study employed organizational culture theories as a possiltlertargh which
certain data was viewed. Schein’s (2004) organizational culture theory, whesneel dhree
levels of culture (artifacts, espoused values, and assumptiaygrove helpful in
understanding an institution’s Catholic identity as expressed in the documentbdretudent
life office (document analysis) or the architecture and symbolism of thpusa(campus

observations). The wonthayis stressed because in a qualitative study, a researcher attempts to
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“support tentative hypotheses while at the same time remaining open to tigerceesf new
hypotheses” (Merriam, 1998, p. 191). It may be the case that the organizatiamal thdory of
Schein (2004) does not explain the data at all. Again, it is not my purpose to test Schein’s (2004)
organizational theory, but rather to use the theory to assist in knowing what datadbarwl
what strategies to use in the analysis process of the student life officehdia £004) noted,
“Not all parts of a culture are relevant to any given issue, hence attgrtgpstudy an entire
culture in all its facets is not only impractical, but also usually inapprepiiat 339). Thus, the
primary goal was to analyze the data collected using Schein’s organittagdry as it related to
the student life office and only secondarily to determine if indeed a theorgeane

Organizational culture.

Culture is a complex human phenomenon that has been studied and defined by
anthropologists, sociologists, philosophers, and historians since the latter part @t teatury.
Generally culture is defined as a set of beliefs, attitudes, values, norrastiantees that are
constructed by people and held and practiced over time. As a concept, culture veastappli
business organizations in the late 1970s and widely adopted throughout the 1980s as a way to
express the internal dynamics at play within corporations (Hatch, 1993). Vdabngions of
organizational culture have since been articulated, but for the purpose of this shaily'sSc
(2004) organizational culture theory will serve as the foundational theory. Outlitoedibe
Schein’s (2004) organizational culture theory, but first an explanation of the retgbiahs
organizational culture to Catholic culture is needed.

Catholic culture as organizational culture.

Catholic culture is also a human creation derived from the believing community who

enliven and sustain the beliefs, values, practices, and long-standing traditio@<atholic
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faith. Aspects of Catholic culture change based on time, context, and local cugtbths, y
universality of Catholicism remains. As institutions of higher education, Gattawleges and
universities have an organizational culture that is more or less distinguidiabdés and Piderit
(2006) assert that to secure Catholic culture distinguishability within@geodr university, two
criteria must be met. First the activities that are practiced withimsgtiéution must be central to
the life of the university as a university and second, the activities “mustated &b a central
activity of Catholics” (p. 34). In other words, studying the Catholic intelsctnoral, and
religious tradition fits the criteria, whereas having ecumenicgeprgpaces on campus does not
suffice. The relationship between Catholic culture and organizational cultlbe\addressed
later on in chapter IV. An explanation of Schein’s organizational culture theorw#ollo

Edgar Schein (2004) defined organizational culture as:

...a pattern of shared basic assumptions that was learned by a group as it solved
problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to
be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way t
perceive, think, and feel in relation to these problems (p. 17).

In Schein’s (2004) definition of culture, he attempts to explain how organizatiams sifnilar
values and turn shared experience into a consistent pattern of behavior in order torkteassi
new members into the group. If this is done well, the result is a robust organizetilbmad that
drives efficiency, creates purpose, and brings stability to organizatiomburhetot times.

Schein (2004) elucidated three major levels of cultural analysis in histidefiof
organizational culture. Artifacts are the first level for they reside osutace and include “all
the phenomena that one sees, hears, and feels when one encounters a new group with an
unfamiliar culture” (p. 25). Typically artifacts include the visible repnéstgons of a group, e.g.

the architecture of the physical environment, its language, its technologyoahutst its
artistic creations, its style, as embodied in clothing, manners of address, emotional
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displays, and myths and stories told about an organization; its published lists of values;
its observable rituals and ceremonies (p. 26).

Because they are visible and present to the senses, campus artfaetsiigrdiscerned,
but they are difficult to understand. For example, in the current study, thechesestudied
campus artifacts in the form of organizational charts, mission staterstmsnt behaviors, and
campus architecture, but as an outsider to the organization he could only slightfy itienti
deeper meaning of these things. Thus, he needed insiders to help with the full atterpret

Espoused beliefs and values are the second level or organizational cultuisesack a
exist beneath artifacts. Espoused beliefs and values are conscious strgtedse and
philosophies that have been practically tested at some point in the organizationwidres/e
proved to be effective and have been socially validated within the organizatiom(S0g:1).
Espoused values and beliefs at the conscious level “will predict much of the behawantba
observed at the artifacts level” (Schein, 2004, p. 29). For example, a senior stizilentficer
who claims to be an advocate for students’ holistic development believes thiadt holis
development is a positive thing. This espoused belief, then, according to Schein’s (2004)
understanding, might result in the creation of certain organizational strudtatesdlow for
students to develop physically, socially, emotionally, and spiritually. Fonghea one might
expect that at the level of campus artifacts, the campus would provide access¢ateoral
facility, have a campus activities coordinator, and employ counselors and shaplai

Espoused beliefs and values that endure the test of time become transformed into
assumptions, which are the unconscious beliefs, perceptions, thoughts, and fedlseys¢has
“the ultimate source of values and action” (Schein, 2004, p. 26). Moreover, “culturetasfa s
basic assumptions defines for us what to pay attention to, what things mean, how to react

emotionally to what is going on, and what actions to take in various kinds of situapo3g).(
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Schein claimed that only insiders can “fully understand the contextual mearuauoél
assumptions,” but they need outsider help in order to do this (2004, p.339). The outsider or
researcher must delve into basic assumptions in order to understand an orgasaatione. “If
one does not decipher the pattern of basic assumptions that may be operating, one will not know
how to interpret the artifacts correctly or how much credence to give tatitdaded values”
(p- 36). An example pertaining to the current study illustrates the connectreeebetampus
artifacts, values, and assumptions. Most Catholic colleges and univergittese the value of
social justice to help those in need. This value reaches the level of artilaticampuses
provide social justice programs and outreach centers. The basic assumptionspiahsed
value is that humans have an inherent dignity that ought to be respected and maintained.

Schein’s (2004) definition and levels of organizational culture were useful to the
gualitative researcher because they provided “guidance in determining \whed dallect” and
a framework or “strategies for data analysis” (Yin, 2003, p.29). More spelgifiSahein’s
(2004) levels of culture guided the selection of documents for document analyars;eshthe
intentionality of the campus visits for direct observation, and propelled trerchseto delve
deeply into basic assumptions when interviewing senior student affairggfiicie-level
student affairs officers and student leaders in the student life office.

Literature Gap and Summary

The literature review addressed three major areas: Catholic identigge students’
intellectual, spiritual, and moral development, and student affairs. In additionn'S¢Re04)
organizational culture theory was addressed as it applied to the current study

The first section examined how Catholic identity changed over the last secadése

and why it is still a relevant topic in today’s higher educational systemedssirrounding the
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Catholic Church’s definitive document on Catholic higher educatgrGorde Ecclesigavere
discussed as well as three core studies on Catholic higher education. Bo#raheditof
practice and the research literature on Catholic higher education denesh8tedtmore
attention to the student life office’s role in cultivating Catholic culture ces®ary. Most of the
studies and commentaries surrounding Catholic higher education focus on the issues of
presidential leadership, academic freedom, institutional autonomy, and faicingywhile
excluding some of the most controversial issues related to students and the seud#iudif

The second section examined the current moral and spiritual landscape of Gatinadic
adults. Beginning with a general survey of young adults’ religious antugspbeliefs and
practices, this section then considered Catholic young adults on these measusestidhe
ended with a review of the most significant studies addressing moral, usligiod spiritual
beliefs and practices of Catholic college and university students on campussflitese
suggest that Catholic young adults and college students are generally remtiffem their
secular peers in terms of moral and religious beliefs and practices.

The third section of this literature review investigated the role that statfains and the
SSAO has played in the formation of young adults during college. This section add@sse
of the more prominent works combining Catholic identity and student affairs pradtedinal
section explored Schein’s (2004) definition of organizational culture. This sectianchated
because of its relevance to the data analysis section of this study.

The convergence of Catholic identity, college students’ intellectual | namich spiritual
development, and student affairs has promise. This literature review expesacktof research
examining the role of the student life office in contributing to the Catholic euttiuthe

institution. Therefore, this study is needed to investigate how student lde#t varying
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models of Catholic colleges and universities contribute to the Catholic culttimeiofespective

colleges and universities.
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CHAPTER IlI

Methodology

The purpose of this study was to investigate how student life offices at Cathitdiges
contribute to the Catholic culture of their respective colleges or univergsementioned in
chapter I, the main research question that this study examined is: How do stad#ficés at
four diverse Catholic institutions of higher education create an environment tkptassve of
a Catholic way of life? There are two subsequent research questions thaboalerad this
main question:

1. How do senior student affairs officers, mid-level student affairs effi@nd student
leaders understand and articulate the Catholic culture of their institution?

2 How is Catholic culture manifested in the policies, programs, and cultural iastivit
diverse Catholic institutions?

This qualitative study used a multiple case study methodology to answer trehese
guestions (Creswell, 1998, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). Data was
collected through interviews with the senior student affairs officer (3Sw@-level student
affairs officer (MLSAO), and with students in formal leadership position$) ascesident
assistants, student government leaders, campus ministry leaders,ioridetaters, and student
activity council members. Document analysis was conducted on institutionalgbiabiEcsuch
as: student handbooks, student life mission/vision statements, Catholic idemtityesits,
guiding/core value statements, campus ministry mission statement#iadegis plans. In
addition, observations of campus life were conducted by the researcheetabdtrstand the

ethos on campus.
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Research Design

The researcher chose to use a qualitative research methodology fordyi®stwo
main reasons. First, the goal of qualitative research in general is to undecstgoieixc
phenomena or experiences of respondents that cannot be adequately collected usiativguanti
methods (Manning, 1992). Qualitative research methods are considered to be superior to
guantitative ones at uncovering complex student cultures (Kuh, 1990; Kuh & Whitt, 1991,
Walters, 2001/2002) and revealing the “less visible aspects of culture sudhessarad beliefs”
(Kuh, 1993, p. 121). Especially in student affairs research, where “college cammasseg pr
complex student culture and environment that cannot be studied adequately byastatislysis
alone” (Walters, 2001/2002, p. 192), qualitative studies are critical. Kuh and Andreas (1991)
claimed that student life studies are enhanced by qualitative studiesebttaubave “the
potential to more accurately describe and perhaps help student affaifactéty, and others
better understand the behavior of individual students and groups of students” (p. 397). Asking
how students are inculcated into a specific campus culture through cultividilesds a key
guestion for a qualitative study. Therefore, qualitative studies are bestfenitbe current
research study, which examined student and campus cultures.

Secondly, a qualitative research approach aligned to the researtfeagshs. As Yin
(2003) observed, a good gualitative case study investigator must be “able tmdsjugstions,
be a good listener, be adaptive and flexible, have a firm grasp of the issuesumiew) sihd be
unbiased by preconceived notions” (p. 59). These requisite skills come quite natutiady
researcher. As a student affairs administrator, the researcher Isoptmetices leading with

guestions, listening actively, and relating to people in the present moment (iglab®92).
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Case study methodology.

Once a researcher has determined to use qualitative research methsdibleggeare
multiple strategies he or she can undertake to investigate phenomena. Foeegaaeg®#archer
might employ an ethnographic, phenomenological, or case study approach (Crotty, 1998;
Merriam, 1998). Research questions that ask “how” or “why” are typical of stabe
approach (Yin, 2003). In this study for example, the main research questiadomado student
life offices at four diverse Catholic institutions of higher educationteraa environment that is
expressive of a Catholic way of life? Since this study employed mulagke studies the
research question was asked of each institution (e.g. Immersion, Persuasipard)iand
Cohort) separately.

Case studies are particularistic in that they are specific toiaitsit, event, program, or
phenomenon” (p. 29). For the current study, the influence of the student life office oncCathol
culture was the particular phenomenon under investigation. As previously mentioned, how
Catholic culture is understood, formed, and maintained on college and univergiyses is of
utmost concern to Catholic educators today. The contribution that the student lifenaztkes in
the creation and promotion of Catholic culture is one particular way to investigsissue.
Furthermore, this case study is particular to the four institutions thatsgércted to participate
and therefore is not generalizable to other student life offices at otheliCatstitutions.

Case studies are descriptive because the “end product is a rich thick sesofifite
phenomenon under study” (Merriam, 1998, p. 29). In-depth interviews, document analysis, and
campus observations all produce vast amounts of detailed, experiential datesttranwva
translated to the reader through prose, narrative, and image. In this currenth&twudgearcher

provided a vivid picture of how Catholic culture was or was not expressed through the student
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life office using direct quotes from the participants or key documents and im@ageging from
on-site observations. The goal of this research on Catholic culture was to expand sipog exi
research on the topic by using different participants and methods so that tnewkag a

more robust picture of the complexity behind Catholic culture.

Conceptual Framework

This dissertation utilized Morey and Piderit's (2006) four Catholic modelsdotdbke
cases for the study and as a guide for data analysis. As discussedgyeiMorey and Piderit
(2006) developed the four models based on an extensive study of 33 Catholic colleges and
universities that varied considerably in their institutional size, selggtstitdent body
composition, presidential type, geography, and ideological view of Catholicisnfiodihmodels
helped to differentiate among the goals that each institution hoped to achmssefae general
sectors: the academic program, residential living, student activitidades the sports program),
religious activities, and personnel (Morey & Piderit, 2006).

Morey and Piderit (2006) acknowledged that there was no one way to “be” a Catholic
institution but there was a discernible pattern based on what goals thaiorsgsbught to
accomplish. Goals were then linked to strategies, which combined to indicatdtation&
particular way of being a Catholic university (Morey & Piderit, 2006). Thus aituitisih’s
model was derived from the intended goals of the institution. Morey and Piderit @f@&g)ced
four overarching models that described the enormous variety of Catholic ios§{uiut they
noted that no model was, in principle, better than another. Rather each institutionrotets
own model based on a variety of factors such as mission, market niche, student population, and
founding charism.

Table 2 listed below illustrated the goals and characteristics of ead#d according to
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Morey and Piderit (2006). The criteria listed in the table were the researcherpretation of

the characteristics as outlined in Morey and Piderit's (2006) work.

Table 2

Models of Catholic Colleges and Universities

Model Goals Characteristics Criteria
Immersion| To prepare students to hevast majority of Between 75-100%
well informed and students are Catholi¢
significant leaders in
i;ohctl(:g] and the Catholic Vast majority of Between 75-100%
faculty and
To attract large majority | administration are
of students who are Catholic
already committed
Catholics or who are
open to becoming _
knowledgeable Catholics g;ﬁg@rz{;;es in _FOUF or more requm?d courses
) in each of the following:
To attract parents who the academic sector Catholic theology, philosophy,
want their students to be literature, and history
well informed and
committed Catholics
Very strong non- Prominent and highly
academic Catholic | €ncouraged liturgy; rules and
culture policies are consonant with
Church teaching; speakers or
groups are invited to campus t
articulate Church position;
religious activities receive
priority; students expected to
live in accordance with Church
moral teaching and behavior
expectations are clearly
articulated and enforced
Persuasion To give all students Majority of students | Between 50-75% of students are

knowledge and

are Catholic

Catholic
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Model

Goals

Characteristics

Criteria

appreciation of the
Catholic tradition
regardless of whether
they are Catholic or not

To attract a majority of
Catholic students even i
many of these students
are unfamiliar with basic
teachings of the Church

To persuade students
toward appreciation of
Catholic position

Significant number
of faculty and

f administrators are
Catholic

Small array of
Catholic courses in
the academic sector

Strong non-academi
Catholic culture

Between 50-75% of faculty ang
administrators are Catholic

One or two required courses in
each of the following: Catholic
theology and philosophy

Students are educated about
moral tradition and expected tQ
live in accordance; religious
activities are not given priority;
student activities does not
sanction groups who invite
speakers or groups who espou
positions contrary to Catholic
teaching

se

Diaspora

To promote openness
and acceptance of
religious beliefs among &
diverse student body

To observe Catholic
standards in various
activities in which
students engage

Minority of students
are Catholic
;|

Few faculty and
administration are
Catholic

Minimal number of
Catholic courses in
academic sector

Between 25%-50% of students
are Catholic

Between 25%-50% faculty and
administrators are Catholic

One religious course and one
philosophy course required (N¢
necessarily Catholic)
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Model Goals Characteristics Criteria
Consistent Catholic
culture in non- Majority of policies conform to
academic areas Catholic teaching and
principles. Standards for
behavior are moderate to high.
Cohort To give students in Two-pronged model:

business, the profession
or public service an

appreciation for religious
diversity

To give students in
similar fields the
knowledge and
commitment to actively
engage and advance
broad segments of the
Catholic tradition

Primary goal is not to
generate specific
Catholic knowledge or
commitment in majority

of students rather goal is

to inculcate in these
students a sympathetic
response to a Catholic

n

1) a small cohort of
well-trained and
committed Catholic
students and faculty

2) a much larger

group of students

educated to be

sensitive to religious

issues with a view to
’ influencing policy

agenda in society

Presence of Catholic Studies
Program. Presence of vibrant
Catholic clubs and
organizations. Presence of
prominent faculty who publish
on Catholic intellectual
tradition.

Religious diversity in
curriculum and extracurricular
activities

Note. Adapted fron€atholic Higher Education: A Culture in Cris{pp. 54,

2006, New York, NY: Oxford. Copyright 2006 by OxdbUniversity Press.

Population and Sample

A total of four institutionsr{=4) were selected as research sites out of the approximately

89), by M.M. Morey, & J.J. Piderit,

220 Catholic colleges and universities in the United States. These four inssitwere

purposefully chosen based on an established set of criteria so that the data elduwidnyand

substantial descriptions. The institutions were grouped into one of the four models, proposed by
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Morey and Piderit (2006), to ensure diverse expressions of institutional commitment to
Catholicism. All four of the institutions selected were four year, co-édued, and served a
majority of traditional-aged students.

The screening process for the site selection consisted of two staggsjEntitative
data on all Catholic higher education institutions was compiled. This data incheded t
percentage of students who were Catholic, the number of required Catholic céfersesio the
curriculum, the selectivity rating, the institutional size, and on-campuderesi percentages
(Yin, 2003).

The percentage of students and faculty who are Catholic and number of required Catholic
courses offered in the curriculum are characteristics that Morey andt P2086) included in
their classification of the four models. The researcher was not able to $uitgeetermine the
percentage of faculty who were Catholic because most institutions did nisihpaibtollect that
information. In order to determine the number of required Catholic coursesdptfeze
researcher investigated whether a core curriculum focusing on the Jude@gInaslition was
present. In this way, the researcher assumed that the presence ofuargarkim focusing on
Judeo-Christian courses indicated an institutional commitment to the Caititelieatual
tradition (See Table 2). The selectivity rating and institutional size aleosen because these
were two other criteria that could influence the creation and implementat@atlodlic culture.

Secondly, four institutions, one from each model, were purposively selectedingntrol
for selectivity, geography, institutional size, and on-campus residencgrnpage. Institutions
that are labeled “selective” were considered for the study. Theredes some indication that
institutional selectivity exerted a “consistent effect on changes inrggidiegree of

religiousness in a negative direction” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 292¢fdree the
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researcher chose to include schools that were rated “selective” by tlegi@abhassification
system. Geography was important because of the amount of time and energy sukautinge
the data. The researcher chose to focus on institutions that were located idwest®rn states
primarily for convenience. The definition of Midwest region outlined by the U.S.uSdBisreau
was used to determine the geographical options (U.S. Census website, 2008).

Institutional size was a factor in that the group of candidates was naman&dutions
that had less than 6,000 FTE undergraduates. Only 4% of CCUs are larger than 6,000 FTE
undergraduates so this criterion did not adversely affect the pool of eligibt@pzents (ACCU
website, 2008). Yet in order to account for each of the models, it was necessary twigee a
enough range of enrollment, roughly between 2,000-6,000 undergraduate students. The on-
campus residency criterion was important for the following reason: the tadents who
resided on campus, the easier it was to discern the student culture and subcwthose they
responded to the institutional values and mission (Kuh, 1990). Therefore, sites that Housed, a
minimum, one-third of their undergraduate student population on campus were chosen. The last
step was to categorize each institution into one of the four models proposed by Mgicksrid
(2006), (Yin, 2003). This process allowed the researcher to see a cross-listisiggutfons that
was then used to select participating institutions according to Morey and’®(@906) model.

Case study sites.

This section provides a description of the four institutions that participatbdistudy.
The information listed for each case study site included the institutiare| hsstory, relevant
Catholic identity, student life office responsibilities, and sponsoring oelsgorganizations.
Pseudonyms were given for each of the sites to protect identities. Again, ¢laebeof

institutions was located in the Midwest region of the country, was a four-yeaducational
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institution serving a majority of traditional-aged students, and was consigeledtive” by the
Carnegie Classification system.

Immersion University

Founded in the mid-Z0century, Immersion University (1U) enrolls close to 2,000 full-
time undergraduate students from all fifty states and over a dozen countrieg. Méaidf
students live on campus despite the suburban setting. Eighty percent of the undergraduat
students and around 85% of the faculty were Catholic. More than half of the student body
attended Mass daily with the religious order that sponsors the universitditioa, hundreds of
students participated in community service programs. U hosts numenaaseind faith
conferences throughout the year drawing participants from across the. midtis distinguished
by a vibrant residential faith-sharing community that attracts masgpective students.

The student life office at IU contained the following divisions: residefeedihletics,
health services, counseling, campus ministry, student activities, student wgrkirsteishational
students, campus security, the office of missions, and the evangelization dféce were over
100 student organizations of various interests: pro-life, ethnic, academicylitamarts, and
political. There were no organizations for homosexual or pro-abortion causes. ionacdlit
residence halls were single sex with a strict visitation policy.

Persuasion University.

Persuasion University (PU) was founded in the mil-déntury and enrolled almost
1,700 students from 23 states. PU is located in an urban setting where 60% of its unakergradu
students live on campus. Nearly 70% of its students were Catholic, but the facoéigtpges
were unknown. PU had an active campus spiritual life including discernment programs, a

seminarian house, small group Bible studies, peace and justice initiativests,ed community
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house, and a Catholic studies program. Most of the initiatives involving the faithposreosed
by campus ministry, which offered a wide array of spiritual enrichment appoes. PU was
not sponsored by a religious organization; rather, it is a diocesan institution.

The student life office at PU contained the following areas of respotysitelsidence
life, campus dining, health services, counseling services, student activitesultural
programs, and safety and security. There were over 50 student organizations spamnyihoegv
from academic, athletic, fine arts, spiritual, recreational, and leagderséntation. PU had an
organization specifically devoted to supporting homosexuals by creatiegeallide allies and
working to eradicate anti-gay prejudices or discrimination that may exis icoimmunity. All
of PU’s residence halls were co-ed and there was a relaxed visitationfpolmost of the halls
(2:00 a.m.). PU's recent strategic plan called for enhancing the Catholityiaattiin the
student life and residential areas, though it did not give specific strategies

Diaspora University.

Diaspora University (DU) was founded in the latd t@ntury as a diocesan institution.
DU enrolled almost 3,000 undergraduates of whom 50% lived on campus in one of its eight
residence halls. Forty eight percent of DU’s students were Catholic;cthieyfpercentages were
unknown. Since more than half of DU’s students were non-Catholics, DU was expressl
ecumenical in its ministry services. DU’s ministry program provided annuehts, service
learning opportunities, ecumenical Bible studies, and service trips.

The student life office at DU encompassed residence life, student astitgalth
services, counseling, career development, safety/security, internatiogedmps and campus
recreation. The mission statement of the student life office mentioned hdésgtopment in

terms of personal growth, social responsibility, and a sense of community, louhdtanention
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spiritual development. In its student handbook DU stated that groups that endorsed positions
inconsistent with the university’s Catholic beliefs and mission would not be approvatiedf
There were over 35 clubs and organizations that ran the gamut of social, acaddetic, and
cultural. One of these organizations was a gay-straight alliance groupdents struggling with
their sexual orientation. The majority of the residence halls weeel @-DU, where all

freshmen and sophomores were required to live on-campus. There was a gener@us(8:00
2:00 a.m.) visitation policy in all halls and certain residence halls weretpsdito set a 24 hour
visitation access in public living areas. Junior and senior students did not have to abide by
visitation hours. There was a committee that investigated the rolext@drde Ecclesiasught

to play at DU, but its specific applications to student life were unknown.

Cohort University.

Founded in the early focentury, Cohort University (CU) enrolled over 4,000
undergraduates on its large urban campus. Just under half of CU’s undergraduates lived on
campus in one of the dozen residence halls. Roughly 60% of CU’s undergraduates were
Catholic, but the percentage of faculty was unknown. CU was founded by the diocese to serve
Catholics, but it transferred to a religious order soon after its foundingisegomwas to form
students intellectually, morally, and spiritually so that they would lead b¥eompassionate
service towards others. Reflection, discernment, and solidarity were @&AX®©tore
institutional convictions. Its Catholic identity was rooted in its religioagition, which
emphasized a worldview expressed in terms of universal human rights and values and a
commitment to peace and justice. CU had a robust campus ministry programeteat off
everything from retreats, liturgies, faith sharing communities, ay afneeligious clubs and

organizations, and resident hall chaplains. The chaplains were ordained mafitters
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sponsoring religious order. CU had a strong commitment to ecumenism as denthbstrate
diversity of interdenominational and non-denominational opportunities, with more thaithl5 fa
traditions represented including: Jewish, Muslim, Hindu, Buddhist and Shinto. One of the
residence halls had an ecumenical prayer space for these students to utilize.

CU's division of student life was quite extensive. It contained the followingrtfapnts:
campus ministry, residence life, dean of students, counseling, health and syétitesfaith
council, student government association, orientation, recreational sports, studentmewb|ve
peace and justice, multicultural affairs, and the women’s center. CU hadeallresidential
living options. In addition, it had voluntary living/learning communities - some basgéaonn
school, others based on academic themes or first year/second year caasmatiiof which
had certain requirements and commitments of the residents who lived in thesentioesmu
CU'’s visitation policy was similar to other Catholic universities; it weessent, but was
expansive (10:00 a.m.- 1:00/2:00 a.m.). CU had nearly 150 student clubs and organizations
including athletic, ethnic, cultural, academic, leadership, service, spiankocial. CU had a
statement that all clubs must be consistent with the mission of the universiBatsoéic
institution with a specific religious sponsorship. CU had a club that supported homosexual
students, providing them a space where they could meet safely and discusdehgehal
surrounding sexual orientation within the teaching of the Catholic Church.

CU'’s Catholic identity was most clearly expressed in the identity spdssoring
religious order. There were nearly 15 programs consisting of retreats;nasmt groups,
orientation programs, discussion groups and seminars where students, faculigff aodilsi
learn about the unique religious heritage that inspired CU. In addition, the charism of the

religious order had a certain vocabulary and values system that was evideghtut its
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marketing and application materials, as well as its academic, spiatwhbocial life.

Participant selection.

At each selected site, the researcher interviewed the senior stfidestodficer (SSAO),
a mid-level student affairs officer (MLSAOQO), and three student leaders isttident life office.
The SSAO was the executive who served as the highest ranking studesitoffifzer and as
such provided the vision and leadership for the entire student affairs division (Bass, 2006;
Sandeen, 1991, 2001; Tederman, 1997). Thus, the SSAO was the prime subject for this research
because of his or her scope of responsibility and transformational leadershipp(@datander,
2006; Sandeen, 2001). As an additional criterion, all SSAOs who participated in this study
presided in their current position for at least one full academic year.

The mid-level student affairs officer was either a dean of studentsaassise president
of student life, career development director or director of residence ldeleMel officers are
more difficult to define, but they have been identified as managers who oversestafther
members or non-student personnel, and manage one or more student affairsoherds (R
2003). As such the mid-level officer was considered a decision-maker fouteaslife
department, but reported to the SSAO. This officer’s perspective wableatadhis study for it
provided another person’s experience that often converged, but sometimes dn@rgdub f
SSAO’s voice. The MLSAOs in this study also had been in a mid-level positiorirat the
institution for at least one full academic year.

Student leaders, as defined by this study, were those students who held forengshipad
positions within the student life department, for example, resident assistaunseng), student
government leaders (student activities), campus activity membersnisaatieities), campus

ministers (campus ministry), and student ambassadors (orientation). Throwghetiess roles
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student leaders influence and were influenced by policy decisions, institgfimanance,
programs, activities, and campus services, thus they were highly importaesfan a campus

when it came to creating and sustaining campus culture (Clark & Trow, 1966; Kuh, 1990, 1993;
Roop, 2007). In addition, these students worked closely with student affairs aditorsstr

which in effect, turned them into campus liaisons to the wider student body (Kuh, 1990). How
the student leaders were chosen will be discussed later in the chapter.

Instrumentation

Instrumentation refers to the tools a researcher uses to collect and re¢aofithda
section described the purpose and design of the instruments used to gather thetdata for
current study.

Information sheet.

The information sheet contained details about the current research projdat and t
elements for participants to consider before they agreed to become siymstsi(research
website, 2008). These elements included statements concerning: the purpose dditie, rese
duration of the subject’s involvement, descriptions of the research procedures that ifwelved t
subjects, potential benefits to the subject, how information would remain confidential, taow da
would be stored, who had access to the data now and in the future, compensation given to
subjects who participated; and a clause emphasizing that the subjects naagwat any time
from the study (Human research website, 2008).

The information sheet was sent to each participant once they consented togtardicd
well in advance of the interview. The SSAOs and MLSAOs provided the researtia list of
student leaders and their contact information that included: year in schedaf téadership

position, and semester in position(s). By requesting this information, the reseass able to
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make sure and get a representative sample of gender, year in schoolhipgubsiton, and
experience in leadership positions. The researcher then selected andeddh&astudents via
campus email and sent them the information sheet electronically.

Interview protocol.

One-on-one interviews were the preferred method chosen in this study becguwseréhe
considered “the best technique to use when conducting intensive case studies @lected s
individuals” (Merriam, 1998, p.72). Since this study was an in-depth investigation into four
student life offices, interviews with the leaders of the office wergarito the success of the
study.

The researcher used a semi-structured interview guide with all of thegzantsc
Additional probing questions were asked depending on the participants’ responsemiMerr
1998). The interview questions were developed based on research performed in Catholic
identity/culture studies (e.g. Bickel, 2001; Estanek, 1996, 1997, 2002, 2006; Estanek & James,
2007; Miller 2005, 2006, 2007; Morey & Piderit, 2006; Mussi, 2008; Nagy, 2006; Olin, 2005;
Reilly, 2003; Schmeling, 1997). The interview questions were refined furthegtheopilot
study and expert review from professionals in the Catholic higher educattrrfiaddition to
the pilot study and expert review, questions were developed in accordance weth research
on qualitative interviewing (Merriam, 1998; Walters, 2001/2002; Yin, 2003).

The first several questions of the interview guide were considered baokignquestions
that were neutral and descriptive in nature. Essential questions were thhosédbied the core
purpose of the study, which was to explore how student life offices at four diversgi€at
institutions of higher education created an environment that was expressivathbhdGvay of

life. These questions were open-ended and framed in the current vocabularitefahee in
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the Catholic student affairs field (Estanek & James, 2007; Merriam, 1998). Elaectessr made

a point to build “rapport” with the participant while remaining “neutral” and nmgnental
toward the content of the participant’'s comments (Merriam, 1998, p. 84). Open-endeashguesti
revealed a great deal about participants’ experiences, perceptions, and opioudriceastudent
life offices’ influence on Catholic culture.

In the current study, students were selected to participate if they occiqmetl
leadership position that fell under the supervision of the student life office. The sthoént
sample for this research, then, consisted of student leaders within the sfeddficé. Since
the researcher was intentionally trying to get a diverse représentéleadership positions
within the student life office, i.e. resident assistants, student government, camjpsisrs,
student activity etc. these qualitative interviews were heterogenedughsiithey were made up
of persons representative of the whole sample of student leaders. Though thexsdddlachder
the same office within an institution, they had diverse opinions and views about Cetittolie.

Document analysis.

Case study researchers use document analysis as another way to “aterabdr
augment evidence from other sources” (Yin, 2003, p. 87). Documents are advantageous because
they are accessible, they enable the researcher to obtain the laoftegparticipants, and they
represent data that have been reflected upon and intentionally compiled faticinc(Creswell,
2005). The term documents should be understood broadly for it can refer to a “wide-range of
written, visual, and physical material relevant to the study at hand” @erdi998, p. 112).

The documents that were collected for the current study include: student handbooks,
student life mission/vision statements, Catholic identity statementsngldgore value

statements, campus ministry mission statements, and strategic plegls asother relevant
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documents that were expressive of the mission and philosophy of the student kEfeSufite of
these documents expressed the greater institution’s Catholic identigfl dmit were utilized
because of their relevance to the student life office.

These documents were thoroughly scanned for information that pertained to how student
life offices supported and created Catholic culture or omitted referenc& he researcher
requested document samples from the SSAO that could not be obtained from theommistituti
website. In all but one instance, the documents were released to the resgaynhrequest.

The researcher received the document samples that could not be found on the web site
following each interview. The document analysis was conducted subsequent to tretsisngi
coding of the interviews. The researcher used the same thematic templattegiinem the
interviews to code the documents. The researcher created document sumniamhahee
included factual information, (such as the type of document and where it was obtained), the
general content of the document, and how it related to the study (Merriam, 19%R)itionathe
researcher created a table that cross-listed the documents obtainedtpgomso that he could
compare relevant documents. The researcher started with those documentddhas coded
across institutions, namely the following five documents: 1) student lilganistatements, 2)
Catholic identity statements, 3) guiding/core values, 4) student handbooks, and 5) campus
ministry mission statements. When relevant, other documents were collected ahtbcode
within case analysis in addition to these five.

Campus observations.

Campus observations mean that the researcher, as part of a field visit, oljseyseal
or cultural artifacts” and records relevant information or data (Yin, 2003, pA\9&n the

cultural artifacts or symbols chosen are relevant, they can add algat#&d the overall case
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(Yin, 2003). In the current study, the researcher observed how Catholic culture was
communicated through the physical setting, student behaviors, architecturek®ohant. The
culture was not determined by attending student life meetings, studestt e@etings, or being
a part of formal conversations about Catholic culture (Yin, 2003).

All the information obtained through campus observations was gathered by walking
around (e.g. noting the posters and flyers on campus, noting the location of the Catholic
chapel/church/campus ministry building, whether there were public symbolshafliCiam,
etc.) and discerning the prominence of the Catholic ethos, without purposivelgtinggraith
others. More specifically, the researcher spent 48 hours at each campech-aisit, the
researcher received a guided tour of the residence halls, ate in the diningdmmlecaMass and
adoration (exception: no adoration at DU), conducted a self-guided tour of campus, and spent
considerable time in the student union. In this way the researcher observed tipaptstic
their “natural setting” while taking note of the characteristics oh@gtt culture (Upcraft &
Schuh, 1996, p. 70). Campus observations were recorded by the researcher. Thesesfield note
were recorded on a template created by the researcher and contetioer$ selating to factual
information, descriptive notes, and reflective notes (Lofland & Lofland, 1984 javigeri998).
Though new to qualitative research, the researcher has twelve yespgérce working at
Catholic institutions developing the instincts and skills necessary to obseéhadi€Ceulture.
Procedures for Collecting Data

In this case study it was necessary to differentiate between the datdi@olsource and
the research design. The unit of analysis for this research designevgigdant life office not an
individual participant (Yin, p. 76). The data collection source was fivefold: (1) th©S&A the

MLSAO, (3) the student leaders, (4) the institutional documents, and (5) campusbbssr
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(the researcher’s on-site observations). This section described how {hescsites were
contacted and how SSAOs, MLSAOQOs, and student leaders were contacted befoge add
after the data collection.

Once the institution had been selected as a potential sample, the reseatatiedche
SSAO first by electronic mail, then by letter inviting him or her to padita in the study. In the
correspondence, the researcher solicited the SSAO to volunteer his otingiansas a
research site. In reality, the research project would not have been posiiblg favorable
acceptance from the SSAO. Interestingly, 50% of the SSAOs who wereyriballacted for
this study refused to participate in the study. One SSAO simply statdeethats unable to
participate at the time, two SSAOs never returned a response to the emaikanadi
invitation, and another SSAO refused “in light of other priorities and tasks foenhesser.”

The SSAO served as the gatekeeper for the MLSAO and student partiBipgatsging
the MLSAQO, the researcher simply gave the criteria for the MLSAO, bUB8AO volunteered
the MLSAO in all four cases. Conveniently, all four MLSAOs agreed to gaateewhen the
researcher requested via email. The researcher used “status sateglmigues to find student
subjects, relying on the SSAQO’s guidance and permission (Kuh, 1990, p.54). As pgyevious
mentioned, the SSAO was asked to provide a list to the researcher of resicdtamigssitudent
government officers, campus ministers, and campus activity board memberst €hathined
the student contact information, such as electronic mail address, campus addresspasd ca
phone number(s).

Once the SSAO provided the researcher with the student contact information, each
potential subject was contacted via campus email address to particiffegestudy. The

researcher noted the prior approval of the study by the SSAO on each emastsdé¢ns
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recognized this as a legitimate request. In addition, the researchiéggdjdor each potential
student leader, the purpose and goal of the study, how the data would be used, the importance o
and how confidentiality would be treated, and their approximate time commitriraraBy,
each potential subject was sent an information sheet as issued by The Gednggtdras
University’s IRB procedures and policies.

Students who agreed to participate were also given a copy of the informatiohtbieeet a
interview for them to sign. Each time, the researcher made multiple requésstodents until
he confirmed at least three student interviews per campus-site. All studewiens were
coordinated with the knowledge and sometimes logistical help of the SSAO or MIEAO
example, the SSAO and MLSAO often reserved the location for the interviews. €aeches
sent the reminders about the date, time and location. Students were also tolccdssifisiuc
completion of the interviews resulted in a gift certificate of $10 to Stksbcmffee stores.

After the SSAOs were identified and confirmed, the researcher constitteoem
about an opportune date and time to meet on campus. Once this was determined therresearche
set up interviews with them, the MLSAO, and the students. This scheduling wasdraang
month in advance. Following this initial appointment, each participant was c@htecteveek
prior to the campus visit by email, detailing the date, time, and location of thaanteAs it
turned out, all campus visits were conducted between March 12, 2010, and April 9, 2010. All but
two interviews were also conducted between March 12, 2010, and April 9, 2010. The two final
interviews were conducted by phone on April 7, 2010, and April 12, 2010, because the student
interviewees missed their on-campus appointments. In total, the reseanctiected 20

interviews - five interviews on four campuses.
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Data Collection Methods

This section contains a detailed outline or audit trail of how interview, document
analysis, and observation data collection occurred (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005).

Interviews.

The qualitativanterview was the primary data collection method utilized in this study.
The data, i.e. participants’ responses, was audio-recorded as well as ynaneatied by way
of the researcher’s own note taking. The researcher sought advance perimussibe
participants to use both methods of recording data in accord with The George Washingt
University Human Participants procedure and the host site’s IRB office. esearcher who
was interested in accurate accounts, audio-taped interviews allowedeihehes to revisit
certain details as they were expressed verbatim by the participant, wd@dhraprecise and
consistent data analysis (Merriam, 1998).

Practiced qualitative researchers admit that transcription can dediens and time-
consuming if one desires an accurate database for analysis (Merriam, 1#98joie, audio
recordings of the interviews were transcribed verbatim by a profedsranscriber in the
months succeeding the interviews. The researcher retained a paptednz computer file of
all the transcribed data and stored it in a safe location according to the Hunthapdds
Considerations section.

The interviews with the SSAOs and MLSAOs were scheduled for 60 minutes. There
were approximately 12 questions on the interview guide, which took an averageeghihutes
each to answer. Interviews with student leaders were scheduled for 30 minusesintér@iews

were again audio-taped by the researcher to ensure accuracy. The quasgtibas the
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interview guide, posed to the students were considerably fewer in number and resgsired |
reflection on the part of the participants.

The researcher acknowledged the importance of flexibility in conductieyiews, i.e.
diverting from the scripted questions when new information emerged that might addo/tie
study (Merriam, 1998). However, the researcher did not change or add any intenstangue
to the interview guide at any point. Of course, each interview was unique and mesyite
researcher was prompted to ask questions of clarity or elaboration, but no salbstantiew
guestions were added.

The interview responses, once transcribed, were sent back to the SSAO, MLSAO, and
students for review in order to accurately represent what was communicatedelUpon the
responses were hand coded and the data mined for the major themes.

Document analysis.

Documents were primarily obtained from the SSAO or from the institutionalit@ebs
The SSAO served again as the liaison for collecting student life docsirsanh as mission
statements, Catholic identity statements, campus ministry misstemstats, strategic plans,
and other such documents that could not be obtained via website or by some other means.
Documents were organized by type and categorized using a document summaagdhaaes.

Campus observations.

Observations of campus life were recorded in a notebook and audio recorded using a
digital recorder. These observations were then typed out immediately folleaahgsite visit.
The SSAO granted permission for on-campus observations to be conducted without undue
interference or suspicion. At one institution, the SSAO provided a campus residencetantl a

complementary meals during the researcher’s visit.
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Validity

All researchers, particularly those involved in qualitative designs, mustd&abl
demonstrate that the findings of their study were believable or true. Itajualresearch, the
terms validity or trustworthiness are often used interchangeably to repites@ation of truth
value. Validity or trustworthiness consists of strategies researcleens oler to mitigate
against threats to the plausibility of their findings (Maxwell, 2008). Theréath internal and
external types of validity where internal validity “deals with the qoestif how research
findings match reality” (Merriam, 1998, p. 201) and external validity “is conceritédive
extent to which the findings of one study can be applied to other situations” (p. 207)t,Furthe
there is such a thing as reliability, which refers to “the extent to whielangs findings can be
replicated” (p. 205).

In this study, the following four strategies were used to achieve intexldity:

1) triangulation, 2) peer/expert review, 3) member checking, and 4) resdaiahel he
researcher used a multi-site design to attain external validity. fittedl researcher used the
following three strategies to ensure reliability in the study: 1) audit2)driangulation, and
3) investigator’s position or researcher’s subjectivity statement.

Internal validity.

Triangulation.

The first strategy used to achieve internal validity was triangulathich basically
means “using multiple investigators, multiple sources of data, or multiple methodsfirm the
emerging findings” (Merriam, 1998, p. 204). In this particular study, the részarsed the
multiple sources of data or “data triangulation” strategy to achievetyaliddn, 2003, p.98). In

other words, there were five sources of data in this study: a) transcribeteintewith SSAOS,
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b) transcribed interviews with MLSAOSs, c) transcribed interviews wittestt leaders,
d) analysis summaries of different documents, and e) field notes from campuostbas. The
purpose behind the five data sources was to achieve what Ridenour and Newman (2008)
expressed as “the counterbalancing of information” that “strengthenssthiéng
validity...which is a type of triangulation” (p.75). This triangulation of data ssureduced the
risk that the conclusions drawn were the result of biases or limitations of methtueaefore
produced a sort of consensus or plausibility concerning the explanation of phenomena being
studied.

Peer/Expert review

The second strategy employed was the use of expert or peer review, whigtorefe
“asking colleagues to comment on the findings as they emerge” to detéhaifextent to
which research findings are congruent with reality” (Merriam, 1998, p. 204 & 2it&r O
authors refer to this as “peer debriefing” (Creswell, 2003, p. 196; Ridenour & NeWe@8, p.
58; Upcraft & Schuh, 1996, p. 81) but its meaning consistently refers to having other skille
researchers or knowledge experts examine the data in order to acknowladgarasy. Since
all the data in this study was collected by one person who is capable of both biasmveas
vitally important that other reviewers confirmed or denied what the datdedvéaaddition to
the chair of the dissertation committee, the researcher chose two othes teat® as
peer/expert reviewers. One reader was an expert on qualitative case stushe was able to
offer vital information relating to coding and thematic construction as wellistsvorthiness
and validity. In addition, the researcher had an expert in student affairs dadicCatlture
review the research findings as soon as they were coded to share herigerspabe Catholic

themes that emerged. These reviewers read over the data and andlyisenaliscussed their
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interpretations and conclusions with the researcher. By using externatyearers, the
researcher was able to get a more accurate account of the data thatidhmangf he were to
operate alone.

Member checking.

The third strategy used to achieve internal validity was member cheakingh refers to
“taking data and tentative interpretations back to the people from whom they weeel derd
asking them if the results are plausible” (Merriam, 1998, p. 204). In this studysézeaieer
submitted interview notes, upon transcription, immediately to the SSAO, ML&A®he
students in leadership positions via email. It was requested that they regievesponses and
make grammatical or factual corrections if needed. Correctionsneézd by the researcher.
Fourteen of the 20 interviews were member checked; the other six never responded to the
researcher’s request. Fortunately, none of the responses from the intesvitffexed
significantly in substance and only minor grammatical changes were mydessartain
instances.

Researcher bias.

The final strategy implemented for internal validity was reseammhigvestigator bias,
which is a significant concern in qualitative research because the primsamyment is human
and therefore subject to personal experiences, values, and perspectives M&9). Most
gualitative researchers today acknowledge their biases for thatiyntdghe study (Creswell,
2003). In this next section the researcher’s potential bias toward the phenoelentedsor
this study, namely Catholic culture in student affairs, was revealed.

The researcher is currently in his twelfth year working as a stuffains rofessional

and all 12 of those years have been employed at a Catholic college. He warkedtsias a
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resident director, three years as a student activities director, andyseweras a dean of students
at two Catholic colleges. Though all of this practical experience has at@ir@atholic
institutions, the researcher’s theoretical knowledge of higher educationbteased from non-
Catholic institutions — the University of Kansas and The George Washington UyivEhs
researcher witnessed first-hand how difficult it was for student affesfessionals, who are
trained at non-Catholic programs, to adjust to a Catholic culture especthldyafwas no prior
experience with such a culture. This observation coupled with the fact that histdhere has
been an increase in lay educators who were not as fluent in Catholic culture edigheursly-
professed predecessors, sheds some light on a growing problem. AssociatiossJ& &R
(Jesuit Association of Student Personnel Administrators) and ASACCU (Assadior Student
Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universities) were formed in palt@ghis negative trend
and reinforce Catholic identity and mission (Estanek, 2001).

Trustworthiness

The key in attaining trustworthiness was to arrive at an accurateasfaiésn of the
facts based on a “convergence of evidence” (Yin, 2003, p. 100). How the researcha&nsthint
trustworthiness with regards to the interviews, document analysis, and campuatasewas
explained in the following section.

Interviews with SSAO.

There were several threats to the accuracy of the interview data thdtendentified
and countered. For example, how does the researcher know what the SSAO sayimisthae?
words, there was a risk that certain biases existed with self-rdmtata, such as interviews. In
order to counterbalance that bias, the researcher substantiated the S8iA@3'svith the

MLSAO, student interview data, document analysis, and campus observatiorss. It wa

91



conceivable that a SSAO could acknowledge that the college has certairspoliareexample
against cohabitation - that reflected their commitment to Catholic culterer Bhe could then
justify this claim by citing the policy in the student handbook. However, studenteereg) that
though a certain policy exists, it was rarely enforced, thus the policy hiéedisignificance in
reality. Though the SSAO would not be fabricating the college’s position, hig taillee to
elucidate the whole picture would likely result in a partial representation ektéet to which
the student life office stands by its commitment to Catholic culture. Bygulating the data
with MLSAO interviews and student input, a clearer picture of the realityeofallege’s
commitment to Catholic culture emerged.

Interviews with MLSAO.

The MLSAO interviews presented the same threats as the SSAO intervieWwsieli
addition of the MLSAO interviews, however, gave another student life office parspt
varied from the SSAO for two reasons. First, the MLSAO may be closer ttuttens
experience within the student life office because of his or her differipgmstilities. For
example, the MLSAO may work more directly with student leaders or studestdif where the
SSAO may not due to his or her higher level responsibilities. Secondly, the MLS}Oenadle
to speak more freely about the institution’s Catholic culture because of hisdistiagice from
the senior-level administrators. In other words, the researcher assunibe tatSAO had less
pressure to conform to a pre-rehearsed response than the SSAO did.

Student leader interviews.

Similar to the threats regarding the interview data with the SSAO and\RLifS
conducted without other evidence, student interviews could have revealed besas in the

data. For example, did the researcher conduct interviews with the apprefudsrts? The
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researcher intentionally interviewed students who held formal leadexssitpps within the
student life office, but also sought out students in diverse areas that hadhtétgreriences

within the student life office. In other words, it was likely that students who rwstddent
government have different aspirations and experiences of campus life than sttresézk to
become resident assistants or campus ministry leaders. By reaching owaondhe leadership
positions, the researcher hoped to attract students of various personalitiegpear@hees who
would provide a much more robust understanding of how the student life office contributed to
Catholic culture.

How did the researcher know that these students spoke honestly and openly? For one, he
assured the students who participated that their identities would be kept sddret ranscripts
of their sessions would be kept in a safe and secure location. Further, he guanantetbat
nothing that was expressed in the interview sessions would be relayed to tbeNISBAO, or
any other college official. Lastly, he strove to create an atmosphergpefcteand openness by
laying the ground rules for the interviews. The researcher explaineduawhonest and sincere
participation would be extremely important for the research at hand.

External Validity

The above strategies illustrated ways in which the researcher gttiggainst internal
threats to validity. In the following sections the researcher explained édoested for external
validity. As mentioned previously, external validity is “concerned with thergxo which the
findings of one study can be applied to other situations” (Merriam, 1998, p. 207). External
validity in this study was achieved through the use of a multisite design thatespley
“replication logic” (Yin, 2003, p. 37) where the results can be applied across numerous

situations. The researcher used multiple case study sites that vefudlycaelected based on
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Morey and Piderit’s (2006) conceptual models of four types of Catholic institutibrss. T
selection criteria was used in order to “predict contrasting results but thctatde reasons” (a
theoretical replication) (Yin, 2003, p. 47). For example, institutions labeled “Imonérs
institutions displayed strong Catholic cultures as opposed to Diaspora iossttitat displayed
weak Catholic cultures. Using theoretical replication one type of Cathstitution will match
up well with another institution of the same typology and should generate prediataldy s
data, whereas the difference between models should be stark and also predictalihg tBg us
conceptual models and a rich theoretical framework, the researcheble/és @plicate the
findings using other institutions thus allowing for a limited form of generaliabi

Qualitative researchers may also employ thick rich description “soethders will be
able to determine how closely their situations match the research situdemiagm, 1998, p.
211). In this study thick rich description of the findings was provided so that the ceadgbe
“transported” to the site and “share the experience” of the researchew@ly003, p. 196).
The researcher included large segments of quotations from the interviewstbe tieaider could
apprehend the participant’s train of thought on a particular question. Thiggtnate
implemented to give further illumination to the reader inside the mind of theipantie and
their understanding of their role in promoting Catholic culture.
Reliability

As mentioned previously, “reliability refers to the extent to which rebdardings can
be replicated” (Merriam, 1998, p.205). Qualitative studies by nature are moceltliti
replicate in the traditional sense of experimental research, but therethdmresearchers can
use to ensure confidence in the dependability of the results (Merriam, 1998). Td&deynce

from the experimental method according to Merriam (1998) was “not whethergswiil be
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found agairbut whether the results are consistent with the data colleGe206). Yin (2003)
put it more simply: “The general way of approaching the reliability probéeto make as many
steps as operational as possible and conduct research as if someone weleahngysver
your shoulder” (p.38). In the section that follows the researcher describule¢benethods or
steps that were employed to achieve reliability in this study, narpalydt trail,

b) triangulation, and c) investigator’s position.

Audit trail.

An audit trail is a highly detailed description of the data collection and asn#hgia
researcher provides so that external reviewers, or auditors, can follow totmatieethe findings
of the study (Merriam, 1998). For this study, the researcher provided accountskraiew
transcripts, the coding sequence, category construction, and how data wasnpteeadh
category. In addition, the researcher included a timeline of when and with whoweingewere
conducted, when transcriptions and member checks were completed, as well as dawdiment a
campus observation summaries. This trail served to explain how the researchdred his
findings thus minimizing the biases and errors of the study.

Triangulation.

Triangulation is using multiple sources of data or methods to confirm the fanalirige
study (Merriam, 1998, p. 204). In this particular study, the researcher trisgtjula.
counterbalanced, SSAO interviews, MLSAO interviews, and student leaderenteia discern
how participants understood and articulated Catholic culture. Secondly, the reseaethat
least five documents from the student life office to compare the understandiagienidtion of
Catholic culture within and across cases. Lastly, the researcher ugmasaaloservations to

understand how institutions express Catholic culture within and across cases. The purpose
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behind using the five data sources was to correct the picture that emergeddhoimsétution
and therefore come to a more complete understanding of the phenomena in question. This
triangulation of data sources was intended to increase the credibilitysititheby enhancing
the dependability of the findings.

Investigator’s position.

Investigator’s position means that researchers ought to be transparent with the
assumptions of the study, the researcher’s relationship to those being studibd, zasist for
selecting participants (Merriam, 1998). As stated in the researchas’idted above, the
researcher has been employed as a student affairs practitioner atcGastitlitions for the
duration of his professional life. As a result the researcher is a proponerholicCaigher
education and believes in furthering this sector’s specific mission ammélstridscape of
American higher education. There is a need for further research in studdestafCatholic
institutions in order that practitioners at Catholic institutions better uagergheir work and its
influence on Catholic culture at their institution. Further researcher is needed¢érn what
unique contribution Catholic student affairs practice can contribute to the sesldland vice
versa. The researcher had no prior connection to any of the participants, proflgssiona
personally therefore there were no mitigating circumstances theteaffihe participants’
voluntary participation.

Data Preparation and Handling

Consistent with good research practice the researcher organized anddottepdeata

before the data analysis occurred. Below is a description of how the reseaaciagred the data

by collection method.
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Interviews.

Before the interviews began, each one was assigned an institutional idgrtdye and
number listed in chronological order of the interview. The code and number were written on t
interview guide and announced at the beginning of the digital recording. Thde@daterviews
were stored on a USB drive and sent on to a professional transcriber. After tbeptians
were member checked they were stored on computer file in folderseassigeach institutional
model (e.g. IU folder for Immersion University). A spreadsheet weasted that listed the date,
time, location, institutional code, number and position of each participant. For ex#hble
SSAO meant: Immersion University, the fifth interview conducted, and theigtewas with
the senior student affairs officer. Pseudonyms were later assigned tohaalegrative more
readable during chapter IV. All pseudonyms began with the first letter of thd typeeFor
instance, Isaac was a pseudonym for an Immersion model participant. The peeudeny
also listed on the spreadsheet so the researcher could keep track of alicipaupest

In addition to the computer files, all transcribed interviews were printed grdnka
three-ring binder for each model type. Tables were created to sort data leg themdel type,
and interviewee and also stored electronically and by hard copy.

Documents.

Most of the documents for the four sites were collected on-line at the instisutveb’
site and stored electronically by institutional type or printed and stored in éeerthg binder.
Those documents that were obtained directly from the SSAO were stored in th@ntree
binder. The documents were categorized and recorded in document summary shieseithat
the type of document, how and when it was obtained, the purpose of the document, and how it

related to the study (Miles & Huberman, 1994
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Campus observations.

The researcher used a campus observation sheet that contained the following headings
campus site, prominent architecture, campus artwork and symbols, and the campushéout. T
sheet served as a field note guide when the researcher walked around camgextaksive
field notes. In addition, the researcher took on-site photos of images that reldteskt
headings. All of the images were stored electronically under a computebéledager
institutional type.

Data Analysis

Within case analysis.

Coding.

After the interviews were member checked, the researcher began the codegspr
which involved multiple phases. The first phase, known as open coding, involved “breaking data
apart and delineating concepts to stand for blocks of raw data” (Corbin & $2808sp. 195).
Reading through the raw interview transcripts, the researcher was lookiipguticular events,
key words, processes, or characters that capture the essence of thEQuéeg’& Atkinson,

1996, p.31). Further, this phase combined the discovery and organization of data not
interpretation or deeper exploration of the meaning of the data.

How did the researcher specifically conduct this phase of open coding? The open coding
process was conducted within cases beginning with the SSAO and MLSAO. Fiegdhecher
read over the raw interview data starting chronologically with the fir&CSiBterviewed at the
first campus site. The researcher carefully read the entire intetwiew/ “to get a sense of the
whole” (Creswell, 2003, p.192). As he read, he circled key words or phrases that seehogtd t

the most meaning. On the third reading, he assigned codes in the margins. ABeAMgethe
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researcher then moved onto the MLSAO and did the same multiple reading and nofatimg be
coding. After those two interviews were coded, he moved onto the student interviews and
conducted within case open coding until all three student interviews were coded.

In each case, the researcher read the interview transcripts aieadtefore attaching
codes to the data. The researcher decided to use manual ways of coding ttibetatearathe
initial plan to use ATLAS.ti. This was decided because the interview transanosnted to 250
pages, which according to some researchers, is an acceptable volume of datage Iny hand
(Creswell, 2003, p. 193).

Constant comparative method and category construction.

The next phase of the coding process involved frequently comparing and grouping the
data based on similarities and differences. This phase is known as the constardtogmpar
method because the researcher is regularly identifying patterns and psofhetiemerge from
the data and assigning them to a higher level category (Corbin & S2808s Merriam, 1998).
The constant comparative method flows naturally into category constructida. d@agrouped
together on a similar dimension. This dimension is tentatively given a natmen ibécomes a
category” (Merriam, 1998, p. 18). “This type of comparison is essential to alsanbbcause it
allows the researcher to differentiate one category/theme from anothtr identify properties
and dimensions specific to that category/theme” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 73).

How did the researcher specifically conduct the constant comparative method and
construct categories? After the within case open coding process was cdrapfeieately for
each of the four cases, the researcher returned to each case to conguatesiygenerated from
the SSAO, MLSAOQO, and student interviews. He read and reread each interview &tkasur

accuracy of the coding and then jotted down an initial list of categories in thmmsnafg@ach
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interview transcript. He then compiled a within-case list of categanes the interviews so that
he had categories generated from the Immersion model, Persuasion model, Cohortnahodel, a
Diaspora model. Once this list was complete, the researcher began cgnepéegories across
cases, i.e. cross-case analysis. In this exercise he was lookingtterripathemes, and
regularities as well as contrasts, paradoxes, and irregularities” dath€Coffey & Atkinson,
1996, p.47).

As the patterns emerged, the researcher attempted to follow Mer(E388) five
criteria for category construction, namely categories: 1) shoukttéHe purpose of the
research, 2) be exhaustive, 3) be mutually exclusive, 4) utilize sensitizing, andobicbetually
congruent (Merriam, 1998, p. 183-184). By following these criteria, the researabable to
narrow down the list of categories to a manageable number that remained robust@etecom
The names of the categories came largely from what the reseantciiedi from the data itself.
Merriam (1998) states that this is the most common of the three waysdcheseparticipants, or
literature) researchers assign names to categories. “The most coruabarsis when the
investigator comes up with the terms, concepts, and categories thatwétidte or she sees in
the data” (Merriam, 1998, p.182). Noting that category construction is largely aiiviat
process” of the researcher, the researcher also accounted for the “stupggsepand the
meanings made explicit by the participants themselves” (Merriam, 1998, p.13@® tiealizing
the category names.

Data placement in categories.

After the names and number of the categories were determined, the redeaatkd the
segments of the data that appropriately matched the categories. Thssmidrieval basically

means that the data need to be “presented together in order for the retea@xplore the
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composition of each coded set” (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 46). It was through this process
that “the categories can be fleshed out and made more robust by searching thrdatg fitre
more and better units of relevant information” (Merriam, 1998, p.185).

How did the researcher specifically place data within each category?sHaeateer had
the list of categories and a coded interview opened on the computer simultaneeuwslyaHd
pasted text sections of the coded interview under the appropriate categories iepdated
this process for each of the 20 interviews going again in chronological ordersitetheisited
and from SSAO to MLSAO to the student leaders.

Document analysis.

Following the coding and categorization process of the interviews, theaesetrned
to document analysis. Using the already developed codes and categories, tbeaebegan
reading and coding the key documents in the same chronological order asrthensteere
conducted. Each document was read through multiple times as codes were attrvitaeddta
segments. The codes were then aligned to the categories that weie lsasat off the
interviews. The documents were then revisited weeks later to reexamine ting aodicategory
construction to ensure accuracy.

Campus observations.

Campus observations were coded last and again utilized the codes and categorids that ha
previously been developed. Admittedly, campus observations was the most intuitige of t
analyses because it was more difficult to consistently align aralriée@vents, and observed
behaviors to preexisting themes. However, the use of field notes and digital photographs

considerably aided the analysis.
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Cross-case analysis.

Constant comparative method.

Following the within-case analysis, the researcher conducted crossiegsasa The
researcher previously organized the data according to categories, which arcterma¢d
themes. On account of this, the researcher took each theme and constantly corapaussl it
case. In other words, the researcher took an individual theme and looked at thastlieme a
pertained to Immersion University, Persuasion University, Diaspora Witiesnd Cohort
University. The researcher did this for each of the dominant themes that emangedh&
documents used the same themes as the interviews, the documents were comparachén the s
manner, but by document type. In other words, each document was compared by typegaccordi
to theme so that documents were compared according to their purpose, for examhgte, s
handbooks were compared by theme across case, Catholic identity stateenemsmpared by
theme across case, etc.

Campus observations were completed after the interview and document aQalitsisl
symbols were listed in a table under each theme. A more elaborate talcleatad with all
four campus sites, which made it easier for the researcher to condudasessalysis. Campus
observations were more prominent across case than within case because nice prdaek of
presence of symbols, behaviors, and architecture was more evident in contitastiiuns.
Weaknesses Related to Data Analysis

The coding and categorization above were conducted on the interviews first. The coding
and category construction for the document and campus observations followed. The list of

codes/categories generated from the interviews was then used for theedbanalysis and
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campus observations. The list was reviewed multiple times before a firadldzdes/categories
was constructed.

Data analysis was not conducted in conjunction with data collection and this is an
admitted weakness of the study. This decision was made in part because therfn@natper
campus were generally conducted within 24 hours. Furthermore, the four campuserisits
conducted in less than a month so the researcher did not have sufficient time to spend on
analysis.

Human Subjects and IRB

In this section the researcher described how he protected human subjectshtahfide
emotional, and physical well-being. Due to the close association qualiedearchers have
with their subjects, participants must be assured that all potential harmereahoti physical,
will be greatly minimized (Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). Participants were gdathiree major
provisions prior to the study.

First, the researcher proved that permission to carry out the study wed gyahhe
George Washington University’s Institutional Research Board (IRBfptivecampus site IRB
offices, and the dissertation committee. The GWU IRB granted peomifsithe study on
January 13, 2010, registered as Exempt Category Two. Second, the configeritgarticipants
was assured and acknowledged with the information sheet. Third, because anohtmeity
research participants was of utmost importance, participants were givelopges and all
identifiable information was kept separate from the data. Data was d@cwaréocked file
cabinet and on one computer at the researcher’'s home. The data was solebdrbyiéve

researcher, a professional transcriber, and members of the dissertatiomteemm
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Summary

This chapter described the research design, conceptual models, population@ed sam
data collection procedures and methods, validity and trustworthiness. This oaaittattiple-
case study took place on four diverse Catholic campuses located in the Midwasbfdabe
United States. The participants involved were the senior student affaiersifficid-level
student affairs officers, and students in leadership positions within the dhteleffice. Data
was collected through interviews with the SSAOs, MLSAOSs, and studentdeadevell as
document and campus observations. Strategies were discussed in order to obitgin val
trustworthiness, and reliability, namely triangulation, peer/expertwevieember checking,
researcher bias, audit trail and investigator’s position. Both within-caseressicase analysis
was explained by data collection type. Weaknesses related to this dgsssamere revealed.
Lastly, the researcher explained how he complied with The George Washingtorsltyirs
process and how he protected the confidentiality of the human subjects who paditights

study.
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CHAPTER IV
Results and Presentation
The purpose of this study was to investigate how student life offices at Catildges
contributed to the Catholic culture of their respective colleges or univer3ikiesnain research
guestion that this study examined was: How do student life offices at four divars#i€
institutions of higher education create an environment that is expressivatfadi€way of
life? This question was operationalized by two research sub questions: Homialsgelent
affairs officers, mid-level student affairs officers, and student tsagederstand and articulate
the Catholic culture of their institution? How is Catholic culture margtest the policies,
programs, and cultural activities of diverse Catholic institutions?

This qualitative study used a multiple case study methodology to answer trehese
guestions (Creswell, 1998, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). Data
were collected through interviews with the senior student affairs o{f&®AQO), mid-level
student affairs officer (MLSAO), and with students in formal leadershipiposjtsuch as
resident assistants, student government leaders, campus ministry leagietatj@n leaders, and
student activity council members. Document analysis was conducted on msaikytiiblications

such as student life mission statements, student handbooks, guiding/core values, iQatttibyi
statements, and campus ministry mission statements. In addition, olosesred campus life
were conducted by the researcher to better understand the ethos on campus.

Following a presentation of the campus profiles, interview participant praihels
description of the documents used in document analysis, this chapter was divided inertwo m
parts: 1) presentation of the findings within case for each model based on interviawseioc
analysis, and campus observations, and 2) presentation of the findings asesssccarding to

the six themes that emerged from the interviews, document analysis, and campuagiobse
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Campus Profiles

All four institutions were co-educational, located in the Midwest, considerézttise”

by the Carnegie Classification system, served a majority of traditimolgrgraduate students,

and had a majority of students residing on campus. Two of the campuses weredlassifi

liberal arts institutions while the other two were considered comprehensiveiagdor the

Carnegie Classification website (2009). Two were sponsored by the localedamtetvo were

sponsored by a religious order. Their undergraduate enroliments ranged from 1,500 to 4,300. All

four institutions had general education or core requirements, but only one of them had a

predominance of Catholic courses in the core. Thus students at three of the fatiomsitould

almost entirely avoid taking any Catholic courses in the core or generatieduequirements.

Three of the four institutions had a Catholic student population of 67% or below and did not

report the percentage of Catholic faculty. The one institution that reportedcaes{age of

faculty who were Catholic listed it at 85% with a corresponding number of 80% @atit®lic

student population. At two of the four institutions the Catholic student population had been

declining over the years, whereas at the other two, that number was sthbi@var

fluctuations. The following table provides a more in-depth look at the student e @dfi each

of the models.

Table 3

Comparisons of Student Life Offices

Departments
that fall under
Student Life

Immersion Persuasion Diaspora Cohort
Athletics Campus dining | Campus security | Campus
Campus security | Counseling Career Ministry
::(iOd s$rV|C(|a Eentetr Development Commuter

nternationa vent Counseling services
students coordination Cent c i
Orientation Health center enter ounseling
Residence life Intercultural Intramurals Dean of
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- Immersion Persuasion Diaspora Cohort
Student Activities | programs Health services Students
Student Outreach | Residence life Residence Life Health &
Wellness Center ?:éitr)(t and Student Activities | Wellness

Studen): Life: Interfqlth
-Student council
Activities Multicultural
-College affairs
Activities Board Peace and
-Leadership Justice
development Performing arts
program Project Search
-First year _
experience Recreational
-Parent and sports
Family services Residence life
-Greek Life Student
Government
Student
Involvement
Women’s
Center
SSAO reports tg Executive Vice | President Vice President for Academic Vice

President Enroliment President and
Management and | Provost
Student Affairs
Guiding Ex Corde Catholic Identity | Institutional Values Poster
documents Ecclesiae Statement Strategic Plan )
(Gifts of
Principles of Good| Sponsoring
Practice for Order’s
Student Affairs at | Heritage)
CCUs
Learning
Reconsidered
Tenets of Catholic
Social Teaching
Clubs & None of the over | Alliance GLBTQ | Alliance/Harbor | Alliance
Organizations | 100 student GLBTQ GLBTQ
that may be organizations and
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- Immersion Persuasion Diaspora Cohort
controversial departmental
outreaches (p.32
Student
Handbook)
Distinctive Residential Dance Marathon | Be the difference | Peace and
programs that | communities _ programs Justice
reflect Student o First year _
Life mission Eyangellzatlon program Interfal_th
trips Council
Co-ed housing No Yes, all butl Yes Yes
complex with 2
buildings to
separate
male/female

Research Participants’ Profiles

A brief profile of the 20 research participants follows. Five of the 20 or one foutttle of

participants who were interviewed were non-Catholics, 11 of the 20 were female.

Senior Student Affairs Officers (SSAQOS).

As previously mentioned in chapter lll, the senior student affairs f(&AOs) were

the most important participants in this study because of their position of authority,

transformational potential, and their role as the gatekeeper into the institvii@scription of

the experience, academic credentials, knowledge of the student afflair®éisic responsibilities

of each of the SSAOs who participated, and how each negotiated his or her faitin cemtipeis

is presented below.

Isaac, the Immersion University SSAO, served his institution for 18, yfearof those

as the vice president of student life. All 18 years of his student affairsexgeoccurred at

Immersion University (1U). He did not have formal academic training in stuaf@irs or higher

education administration, but he did consistently read the literature of the fieddinkitted to
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reading theChronicle of Higher Educatioandinside Higher Educationaily as well as
publications from thé&merican Society for Conduct Administratdre was also a member of
the Association of College Personnel AdministratiGh€PA) and theAssociation of Student
Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universitie8&SACCU) and read their journals and web
material. He has attended conferences sponsored Bygsoeiation for Christians in Student
DevelopmenfACSD). Yet despite the professional exposure to the student affairs feed,dsl
not put a high priority on academic student affairs training when he advedrsaelf hires. He
believed there was a significant tension between the student affairsnieCedholic higher
education, and he preferred to hire for mission above all other considerations. ipehisreoe,
he thought that he could teach the requisite skills needed for his staff to perforduties, in
part because of the vast amount of resources, but to teach an understanding of ana thevor fo
Catholic mission was much more difficult and often ineffective. He still lookethé right
professional qualifications and competencies, but mission-fit qualitiesingBspensable.

Isaac was a Catholic at the time of the interview and admitted that hisalers
expression of Catholicism fit well within 1U’s culture. In other wordaalss identity as a
Catholic practitioner was reinforced by the Catholic culture at IU. There meefundamental
points of tension for Isaac between his professional practice and his persafaysedm
within the culture of IU, though he admitted that there were strains between histandimg of
Catholicism and the student affairs field.

Paul, the Persuasion SSAOQO, served his institution for ten years, five of those as the
associate vice president of student life and dean of students. Paul had previousiyferske
years at a large state institution, bringing his total student afi@esience to 16 years. Paul

received his master’'s degree in higher education administration from atargenstitution.
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When possible, he preferred to attend a national student affairs conference AGétAas
(Association of College Personnel AdministratorsN&'SPA(National Association of Student
Personnel Administrators) rather than at a Catholic student affairs @ecdéesuch a&SACCU
or JASPA(Jesuit Association of Student Personnel Administrators). Going to a conferesiee w
Catholic issues were discussed would have been helpful, but not as relevant as a hatetal s
affairs conference according to Paul. When he received copiesPritiogles of Good
Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Univers{2887),he passed them around
to his staff, but claimed that it was similar to the ACPR¢sciples of Good Practice for
Student Affairg1996) document “with a little God language mixed into it” therefore he felt its
use was redundant. Overall he felt there was no need to separate the Cathelt #tan the
student affairs field because there was a natural alignment betweemthe tw

Paul was not a Catholic at the time of the interview, but indicated that he felt tadvidor
within the Catholic culture of PU. As a non-Catholic, he felt compelled to repitbsenbn-
Catholic position, but also to remind his colleagues of the Catholic position in cestaindes.
In the first case he believed that, on occasion, his colleagues presumed a homogiatios Ca
culture when making decisions or discussing certain topics. Paul felt obligatsditd others
to be sensitive to non-Catholics and their contribution to PU’s culture. In the secondansse
mentioned that there were times when it seemed his colleagues had overlo@add heir
Catholic mission when discussing a decision and so he spoke up in defense of the Catholic
mission. In the interview, Paul expressed confidence in his ability to navigateriCatholic
identity within the Catholic culture of PU. The tensions that existed betweerofesgonal

practice and personal belief system were not insurmountable and he trulgdéglealc
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David, the Diaspora SSAO, served as the associate vice president for stedemt li
dean of students for six years. His previous higher education experience wasaial|
Christian schools and a large Catholic institution. David was working on his Ph.D. in highe
education administration at a large state institution at the time of theiéwteDavid mentioned
that the key documents that he used to inform and orient his staff were: 1) theonstituti
strategic plan, 2Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and
Universities 3) Learning Reconsidered) resources from ACPA, NASPA, NACA (National
Association of Campus Activities), and NIRSA (National Intramural-Rettreal Sports
Association), and 5) the basic tenets of Catholic social teaching. He cl&iatdat treferenced a
lot of the basic beliefs of Catholic social teaching without being disti@ztholic. When he
interviewed and hired for staff, he provided the candidates with a copy of the iostuti
mission and vision statements, their guiding principles, and the institution’s somydnation
clause and then assessed their comfort level with these documents. David blelietlezse
documents contained the institution’s guiding, seminal values that were subtle, but ndiyunique
Catholic. He admitted that employees did not have to be Catholic, but they had to be tdenforta
with the concepts contained within the documents. David tried to hire staff with anatiobiof
professional expertise and mission-fit qualities. The majority of Hisastd all of his directors
had master’s degrees in student affairs or counseling. If his staff haster’'mdegree from a
Catholic institution that was considered a bonus for David, but he did not intentionally look for
it. It was more important for David that the employee could articulate and e o the
values of Diaspora University (DU).

David was a Catholic at the time of the interview and he felt entirely cabferwith the

Catholic culture of DU. David had worked at other institutions where he felt uncabifowith
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their overt expression of faith. He believed that DU struck the appropriatecbdlatween one’s
personal faith and one’s professional duties. He believed his lived expressidh of fai
corresponded with the expression of faith prevalent at DU. He thought there netoedehat
arose at DU whenever anyone tried to define what “Catholic” meant on hpsahte did not
believe that term could be adequately defined in order to reach consensus. Rathetangle
himself in the arguments, he believed DU’s Catholic culture should be lived oulrasits
common denominator — service.

Catherine, the Cohort SSAO, served the institution for four years as thexssme
provost for student life and leadership. Catherine had been a SSAO at three otbgonssénd
worked for two other Catholic universities as well as public universities ov@0hgzar career
in higher education. She stated that there was a “night and day difference&béter
experience at one of the Catholic institutions, which was diocesan, versus thevoftvenith
were sponsored by the same religious community. She received her doctorgltereducation
administration from a large public institution, but she regularly attended eanéss geared
specifically towards administrators in Catholic higher education. She used Caoingtsity’s
(CU’s) employee orientation programs, of which there were several, to oriemwherew staff.
She believed that the values of CU’s sponsoring religious congregation lined wytivétie
values and philosophy espoused by the professional student affairs field. Shesheanoted
the congruency between the two value systems on developmental philosophies sudieasythe t
of challenge and support, integrated learning of mind, body, spirit, and promotingnaisoé
and reflection.

Catherine was a Catholic at the time of the interview and felt that her pezgprassion

of faith aligned with CU’s Catholic culture. Catherine had worked at other Caihsfiiititions
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where she felt uneasy expressing her faith in their Catholic culture. Shibel@sbem as rigid
and formalistic as opposed to the openness and acceptance she felt through CU’k &pproac
Catholicism. She did not admit to any overt tensions that existed between healkifon
expression and her professional practice.

Mid-Level Student Affairs Officers (MLSAOS).

Isabelle, the MLSAO at Immersion University (IU), worked as the tasgigice
president for student life for seven years where she primarily supemeegsidence life
program. Previously, she worked in campus ministry for 15 years and had a magteesinle
theology and one in business administration. She trained her staff on readings from various
theologians such as St. Thomas Aquinas and Cardinal Jean Danielou. She admittedgo readi
student affairs literature and best practices and principles, but did so wiibad eye. When
she read, she judged whether it was consistent with the Church, whether it adifire sdeole
person, or whether or not it “built students up as faithful Catholics.” At the intervipotential
staff hires she would ask them how familiar they were with 1U’s misand whether or not they
could support it. All of her staff had ministry backgrounds and two had master eségre
philosophy and theology. None had professional degrees in higher education or a edthted fi
Isabelle was a Catholic at the time of the interview and, like Isaadydelhér personal
expression of faith and professional practice were supported and enhancedhat diidl 1$ot
acknowledge any tension between her ability to practice her faith opehlyea ability to
perform her student life duties. Since she was not an active participant in the afteles
professional associations, she did not indicate how she negotiated the tensions otiasnbigui
living within two cultures — Catholic and student affairs. She admitted to resulidgnt affairs

literature with a critical eye, but not how she related to practitioners frettle
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Patricia, the MLSAO at Persuasion University (PU), worked for 16 esatise director
of student life. She had a master’s degree in student affairs from a Eegastitution. She
attendedNASPAandACPAwhen there was money in the budget to do so. She said that for the
most part there was a complementary relationship between the Cathblan@ithe student
affairs field. The difficulty for Patricia arose when she wasdagith supporting the Church’s
teaching while also respecting the students’ choices, “depending on wheweetleegt on the
developmental continuum,” regarding faith and morals. She admitted to some pointsaf te
between presenting the Church’s teaching versus educating the students rdioutssees,
especially in the area of sexual morality. She lamented the fact that themolthat was
missing in student affairs when she was in graduate school was the faith developoent pi

Patricia was a Catholic at the time of the interview and generallyh&lher personal
faith expression was supported at PU. She admitted that she did not always dgoeetairt
teachings of the Catholic faith, but those personal qualms did not seem to affacféssional
practice. She did not divulge any tension between her and her supervisor Paul who was not
Catholic about the Catholic vision and mission of the student life office.

Danielle, the MLSAO at Diaspora University (DU), served for thregsyas the director
of the career center. Danielle did not disclose her higher education experiehee academic
credentials or professional associations. It was evident in the intervieesprthat Danielle
relied on her supervisor, David, the associate vice president and dean of students, for he
understanding of DU’s Catholic culture. She said that he first modeled, then conteuimbat
it meant to be a Catholic student affairs professional for her. In her defioitia Catholic
institution, she defined the primary role of such an institution as one that would gbailesh

support students as well as move them along the developmental continuum intillectua
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spiritually, emotionally, and socially. She claimed that the three aspebtU’s Catholic
identity that were emphasized the most were its commitment to sociag justramunity
service, and the Catholic intellectual tradition.

Danielle was not a Catholic at the time of the interview and admitted to relying on he
supervisor David for her own understanding of what “Catholic identity” meant. As-a non
Catholic she did not feel threatened or unsupported in her work and admitted to growing in he
understanding and respect for the Catholic faith particularly through the jsistice aspects of
the Catholic identity. She claimed that DU did a good job of moderating their Cattesitity
by placing greater emphasis on accepting students where they wdmpdemdally and
challenging and supporting them to grow in various sundry ways not just religiously

Clare, the Cohort MLSAO, worked as the associate director of residemter ldight
years at CU. Prior to her current post, she worked for three years ag¢ &&thwplic institution
sponsored by a different religious community than that which sponsored CU. Clare’arg by
student affairs experience and training at Catholic institutions confirondtef the seamless
relationship between student affairs and the Catholic faith. Specifidadlyyated that the
Catholic social teachings aligned well with the objectives of the studantsdfeld. Clare
attended thdASPA(Jesuit Association of Student Personnel AdministratorsN&&PA
conferences where she typically recruited and hired her staff. She often spolent@plores
about CU’s mission and specifically its sponsoring religious identity and howyitiffier from
their secular graduate school backgrounds. She warned them that, though most of the values
CU’s mission complement the philosophy of student affairs, there were spioe that
conflicted. In those instances she told them that she would have to coach them in their

conversations with students. All of her staff had master’s degrees froerstatg institutions,
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with the exception of two so she was practiced in coaching her employees indios raunsd
religious identity of CU. She supplemented her staff training with CU’s1exte employee
orientation programs and resources.

Clare was Catholic at the time of the interview and expressed comfort inreengle
faith expression at CU. The only tension she experienced between her perdoaaldfait
professional practice occurred under two conditions. First when she hired stdféraestmaight
from secular graduate programs she had to coach them through the expectatmkengfat a
Catholic institution where not all approaches and conversations were allowataed $Hare
faced challenges to CU’s Catholicity from a small group of “conservdiiaéholic students
who expressed their faith through practices that she believed were rentioisker mother’s
Catholic upbringing. In these two instances, Clare had to professionally and pensavigate
between two divergent approaches towards expressing Catholic culture.

Student Leaders.
Immersion.

Three students were interviewed from IU and all three were prac@atiwlics. Irene
was a senior who served IU as a resident assistant (RA). Irene \newpdsition as an RA as a
ministry position rather than just a job due to its demanding hours and constant sgreate a
Irenaeus was a sophomore who also served as an RA for IU. Like Irene, he pasitlis as a
ministerial one, encouraging students to pray daily, attend Mass, and grow in their éader
to “attain heaven.” Irene and Irenaeus were responsible for maintédiisagommunity code
within the residence halls and for providing programs that were intellegbirétija, and social.
Isidore was a junior who served as the student head of orientation for 1U. In Hig role
welcomed students into IU’s Catholic environment. He claimed that the majbstydents who

came to IU did so because of its strong Catholic culture.
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Persuasion

Three students were interviewed from PU. Phillip was a junior and held the position of
student union president. In his position, Phillip supervised the Student Senate, the College
Activities Board, and the Resident Hall Association. Phillip stated that h€ataslic, but he
admitted there were things the Church taught that he personally disagtecidmakample the
teaching prohibiting gay marriage. Philomena was a junior who worked under Phitlip a
president of the College Activities Board. She was responsible for providing statieities,
such as bands and comedians for the entire student body. Philomena was activerjnharnist
freshman year and regularly went to Mass, but she felt she got “tossedsassie’ dropped out
and stopped going to Mass altogether. Patrick was a senior and served as the pfdébglent
senior class on the Student Senate. He also served as an orientation leaderassiszasr
Patrick did not believe the Student Senate had much authority or power when it came to
approving campus organizations that conflicted with PU’s mission rather he @idnate¢he
power rested with the administration. Patrick was not Catholic and admitted thas m®t very
faith-based, rather he chose PU for its size and access to professors.

Diaspora.

Three students were interviewed from DU and all three were Catholic. Déena w
sophomore who served as an RA and participated in a varsity sport. She stated tiragher pr
responsibilities were enforcing policies and building community. She claimeRAsatvere
required to do 16 programs a year, one of which must be spiritual, the others sodedfuadel
etc. Diane believed there was significant interest in the Catholic coktD¥, claiming that
students were involved in Bible studies, regularly went to Mass, and were oveyall ver

supportive of the Catholic culture. Denise was a junior and also an RA and studenfathlete
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DU. Similar to Diane, Denise listed enforcing policy and programming gitinary
responsibilities of the RA position. Unlike Diane, however, Denise felt studeresgeaerally
disinterested in the Catholic culture asserting that most students wer¢uadly gracticing their
faith and that campus ministry was relatively unknown. Damien was a junior aed sarthe
president of the Student Government Association and as an RA. In his capacitydenpres
served as the liaison between the student body and the administration of DU and was a non
voting member of the Board of Trustees. Damien believed that the Catholie cudtsivibrant
with close to 20% of the residential students attending Mass every SundagnDeted the
same RA responsibilities as Diane and Denise, but added that they were get&ngtentional
in their training connecting students to campus ministry by bringing in theathapladdress
the RAs. Damien himself wrestled with the balance between supporting thm¢gsacf the
Catholic Church and allowing students to express themselves and “enhance flextuate
capacity.” Yet, when a decision was made to change the branding of the @D&gien
expressed concern because it appeared that DU was watering down its Gatgsic |

Cohort.

Colleen was a sophomore who held the position as special project’s coordinator for
the Women’s Center at CU. Her basic responsibilities were to conductcteaedrarchive data.
She was also a peer mentor to minority population students where her role wasthelping
transition from high school to college. Colleen was not a Catholic and had precdnuatioas
that CU would have a very strict, conservative culture, but she found that it wasoptheand
liberal. Charles was a sophomore who served as a senator on the Student Government
Association where he primarily worked to improve the student experience l@ssitdytheir

concerns to the administration of CU. Charles was of the opinion that the Catholie watur
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satisfactory on campus, but the sponsoring religious orders’ identity was lackingeeded to

be bolstered. Charles acknowledged that there were more students who activielydottaeir

Catholic faith, but there were also those who, having experienced that independenkerfre,

did not practice their Catholic faith. Charles himself was Catholic. CaVetiea freshman who

served as both an interfaith cabinet member and campus ministry leader. Colaiterole as

an interfaith cabinet member was to promote a diverse array of religiousmsoguah as a

public Bible reading, a Holocaust remembrance day, and a Kwanza celebratgite,@s a

non-Christian student, found the culture very Catholic and not very diverse. She wanted CU to

be more religiously and ethnically diverse, but she admitted that CU made heelfshe and

was trying to do their best to meet her needs as a non-Christian.

Table 4

Demographic Information of Interview Participants

Immersion Persuasion Diaspora Cohort
SSAO - lIsaac - Paul - David - Catherine
- VP of - Associate - Associate VP - Associate
Student Life VP for and Dean of Provost for
for 5 years Student Students for § Student Life
- Catholic Developmen years and
- Male t for 6 years - Catholic Leadership
- Non- - Male for 4 years
Catholic - Catholic
- Male -  Female
MLSAO - lIsabelle - Patricia - Danielle - Clare
- Assistant VP - Director of - Director - Associate
Student Life Student Life Career Centey Director
for 7 years for 16 years for 3 years Residence
- Catholic - Catholic - Non-Catholic Life for 8
-  Female -  Female - Female years
- Catholic
- Female
Student - lrene - Phillip - Diane - Colleen
leader - RA - Student - RA - Projects
- Senior Union - Sophomore coordinator
- Catholic President - Catholic Women’s
-  Female - Junior -  Female Center
- Cathaolic - Sophomore
- Male - Non-Catholic
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Immersion Persuasion Diaspora Cohort
Female
Student Irenaeus Philomena - Denise Charles
leader RA President - RA Senator, SGA
Sophomore College - Junior Sophomore
Catholic Activities - Catholic Catholic
Male Board -  Female Male
Junior
Catholic
Female
Student Isidore Patrick - Damien Colette
leader Head of President - President Interfaith
Orientation Senior Class SGA/RA cabinet
Junior Senior - Junior member/
Catholic Non- - Catholic campus
Male Catholic - Male ministry
Male leader
Freshman
Non-Catholic
Female

Document Analysis

Document analysis provides another lens through which the researcher carngeter

what is important in an organization’s culture. Student life offices genentéle a series of

essential or foundational documents to define their purpose and function. Documents @vere use

because they provided additional information that served to complement or coriaast da

gathered through the interview process. Along with campus observationgatigsiftion of

data illuminated each organization’s culture so that the results were moreandusansparent.

For this research, the documents used for cultural analysis included each deidéitdis

mission statements, student handbooks, guiding/core values of the student liferdfiice

overall institution, Catholic identity statements, campus ministry offission statements, and

strategic plans. Each of these documents provided information relevant to thehresestions.

According to Schein’s (2004) organizational theory, there were three reegbs bf

cultural analysis: artifacts, espoused beliefs/values, and assumptions. Daccoodchbe used
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at two levels of analysis. On the first level, documents are artifactss theible
representations of a group embodied in a written language. Schein (2004) statesl way to
elicit information about artifacts was to ask: “What is going on here” (p. 343y2d@rs of the
organization could encounter, in some superficial way, the culture by readingstermi
statements, handbooks, as well as by studying its organizational charts. Dacpiroeiaed
insights into the second layer of cultural analysis by explaining and augliégipoused values
and beliefs. Espoused beliefs and values are conscious strategies, goaldpsophpds that
have been practically tested and socially validated at some point in the otiganizat are then
recorded in order for new members of the culture to accurately and thoroughlyaaedineim
(Schein, 2004). The question that elicited espoused values according to Schein (2004) was:
“Why are you doing what you are doing” (p. 343)? The student life office was oneitimit w
the greater institution that assimilated the institutional espoused valugsaaifecsvay and for
a specific purpose. These espoused values were expressed in intervieWsaatholic
identity statements, mission statements, guiding/core value statenmehssradegic plans. The
table below indicates which essential documents were used to analyze the seudfice
within models.

Table 5

Essential Documents used within models

Institutional Type Document used within models

Immersion Student Life Mission Statement
Student Handbook

Guiding/Core Values

Catholic Identity Statement
Campus Ministry Mission Statement

Student Life Mission Statement
Student Handbook
Guiding/Core Values

Catholic Identity Statement

Persuasion

AN NN N NN VRN
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Institutional Type Document used within models

Campus Ministry Mission Statement
Strategic Plan

Student Life Mission Statement

Student Handbook

Guiding/Core Values

Catholic Identity Statement

Campus Ministry Mission Statement

Strategic Plan

Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs at CCUs
Learning Reconsidered

Diaspora

Student Life Mission Statement
Student Handbook

Guiding/Core Values

Catholic Identity Statement
Campus Ministry Mission Statement
Strategic Plan

Cohort

AN NN NN NN NN Y N N N NN

Presentation of Findings Within Case

This section described how each institution’s student life office understobdlIiCat
culture and how it expressed Catholic culture through the perspective ehtbestudent affairs
officer (SSAQ), mid-level student affairs officer (MLSAO), and studeaders as well as
through evidence contained in key student life office documents and through campus
observations. Thus the following main research question framed the daté@oldchis study:
How does the student life office at four diverse Catholic colleges and une®(§iCUs) create
an environment that is expressive of a Catholic way of life? Again this questson wa
operationalized by two research sub questions: How do senior student affagsspffiid-level
student affairs officers, and student leaders understand and articulate theCattwk of their
institution? How is Catholic culture manifested in the policies, programisgatural activities
sponsored by the student life offices of four diverse Catholic institutidfis® follows is the

presentation of the findings organized by the various themes that emergetdriotetviews,
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document analysis, and campus observations. The researcher will synthesifiadimegs with
the research sub questions in chapter V.

Since the research sub questions are interrelated and overlapping, the anveensatre
better understood when structured by the themes that emerged. The six theerasthed
from the three data collection sources: interviews, document analysis, goalscalnservations
were: 1) Advocating Social Justice, 2) Inclusive Communities, 3) Studergbettual, Moral,
and Spiritual Development, 4) Student Affairs’ Philosophy and Catholic IdentikisSjon
Consonance, and 6) Big “C” Catholic vs. Small “c” Catholic.

These themes capture and answer both research sub questions across altditionsist
In other words, each theme can be related to either research sub questionesare therthemes
that correspond to one model but not another. For example, Mission Consonance did not just
apply to IU or PU, but to all four models. The differing models provided more or ledsfaleta
each of the themes, but all six were present across cases. This mearey hivaes model may
have had a theme answer research sub question 1, but not sub question 2. In this scenario the
theme still applied to the model.

In the within case presentation of findings the themes were arrangedregdhecher
according to the level of conviction and articulation of Catholic culture throughrtbe data
sources: interviews, document analysis, and campus observations. In otheheoesearcher
made a determination as to how the themes should be listed after revidwlegdalta within
case. Appendices A and B illustrate how the research sub questions aligndtewiterview

guestions and themes.
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Immersion University

This section presented data on how the student life office at Immersion Utgi{&rs
created and sustained Catholic culture within the institution. Immersion Unpeasita
reputation for being a dynamically orthodox Catholic institution. It was speddy a religious
congregation and many of the priests and religious were active on campus from the
administration to the classroom to the student life office. As mentioned previousty deat
life office at IU housed ten departments, including residence life, studestiest orientation,
and health and wellness, but it did not directly supervise campus ministry.

The researcher noted prominent Catholic symbolism immediately upon entanpgs
There was a large landscape arrangement in the shape of a rosary rightahtfirergtudent
union. There was a life-size statue of Christ in the courtyard between thng &hdathe
administration building and another one of St. Francis on the center walkway of cangus. Th
main chapel was right at the main campus steps and there was constant stifidantand out
of it throughout the day. Most residence halls were named for a Catholic saint aridesve
coffee shop was called Heavenly Grounds. In addition to the main chapel, there vadlera sm
adoration chapel that was half full of students praying in it in the middle of tmecadte Near
this chapel was a life-size manger scene, a Marian prayer grotti fer tilae stations-of-the
cross, and a tomb for the unborn. There were students quietly praying at each ose of the
spaces.

As outlined earlier in Table 2, there were three main goals an Immersion model
attempted to achieve: 1) to prepare all students to be well informed and pracatmagjcs who
will serve the Church and society, 2) to attract students who are alreadiekigeable about

and committed to the Catholic faith, and 3) to attract parents who desire thatuithents will
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continue to be knowledgeable and committed Catholics (Morey & Piderit, 2006). Botmmitre se
student affairs officer and mid-level student affairs officer weretjgiag Catholics whose
personal beliefs and values lined up directly with the mission of IU. All thueleist leaders

were also practicing and committed Catholics who came to U foraisgs€Catholic identity and
expression of faith. Thus there was 100% alignment on the part of the participarttsewit
mission and values of IU. Table 6 below lists the demographic information for each of the
interview participants.

Table 6

Demographic Information of Immersion Interview Participants

Pseudonym Title Religion| Gender| Years experience in current positioan
/Year in School
Isaac VP Student Life CatholicMale 5 years
Isabelle Assistant VP Student| Catholic| Female| 7 years
Life
Irene Resident Assistant CatholiEemale| Senior
Irenaeus Resident Assistant Catholidale Sophomore
Isidore Student Director of | Catholic| Male | Junior
Orientation

Mission Consonance with Catholic Culture.

At Immersion institution, one would find administrative and staff acceptance and
promotion of the Catholic Church’s moral, religious, and social teachings. |seti@atkd this
with his comment about supporting the Catholic mission.

We don’t always agree on everything, but generally speaking, as of March 2Q10 at |
yes, there is a general common understanding among not just student life staf but al
the faculty. We’'re all pulling in the same direction. We all want to support tihelZat
mission. It’s relatively seamless in that regard.

In a similar vein, one would expect to find student compliance with the Catholiomi3svo

student leaders confirmed this when they remarked how they could not fathomiarsiidnetre
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someone might be allowed to start a club or organization that went againsthioéddnission
of the institution. Irene saw this kind of situation as going against the point of beingiC

Yeah, that probably wouldn't fit the mission and the whole idea of coming to a Catholic
university and not a public university is that you're trying to promote a cultiie @nd

a culture that is Catholic. So, doing something or creating a group that is counter to
Catholicism would be not doing what the university is supposed to be doing.

Likewise, Irenaeus could not understand how someone would choose to come to a Catholic
institution if they really disagreed with what it taught.

In terms of something along those lines for academic freedom, if it wasyjast tio
almost in a way play devil's advocate, | might — that may be more allowBbiiif it's
somebody that’s trying to say, “We do not agree with the culture that wafrg in,” it
would be a lot harder to justify that because it's kind of like, “Well, then why are you
here,” like, “Are you here because it's just a school to go to or are you heredogoaus
actually care about growing in the Catholic faith

A defining characteristic of Immersion universities according to MarelyPiderit (2006) was
that these institutions “draw upon Catholic moral teaching when explaining utyysskcy

with respect to student behavioral norms” (p. 173). Isaac confirmed the impatahpessence
of this practice below:

Well, certainly our policies always want to support and not undermine Catholic moral
principles, so we would obviously hopefully never have a policy that would undermine
those principles. On the policies though, that’s still a wide breadth of prudential
judgments there as far as what's legislated and what’s not, so we do notdegislat
everything. We do not proscribe every kind of possible moral behavior, but we do set
boundaries that we believe need to be set to promote the common good and to support
Catholic moral principles.

Isabelle also declared that the student life office would never endorse ahcigrograms that

conflicted with Catholic teaching.

If they’re inconsistent, we wouldn’t have them. We could not have ... we would not
have a gay and lesbian activist group on campus because our very mission statement
which everything really flows from, says that everything that we would do would be
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faithful to the teachings of the Church. Now, we would have something, though, like a
chapter of Courage.

The only caveat she made was that she would allow for an organization that isohmaynf

with the Catholic Church’s teaching on homosexuality, i.e. Courage. In sevezatulifplaces
in the interview, Isabelle referred to the methods she employed so thathioéddaoral
tradition would be inherited and transmitted by students.

Programming in the residence halls, the very nature of the job description of the RD, the
training that we do with RD’s and RA’s, we always start with vision and missién a
connect that to everything that we do. So every director and then a couple of times a
semester we actually have trainings of everyone that’'s on the studetafiferot just

the directors. Usually one of those will be more practically focused, butysuoallof

them is more focused on something that engages and challenges our own faith life and
faithfulness and how we’re living that out. Even the training that we do with theadirect
staff like this year we read a book on virtuous leadership... we meet every otkeowee
two hours as a staff of directors. We will spend part of the time on business and part of
the time on whatever piece of reading. Last year we did excerpts from 3 Aa@uemas.

She applied that reasoning to hiring her professional staff who werelafilifad the mission:

It begins with the interview process. There are questions in the interview piiteesse
geared towards first of all finding out how much they know about IU and even how
supportive they are of that mission. Catholic colleges kind of run the gamut. ilBemet
even looking at a resume can kind of tell you they might be a faithful Catholic, but
they're not going to fit well at IU. There are things that you can say thatgn see that
do that.

When discussing student staff, Irene acknowledged that she viewed her RA stafbtessn

Actually, an RA is very interesting position because it is a ministry. Sotime$pect,

RA is a ministry; that is part of our training. It's not just a job. A job has spdwifirs
usually, and an RA you’re on 24 hours, off campus/on campus. Yes, we're always in the
fish bowl, so ministry is obviously a very important part of that. We have different in
services, and one of those is social/spiritual.

Irene, one of her “RA ministersiglated how specific policies such as room decorations and

movie viewing must be consistent with the Catholic mission of the university.
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Anything hung up in your rooms or everyone has a little bulletin board outside their door
they can decorate to personalize, needs to go along with the Catholic univessionmi

It's outlined in the handbook. Oh movies, yes. They go by the bishops’ reading.
Everything seen in a common area has to be A3 or below unless you check with the RD
and then some things can be approved

Irene’s comment was consistent with the room and movie policy, which read:

The items not allowed for use in decorating your room include, but are not limited to:
Posters or pictures not consistent with the University’s Mission statenuoesiéer$
advertising alcohol or illegal substances. Photographs of students consuming or
possessing alcohol or illegal substances. Anything not consistent with theditgiser
mission statement (Student Handbook, 2009-2010 p. 53).

The University expects that all forms of entertainment reflect itsaliatmission and

Christian values. Movies, music, video games and other forms of entertainment that
contain objectionable material are not permitted. Evaluations by the U.S. QCueferfe
Catholic Bishops’ Office for Film and Broadcasting are used to governdele\and

video media viewing in the residence hall. Only movies with A-1, A-Il, and Aatihgs

may be shown. Normally, only video games with an E or T rating may be played (Student
Handbook, 2009-2010 p. 46).

When asked whether those policies were enforced, Irene replied that suadspodice well-

enforced.

Irenaeus, an RA, was another example of a student leader who supported the Catholic
culture that the student life office administrators were trying to prorBetew he identified the
visitation policy and movie policy as two examples of how the Catholic culturéwedsout in
the residence halls.

There’s like a common room where we have the ability to hang out because we’re not
allowed to have, except for a couple periods of open hours where the dorm is pretty much
like an open house, your room is closed off to anybody that’s not of the same sex. It's
just like, they do a lot of things to help promote like to constantly remind kids to be
modest, to be chaste, and to be pure in that sense of like, remember, you are straving for
Catholic faith which shall say do not have sex before marriage. You can have as many
people as you want that will pretty much fit in the common room to watch a movie, but
you can’t have the lights off. You have to have a small like lamp in the back tves all

the RA to see everybody inside. We have the policy of it of saying, like, theseare t
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rules; and then through practice too. Like, all the RAs will do the same thingss So i
kind of like the factor of like we work our hardest to set the example and at theiigeme
that allows us to gain the respect to enforce the policy.

Irenaeus not only cited these policies as important ways to promote the Catittoliod also
agreed with and worked hard to live by them. Later he repeated his eamstion about the
policies by recounting another example of a residence life policy.

Well, within residence life, we have another policy that'’s like if we wekeatil into one

of the guy’s dorms and would walk a lady to the common room, we’d have to say, “lady
in the hall” about every three doors just to make sure that nobody like runs out of door
with a towel on or something. It's all just to make people aware. So all of thosegpolici

| think just really promote this Catholic concept that we have here of likenyesdich

other with respect, guarding each other’s hearts and making sure that everyhdtyg is
best situation possible to be growing and to not be putting them in an awkward situation
in that sense.

The policy to which Irenaeus’s referred was contained within the Student Handbook:

Visitors of the opposite sex must be escorted or announced as they walk down the hall.
Members of the opposite sex and not permitted to loiter in the halls of any building. All
visitors of the opposite sex must be directly escorted to a common area (Student
Handbook, 2009-2010 p. 52).

Isidore, though not an RA, happily agreed that the visitation policy was well-founded and

supported Catholic culture.

Okay, so like one example, that | always think is really kind of neat, would be the, policy
our open house policy on campus. Basically what it is is that there’s two days on the
weekends for a certain amount of time that women are allowed to come in, can @me int
the guy’s rooms, but it’s for a limited amount of time and it's only on specific days.

think that's awesome and supporting the Catholic culture because it's not that the
university isn't all about like eliminating men and women interacting. Lhk€g not

what the university is saying, but what the university is really putting on thpuslisng

men and women to be responsible and also to foster an environment where you can ...
where you're not put in a position where things could potentially get awkwardyaruet
heart go to stray. | also like their policy of the quiet hours in dorm, you know, because it
also, it fosters a sense that a good, solid Catholic is someone who is ordered, and order is
a huge part of the faith. Also at IU, like they keep things ordered. With quiet hours,
that’s good because you know it really tells people like when a certain titne woight
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comes like you should be quiet in your heart, your mind; getting ready for bed gouhat
can get up in the morning.

All three student leaders wholeheartedly supported, in thought and deed, IU'sspolici
governing student behavior. The only point of departure came when Isidore was asked whet

he would think it permissible to allow a pro-choice club or organization to exist on campus.

This is what | would struggle with because | believe the university should atovexist
because there are people who have an opinion there, but to say that the university
supports their group would be to say that the university supports both pro-life and pro-
choice movements. So, | guess, you know, it's up to the university to support a club like
that, but they could and they should, I believe, be allowed to express what they have to
say.

The university was clear in its position on the matter of whether to sponscechagice club.

The University supports Christian morality and respect for life and will not sador
support any group or activity that in any way promotes immorality betweertfon\the
sexes or promotes abortion, suicide, euthanasia, or any related sinful pramtig@ei@
Mission Statement 2009-2010, on-line).

Isidore’s comment was atypical of an Immersion student leader who fhithflidered to the
Church’s teachings, but it is important to note his hesitation. Not insignificésitlgre was the
student leader who later in his interview indicated a level of concern for thengroumber of
new students who were not pulling in the same cultural direction as the retuudagtst
Despite these two points, it was nonetheless interesting that Isidore faly westaicting his
peer’s right to free expression. IU on the other hand, did not hesitate to mstagt modes of
expression:

IU encourages groups within the university to extend invitations to guest speakers, i.
non employees of the university, whose views are consistent with its statexhrasa
Catholic, 6ponsoring religious congregatiprinstitution of higher education. The
president of IU reserves the right to deny approval for any guest speaker whos
appearance or remarks, in the judgment of the president or his designee, would
compromise the University’s Mission or promote propositions and values contrary to
Catholic teaching (Student Handbook, 2009-2010 p. 59).
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It was comments like Isidore’s that reinforced 1U’s insistence on cigecéations for student

behavior as one means by which it sustained a dominant Catholic culture.

Mission Consonance with Catholic teaching was of critical importance t&#Hhe S
MLSAOQ, and student leaders at IU. For them a strong Catholic culture dependedramgsto
policies, and cultural activities all existing in conformity with Catholmrah and social
teachings. Programs, policies, or cultural activities that conflictdd®@atholic teaching were
not allowed nor found within the student life office at 1U.

Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development.

Isaac, the SSAO, referred to the developmental journey he and his staff worked to
accomplish in students as a process of “ongoing conversion.”

We find it very helpful at our work in student life to remind us both personally and in the
work that we’re doing with students that this is about ongoing conversion. It's not a one
time, boom you accomplish something then everything’s set.

According to Isaac one of the primary ways the student life office aeljpet students develop
intellectually, morally, and spiritually was “to help our students intediath and reason in their
lives.” He elaborated on that point below:

We would help them to bring their faith to bear onto the decisions. But again, not just

faith but also their reason. That's perhaps even somewhat more of a challeatigmesm

is that living a healthy Catholic life is not just about doing whatever the Pope K&y

about using your God given reason. Sometimes that’s not always evident in cgdege a
students or adults either. | want to emphasize with the faith and the reasorcpasebe

those are both a challenge here. And then yeah, helping students see that they should not
compartmentalize their faith. Even that's what the secular world gbnisral

encouraging them to do and forcing them to do, that they can and should live out their
faith. It should impact every aspect of life, but on the other hand, it doesn’t mean that

they have to be singing church hymns 24 hours a day, seven days a week either.

Isabelle noted that the student life office must help students develop holistidatth for her

meant helping them understand that their humanity stems from their Creator.
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| think that whole sense of what I've talked about educating the whole person. That

we’re not just disembodied intellects and that there is a process of conversion. God has a
plan for us, and that | truly believe the only way you discover that is through a

relationship with the Lord and an understanding of what it means to be fully human. To
be fully human is not just your mind, it's not just your body, it's your heart. | jushiveeli

we do a great job at educating the whole person and calling people to be fully human and
address the lies because there are a lot of lies in our culture right now. Tryiegtto m
students where they'’re at and getting under those lies because even kids ... our culture
has moved so quickly and technology has created so many good things and so many
challenges that I think even really, really good kids. They can even sasdiarpraying

or saying prayers or going to Mass, but they don’t make the connection about how they
need to live that out and how that isn’t this part of their life. That everything has to be
connected, and that's what God calls us to. That doesn’t happen in a day, or a week, or a
month, or a year, or sometimes our whole lives. That's what we work towards. We work
towards being this human being, this fully human being.

Irene, a resident assistant, identified the student life office as instralnmehelping students
work through the developmental struggles they experience in college.

Well, we're all people, so people come here with the baggage of the world. Peaple t
you’re coming to a special place on the hill where all the problems go awayh#tig] t
they're missing out if they try and hide from all the problems because thggesigplace

to work through your issues and your problems because people do come here with the
baggage of the world.

Irene described how the student life office helped to bring faith to bear on studerdsde

Your eyes are a lot more opened to how you're supposed to live as a Catholic. €hese ar
very formative years in your life. So, at least the idea is that that's howeygping to

spend the rest of your life. You can either make a really, a whole lot of badschnate

then unpack those for the rest of your life, or you can instead inform yourself and put
yourself in good experiences that go along with your faith and then unpack thdse for t
rest of your life.

Irene saw a positive connection between her Catholic faith and the implicatiaaisfdr her life
as opposed to a view that such a faith was a restriction of her freedom. Irenaeus Rahothe
believed that one of the most important tasks for student life office was toenarstudent’s

ongoing faith development for the benefit of the student.
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| mean, really student life, other than making sure the students are comfortidge i
dorms, | would say that the next biggest thing we encourage is that you encourage the
students to grow in their lives, in their spiritual lives, to grow in the knowledtjesof

faith, the concept of Catholic culture so that at the end of the day, they're adotafiet

Isidore, the student leader of the orientation program, stressed the long-tefintbat this
education in the faith provided. It was student life’s role not merely to eduadenst in the
faith so their faith will lead them to acts of service for the common good, but to hel@attzen
heaven.

| would say the difference between going to a Catholic education and then gerase li
public education would be that people at IU desire to do the best with their lives. And
that goes beyond, like, the life they live. It goes on past the life we live. And we'’r
aiming for heaven. That's the difference between, you know, a Catholic enviroante

a public environment is that | would say the public environment aims at the short term.
They aim for the rest of your life, you know, whether that’s in the business, whethe
that’s in education, whether that’s in philosophy, you name it. But at IU, they have that
but their goal is to create men and women for heaven. So, | guess that’'s the main
separation point.

Isaac led the student life office in its charge to develop students intallgctmorally,
and spiritually using the Catholic Church’s teaching that faith and reason areynot onl
complementary, but mutually required to make meaning out of life. He mentioned vaaiggis w
that his office provided co-curricular opportunities for the integration of faitheasbn whether
it was by programming, by lived example, or by advising:

We strive to help our students integrate faith and reason in their lives. We get them
outside the classroom, so all the real life stiifbw they integrate both faith and reason
in what they’re doing and how they're living their lives and then calling them on to
ongoing conversion. So that’s the ... and again, that’s happening in athletics and
residence life, in the counseling center or wherever. That’s our big pictureSma
practically speaking, we would strive through our programming, through our example
through our one-on-one discussions, through our presentations that we might give in
different settings, through the different student groups that we might advise ordéead, w
try to accomplish those big picture goals. So, how can you live a Catholic... a healthy
Catholic life in the world?
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Isaac continued to list other ways students might experience the integratith ahtd reason
through the co-curricular program including works of mercy, mission trips, and rat@mm
relationships.

So, through a lot of the experiences that we throw them into whether it's being on a
sports team and going out and playing someone else or doing what we call works of
mercy in a nursing home or the homeless, or whatever, a mission trip or whetjuet it’
getting along with a roommate, we strive to help them to integrate thkiafal their
reason into all of these. So I think that is how we build up the culture.

Isabelle cited leadership training as another prominent example of how thet $fedefice
developed its students intellectually, morally, and spiritually.

We do a lot with encouraging virtue and growth in virtue that will always be a
foundational talk in any leadership training that we give. We do have a leaderstep offi
here on campus that we do a leadership conference on annually. We do have something
called a Leads Program that doesn’t come specifically under the arebsupervise.

It's somebody Isaac supervises in that they meet once a week and theytghthar
leadership book and kind of integrate back into a big picture. We talk about educating
the whole person, body, mind and spirit. Any time we program, any time we trairy, we tr
to incorporate those three aspects, the body, mind and spirit. We do the practical things
too, but we do them within a framework. We talk about time management. We talk
about communication. We talk about conflict resolution, but we talk about it in terms of
developing the whole person and becoming fully human and how you use these skills to
become the son or daughter that God called you to be.

Isabelle again referred to a standard that was different from a prevadingoint held in

student affairs. For Isabelle, responding to God'’s intended purpose (exterealfticstudent’s

life was the end to which each student should advance. This position was contrary tg, the idea
contained within the popular theory of self-authorship, that one’s life is, and should bed define
and determined as one sees fit (internal) (c.f. Baxter-Magolda, 2003, p. 234-28#inge
Reconsidered 2, 2006, p.4). Isabelle’s emphasis on teaching God’s will as opposed to using a
popular theory within the student affairs field was significant becauséidaited how deep the

promotion of Catholic culture extended into the student life office.
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As Isaac mentioned before, ongoing conversion was a critical aspect ofgnagw staff
members. Isabelle’s reference to ongoing conversion demonstrated hovpdeistaskled down
from the leadership within the student life office to the student leaders.

And then as a staff, we do training and we do discussion, and we read and discuss things
that | think help us to reiterate those things in our own life. We talk a lot about ongoing
conversion as that key component of IU’s spirituality. | mean it's a component of
Catholic spirituality and that ongoing conversion just isn't something we egpeat

students. It's something that we expect of ourselves and how do we continue to be
converted. | think it's probably best felt by the way | support and train and encouarhge a
challenge the people | supervise. Kind of at this point in my career, | sugparsiaff of

12 professionals and by extension then probably 100 student employees and several
hundred volunteer kind of people.

As a staff member under Isabelle, Irenaeus explained how the studenidiéepodictically
assisted students in their spiritual development. It was important to note thatenited as his
examples of promoting spiritual development: going to chapel, adoration, and Masall were
very distinctly Catholic ways of promoting spiritual development as opposednip \wiys to

learn about other faiths or spiritualties, which would be less distinct.

Well, 1 would say student life, through both the RDs and the RAs, really work on
encouraging — well, we’re encouraged to encourage the students and the rest akour pee
to be looking to go to the chapel, to look to go to adoration, to go to Mass. And that’s
why we do the Masses. That's why, as RAs, we have programs that we put on that are
strictly spiritual programs. We’'re not trying to force it on anybody, butenest trying

to encourage people and trying to show people that love and that necessity of tike, if y
really believe in this Catholic faith and this Catholic culture, these are tigsithiat you

can do to deepen your faith, to deepen that culture, to deepen that knowledge. So when
you walk out of here in four years, you're much better prepared to be comglgidlin

your faith and not be broken the first time somebody disagrees with you. Soit's a
concept of both between the policies and then just how they encourage us to just
encourage these kids and how they show us they want us to make sure we’re doing
everything we can to reach out to these kids in the Catholic manner.

In addition to RA programs, Irenaues mentioned residential policies as the ethedrby
which the student life office transmitted the Catholic culture to its studelhtheAesidence
halls at IU were single-sex thus two of the more prominent residentialgsolu@re visitation
and cohabitation.
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For the student life office at IU, the theme Students’ Intellectual, Vanal Spiritual
Development meant fostering an environment where students would be knowledgeiable, act
and faithful Catholics. The SSAO and MLSAO would have considered it a failurecioagea
students who were not actively practicing their Catholic faith or who werddrett to the
Catholic Church’s intellectual claims. 1U’s student life office wasarily concerned with the
intellectual, moral, and spiritual development of Catholics because nearly 8&)6tofdents
were Catholic.

Big “C” Catholic vs. Small “c” Catholic.

An Immersion university, as defined by Morey and Piderit (2006), means an institution
that closely adheres to the magisterial teachings, traditions, and devotionbigf‘{Gé Catholic
Church. Thus those who followed the institution’s mission, might be referred to as “orthadox”
“conservative” because of their commitment to the hierarchical, Roman Ca@moirch as
opposed to a Catholic Church influenced by American democratic and progressive valtees wh
teachings change based on the will of the people. Isaac’s reference todhedeBXVI's 2008
address at the Catholic University of America was illustrative of this ctionewith the
hierarchical Church. Yet, what was more significant in Isaac’s comweesnthe specific
mention of the Pope’s phrase “reverberate within the ecclesial life of faltiks”phrase was
something of a new litmus test for faithfulness because it signified aratetoonnection
between the hierarchy and Catholic colleges and universities. This phrasawedisiisg that
“conservative” Catholics would endorse and “liberal” Catholics would downplagt. drie
would expect an Immersion institution to “reverberate within the eccldsiabf the Church

should not come as a surprise.

Benedict when he came to the U.S. and spoke at Catholic U he talked about this ecclesial

kind of Catholic thing going on. “...Catholic identity...demands and inspires...that each
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and every aspect of your learning communities reverberates within thsiaklife of

faith.” What | believe he was saying in that is sort of what | was gdefore, statues,

the Catholic theology department, even a good Catholic theology department, aahapel
name, does not a Catholic university make. It's this reverberation thing. So, hhink t
from a — now, I’'m putting my student life lens on that because obviously there’s this
whole, the Catholic academic component is real to the Catholic intellectual carhpone
You've got to have Catholic theology. You've got to have a healthy philosophy
situation. There’s got to be a way to integrate the faith into the other acaateas.

That has to happen, but I think culturally it's got to be a lived reality. You've got & hav
people living the faith and not just saying | have respect for it. Now althougheall t
non-Catholics do have to have respect for it here, but if that's the criticalisnast

people who respect it, you're going to lose it. | believe, of course, that's wizdred,

has happened many places, so it's got to be this lived reality. That's enough to keep
sustaining itself and enough to attract other people to it.

Isaac’s emphasis on the faith being a lived reality by a critical ofgs=ople was a concise
statement of his understanding of what a student life office at a Catholiatinstis and should
be built upon. Isaac’s student life philosophy was not just to live this reality as@npélevel,
but also to hire staff members who share the conviction that true Catholics libedtiv big
“C” Catholic Church. It was a necessary, but not sufficient condition to have afspaibple
who respected the Catholic Church. The staff needed to be wholeheartedly conantiiteed t
hierarchical church in her entirety.

Students, according to Isidore, specifically chose IU because of this publiatoosmin
to the big “C” Catholic culture.

The students coming to IU, | believe, are specifically seeking a Cadmlimonment.
Yeah, and that’s really the goal of the university and the student body and the faculty
really is to seek out a Catholic environment and to foster a better one

Consistent with its goals of fostering active and knowledgeable Catholissstlifient
life office principally endorsed a big “C” Catholic culture. A majority odgiicing Catholics

was critical to the creation of a big “C” Catholic culture according to tRCBEMLSAO, and
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students. The big “C” Catholic culture appeared to be self-perpetuating acctrdine students
who admitted that it attracted like-minded students to campus.

Advocating Social Justice.

Advocating social justice for the student life office at IU meant alliengjanot just
material poverty, but also spiritual, thus the incorporation of evangelization and iptaythe
mix. Isabelle, the MLSAO was the only one to point this out.

We have ten mission trips during spring break. Actually we have 11. Ten that are
overseen through our mission outreach office and then one that comes through our
campus ministry office that goes to Florida. It's kind of a beach evangelizaissiom

trip. We do a couple during Christmas break. Those students usually meet once to twice
a week for the entire year in prayer and training and preparation for those.

Isabellehighlighted the distinctive approach that IU used to advocate for social justice
We have a lot of local outreaches, works of mercy programs to Big BrotherdsiigsS
| think that the unique difference that I've seen and what makes me so excited about how
we approach things here at IU is that | know a lot of schools do a lot of minidtry an
outreach and social justice things. They do a great job. | think we build a great
foundation of not just doing good things but why we do them. It's because of our
relationship with the Lord and faith, and serving as Christ served, not just to gghenou
points to graduate or something like that.
Again, as Isabelle asserted, social justice initiatives flow first arehfost from a relationship
with Christ and his Catholic Church. A general appeal to aid humanity on the basisedf sha
values, or to create a more just and peaceful world, were goals most sestitl#rans would
embrace. Though admirable, these stated goals and resulting initiativelsnebbk enough to
gualify as distinctly Catholic in Isabelle’s estimation, thus they wouldaabbust enough to be
construed as Catholic programs at an Immersion institution. The student t&sfffiission

statement captured this distinct language when it referred to serviceatatiomof Christ.”

Develop leaders/ho will engage society through humble service and evangelization. The
Student Life Department, through its formal and informal activities antdéogxtample
of its staff, encourages the development of character and competence in stindents
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recognizing the dignity of all human persons, will be equipped and motivated to lead and
serve in imitation of Christ (Student Handbook, 2009-2010, p.11).

The term social justice was not readily in use by the SSAO, MLSAO, or studéetdea

at IU. The student life office instead used terminology that was more Clnstican its

orientation, emphasizing the vertical dimension (relationship to God) of socie¢jastopposed

to the horizontal relationship (relationship to humanity). Thus social justicativets in the

student life office intimately connected humanity’s spiritual and mateoiaains.

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and its Relationship to Catholic Identity.

Isabelle summarized the student life office’s general role as hedpidgnts apply their

classroom learning to life so they can mature and live successfully witbmrmaunity.

We maintain the vibrant culture. Students are learning things in the classroone,reut w
the ones that kind of live with them day in and day out and encourage them to put what
they've learned into practice and also help them to see on a lot of different lkesels li
why a policy for quiet hours isn't just for the convenience of the RD. It's a haybu

live community life and respect for another and how you live out your vocation as a
student and use conflicts as an opportunity to help them apply principles theyhezllear

in the classroom like forgiveness. I think we kind of are the incarnational panaof w
takes place in the classroom. Okay, this is what you heard and in your head ya belie
this is true. Now, let’s see if you can bring your heart in line with whatawe in your
head.

Since most of the student affairs’ philosophy has been developed from a secular

perspective, the student life office at IU was cautious about promoting its edpailises,

applying its theories, or using its materials. When asked whether theeetarason for Catholic

student life administrators to apply the philosophy of the student affairs fieldrtovtirg, Isaac

briefly admitted that: “Yep, there’s a tension.” Isabelle, the MLSAO, expounded iabn t

perceived tension and identified the filter with which she used to assess thaasseéuld

applicability of the philosophy of student affairs.

| think that when | look at student affairs practices and principles, the filiet tise is, is
it consistent with the teachings of the Church? Is it really addressing the pdrebn?
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Is it calling people to be the very best person that they can be and draw what's usef
from it and take away and leave what | don’t think is useful or isn’t really goibgild

our students up to be the kind of leaders and faithful Catholics that we want them to be
because we think that that's the best life for them.

Clearly, Isabelle had an idea in mind of the kind of Catholic students the studeffidéehoped
to form: faithful ones. Her approach to developing students was not a permissive onéin whic
her role consisted of exposing students to a variety of experiences andahaemgaibr the
student to exercise self-authorship. The student life office at IU was hngéhtional in forming
students to be faithful, Catholic leaders. This level of intentionality was\adble given the fact
that the vast majority of the student body had shared values as opposed to a highlggluralis
student body with wide-ranging value systems.
Isaac attempted to keep up with the major issues circulating the studestfegid, but
he did not place considerable value on the academic training of his own studenstaffairs
| generally try to keep up with the big pictystudent affairsstuff. Admittedly, myself
pe_rs_onally here at IU, we have not placed a high priority on academic studeat affa
training.
Isabelle’s living witness of the principles she was trying to teachthealighest priority for her
as a student affairs professional. After living witness came hiringjricgiand supervising staff.

So, I think first and foremost | would say personally striving to not just taltatkdout
walk the walk and live as a withess and then also to be deliberate in the way | hire, and
the way I train, and the way | follow up and supervise the people under me.

Irene explained below that the student life office played a large role in pra@saitholic
identity at IU because the residential policies were all rooted in Cagtraticiples. It was this
close connection between residential policies and Catholic teachings thatdsfi Immersion
institution.

Pretty big role, | guess. Pretty much all of the policies that an RA tfedésllows or
carries out they're all based on a theory. They'll have the purpose or philosophy behind
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them that is rooted in the Catholic culture and Catholic policy. So they're the ones who
keep the student life going.

Unlike Irene, Irenaeus did not refer to the policies so much as the practibessaident life

office staff in promoting Catholic culture.

Well, the student life office through mainly the RAs and through the RDs ang txyi
promote, because every dorm has a chapel, and so we’re trying to promote thps @bnce
like you should be going to pray every day. We put on hall Mass once a month for the
students to all come together in the hall and have a Mass.

Resident assistant training was one key process by which the student Idesoffiained

Catholic culture.

Well, we do training before both semesters, it's about a week long. We tacklesguat

like, how would you handle this lovingly as a Catholic to a friend who may be, or to
someone you don’t even know, who could be in a situation that they shouldn’t be in, but
also just tackling the ideas of, say, evangelizing these kids or like reachirg out t
freshmen who aren’t sure about their faith or reaching out to people that aieajuizz

How do we embrace them with the love that God has shown us and how do we ourselves
also still be able to accept what they give us back and almost reach thesendepl

they're at? | would say in the fall semester, we spent probably two dayst different
scenarios, just talking about this. But we also, | mean, had different talksenwe w

through scenarios where older RAs showed the younger RAs this sort of thing and so it's
really, really awesome to see. And the same, we also tackle issues thait a

necessarily Catholic like excessive drinking or drug use, neither of widcreey

popular here. So we tackle how to handle those in a Catholic mbmsgering training,

we went through a period where we actually had a speaker come in and talbdotus a
theology of the body and use her own printouts.

Isidore mentioned hiring practices, mission trip involvement and student astastie

other ways the student life office sustained Catholic culture.

So, student life ... there’s a lot with the Catholic culture. It's, you know, the people it
hires and the people who work there, I can tell you from talking with the people who
work there, that they definitely are into Catholic culture as a huge part ecauBe, as
an orientation leader, it's already influenced my work, and | know when | wagssiom
earlier this year, student life was involved with that. And mission, you know, is going
out into the world really for seven days, during your spring break, and serving. other
student life played a key role there by just organizing it and basically kegpiag
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Catholic belief. So, you know, like mission trips and bringing solid people into the work
environment, and supporting student activities that are Catholic. | mean in a lot of ways
that’s the student life office saying where they stand.

Isidore alluded to how the student life office influenced his role as an oreamltadider, but he

expounded on the ways Catholic culture was introduced through the orientation program below

| would say spiritual formation is a big part of tl@atientation training)because you're
opening sessions in prayers, you're closing sessions in prayers, and theotdtks, y
constantly referring to things of the faith whether that be saints, Jesus Marig. |
mean you're constantly referring to different aspects of the faith in timengatself, so |
guess you could say it's a normal “training” plus Catholic culture is a heawvgfpta
The student life office carefully appropriated the lessons it learned frophmillesophy
of the student affairs field. The student life office perceived a tensiomwitaiphilosophy
undergirding student affairs that needed to be filtered significantlyeefglementing on IU’s
campus culture. Typically the tension arose over the understanding of human nature and the

proper means to holistic formation of young adults.

Inclusive Communities.

The student life office at Immersion University promoted inclusive commanitider
certain conditions. The university community at IU was almost entirely Gatood even those
who were not themselves Catholic tended to blend in rather than stand in contrast timit@e cul
Moreover, the student life office’s lived expression of Catholicism was unifahdyed and
thus was highly distinguishable in its teachings, ritual, language, and pradiere were no
differing manifestations of Catholicism within the student life officéerit was one in which
the Catholic Church’s doctrines, devotions, and traditions were transparent antdansfized.
Nearly all students and staff were committed to a visible Catholic idemiitynstitutional
policies of “dynamic orthodoxy,” “evangelization” and “stewardship” (Unsity Mission
Statement, 2009-2010). Consistent with the university’s bylaws, those who worked it stude

life who were not Catholic were “welcome to participate in the full life ofuthigersity” as long
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as their activities did not oppose or undermine 1U’s mission (University bylaws;220@). As
Isaac, the SSAO, stated these non-Catholics responded positively to the dfiiro@snt
Catholic culture.
Certainly here at IU, we're not all Catholic; in fact, | mean our student isody
overwhelmingly Catholic, but not completely. And our staff, there’s a signtfica

percentage of non-Catholics on our staff. But still, their lives reflect ttieisat to, this
search for holiness, for truth, ongoing conversion.

Isaac’s words echoed the “call for holiness” language contained within the Stifdevision
Statement, (quoting the Apostolic Letdéovo Millenio Ineuntef the late Pope John Paul 11),
which read: “In all things, Student Life aspires to communicate the ‘uaiveai to holiness’ as
a grace to be sought and a way of life in which to be trained” (Vision Statement, 2009-2010
The following section of the student life mission statement contained arsemifghasis on the
growth in holiness for its community members:
The Student Life Department, its residence life, and its facilitiesemétes encourage
the development of friendships based on mutual respect and virtue, and a community of
persons from different backgrounds and cultures seeking understanding and growth in
holiness (Student Life Mission Statement, 2009-2010).
The student life office viewed inclusivity as something extra-instituticather than intra-
institutional. In other words, student life welcomed certain forms of diveteections, but it
did not promote an unrestricted culture of diversity. Isabelle, the MLSAOedféegood

illustration of this acceptable form of diversity below.

We would have something like an ecumenical group like a collaboration with a &notest
college. Wheaton College is coming here to have a dialogue of Protestants anid<Cathol
So, there’s a genuine openness and diversity | believe. | sometimes believe'ridat w
more true to the genuine meaning of diversity than some of the politicalgctor
definitions at this point in ounétion’s) history and culture.

Her comment that the student life office engaged in a more “genuine meaning sitgliver

indicated that she believed there was a different kind of inclusivity sponsorasientslife at
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IU. The inclusivity Isabelle referred to was based on a mutual pursuit of thegrafipased to
the prevailing viewpoint where diversity is sought as an end in itself.

Inclusivity did not appear to be a high priority for IU’s student life office. Sorag m
challenge that the definition of inclusivity as extra-institutional deéhedrue meaning of
inclusivity and therefore renders this theme inapplicable. This is a seymifthallenge however
the researcher believed that 1U’s student life office valued inclusitabygh in a qualified
sense. There was genuine openness to dialogue with those outside the Catholibéaeliwias
good will and respect demonstrated toward the Catholic faith.

Case Summary for Immersion University

The student life office at IU helped facilitate a campus culture wherasieasy to be an
active and engaged Catholic. The vast majority, i.e. critical mass ohstutheulty, and staff
were “actively Catholic” meaning that the distinctly Catholic custodevotions, worship, and
symbols were ever present. Isaac, the SSAO, dispelled the myth of a €atbpia, but
admitted that generally the Catholic culture was joyfully celebratednendast majority of
faculty, staff, and students were enthusiastic about the Catholic faith. Tha®shared the
same experience of the Catholic culture at IU and saw her role as one oigftveniresidential
life staff to minister to the general student body. The student leaders als@ezpérihe same
homogenous Catholic culture where the pursuit of virtue, ongoing conversion, and holiness were
not just expectations upheld by student life through its policies, practices, andl@dgtivities,
but it was a lived reality willingly embraced by most of the students.

The researcher noted the holistic way 1U’s student life office impiémdats Catholic
culture. Through the Catholic symbolism around campus, to the overt Catholic products and
messaging in the student union, to the language of the interview participantseénehres

observed that a prominent and expressive Catholic culture was a priorhg &utlent life
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office. Moreover the enthusiasm for this Catholic culture was evident frometffidosthe
students.

Persuasion University

This section presented data on how the student life office at Persuasion tn(fA3i
created and sustained Catholic culture within the institution. PU, like most iCatistikutions,
has a regional reputation for being a good academic institution with a stfitatjcn to the
Catholic Church. It recruited most of its students, a majority of whomattreoli, from
primarily four states in the Midwest. PU had a favorable relationship witle¢hébishop whose
diocese directly sponsors the college.

The researcher noted significant Catholic symbolism while walking around campus
There was a large shield in the center of a pedestrian bridge at one ettrfieceampus that
read “for God and for Country.” There was a large statue of Christ in the oexikevay of
campus between the library and the student union and another one of a bishop at one of the
entrances to the campus. The main chapel was at one end of campus and a third iieil was f
with students during the college’s patronal feast day Mass. Most buildings aveeel ior a
Catholic bishop. In addition to the main chapel, there was a smaller adorationtbaapeld
several students praying in it in the middle of the afternoon. The campus had an unattended
Marian prayer grotto outside one of its residence halls. Apart from this €agkisibolism there
were several other prominent cultural icons on campus. For example, there gefeofia
around the world adorning the atrium of the student union. Also there were multipte athle
fields, work out centers, and an athletic hall of fame that visually and spatatlimunicated
that athletics was a highly prized asset to the college community.

As outlined earlier in Table 2, there were three main goals a Persuasion redpted to

achieve: 1) to give all students knowledge and appreciation of the Catholiotraelgardless of
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whether they are Catholic or not, 2) to attract a majority of Catholic studesrtsfenany of
these students are unfamiliar with basic teachings of the Church, and 3) to pstsdadts
toward an appreciation of the Catholic position (Morey & Piderit, 2006). Thers&ndent
affairs officer was not Catholic, but the mid-level student affairs offices at the time of the
interviews. Two of the three student leaders were Catholic, but admittebeihavere non-
practicing at the moment. Table 7 below presents the participants’ demogrdgimaation.
What follows is the presentation of the findings organized by the various thememdrged
from the interviews and documents.
Table 7

Demographic Information of Persuasion Interview Participants

Pseudonym Title Religion Gender Years experience in current
position /Year in School

Paul Associate VP for StudentNon- Male 6 years

Development Catholic
Patricia Director of Student Life Catholic Femal&6 years
Phillip Student Union President| Catholic Male Junior
Philomena | President College Catholic Female Junior

Activities Board
Patrick President Senior Class Non- | Male Senior

Catholic

Advocating Social Justice.

Paul, the SSAOQ, stressed the social justice aspect of Catholic culture when he
defined the overall purpose of Catholic higher education.

There is a calling to Catholic higher education that’s different than otimemainations.

In that, it's particularly for ... we were to provide higher education for this kind af are
for those who couldn’t get there. So, providing a higher education experience for first
generation students is kind of who we are. It's just kind of doing the Lord’s wdsk. It
education in a purposeful way and a faith way. | do think it's the Lord’s work, and | do
think it's what the purpose of preparing people for contribution to the world that they do
see that it's bigger than themselves.
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When it came to advocating for social justice, the student life office hadea séprograms it
directly sponsored or cooperated with other offices to support. For example, Passelisthe
student life office’s mission to prepare students for “their community, cnal va@cational roles”
by steering them to campus ministry programs and service trips.

Well, part of our mission is for students to prepare for their community, civil and
vocational roles. So certainly, students who are looking at a vocation whether that’s
through Church related, whether that’s collared or sisterhood, or it’s just siapting

to have a role in the church. We encourage that through campus ministry programs,
service trips, conversations and then in terms of just leadership roles, we do.

In another instance, Paul related how he let his students and staff pariicipgrotest of an

immigration raid, an act that gained the endorsement from the archbishop of the.diocese

Immigration is an issue that is near and dear toanchbishop heart. So, we had a

group of staff and students that went updity) to help. Our intercultural programs first
went up to help translate for folks and do forms and all those kind of things. There were
some that were very supportive of that. There were some that thought why are we
helping out these illegal aliens? But, the archbishop was very supportive of itason w
the good graces of his eyes for just a moment for allowing staff to go.

Paul identified several other student life sponsored campus organizations and etents tha
advocated for social justice.

Oh yeah, mission trips and we have a Knights of Columbus group and a Daughters of
Isabella’s group. And then, Peace and Justice, Invisible Children, Dancindfard

mean really anything that gets at the disadvantaged and disenfranchised thia¢thas

an organization or students just looking to serve in the community.

One of the more distinct programs that the student life office championed wastitution’s
leadership program, which according to Patricia, encapsulated the Catholit €lsozal
teaching.

The (hame of leadersh)program is based on the social change model of leadership,
which again, goes very much into the social justice aspect of what the Catholit is

all about. Really we want our students to understand the world is bigger than them. The
primary purpose is that we all have a responsibility to make our communities thetter
think so often society has a tendency of ... we all see what's wrong. K'$oeas

complain and very few people take the next step of how do I fix it, or what would make
this better? How do | make my mark and make the organization stronger when I'm here
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or when I'm not here? So, the program is really based on developing students tb get tha
principle so that they live that out afterwards.

Phillip, the Student Union president, concurred with Paul and Patricia’s ardlyisesstudent

life office’s role in advocating for social justice.

Well, I think student life does ... | mean they obviously help us with a lot of our
programs, but they also help with programs lkanie of evehtwhich is a big thing in
Student Life where they raise a lot of money for the children’s hospiteity. (They try

to help with a lot of like volunteer service oriented things, which obviously pushes that
Catholic identity of service.

Phillip even mentioned the fact that PU won an award for its commitment to jsistied, which

again was largely due to the efforts of the student life office.

A lot of service trips are a big deal on campus. I'd say the majority of styztebibly

go on at least one service trip during their time here. We actually won a . keatthéi
presidential award for higher learning and service involvement or something likdttha
was like | think about 70 % ... or | think it was like 80 % of our students participated in
about 130,000 hours of service last year, so it's a very service oriented school. | mean
service trips are great. We also do a lot in the community. A lot of the legershi
programs on campus are based on service in the community like serving meals at the
First Congregational Church downtown or helping with the Rescue Mission which is a ...
kind of like a Catholic worker type organization.

PU’s commitment to advocating social justice could be found in at least three of it
Guiding/Core Values: a) Goal Statements, b) Dispositions, and the c) losalalues. Two
of PU’s goal statements directly pertained to its goal of social guatizocacy.

Goal Statement: We maintain and enhance an Active Community culture. Students a
positively involved in the lives of others and the community (Student Development five
year plan, 2008-2013).

Goal Statement: We encourage and foster a culture of Engaged Leadeyatgrship is
more than a position or title. Students engage in civic discourse and involvement (Student
Development five year plan, 2008-2013).

One of PU'’s five dispositions and two of its institutional values expressed itaitment to

social justice.
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Disposition: Responsible contributors to professions, societies and religioosuiodties
develop their talents and share them with others in ways that respectla globa
environment and are sensitive to cultural differences. PU students demonstrifieytha
contribute in responsible ways (website).

Institutional Value: Responsibility: Individuals are responsible for twm actions and
for the common good (website).

Institutional Value: ServicelWe encourage each member of (PU) community to serve
others in an extraordinary way (website).

Advocating social justice was an institutional priority for PU and thus it wddyhi
accentuated in the student life office as well. PU’s articulation of timeettfavocating for
Social Justice was implicitly connected to Catholic social principlels as the preferential
option for the poor and promoting the dignity of the human person. In other words, these
principles were embedded in certain practices such as serving meal$oicattemmunity and
supporting the rights of the immigrant.

Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development.

Patricia, the MLSAO, was committed to the intellectual, moral, and spiritual
development of the students she served and was mindful of their place on the developmental
continuum. She desired that the activities she endorsed were in conformity withthlo&aC
culture, but not overly Catholic so as not to turn away students who were not Catholic or who
might have been lower on the faith continuum. In short, she aspired to be persuasive in her
promotion of Catholic culture as was evidenced by her example below about the apgregsia
of the comedian. It was subtle, but important to note that the method she used, ledding wit
guestions instead of rejecting the idea outright, was one that respected the’students
developmental stage.

Part of that is on my end is intentional because there’s just such a continuum of where

students come in with their faith development and where they're at. For thosethat a
seeking, are further along in their faith development, there’s so many opportunities
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through campus ministry and those kinds of things that we want to reach those students

as well as students that are unsure or not Catholic. But still, we want our progtséns t

into the Catholic identity, but we don’t want to scare students away that ardmliCat

are questioning their faith. Take the College Activities Board. Most people gpusam

on the surface would say, “Oh they plan events, plan concerts and plan comedians.” But
for the students on the committee that are planning the events, it's replhgrblem

develop those skills. So, it's having those questions about okay; there’s a comedian that
has some inappropriate content. What does that mean for us as an institution? So, it's

hopefully all those things are teaching students to be good Catholics as vesltas g
leaders afterwards.

Patricia’s spiritual sensitivity to both non-Catholics and Catholics who hagdiknowledge

about their faith was reflected in the student handbook:

PU encourages students to develop a continued awareness of a relationship with a higher

being, which translates to a student’s relationship with other students, fawlikyedf.
The College encourages students to develop their spiritual lives and offers many
programs, service projects and spiritual growth opportunities to assist with the
development area of growth (Student Handbook, 2009-2010 p. 43).

The phrase “relationship with a higher being” was illustrative of a cultutésthgghly sensitive
to an audience that is spiritual, but not necessarily Catholic because Cdtipatiady speak of
a relationship with God, the Lord, or Jesus, not a “higher being.” The Catholityd&atement
was a more robust explication of PU’'s commitment to “reverence the sjyitnfadéach person”
(Catholic Identity Statement, 2009-2010, iv). It stated:

From the Catholic perspective, spirituality is a response to the grace Godogie® t
share the divine life and friendship. Because each person is created in Goé'sviaag
are responsible to one another and called to respect God'’s creation in all its forms.
Catholic tradition has stressed both the dignity of the individual and communal
participation in the formation of personal conscience (Catholic IdentitgrBSeait, 2009-
2010, iv-v).

As indicative of a Persuasion model, the student life office tackled hot-topis isgthe
openness, which occasionally led to decisions that were morally confusing totstasievell as
faculty and staff. Patricia candidly admitted that even with discussion obeergral topics,

students still missed the deeper message that the Church offered.
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| always use this example when | was downstairs in the pub eating lunch anngsme

you overhear conversations. There were two students talking and very much involved
with the Catholic faith and one had been in a long term relationship with her boyfriend.
They had made the decision together to move to the next level and have sexual relations.
The way for not going against the Catholic Church was, ‘But don’t worry. We’'re not

going to use condoms.’” The Church sees it as much deeper than that. Not all our students
are Catholic, so that part is hard. Again, just depending on where they’re at
developmentally is sometimes they don’t see the big picture. That, again, coinés bac

the conversation with CAB of yeah, it might be funny, and yes, students mightait the

and laugh. But, what is that saying about us as a college? What is it slhgirtgis as an
institution and so those kinds of things? But, little things like students wanted torbring i

a voodoo person. Again, it just didn’t really line up with what ... they were kind of
interested in educational, but it just really didn’t line up with what we’re about.

For Philomena, president of the Campus Activities Board, and her peers theoastant
student activities implemented by the student life office on behalf of@agiolic identity were
cast in a negative light. Rather than viewing these limitations as fre@d@xcellence in right
conduct, Philomena viewed them as freedom from fun and popularity.
At this point, we know who we can and can’t bring upon initial hearing of what they have
for us, but otherwise for the most part, we have to get stuff approved. We have to ask

because we can get in a lot of trouble. Some students even complain about the stuff that
we do bring, so we really have a hard time pleasing everyone | guess.

Philomena’s comment confirmed Patricia’s claim that students struggteshhect the Church’s
intellectual and moral teachings to their daily lives.

Persuasion University’s student life office promoted the holistic developmdst of i
students along three interconnected dimensions: intellectual, personal, andlspiné student
life office predominantly took responsibility for the personal developmentrdiioe utilizing
the popular challenge and support method. Further, their process of socializing studehésrint
Catholic culture was to use their Catholic identity statement and to appreasthedCatholic

issues with great sensitivity to students’ developmental stage.
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Inclusive Communities.

The student life office staff at Persuasion University was predomyr@atholic though
there were some notable exceptions. PU is sponsored by the diocese, and itdsriacaiey
that is known historically for its Catholic population. Both of these factors corgdlatthe
Catholic identity of PU, yet they also presented challenges to the institutien it came to
promoting inclusive communities. Paul’s sensitivity to the Catholic culture of betimstitution
and the city in which it is located as well as his own non-Catholic affiliationgedviim with a
different perspective and vision for the student life office and how they promot€athelic
identity within PU.

Because of who we are in student development or student life per se, is being mindful of
the needs of others who aren’t Catholic and so it's sometimes trying to be altthialf
people.

Paul’s attentiveness to the non-Catholics not only served the non-Catholias hitlplsd to
refine the Catholic majority’s commitment to its own principles.

| mean quite frankly the ironic piece of that is that | am not Catholic, and so | ... or
they'll joke that I'm more Catholic than the Catholics sometimes whent ltatiing

about well I'm not sure about mission. My understanding is this now. Where do you get
this stuff? | said it's your stuff. I'm just telling you about it. So, lamén some ways, |
guess I'm kind of ... I think of my role in some ways of kind of dual. | mean I'm an
advocate for our Catholic identity, but then I'm also ... | joke about when I'm on the
Catholic Identity Committee of being that token that will also raise the &iad say,

“Look; not everybody here is Catholic. So, depending on the language that you use or
how we are putting together this program, there’s going to be folks here thiat$0e

how are we inclusive to that?” | think in my role it's dual. | mean I think obviously |
supporting of the mission of the institution and the mission of the Church; otherwise, |
can’'t work here or shouldn’t work here. Yet at the same time, | think that iémider

or to help remind of when one is practicing their faith, when that bumps into the real
world it's not easy.

Paul’'s leadership role and comments indicated that he had significant infatdrnsenstitution

to chart the course for how the institution defined its Catholic culture. His camntito the
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Catholic mission, while at the same time his concern for how non-Catholics wengoirated

into and responsive to that mission, were illustrative of a persuasive approach. HaldXgEs
underlying assumption that all students were Catholic and acted in a CathatermEhis

assumption excluded those who did not share the same faith background, which may or not have
been hurtful to those non-Catholic individuals. Either way, the potential for a homogenous
Catholic culture was a cause of concern for Paul.

| actually had this conversation with a student earlier this week who | don’t thinkepeopl
mean to be exclusive when talking about are you going to Mass tonight, not even
thinking that the group might not even be Catholic. | mean they just ... I'm going to
mass because I'm Catholic, not that that’s being insensitive, but | think it&tisio as
subtle as that that happens that | think for some folks it's like okay, I'm kind of ddime wi
that. Whereas to others, like it's inviting in doing that. | mean the assumptiom is tha
we’re all Catholic.

Patricia, the MLSAO, chose to accentuate the Church'’s social teachiegssiv discussed
PU’s Catholic culture because those teachings were more universal and intlasie¢her

teachings.

| tend to go with social Catholic teachings because for me that’s the maosivegbart

of being Catholic. There’s no human being that can look at those and say these are bad
ideas, but when you get down to the doctrine and some of the specific things, there’s lots
of room for disagreement and argument. | tend to talk about the broadest part with this
Catholic social teachings.

Phillip also warned of a divisive nature of the Church and so he preferred to fosteluaive
community through his role as the Student Union president.

| think it's great to see a place where we include people of all diffeaekgbounds.
Like | said, | feel like sometimes the Catholic Church as a whole can bevdigisil kind
of push people away.

None of the participants gave concrete examples of how the student lieeaiffd)
contributed to building inclusive communities. Rather the examples mentioned wefieapec

related to campus ministry, which cooperated with, but did not report organizationidie
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student life office. Only two participants cited policies, programs, or allaativities that
addressed the theme Inclusive Communities. Phillip referred to the canaigssabithe locus
where students experienced inclusive communities.

Obviously, the primary background would be Catholic, but | mean we have students from
all over the world here that comprise completely different religions grdwt thing that |

see about our Catholic culture is, you know, you go to Mass on Sunday night at 8:00 p.m.
| think the great thing that | see at Mass is it's not just the Catholic ..ahiitie a

Catholic Mass obviously, but it's also a community experience in that thela'sfa
non-Catholic students that go to Mass just to kind of experience the community.

Patrick, however disagreed with Phillip’s assessment about the Mass beinyé¢Nsah, so
I've heard a lot of people are discouraged to go to Mass or to go to retreats beegusabdt in
the group.” The group he referred to was the campus ministry crowd that Philomaranete
before in the previous section. Phillip and Patrick also disagreed on the effestivad campus
ministry for providing inclusive communities. Below Phillip cited examplesaofipus ministry
sponsored ecumenical opportunities that drew non-Catholics into the community, whereas
Patrick viewed them as a “cliquey group” that were “not inclusive.”
| feel like for the most part like the Catholicism on campus isn’t like throwneim face.
| feel like it's more like, you know, they're welcome to come. There’s aflecumenical
gatherings provided by campus ministry especially on the holidays like Adhe&ay
we have an ecumenical service for all Christians or even people that arestia@ht
mean like | said, we have a lot of students from Nepal, and they seem to come to Mass
quite a bit. I know a lot of them are Hindu or another religion. | mean obviously with
campus ministry there’s always, you know, weekly ... and | think even like ... likd,l sai
Sunday night Mass is a community event. | think Wednesday night Mass at 9:00 p.m. is

always a big deal too on campus. That’s another Mass that not just Catholics show up to.
A lot of non-Catholics show up to that as well.

It was no surprise that there were different perspectives on the inclusesnte tgiven different
experiences, but institutionally PU espoused inclusivity as a value. The worsitgtiwas used
to designate inclusivity and it was mentioned in several key documents: the Catéotity

Statement, the Student Life Mission Statement, and two of the Guiding /Caiee daduments
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that were relevant: the Institutional Values Statement and the stifdesffite’s Student
Development Guiding Principle.

PU’s Catholic Identity Statement included a section on inclusivity.

We advocate respect for diversifys a Catholic college, we are called upon to be
particularly attentive to the rich variety among the people of the world. Weasésster
dialogues that will promote understanding, cooperation and respect. We value egumenis
and collaboration among all people. In every dimension of what diversity ghtaisin
dignity must always be maintained. We invite all members of the communityeto ent
serious conversations and ask hard questions that together we might promote the core
values of PU.

The Student Life Mission Statement listed diversity as the first vahegprd to inculcate in its
students:

In partnership with the local community, the Student Development Division creates a
living-learning environment, which promotes diversity, responsibility, integnity, a
development of the whole person.

PU's Institutional Values Statement also included a section on inclusivity.

RespectWe cherish and treat each person as an individual created in the image and
likeness of God. We value the dignity, diversity and uniqueness of each person.

Lastly, the student life office’s Student Development Guiding Principle fsgeta commitment
to diversity in its strategic plan

PU’s Student Development assists students with navigating their collpgeesce and
developing lifelong skills. Students actively seek to accept and understand divense cul
and opportunities (Student Development Five Year Plan, 2008-2013).

Since diversity and inclusivity were institutional values, one would expictraugh
promulgation of them in the student life area. Yet aside from its preseaceeapoused value,
its application was mainly limited to campus ministry. Phillip recalledsthdent life office
converting an interfaith chapel back into a residence hall room due to lack otepaeens.
Well, I mean it used to be that we had a chapetam of ha)l that was an interfaith

chapel, designated by Student Life as an interfaith chapel. Then it was thigeylead
our largest incoming class of first year students, and we had to turn it iickeness halls.
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There was no indication of whether this space was re-created elsewhetepuged a challenge
to student life’s lived commitment to the values of diversity and inclusivity.

Overall, PU’s student life office truly valued and encouraged the preserisenoht
Catholic members. However, since the majority of its students were Cattsoticmary
objective was to serve their needs. As a result most of the services proyithedsbudent life
office assumed a largely Catholic audience. There were limited resaledicated to the
intellectual, personal, or spiritual dimensions of non-Catholics.

Mission Consonance with Catholic Culture.

Paul stated previously that for student life at a Catholic college, livingigson was
challenging because of the difficulty to practice their faith, “when(fagh) bumps into the

real world.” Paul believed it was his role to ensure that their mission wasgdalig the Catholic
identity when it came to programs as well as staff.

| mean ensuring that our programmatic pieces are mission consonant, ensustaffthat
are. And so in terms of my role of how do I help students navigate that, how do | help
staff and then how do | programmatically ensure that we are doing what we sy wl
think that's probably the biggest piece of that whether it's Catholic or not, buhberta
Catholic is the lens in which we look through it.

Phillip, the Student Union president, mentioned organizations within the student litethéic
presented some level of difficulty complying with the Catholic missiorlif?hbwever,
articulated a different understanding of how the student life office ensursthm®nsonance
in promoting a Catholic culture. For him, the administration was fairly welcoroimgrtls
things that seemed to conflict with Catholic culture.

You know we’ve had like a pro-choice group. They weren’t directly pro-choicethidite
wasn’t their exact mission, but they had other you know ... we have a ... I'm actually
very proud of it as a student leader...we have a group Gay/Straight Alliancéevith t
other two major colleges in town. Part of their mission is actually changir@hineh’s
view on gay marriage. | mean unless it’s a, you know, | mean if there’sca shia at,
you know, the Catholic Identity on campus, there might be some feedback from the
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administration, but there was no negative feedback. In fact, | thiAKidr(ce group
was probably welcomed.

Phillip believed that the Catholic component of his education was the emphasis on becoming
respectful person and a reflective thinker, or at least that was alldiledec

| think the way you see the Catholic identity on campus is kind of the mission and values
statement where you're supposed to get something out of your education here with
becoming like a respectful person, becoming a reflective thinker. You know just kind of
the tenets that they have for PU graduates. We make fun of them all the timéjddut | t

it's true. You know you do kind of come out of here kind of having your mind tested in a
way that may be different than at a public school.

Paul believed that the student life office fully supported the mission of the Church
through its policies, be it residential life policies, student code of conduct) laealtcounseling,
or the policies governing student clubs and organizations.

So in student life, how that’s reflected is that we support the mission of the college and
support the mission of the Church. In terms of our ... and some kind of, | guess I'd call
them superficial ways. We have single sex housing options so all men can lihetoget
and all women can live together. We also have coed. We have visitation policies. We
have ... I'd call them human dignity policies in terms of how you treat one another and
the importance of civility.

The student life policies in the student handbook repeatedly stated that actions, adents, a
activities must support the mission of the college, respect the civil law, amigdglpseflect the
college’s reputation. The section below was just one indication of the how the pslipEsted
Paul’s claim.

The actions of each and every student organization represented at PU mugsheeflec
values and vision of the College, including the Catholic commitment to the sacefines
human life and the dignity of the human person - U.S. Bisl&ipaing Catholic Social
Teaching(Student Handbook, 2009-2010 p.46).

Paul also believed that the student life office supported the mission of the Churcih ksoug
programs.

When we look at programming aspects, we're very mindful of what the Church’s
teachings are as it pertains particularly in the health center when yioial&iag about
health and relationships and safe sex and representing the Church’s view i thiat a
the same time representing the medical view. I'm trying to think where ... ifrstur f
orientation, we have a launch into PU before the weekend before we stad.classe
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there, we talk about Catholic identity. We talk about living out our mission.
Yet there were a few times when Paul’'s comments were slightly ambigboussexual
morality issues. For example, he stated that the student life officseaped the Church’s view
in their health center, but at the same time they represented the “medicaWisat he referred
to was the Church’s position prohibiting contraception versus the prevailing medicahopini
which promoted the use of it to prevent sexually transmitted diseases. Themo¢hecdurred
when Paul mentioned how the student life office constantly reflected on wheth@rogeams,
policies, and practices were consonant with Catholic teaching. He thethgamseample of
Planned Parenthood recruiting PU students through the career center.
| think in all three casepfograms, policies, practicgsve’re very reflective as to where
this lines up/doesn’t line up. Also in terms of feedback, whether that's through student
who have gone through the process, parents and families who observe something, and
faculty and staff as well to say I'm not sure this is mission consonance drthiptk
that’s a conversation our president has quite a bit particularly as we look toafgeaig
to launch a new program or reviewing a program. Planned Parenthood is a group that
moved to, gosh, their offices to town maybe two years ago, and have contacted us a
number of times about asking for a table to just disseminate information. We do tell

them no because it just ... it's not in line with the mission. Now, if a student group was
asking for that, | don't know. We’d kind of have to cross that.

What was noteworthy in this example was Paul’s last statement about howdéatggroup

asked to disseminate information that was contrary to the Catholic mission lichawalto

consider a course of action. This hesitancy to make a clear judgment on suelcaledsnto

guestion Paul’'s commitment to the enforcement of the mission. One could arguaitisat Pa
hesitancy was consistent with a persuasive approach to promoting Catholicioulhatehe was

willing to take students where they were developmentally and dialogue abaonthet rather

than outright forbid the idea. On the other hand, one could argue that he lacked the conviction to
make a definitive stand on a controversial topic. Though not directly connected to this,conte

Patrick’'s comment alluded to the fact that PU’s openness to “different oppiediamt
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experiences” suggested PU’s willingness to support an organization that ramyctmthe
mission.

Yeah, well | mean personally | would sayatganization that contradicts the missjon
should be justifiable, but | would say that as a member of the senate, we wouldn’t
approve an organization to be recognized by the college that was directigtagr

mission statement. | would say(@rganization that contradicts the missjdmas

happened, but | can’t give you an example like | said. You know actually, tavaay

that the senate might approve them now that | think about it because you know, like |
said, we're open to different opportunities and experiences. We want to be inclusive to
everyone.

Patricia was more clear than Paul or Patrick on the handling of thesesmat

But, there’s other things like where students sometimes get reallgeatibut wanting
to host a program or for whatever reason it doesn’t really line up with the Church, and
then we’ll say no to that.

In another difficult situation, Paul consulted with the archdiocese to resolve avarsial issue
surrounding the establishment of an organization supporting homosexual students through a

national outreach called Alliance.

When the Alliance was wanting to take off | contacted archdiocesan schooisstAlll

of them had them on the books. In some cases, the organization wasn'’t active, but they
kept them on the books they didn’t want to have to go through that process again. | mean
we got it organized and then we’re done. It's a group that’s kind of here.

Patricia also discussed the consultation they used to establish an Allianueairga.

But with the Alliance, obviously we had lots of conversations with campus miasstry

well as the Catholic Identity committee and made sure that the missiom Afiiance

did line up with the teachings of the Catholic Church and that the programs that they put
on are support programs because there’s a fine line between obviously human dignity of
all people is the Catholic piece. But, it's the act that the Catholic Church ha®haor
stance with, so it is really just the human dignity and supporting them and helping them
be successful on campus.

Paul and Patricia’s line of reasoning for establishing a homosexual supporivg®epnsistent
with Catholic teaching, which holds that a person’s homosexual orientation is déshrioletr not
immoral in itself, therefore care should be exercised for the homosexual person.

Homosexual acts on the other hand are considered sinful by the Church and as such are
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prohibited. Thus according to this line of reasoning, an organization that promoted some
objective other than support, e.g. advocacy for a homosexual lifestyle, would niot\esiadn
campus.

Patricia was the most insistent about the consonance between the policies, gragcam
activities the student life office supported and their Catholic identity. Sheeakseveral
times that the Catholic culture was pervasive and intentional though not alwaygg.drpher
view everything the student life office promoted was “infused” with Catluoiiture.

So, with the first year progran), there’s a service component in there that ties into the
responsible contributing. There’s both the active and the reflective thinking. And then,
there’s also conversation thought, ethical decision making and what that means being i
an academic institution and kind of living that out. But again, we specifically introduce
the Catholic Identity Statement in the program. That would be an exarnpte we're

more specific about it like here’s what we stand for. We spell it out, and we want
students to understand. But all the other programs, like take Dance Marathon, | mean it
just comes from the Catholic mission, social justice and service. It coreeydirom

kind of what we’re about as an institution, so it's just a good fit. famé of

orientatior) program is same thing. Therigntation) program is based on the social
change model, leadership, which again, goes very much into the social jsptce @t

what the Catholic church is all about. We had worked with the Catholic Identity
committee to make sure that our handbook would talk about the rights and
responsibilities of students that the Catholic Identity is infused throughout tBerke

think some of those written documents we are more formal about it. We make sure tha
our mission is constantly in all those programs. | only gave a few examplesalbyt
anything that we do | could probably articulate how we live out the Cathohgtlgle

Philomena however noted the difficulty in programming for a Catholic persuasidntiosti

Being mindful of one’s Catholic culture while also booking the talent from the Gegarket

' “The church teaches that homogenital behavior is objectively immoral, whilegnid

important distinctions between this behavior and a homosexual orientation which isnooaim

in itself. It is important to recognize that neither a homosexual orientatir a heterosexual one
leads inevitably to sexual activity. One’s total personhood is not reducible to sermshtion

or behavior.”Always Our Children: a Pastoral Message to Parents of Homosexual Children and
Suggestions for Pastoral Ministefs998) National Conference of Catholic Bishops.
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was often frustrating for student programming boards who tried to please a divideatcaudi
| tend to think that many people on campus are very conservative. Programming is very
difficult for us because, you know, we go to a conference called NACA everywheae
there’s just four days of performers. And sorting through that is very diffaults
because you can’t bring someone that's making certain jokes or playing serigs. It

has to be very clean, which isn’'t a bad thing, but it's not the typical college exqeae
what most other schools are looking for.

Mission consonance with personnel hiring was another consideration in addition to
mission consistency regarding policies and practices. Each of the intervidisegssed some
level of personal disagreement or unease with certain aspects of the Gattioligs a non-
Catholic, Paul certainly did not endorse all those Catholic elements that PEsprhfbut it was
not an obstacle to his acceptance of a leadership position within the institutiore’sThe
certainly pieces | don't agree with, but at the same time, that’s not ..stitftveadeal breaker in
that regard.” Paul admitted that certain topics did cause controversy anddm@zeddhat he
needed to negotiate his personal views with the institution’s stance. Ofterthermmtroversial
issues were in the area of sexual morality.

| think it's the National Day of Silence, that draws some crankiness aroundduenese

in some ways it's acknowledging one, that we have LGBT students on campus, and
sometimes that bumps into Church teachings and sometimes it doesn’t depending on do
you love the sinner not the sin type of stuff. So, we just kind of navigate through that.
Again, as | tell students, it's in many ways you have so much power. You have no idea
and so much influence that you get to do things that | wouldn’t ask an administrator, so
go do it. That's the line that | have to walk many times as to something thaitl mig
believe personally versus what | believe professionally versus what tiiendbelieves

and knowing where | work. So really, it's case by case as those types ofcissiesp.

Patricia, though born and raised Catholic, still admitted to periods of doubt: “s@setim still
guestion your Catholic faith.” Phillip admitted that the majority of studente tgaipportive ¢f
the missiopbecause of their own Catholic identity,” but there were other students at PU, he

claimed who, “even if they aren’t Catholic, they embrace it somewlimahillip’s opinion,
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these students ought to have embraced the Catholic mission and values by tlaettiemethey
chose to go to a Catholic institution.

So, it's mostly positive, but there’s always a few people that don’t necessgnély with
it you know. | mean at the end of the day, | think you know, if you choose to come to a
Catholic college, you somewhat embrace the fact that there’s goingatthaic &tufi.

Yet Phillip readily admitted his own personal qualms with the Church over coniadvers
moral issues.

Personally, | mean I'm a Catholic, but there are things in the Church | disagire |

think that that’s also important for the churches, you know, to be tested on some of the
things that, you know, that aren’t as easy as, you know, believing in Jesus Chtst. Y
know the stuff that the typical run of the mill Christian can believe in like obviously the
gay marriage issue, the pro-life/pro-choice issues, those kinds of things.

Phillip’s ability to learn about the Catholic faith while not being overwhelmed \wgs the

primary motivation for his personal decision to attend PU.

Like a lot of friends ask me all of the time, “Why are you still going t@a#n@lic

school?” But | continue to go to Catholic education, you know, Catholic higher
education. | think, for me, it's learning more about the faith, but also you know, while
there’s a Catholic mission here | feel like PU has the — it's not so Cathotitccce

PU’s distinguishable, but “not so Catholic-centric” approach was a definingatbastic of a
Persuasion model institution. Phillip gave a near perfect definition of a Persuasiel
institution when he discussed the Catholic culture as not intrusive, but still inlierrattive.

| know a lot of friends here that are Catholic that don’t ... | mean they don’t go to Mass,
or they're not really involved with campus ministry. Yeah, like | said, iBflyenot like

an in your face kind of deal, but it's also kind of like they do a good job of making it
something that you kind of want to be involved with because it's something, you know,
interesting.

Yet, Phillip’s comment raises the question that if the Catholic culture wéreiently attractive,
why were not more students practicing? Philomena, the president of theeGudkgties

Board, was not convinced of the “persuasiveness” of PU’s Catholic culture. In Philsmena
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experience with campus ministry, one’s desire to be involved had to be more thaing pass
interest, rather one needed to be completely dedicated to the Catholic culturdberexskided.
| was involved in campus ministry in my high school, but it was very different. And so
when | got here and wanted to still be involved but not really to that level, I kind of
struggled with it | guess because if you're not really ready to make a 100iéatemn to
that, you kind of get left behind. That's been my own experience and what | haverseen f
other students as well because when | came all of my friends are Catholic, bat nsne

practice anymore because it’s just ... if you don’t go to Mass every weekatter to
really feel at home in there.

Patrick, the senior class president, believed the benefit of attending aiCiastaution like PU

consisted in a heightened awareness of the Catholic faith.

Catholically wise | would say it's just a more vibrant opportunity to leasrerabout
your faith. It's something | personally haven’t taken much initiativeanring more
about until recently.

Yet he admitted that he largely ignored that benefit until his final yeahoo§owvhich
suggested that PU’s Catholic culture was present, but not contagious.

Mission consonance with Catholic culture for the student life office at PUangedy
evident in the conduct policies and entertainment guidelines. In the intervidtwthevstudent
leaders they perceived adhering to the Catholic mission as more of an ionpthsit
responsible action. All three students admitted to difficulties in living out @atholic mission
when it conflicted with personal preference or lifestyle choices. Asu#t céghis perceived
tension, the SSAO and MLSAO administered a pastoral approach to assist stugeatgating
the Catholic mission into their daily decisions.

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and its Relationship to Catholic Identity.

Paul believed there was a seamless relationship between what the stadglsnt aff
profession espoused and what the Catholic Church taught. As evidence, he mentioned the clos

resemblance of the ACPA documegtinciples of Good Practice for Student Affafi®996) with
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the ACCU/ASACCU/JASPA documerRrinciples of Good Practice for Student Affairs at
Catholic Colleges and Universiti¢2007).

| think it lines up quite nicely because I think that in many ways whoever cametiout w
the seven points of good student affairs practice, not long after that the &meric
Catholic College and University came out with a student affairs peaatiCatholic
institutions. | remember when the draft came out the president sent it to me for my
comments. | said this is just the ACPA document with a little God mixed in with it.

For Paul, the student affairs profession had a universal set of principles it entiatsg/nced
with Catholic teachings. For example, student affairs proclaims the worthgmty dif every
person, as does the Catholic Church. Further, practitioners in Catholic colleges arsiti@sive
seek to develop their students by challenging and supporting them intelleqiaasignally,
spiritually, and emotionally. According to Paul, this method was also employextibhas
student affairs practitioners with a little less emphasis on the spulibnzéin.
| think in many ways student affairs folks, we can be pretty intrusive withrdigrethe
name of developing them. [ think in some ways the faith aspect is a dimension that we
can explore a little more deeply than you would at other institutions. And so in some
ways, | think they tie nicely together because | think they inform each ottéy well at
least for me in terms of when | think about as a practitioner, certainly dlthan

dignity aspects of it and the element of challenging and supporting. | think Hoth fal
rather nicely.

Paul claimed that the similarity between the student affairs professi@nansititution’s
Catholic identity was such that a separate conference for studerg pftEfssionals working at
Catholic institutions was as irrelevant as having a separate acuydabtly for Catholic colleges
and universities. However, he did admit to the benefit of learning how to “navigags thi

differently” at a Catholic student affairs conference.

It's just funny to me that we have to have kind of two camps. It's kind of ... we just went
through our accreditation process, got glowing reviews, but as we weang ge#dy for

that, the archbishop has asked at one point, “Well now, is there a different acoreditati
for a Catholic institution?” Well no. We’'re an institution of higher education, anésso it
that piece of somehow that if we went to the Catholic student affairs cocdene might
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learn something different. 1 don’t know if we’d learn anything different, iblink in
some ways learning how to navigate things differently.

Patricia gave examples of how student affairs administrators at Catbitdiges had to deal
with difficult moral issues by balancing their professional training viigirtcommitment to the
Catholic Church’s moral teachings.

The one area of challenge, | think, that might hit student life and probably residerace li
little bit more than it does other areas in student development is that we'regecuole

need to educate our students. So sometimes on certain issues, having the issues that
clash. So for instance, some of our students while the Catholic Church with sexual ...
you need to wait for marriage. Not all our students do, and that conflict between
educating and making sure we’re teaching the Church teachings but also ant t
responsible and give students information. The way we do that is we work wipngam
ministry a lot with that and try to present obviously the Catholic point of view with tha
but also offer discussion that can be educational for students as well. Butdt’s har

Patricia’s struggle to educate and inform students about responsible sexvairbeiout
betraying the Catholic position illuminated the tension that exists for Gagtotent affairs
professionals. Patricia used Sanford’s (1962) popular concept of “challenge and sapipelf” t
students in their decision making, but she also provided “information” to students, whigh likel
referred to the information their office provided at the health center, wigchssed the health
benefits of contraceptives. Paul admitted that the health center and its irdarmas a point of
conflict.

| think certainly health centers is probably the place where we bump intfti¢t) the

most. The female student that is pregnant and is not sure what to do or even the student
who is sexually active and what to do. Well, you can have the conversation about the
Church talks abstinence until your marriage, and then you have the, in order to be
healthy, these are protection messages that you can have. There’s sudhe fine |

Aside from difficult moral dilemmas, Patricia admitted that her studéitsagraduate
work did not prepare her to facilitate the spiritual development of her students.
With the whole student development theory, when | was in my graduate progthm, fa

development wasn't really talked about as theories. | know that is there now, lnut whe
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was there it wasn’t necessarily a part of it. So again, since | didn’t haveatiiaground,
sometimes it's hard to struggle with that educational piece and the faiehpaig@ularly
when there’s teachings that sometimes the college experience can kind oingt thgai
(Church.

Because secular student affairs programs cannot teach specificaditions, this concession

revealed another area where Catholic administrators could not receivedhsangdraining and
education to apply the Catholic moral, spiritual, and social tradition of the Church irthaays
were relevant and developmentally appropriate.

Overall the student life office at PU consciously employed the bedigesendorsed by
the student affairs field. The MLSAO did acknowledge a need to filter or adapt sdhee of
values that were transmitted from the student affairs field in order to fitGaénolic mission,
but also admitted that there were many points of congruency. The MLSAO citedketioé r
campus ministry in helping to alleviate the tension between the secular valukesend t
espoused by the Catholic Church.

Big “C” vs. Small “c” Catholic.

PU’s Catholic identity and resulting culture was a topic of strategpoitance in its
recent history. Paul stated that PU used to be apologetic about its Catholic natiinen but
changed course in 2003 and ultimately embraced what came to be known as the IQattiitjic

Statement.

There was a time that PU sort of apologized for being a Catholic institution. @nce w

had identified this and adopted this identity statement, we kind of went the other way and
said we are Catholic. There shouldn’t have been any point in your orientation to come
here as an employee or as a student that you missed that message. If yon digl, the

want to know how that happened. So, I think in that way ... again, | don’t want it to
sound like it's just ingrained that it's the Catholic, big “C” Catholic, becaisaat.

Although I imagine there’s some on campus that may feel that way, but in the end, | thi
the people know that that’s the type of institution that we are. And so within that, know
in some ways here are the boundaries. This is how we can live this out. In the end,
everyone should wear that hat and be responsible to that.

Paul’s claim that PU was not an ingrained big “C” Catholic institution wasfisigmni to his
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understanding of its general culture even though the Catholic Identity Statesdenth
Catholic language that clearly differentiated itself from other waigiand Christian

denominations:

From the Catholic sacramental tradition, we affirm the idea of a God whadusiary

on our behalf, a God who sent Jesus, who lived among us, who taught, who died for us,
who rose from the dead and is present in the Eucharist and alive and at work in the world
today. We value the integration of the material and spiritual, through cre&tiais fior

prayer and celebration (Catholic Identity Statement, 2009-2010, vi)

Paul’'s comment regarding the Catholic Identity Statement signifiedPth&iad distinct Catholic
boundaries, but that it was also permeable so that non-Catholics could appreciate its
universal, small “c” Catholic appedPaul and Patricia both cited the importance of the Catholic
Identity Statement for their understanding and articulation of PU’s Cathdture. In their

words the statement clarified what the Church taught so that they could avoid sbme of t
polarizations that came with the term Catholic.

| think the fact that it (Catholic Identity Statement) was organic made gainan some
ways it gave us permission to be Catholic. |think we still bump into familiestyaod
staff, and students that say we’re not Catholic enough. We have others thatrsdagave
Catholic, but as an institution with this statement, | think we’ve ... kind of all funnels to
the middle. And so in that regard, | think it helped us for those who wanted to be more
Catholic or for those who said we were too Catholic it gave us some middle ground and
gave us a departure point to talk about. Okay, what does that mean in terms of how as a
community we defined identity for Catholicism for us? There’s just a lot of
misinformation around some of those topics about what does the Catholic Church
actually say. | think through the identity statement and the Catholic id@umhmittee

that they do a good job of saying well, this is actually what the Church saysitBtihat
being said, | think there’s still a lot of students that don’t have the full understaRding.
example, a student just wrote a letter complaining about language on cannass. |

mostly calling people gay or fagot or queer. Those kinds of things, but it scag@imen
language. Yeah, so they were talking about language, and in the letter, tin¢ lshade

put, | understand we’re a Catholic Church so we can’t support gay and lesbian people.
Well, that’s not true. It's human dignity, so it's just those myths.

Patricia admitted that even with the Catholic Identity Statement theneemisconceptions,

misinterpretations, and misrepresentations about Catholic teachingsabgscstudents.
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Phillip’'s comment below confirmed the existence of this big “C” vs. smalCatholic

polarization among students though he did not believe it was very public. According to Phillip
the liberal Catholics, or small “c” Catholics, were more concerned withlgastice issues,
whereas the conservative Catholics, big “C” Catholics, were interestee @hurch’s moral
doctrines.

| tend to be a liberal on political issues. | mean the way | kind of see it, themgte
that are more into like social justice issues which is kind of my thing, and thersthere
people that are more into, | guess, just like this, you know, the Catholic teactorgs
like the gay marriage issue.

Philomena’s impression was that most of the students were not practicin@dttetic faith and
that those who did were the big “C” Catholic conservative ones.

Most of ... or a lot of the students, it seems, that are Catholic that are here are not
practicing. And those students, | would say, are less conservative than tbatrdst
ones that are very active in campus ministry, from my interactions with tHerd to be
very conservative about everything.

Judging by these last two student comments, the Catholic culture was dieigdyl at PU.
Though the Catholic Identity Statement helped to define cultural boundaries, itaaplto
students had limited effectiveness on persuading them to embrace a holisticQ@atisplective.
PU’s student life office strove to promote to its students a full understandirsg of it
Catholic culture with both big “C” and small “c” elements. The Catholic ItleBtiatement was
critical to this promotion, but its integration into and relevance to studentydayeexperience
was a struggle for the SSAO and MSAO.
Case Summary for Persuasion University
The student life office at PU helped facilitate a campus culture whe@atholic culture
was present, but not compelling. The majority of students, faculty, and staff @agteolic” but

the expressions of Catholic customs, devotions, worship, and symbols were more ingrained and
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infused than dynamic. Paul, the SSAO cited the importance of the Catholicyl@&ateément
and campus ministry in the creation of any overt Catholic culture. For him the ditelefftce
was less intentional in the formation of Catholic culture. The MLSAO sharedrtiee sa
experience of the student life office’s role claiming that it was subtl itheir programs. She
saw her role as one of promoting the social teachings of the Church because ¢hexpieer
applicable to all students for whom she served. The student leaders experiehoéid Gdture
primarily through the Mass, which they perceived as the key Catholic comrmexpgyience for
Catholics and non-Catholics. The student leaders viewed campus ministry atrg paurce
of Catholic culture and understood the student life office’s role to be one that promoted
opportunities for community service and social justice activities. The studdetdeaere not
enthusiastically supportive of the student life office’s policies, prac¢tares cultural activities
that were explicitly Catholic.

The researcher observed that the student life office recognized its Cathilre and
defended it when necessary, but generally it did not intentionally promote ittubleaslife
office did not apologize for its Catholic culture, but it did not eagerly transeithier. Catholic
culture seemed to be undergirding all the policies, cultural activities, anchpregout it only
explicitly surfaced when controversy arose. The researcher disdo@atholic symbols in the
residence halls and student union, but he was actively looking for them. A vibraxipaeske/e
Catholic culture did not seem to permeate throughout the campus.

Diaspora University

This section presented data relating how the student life office at Diddpimersity
(DU) created and sustained Catholic culture within the institution. Diasporarkityveas a
regional reputation for several strong academic programs, but also for itafbiestgon to the

Catholic Church. It recruited most of its students, a minority of whom weblol@atfrom four
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primary states in the Midwest. DU had a respectful relationship with thedmsthop whose
diocese directly sponsored the college.

The researcher noted similar kinds of Catholic symbolism to Persuasion Wyivdrise
walking around the campus of Diaspora University. There was a large efad bishop at one
of the entrances to the campus. The main chapel was near the center of campusvizert was
definitely the highest point on the campus. Less than a third of the chapeledawitih
students during the college’s liturgy. Several of the buildings were named&ihalic bishop
or saint. There was a metal relief of a bishop outside the student union and asoeabfst.
Francis outside one of the residence halls. Inside the main chapel, therasmwalier side chapel
that had the tabernacle and several pews in it, but no one was praying hieetampus had a
well-kept, but unattended Marian prayer grotto outside of its main admirosttatilding. Apart
from this Catholic symbolism there were several other prominent cultored @ campus. For
example, the student union and library were both newly constructed and were tedming w
students. Also there were multiple gyms, weight rooms, and an athletic aéldehe populated
with hundreds of students. This observation communicated that athletics was an inzsable
to the university.

Noted earlier in Table 2, there were two main goals a Diaspora modepestetn

achieve: 1) to promote openness and acceptance of religious beliefs amongeasdindent
body and 2) to observe Catholic standards in various activities in which students @hgeaye
& Piderit, 2006). The senior student affairs officer was a practicinigoGat but the mid-level
student affairs officer was a non-Catholic. The student leaders did not irttiemteersonal
religious practices, but did admit that most of the students they knew who were cCaithalbt

attend Mass weekly with any consistency. Table 8 contains the demogrdphutation for the
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interview participants. What follows is the presentation of the findings agauby the various

themes that emerged from the data.

Table 8

Demographic Information of Diaspora Interview Participants

Pseudonym Title Religion | Gender Years experience in
current position/Year in
School
David Associate VP for Student Catholic | Male 6 years
Development and Dean of
Students
Danielle Director of Career Center Non- | Female| 3 years
Catholic
Diane Resident Assistant Catholic Femaophomore
Denise Resident Assistant Catholic  Femalenior
Damien President Student Governmen€Catholic | Male Junior
Association and Resident
Assistant

Advocating Social Justice.

The student life office made clear its advocacy for social justice fomigsion

statement, to its professional staff, to its high profile activities. Irefesence to holistic

development, the student life mission statement listed three domains, two of wreckowiet

justice in nature.

In support of the educational mission, the Division of Student Services collabgrativel
seeks to enrich the holistic development of students by fostering personal groveth, soci
responsibility, and a sense of community” (Student Life Mission Stateme®:;220M).

Whereas personal growth is focused on the individual, social responsibility arcdsens

community are centered on others. David, the SSAO, helped to flush out the distinction.

| think our culture is one of caring, of you know advocacy for those who might not
otherwise have the opportunity. | think in our concept of community | think is the other
piece that, you know, trying to build small communities and suggest to students that look:
yeah, you're here to enrich your life, but your real purpose is to enrich the lives rsf othe
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with your gifts and opportunities that you’ve had.
Danielle, the MLSAO, related how the student life office’s concentration on coityservice
was what attracted her to DU.

And that was one of the things that was really appealing to me about DU becékesa unl

lot of liberal arts traditions, it's very community focused and service — andusdyi

with the social justice piece.
Damien, the president of the Student Government Association and a resideaniasgissted to
the fact that advocacy for social justice was a priority for the profes$sitaifa “I've noticed
social justice is one of the major, one of the major pushes from professional Btaffien

continued to give examples of how advocacy for social justice was inherited stydeaits.

We do an event called “Be the Difference Day.” And we’ll end up getting roughly 250-

350 students, mostly residential students, and some faculty and staff to come out and we
do this community cleanup and project program in the community around the campus.
And some of the major seasons, like for instance in Lenten season, we do major drives

for money for food for those in Africa and Asia who are without. We also do the same

thing for the Super Bowl. We call it the “Super Bowl of Caring” and we do a huge food

drive. We did a lot of relief fund raising for Haiti. The Student Government donated
$2,500 from our operating budget to relief efforts through Catholic Relief Services

The student life office at DU promoted and consistently reinforced an oulwakidg
focus in its students. Advocating for social justice was a key aspecto€Cttbblic culture and
so it garnered much attention, but also much fruit. Students eagerly responded toehiy va
participating in various extra-curricular service efforts. The extemhich these activities
connected students to the Catholic Church was unspecified.

Inclusive Communities.

Institutionally, Diaspora University was fully committed to promoting dieers
communities. There was no better synopsis of this commitment than what wes warthe

student handbook:
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Above all, DU as a Catholic institution believes in the inherent God-given yleymit
worth of every individual. Our commitment to diversity is intentional; it is embodied in
the ongoing development of a campus community that reflects the realityatfed gl
society. Towards these ends, DU embraces diversity in all aspects of asi@uic
programming and organizing structures (Student Handbook 2009-2010, p. 13).

Another example of this value of diversity was contained in DU’s guiding prexipl
We believe in the inherent God-given dignity and worth of every person. Therefore, we
strive to develop an understanding of human cultures, achievements, capabilities, and
limitations to promote justice and peace and use our talents in service to nthérs a
world. We welcome people from other countries and cultures to study, learn, and work at

DU. Likewise we encouragedmpus communifyo teach, learn, engage in scholarship,
and serve abroad (Guiding Principles, website).

Though diversity, not inclusivity, was professed most clearly in these two guiding dasyume
the interviewees did not make a sharp distinction between the two concepts. Thesewssak
references to the value of inclusivity from the SSAO and two student leaderd, DavsSAO
wanted people to feel comfortable with who they were when they walked onto camplsrwhe
they were Catholic or not.
| think in our scrutinies of ourselves trying to say hey, are we truly a méigoplace?
Does our visual identity say that others, other than Catholic, are welcome when we’
asking those questions?
Danielle referenced David’'s commitment to creating an inclusive climatident life and then
provided an illustration of how that was manifested.
We have a group on campus calladrfie of group which started a couple of years ago,
and it was basically just so that we are welcoming to persons regardless eftinic
background, of their sexual orientation, of their gender, whatever. And it's opened up a
lot of conversation; it's more about the process than it is about the outcome.
Diane, a resident assistant discussed how she invited Catholics and non-Cautiocéics i
Bible study on her floor as part of her programming responsibilities. Damiehgeafb, also

referred to the Bible study as well as other events sponsored by campatsyrntoninake non-

Catholics feel welcome.
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| don’t know if you'd say as many, but a lot of non-Catholics are involved in campus
ministry also. Or with organizations that are related to the Catholiteictighl and social
justice, so we have ®U studentsfor Peace and Justice organization. There’s also an
ecumenical Bible study that occurs weekly and | would venture to say that more of the
students that go to that are probably non-Catholic actually. And so there are oppsrtunit
there and there are a lot of ways where non-Catholics are getting involved toalhyl |
don’t think there’s an exclusion. | really don't see it.

Campus ministry also revealed its intention to create a welcoming commuitgy
mission statement.

Rooted in the rich Catholic Christian Tradition and ecumenically centered in the

reconciling Love of God. The mission of campus ministry at DU is to build a walgom

community of FAITH LEARNING JUSTICE by praying and seeking wisdom and

committing our gifts in leadership and service (Campus Ministry MissioprSéat,
2009-2010).

DU’s espoused commitments to diversity and inclusivity, either through denguprinciples or
campus ministry mission statement, were necessary, but insufficientrsteépating a
welcoming community. To achieve its goal of promoting openness and acceptaslpafs
beliefs among a diverse student body, DU needed to actualize this comminpeattocally
meeting the needs of non-Catholics and non-Christians. Often the manifestattisn of t
commitment to inclusivity fell to the student life office to implement. Asrdenfthe ecumenical
Bible study and social justice initiatives mentioned above, campus mimstistadent life also
worked together to create a space where non-Catholics could gather to prajngdo Denise.
There’s one little space in a new hall. It's called a prayer space siusitkind of a

space with a table and it's got a copy of the Bible and the Torah and the KonahhHg
space for anybody who would like to go in and kind of meditate or what-not.

The student life office at DU strove to promote an inclusive community wheterds
learned respect and appreciation for differences. It was evident inghaents with the SSAO
and MLSAO that students were being socialized toward the value of inclusndtthat there

was an allocation of resources being applied to practically enhanemlilgs The student leader
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interviews seemed to acknowledge that this socialization process towardvihciuas
effective.

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and Its Relationship to Catholic Identity.

Earlier David espoused his leadership philosophy as a Catholic administi@tor a
Catholic institution as one where he sought to witness the faith rather thiant tétepreferred
to put his faith into action for the common good rather than delve into conversations about his
personal relationship with Jesus. When he was asked about what documents he used to train his
staff and guide his office, he mentioned a combination of Catholic documents and professiona
student affairs literature. He did not admit to any perceived conflictebattihe Catholic
literature and the student affairs literature, so one was left to ifen¢hbelieved them to be
compatible. Not surprisingly, David again focused on Catholic social teachinghehdiscussed
the Catholic culture he was trying to create in the student life office.

It's (key guiding documentgoing to be our strategic plan. It's going to be the

Principles of Good Practice for Catholic Colleges and Universitiiewould bel.earning

Reconsidereavhich are kind of the ... not just the ACPA and NASPA but also NIRSA,

NACA. A lot of our individual departments, their national groups contributed to them,
and then the tenants of Catholic social teaching.

The strategic plan David referenced recapitulated the direction to whict @asiguiding his
office. This section, titled the “Theoretical Foundation” of the plan, revealethinatudent life
office combined Catholic teaching with the language and ideas of the studéestfadld. This
was another indication of how the leadership of the student life office viewed thesgaml
compatibility between Catholic teaching and student affairs’ philosophy.

As a Catholic educational institution, we utilize the latest thinking androdstram our
respective professional organizations. Our purpose on a daily basis is to cortrihete t
Catholic Intellectual Tradition and further the fundamental tenants of Catualial
teaching. To achieve this, we are guided byRhgaciples of Good Practice for Student
Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universitie8&SACCU, Fall 07). Further, we seek to
enhance our support of the learning environment through developmental theories and
research emphasizing personal responsibility, self-empowerment, ideveipdment
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and experiential learning models (Division of Student Services Str&&gic 2007-
2012, p.1).

It was the prerogative of the student life office to use the best theorigsamtides from
the student affairs field and integrate them into the Catholic intellectuad),raod social
tradition. The SSAO preferred to utilize the Catholic social teachindgatminant means to
express Catholic culture on campus. His inclusion of the tenets of Catholic sackdhgs as
one of his guiding documents for his division’s strategic plan was the main evidehtse 0
preference.

Big “C” Catholic vs. Small “c” Catholic.

DU’s commitment to promote religious sensitivity among its diverse studeptdboskly
aligned with the small “c” Catholic approach where differences werg@teseunced and
universal principles, such as justice were accentuated. Fewer than halftatitmg body at DU
was Catholic, thus this method was appealing to student life as evidenced by Ramdient
about wanting people to feel comfortable with their religious tradition.

You know maybe a little more liberal than conservative and certainly Cathitli@wig

C, but also with a small c, one that is welcoming - wants people to feel condatabl
able to be who they are.

David’s personal view on promoting religious sensitivity extended to his legolefsthe
student life office where his preference was to witness rather thangptioéekith.

Well, cliché as it sounds, | think my responsibility is day to day to embody in nopacti

and in my words the Catholic faith and tradition. The approach | take is if iveatiné
principles without ever using the term Catholic. If people would say, “Yeah, he embodies
what is Catholic,” | think that’s the goal | have. It's that concept of durindi¢inéen

season you should fast without letting anybody know you fast. So, I think it’'s got to be
I've got to understand and embody what it means to be Catholic. You know so to think to
try and put into perspective what Catholic teaching holds and what that means fa me a
how | interact with people, how | treat people, how | lead this program. | think thatt’

to be my true essence and especially as the dean of students.
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David used to work at a Protestant institution, which he felt was too “evaalddte preferred
the small “c” Catholic method of putting faith in action for the service of the contynoecause
community service was much more inclusive and religiously neutral than prgacipeople
about Jesus.

The difference is quite candidly part of the reason | like it so much here is that at
Protestant institution the focus is much more evangelical. In other wordsrpase for

being here, although this wasn’t the full interpretation but the element wasttiagrour
purpose for doing faith is to bring people to Jesus. Here our purpose for doing faith is to
be better people and better service to the community, so it's kind of like it's more
important for us to be good people and through that we are better Catholics as opposed to
the purpose of anything is to come closer to Jesus

Danielle, the MLSAO, who herself was not Catholic, conceded that the sociahtgaohthe

Catholic Church were the most significant aspect of Catholic teachinigesmpd by her office.

The values and tenets of the teachings of the Catholic Church are sort obvetemith
emphasis on finding your place in the world, giving back to make your community, better
being of service and in the Catholic intellectual tradition. I've become moch aware

of the pieces of Catholicism that kind of permeate the university and the piectsaof

think — the intellectual pieces, the social justice pieces — thoseadlyetihe ones that are
punched up a lot here. You know, and so it's nice to really see a lot of that in action.

Denise, one of the student leaders within the student life office, captured tbeedefining
characteristics of a Diaspora model institution, namely one that has atynoridnowledgeable
and practicing Catholic students.

| feel like there are a lot of students here at DU who they're not Cathoheyrd

Catholic and they’re not practicing. But | feel like the ones that gdy ieablved and

so if you can find that close, like, niche or tight knit of people who do that, you'll see a
lot of really great things happening on campus due to those people.

Yet Denise admitted that campus ministry was a small, almost inseymtifpart of the general
Catholic culture.

They're campus ministiymore like a secret. Like, if you know about it, and you know
where you get that information, you can see all the great things they’re doiygubut

could easily come across to a student and say, “Who’s campus ministry and what do they
do?”
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Her claim also suggested a small “c” Catholic approach to exposing sttmlé&#tholic culture
where the distinctiveness of the faith could be found if it was sought, but it was eotgiv
privileged place among the activities, events, and customs of campus lifeaffiodicCfaith was
dispersed among the few student groups within campus ministry or in behavioraspdtei
visitation, but it did not flow from the general student body. The big “C” distahgldle
Catholic cultural elements could be found if sought, but they could not be experienced in a
dynamic and transformative way. Damien confirmed Denise’s assaisshibe small “c”
Catholic culture by explaining how most students did not know the significance of theatioce
connection, which signaled big “C” Catholic. He admitted that the student lite afiscussed
the need to be more intentional in teaching the significance through the stpddegiog
process, but it was still a cause for concern.
They Gtudenty may know that it's diocesan simply because the mission statement is kind
of read at orientation. But even then, | really don’t think they know what this raedns
this has always come up in strategic planning and we’ve always tried te digumore
ways that we can make it more apparent and again relevant. And I think it would be

something that | would find great to promote more to students, but again you’'d have to
do it in a way that they know why it is important.

The student life office reflects the SSAQ’s approach to living a Cathaidliving a
Catholic life for the SSAOQ is about action first and foremost and only occasibealiges words
to convey his beliefs. The logic to this approach may be seen as follows: thomsigtent
patterning and role-modeling, one gains credibility to then speak about why one keehaves
certain way or makes certain decisions. Yet the life he lives is subtle amg$sage may not be
transmitted to students unless they are attentive. Thus his Catholiglitséent, but also hidden
from view. In a similar way the campus ministry office is relativghknown as are students

who are actively practicing their faith. The majority of students at [2Uhat receiving a
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thorough instruction or even invitation into the big “C” Catholic life of the universagh&
they are witnessing a small “c” approach focused on doing good to others.

Mission Consonance with Catholic Culture.

The second overarching goal a Diaspora model institution attempted to achsetee wa
observe Catholic standards in various activities in which students engage @/Bidgrit,
2006). The student life office fulfilled this goal through its sponsored student astiwlibs and
organizations, and by promulgating a code of conduct that was consonant with the Catholic
Church’s moral and religious tradition. However, according to Morey & Piderit (200g)gh
the policies are outlined in conformity with Catholic teaching, the enforceohéme prohibited
behavior was restrained and only enacted in flagrant cases (p.64). All three ktaders, who
were also RAs, admitted to this reality. According to Denise enforcirgtios for non-
Catholics presented problems.

| think one of our biggest ones is the co-ed visitation because, | mean, it says in our
handbook that the reason why we don’t allow co-ed visitation or guests of the opposite
sex to stay the night is because of the Catholic belief system. So, you know, for someone
who’s not Catholic that can be a real big issue.

For Diane most students regardless of whether they were Catholic or notfizadtydifith
respecting the visitation policy.

On the floors, we have to, or in the buildings in general, we have to enforce that a
member of the opposite sex can’t be on like a male cannot be on a female floor after 2:00
a.m. And is that something that most students understand as kind of Catholic teaching?
Yeah. And well, like that would be our reasoning why. But | mean, a lot of students
obviously aren’t sometimes excited about that rule. But we do our best to enforce it.

Damien also believed that the visitation policy was established because @fdtiitic identity.

| mean, in residence life, there are some policies that are | think partfatthkat we're

a Catholic institution. All females have to be out of male rooms by 2:00 a.m. and vice
versa. | think some people raise questions about that, but it's kind of like, well, it's a
Catholic institution. I think a lot of people come here and go, “Oh, Catholic instituti
and the president and nuns are going to direct campus.” No, that's not the case. We
enforce the policy.
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In point of fact, the visitation policy contained the most explicit Catholic languathe entire
student handbook.

Personal conduct and behavior should be reflective of the character of Christianane
women. As a Catholic university, DU believes the complete and genuine éxpraiss

love through sex requires the commitment to marriage. Therefore, premariirs@o

way condoned, and the visitation policy is, in part, guided by that value. In order to
maintain a safe, pleasant living environment for students and to respect tlom oissi

DU, visitation hours have been established for residence halls (Student Handbook, 2009-
2010, p. 35).

David, the SSAO, shared his view on the difficulty of defining and enforcing Cattehtity
from his vantage point as the leader of the department.

| think that living my life out day to day as a Catholic administrator has been, you know
again, one of the most humbling experiences of my life. I think everything | do, how |
lead, the decisions | make have to use that as a basis and to be scrutiniziegbss It

me constantly questioning. Again as | always tell people when we’re chattribey

say, “Well how can you do that as a Catholic institution?” | say, “Come ogdet’

honest here. If we got ten Catholics together in a room, none of us would be able to come
to common ground on what it meant to be Catholic, so let’s not purport that it's so easy.”
That doesn't alleviate me from trying to determine what that is and to be asgybocana

be on any given day.

Damien, the president of the Student Government Association also discussed tlexitpoipl
adhering to Catholic teaching while simultaneously meeting the developmeatd and
interests of a diverse group of students.

In student government’s mission, one of the main things is to uphold the mission of the
university and to also uphold the intellectual teachings of the Catholic Church. But
there’s a fine line there too of whether or not you're upholding the teaching ofitiehC

or you're upholding students’ abilities to express themselves and enhance their
intellectual capacity. And I've been in strategic planning when questionthigkkave

been brought up about, well, what if somebody wanted to make a pro-choice group on
campus. And sitting at a table when the Board of Trustees was there and,it\8/kke

if you think we’re going to condone that, you've got another thing coming.” That's a
tough question. | think there was a controversial issue a couple — not too controversial,
but there was a Gay/Straight Alliance that was created a couple obgeasasnd some

people may raise eyebrows, but really when you look at the teaching of the Chimatth in t
specific issue, it’s like any sin. You condemn what you think is a sin, but you don’t
condemn the people. We really shouldn’t have a problem with it. But then there are some
other issues that could be brought up and you're like, okay, well, that’s the kind of issue,
what if a pro-choice group came and said, “Well, we want to be here.” | don’t know.
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Denise picked up the same kind of moral disagreement on controversial topics.

We don’t have onéoro-choice group but this was brought up during RA training and
there was a lot of controversy about it because there is different feelingss at

we’re Catholic, we’re supposed to be open to different ideas, and it’'s a college campus
We should be more open and accepting, even if they’re not our ideas. But another point
that a student brought up was that you know you’re going to a Catholic university.
Personally, | would allow it.

The various disagreements expressed above concerning how to apply mission censonanc
to everyday living suggests that the student life office at DU strugmidentify and
communicate Catholic standards in accordance with its mission. Standardsvedhieha
conformity with DU’s Catholic mission are expressed in the student handbook, but ag\®e SS
mentioned it is difficult to translate those standards to students — even thedGatksli
Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development.
As stated earlier, a Diaspora model institution had two main goals it agigmapachieve,
one of which was to promote openness and acceptance of religious beliefs amongga dive
student body (Morey & Piderit, 2006). The student life office at Diaspora Uitjvsadisfied
this criterion by implementing their own programs and communicating campusrynavsnts.
Denise, a resident assistant at DU explained how she was expected to providepioikube s
needs of her residents through her residence hall programming requirements.
RAs are required to put on eight programs a semester. And we have differentieateg
and one of them is spiritual. So you have to put on at least one spiritual program. You
could just take your floor to Mass sometime. | see people try to do that a lot. A lot of
times there’s like, if RAs especially aren’t Catholic themselves, itheyto do a more
general, like spiritual. So like they’ll try to bring maybe like more of nagidn and
reflection type things in as opposed to more Catholic. We've had a student who was —
this one actually won one of our like program of the year awards - he wab dediso
he put on a Seder meal. RAs are the link between administrative and staffudtyd fac
and the students. So if like, say, something is going on in the Church and they want that
to be communicated to students that would be kind of like our job is to communicate that.

So | feel like a lot of RAs do that regardless of whether or not they're suppdkarié
program, whether or not they're Catholic, they’ll tell their residents about it.
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Not surprisingly, when she was asked what area had the most significanbefégdent’s
spiritual development, she acknowledged that campus ministry was more respfamsibl
affecting students’ expression of faith on a daily basis than the studenfitiee Bfamien
concurred with Denise’s assessment. He admitted that he saw fewer thah th@%esidential
students go to Mass weekly, but those students who wanted to get more involved infheir fait
would seek it out in campus ministry. Damien’s view was that the student lige’sffole in
promoting the spiritual development of DU students was to advertise and promote campus
ministry. “l would say it's primarily advertisement to get involved witmpas ministry. You
know, that's what they’re hired to do, that’s their job. And it's — they're there forehaon.”
His overall assessment of the low patrticipation rate of Catholics in religaiivities
corresponded to Morey and Piderit’s (2006) claim that specifically Catholtseard activities
are modestly attended by students at Diaspora institutions.

The student life office relied on campus ministry to aid in the spiritual develomhiest
students. There was little mention of how students’ intellectual or moral fomveds achieved
through co-curricular programs or cultural events. Though the behaviorakpaliere
publically stated in the student handbook, their enforcement and connection to students’
intellectual and moral development was unstipulated. There was no indication thatsstude
development along these two dimensions was tracked or measured.

Case Summary for Diaspora University

The student life office at DU helped facilitate a campus culture coeunitsocial
justice initiatives and welcoming to all faiths. There was a minority of stedém were
“actively Catholic” meaning that the distinctly Catholic customs, devotionshiymrand

symbols were lacking. David, the SSAO admitted that generally the Gathdilire was
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expressed through social justice initiatives and community outreach, whicdnveggroach he
preferred to more overt evangelical expressions. The MLSAO shared thexgaenence of the
Catholic culture at DU and, as a non-Catholic, relied on the SSAO for her undergtahdi
Catholicism. The student leaders also experienced student life’s focusalnusiice as the
primary expression of Catholic culture. In addition they alleged that stutéstdiomotion of
religious sensitivity was highly evident and pervasive. They believed moshttwadere
indifferent to their faith and unenthusiastic about overt Catholic policies, ggactnd cultural
activities upheld by student life.

The researcher observed few Catholic symbols in the residence halls, studentnghion, a
outdoor student gathering places leaving the researcher with the iroprissgia strong,
identifiable Catholic culture was not a priority. Rather the sense thealeseacquired was that
resources were spent on defusing the religiosity of public spaces thus rerhevsagredness of
the campus in favor of a more professional and neutral public square.

Cohort University

This section presented data on how the student life office at Cohort Univetdijty (C
created and sustained Catholic culture within the institution. Cohort Universityrtsaal
reputation for several strong academic programs, but also for its higle mdnsoring
religious order. It recruited many of its students, a minority of whom vatineely Catholic,
from primarily four states in the Midwest, but it had a diverse represantdtgiudents from
nearly every state.

The researcher noted important Catholic symbolism during his campus tour. Hsese w
large statue of St. Ignatius in the center walkway of campus near the ahdpbE student
union. The main chapel was located at the center of campus and served both theyuniversit

community and the local residents. Adjacent to the main chapel, there wasea adwthtion
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chapel that had several community members praying in it in the middle of tmmafteThere
were three life-sized bronze statues of people talking, one of whom was adailest, outside
of one of the dining halls. In the athletic arena there were large murals & fnoes the
religious order that sponsored the institution. Throughout the campus, there was aspiogter |
the institution’s guiding values with pictures depicting the values in acti@ddition to these
Catholic symbols there were several other images on campus that stood eagw@aedr cultural
artifacts. Similar to PU and DU, but more impressive, were the multiplaiatidéds, basketball
arena, recreation center, and athletic hall of fame. These spaceslbsfie arena, were some
of the most attractive qualities of the institution. This finding communicated teskarcher
that athletics was one of the top priorities of the institution.

Noted earlier in Table 2, there were two main student groups a cohort modeitattéon
form: 1) to give students in business, the professions, or public service an appréoriati
religious diversity, and 2) to give students in similar fields the knowledge and toemhito
actively engage and advance broad segments of the Catholic tradition. Cl#syggoal was
not to generate specific Catholic knowledge or commitment in majoritydésts rather it
sought to inculcate in these students a sympathetic response to a Catholiagrageadsy
(Morey & Piderit, 2006, p.55). The senior student affairs officer and mid-lexdist affairs
officer were practicing Catholics at the time of the interview. Two oftingesit leaders were
non-Catholic, one was a practicing Catholic who admitted that he was one of tinenie peer
group who still attended Mass weekly. What follows is the presentation of the Sraliganized

by the various themes that emerged from the data.
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Table 9

Demographic Information of Cohort Interview Participants

Pseudonym Title Religion Gender Years experience in current
position/Year in School
Catherine | Associate Provost for Catholic Female 4 years
Student Life and Leadership
Clare Associate Director of Catholic Female 8 years
Residence Life
Colleen Project Coordinator for Non- Female| Sophomore
Women'’s Center Catholic
Charles Senator Student Catholic Male Sophomore
Government Association
Colette Interfaith cabinet member/ Non- Female| Freshmen
campus ministry leader Catholic

Advocating Social Justice.

CU was institutionally committed to reach out to the oppressed, marginalized, or

neglected in society and to inculcate the value of advocacy for social justiges istudents.

Not surprisingly then, one of its five guiding values was social justice.

The Gift of Service Rooted in Justice and Love invites us to invest our lives into the wel
being of our neighbors, particularly those who suffer injustice. This encourages and
develops a culture of mutually beneficial community engagement as an expss

faith that promotes justice (Guiding Values Statement, 2009-2010).

Catherine related how the student life office instilled this value in the stutenhimore

importantly she demonstrated how the students responded to the call to live out this Vedre in t

own lives after college.

We do a lot of discernment retreats. And | think that's where we have the opportunity to
ask the questions and for individuals to reflect on where their future is. | know a lot of
our students, as a result of being at CU, go the non-profit sector route, a lotad servi
areas. They join the Volunteer Corps. We always have a large number of students who
do that. You know, they’ll go to the Peace Corps, but a more traditional career is not for
them. They see themselves as giving to others.
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Catherine also located the bulk of the social justice activity and advocduy thieé student life
office, which housed the Interfaith Community Engagement Office, campudnpimisd the
Center for Faith and Justice Office.

And what we have is Interfaith Community Engagement, we have campus yramgtr

we have Peace and Justice. And it is a very fluid organization in which we see
spirituality, exploration of faith, service to others, social justice, unaelisig

difference, all coming together. There is no other place on this campusaunere
students are exposed to this integrative type of learning and opportunities. Andyit's ve
experiential based and a lot of retreats. We’ve got a lot of student leadership
opportunities in the Center for Faith and Justice.

Clare also traced the majority of the activities and advocacy for sodiakjts departments
within the student life office. She added that the strongest student groups were owesehat
directly tied into the social justice aspect of CU’s Catholic identityits sponsoring religious
order’s identity.

When | think of our strongest student organizations they are the ones that are tied to
offices that are very much about our Catholic identity andrmamé of sponsoring

religious orde) mission. They are the groups that are tied through our campus ministry
office and through our peace and justice programs office, and those are thesibtest vi
examples of how our Catholic antbfne of sponsoring religious congregadicaentity

are grown and fostered through our students. We had | think 25 alternative spring break
trips and like 250 students who were representing CU and doing service and learning
about issues of social justice on those trips. What an extremely rich expdoetiem.

The student life office proudly endorsed a commitment to serve the underprivileged
members of society and carried out this commitment through a variety ofreaiarrprograms
and activities. The MLSAO claimed that the most active student organizatevagied into this
aspect of CU’s Catholic culture.

Inclusive Communities.

Cohort University placed a high value on creating inclusive communitiesabes

institution as evidenced by one of its five guiding values statements:
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The Gift of Solidarity and Kinship invites us to walk along side and learn from our
companions as we journey through life, fostering a spirit of community, both wittlin a
outside the University (Guiding Values Statement, 2009-2010).

The student life office fully embraced this value of inclusivity from its qramel, to its
programs, to its messaging, in fact, it was the first line in their orientatanual for new staff.

We achieve our mission by providing quality student-centered programs, samnices
support that: foster and support safe, just, and inclusive relationships within our
community (Student Life Office orientation manual).

Catherine, the SSAO, wholly endorsed inclusivity, which she believed was atiagsat of
being a Catholic institution. She held that by welcoming a diverse communitythefithe

Catholic faith became purified and more pronounced.

It's about inclusivity and that's an important word for us here. You know, we're not
exclusive for Catholics. We’re inclusive of all faiths, of diversity, and \&atw
everybody to feel welcome, but realize there are core values that undbampwenare as

an institution. And part of that is welcoming and including everybody to the tablekl thi
that there are other institutions, it's through exclusion, not inclusion, that setsultie
apart and | don’t think that the Catholic Church shies away from controversy. It
welcomes it because through that controversy, we reflect and we discern arewhy
believe what we believe, that in the end no matter what information we have, you kno
the truth will win out in a sense.

Clare, the MLSAO and associate director of residence life, agreedwitmportance of
building inclusive environments, which she claimed was part of the charism ofitheusl
order that sponsored CU. However, she also identified the polarizing campus cutture tha
resulted from the implementation of this value.

| think the other thing that is definitely, when I think about the Catholic identity on our
campus is that we have students on opposite ends of the spectrum. We are seeing a
resurgence in extremely conservative students who are telling us theg wet Catholic
enough and so we are wrestling with that as they try to figure out what doeattiodicC
identity mean and how does that fall in line with what CU stands for. We think we are
Catholic but students are telling us that we are not Catholic enough. So wregtliing w
that with the other end of the spectrum CU in thenfe of sponsoringeligious orde)
tradition of inclusiveness, being very open to people of different religious tradiinohs
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welcoming that and people who may have no faith tradition or belief at all and having
that rich diversity on campus too and there is kind of these two things that aradrgimg
balanced.

Clare did not let the dissenting voices impede her commitment to promulgatétyliaeds
inclusivity within the student life office. She personally appreciated th@@erge that students
from other faiths and backgrounds brought to the culture and she tried to inculcate that in he
student leaders.

| think in what we do because of the role the RA plays, they are and that is my primary
work with developing student leaders we work with them about creating thoseviaclusi
environments. So we spend a lot of time talking about what do you value and helping
them understand who they are as a person and as a leader because we knowi they ha
better understanding of themselves that allows them to be more open to others so that
they can know what their own thought processes, biases, perspectives, worldeviews
that when they are confronted with people that may have something different timan the
they can engage in really rich conversation that allows them to listen to whedrsam

else says even though it may be different from what they believe. And so Ihthtret t

least in my understanding in my own faith in Catholicism that whether or not someone
shares the same faith tradition as | do am | open to learning about them andHexring

for who they are and embracing what they bring to the table.

Aside from these purposeful conversations with her student leaders, Clarenaémtie office
of Interfaith Community Engagement, which resided in the student life ofi@nather area for
diversity programming and student advocacy.

For our students who are not Catholic we have a new office that has been in ex@tence f
| think it is in its second academic year, it is the office of Interfaith Conity

Engagement and it is actually headed by a rabbi. He has really provided a sjpace fo
Catholic but more so for our non-Catholic students to connect with each other and find
that rich diversity on campus and | think that through the programming and the student
advocacy that they've done, they really brought that diversity to the forefushtag) an
example, just as we completed our interviews for our student staff for thagaebdmic
year, one of the questions we typically ask is what is one of the things regaveirggtyli

or what is one of the biggest trends or issues you see regarding diversity on CU’s
campus? And | would say this year that 80% of our students talked about the religious
diversity. That was a first. Typically it is race. So this year it Waabalut religious
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diversity. For us that was an indicator that that is really coming to thedotdébr our
students and they are very much talking about that.

Clare highlighted the traction that religious diversity was gaining becduble intentional
programming by the Interfaith Community Engagement Office. Colette,-&atholic, was a
cabinet member of the Interfaith Office and explained the breadth of pnogngrthat helped
awaken diversity awareness among the student body.

We have monthly meetings to do other interfaith activities around campus. We’'ve done
God's Ice Cream Parlor, we’'ve done programs relating to — we’re ¢oingve a Yom
Hashoah which is Holocaust Remembrance Day. We’ve done a Kwanza, Hanukah
celebration. We just try to do a lot of different things on campus to incorporate all the
different religions and cultures.

Charles, a senator for the Student Government Association, believed that if Cbingatg
admit non-Catholics and promote inclusive communities it was responsible fongniaetir
spiritual needs. He also referenced the Interfaith Office as the chafanthat CU used to
achieve that end.

So, we do have a lot of religions and diversity, and what the school tries to do is try to
reach to those students as well because obviously if we're going to acceptubeséss
who are not Catholic, we also have to provide for them. One of the new things that
Interfaith came up with, it's a small ... it’s not a chapel, but it’s ... It's a sapate with
Bibles in different languages. It's a space for Muslim students to go theieay.

There’s like an arrow indicating where they should be pointing. It's a vepgcéul

place, but it's meant for spirituality as well as different type ofrefs.

Like Clare, Charles believed that the inclusive value stemmed from the sponstigiogis
order’s charism as opposed to the institution’s “Catholic” character. Furthegimed that the
student life office embraced this charism with its push for inclusive comnsuaitig diversity
more than the other aspects of Catholic identity.

The Gponsoring religious order’s charignhthink is more inclusive and more diverse at
the same time. | feel that because CU is Catholic, but because we alstudenésfrom
other religions and other ethnicity, other, you know, backgrounds, student life doesn’t
really focus on the Catholic identity, but like they try and focus more om#meg of
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sponsoring religious ordgidentity. Because as | said, since there are students with
different backgrounds, different religions, they try to be as inclusive as theyitteut
excluding the students who are per se Muslim/Jew. So, | think that they don’t ptay a bi
role in the Catholic identity of the students on campus.

Colleen, a non-Catholic student leader in the women’s center within the studerftdée of
expressed her comfort level as a non-Catholic and her ability to stay conodugedtvn faith
tradition because of the overarching number of ecumenical programs andeadpinsored by
the student life office.

So | feel like the student life office is a big part of that making surdhbgtcater to the
various diversity/cultures making sure that students feel personable witlcuktg fand
staff per se. | feel like in their programs that because like for the categoth know |
wouldn’t go to a student Mass but I'd go to their inter-faith meetings, the non-
denominational, non-Catholic, just faith-based prograifitsege programsnake you
feel comfortable being at a Catholic university as a non-Catholic. Bystitiehave
enough programs that are geared to no specific thing that | don’t feedidét Ihave
anything to relate to. | still feel very much connected in my faith.

CU's student life office fully endorsed the creation of inclusive commurateskey
aspect of their Catholic culture. The involvement of two non-Catholic student |eaudketiseir
acceptance into the Catholic culture gave credence to the strength oveclusimunities
purported by CU’s student life office.

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and Its Relationship with Catholic Identty.

Catherine did not disclose any tension between the philosophy of student affairs and
Catholic identity. Rather she focused principally on the student affaitigea she utilized
most often in her position, which was informed by Sanford’s (1962) classic plcha#efige
and support.” This was especially pronounced when dealing with controversiahvigsres
Catherine had the discussion, recognized the dissonance, looked at the tensiotms\abeityul

helped the students come to the conclusions by reframing the decision in tevhad ofas in
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the best interest of the institutioBhe believed this way was not only more developmentally
sound for the students, but also the decision for the institution often prevailed in the end.

Our goal is never to say no to students. Our goals are to challenge, supporteand rais
guestions so that they themselves understand that they're at a Cathiwie ¢f

sponsoring religious ordgiinstitution, the values of this institution and what is right and
appropriate and what may not be right and appropriate. And that's exactly what the
Alliance did. You know, they modified their programming. They made the decisions.
You know, | didn’t make it, their advisor didn’t make it, but we helped them get to that
place by engaging in conversation.

Aside from challenging and supporting students, Catherine also believed itnjais toe
maintain the Catholic student culture at CU by helping students to integrate tiairdoe with
their value system. Moreover she claimed it was her responsibility to comteuthisastudent

culture to her colleagues.

As a member of the president’s cabinet, anything dealing with studgsitstleny door,

but I also feel that | am the pulse and temperature of the student body and for the
president and my colleagues at that level. | find that my role is to be the pérson w
keeps everybody mindful. So, for example, when | saw our Student Government
Association programming board was taking everybody to go paintballing andpadel

ad was this guy in military garb with his semi-automatic gun shooting aad like,

what message are we giving our students? This is not consistent. So Wy aaugsa
mid-management meeting once a month of assistant and associate directors@and so w
had this philosophical discussion about what are those programs that just arertégbnsis
with our values? So yeah, | feel like my job is to keep everybody mindful.

Clare was more sensitive to the tension between the philosophy of studentatiding
Catholic faith than Catherine. However, she generally believed that theeesgamless
relationship between the two.

| think what | espouse in terms of my student affairs’ training is very nmuiie with

what | understand in terms of Catholic, especially Catholic social teatttandea of

doing no harm and doing what is best for the individual and taking that into
consideration. The pieces about integrity in terms of the work that | do is congitient w
my values. All of that | think is, that makes it a very easy connection for meamat

able to marry the two pretty easily. The idea of finding the good in all thingskl It

have interaction with students, you know even when they’re in my office for thein fourt
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marijuana offense and I'm having a conversation with them about why shouldulet y

stay in the residence halls, you're clearly not being a productive memlés of t
community, you know knowing that the student is making some really poor decisions but
there is still goodness in this person and what can | do to help them find it in themselves
so that they can continue to develop.

Clare did admit to some points of conflict between what was taught in the studéstfadfd

and what is acceptable in a Catholic culture. Clare recognized that it syafeher to reconcile
this tension because she herself was Catholic and understood where tensioftsirasse.
incumbent upon her, she admitted, to guide her staff through potential conflicts éspawala
majority of her staff came from secular student affairs backgrounds.

| think my role is asking those challenging questions and knowing what the €atholi
identity means. Departmentally when a new person comes on board we spend a lot of
time talking about what does it mean to work atange of sponsoring religious order
institution especially for a lot of professionals in my department thieisfirst job out

of graduate school and so if they haven't had a privately religious affiligpetience as

an undergrad or grad sometimes this is a whole new world for them and figuring out how
to reconcile some conflicts that they may experience and how conversatiomayha

have been ok in their grad program we need to think about differently. | think the bonus
for us again is that so much of thmafe of sponsoring religious ordetatholic mission

of the institution so closely aligns with what we believe to be true in studemsaffat it

is much easier to help people reconcile the two, but there are still those thiergssrot

well you really can’t have that conversation so let’s figure out how you cartlngtve
conversation but in a different manner.

The student life office was generally favorable toward integrating tivaipent theories
and best practices of the student affairs field with their understandingrailiCaéaching.
Admittedly, there were points of tension between the student affairs philosogplog@ain
Catholic principles, but the SSAO and MLSAO felt comfortable navigating thosernerand
communicating effective strategies for their staff to do the same.

Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development.

CU'’s sponsoring religious order used rich language in its understanding of students

intellectual, moral, and spiritual development. Two of the five guiding values, whreh we
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posted around campus, pertained to students’ personal growth and development asgesly eng
with the world around them.

The Gift of Reflection invites us to pause and consider the world around us and our place
within it. It calls us to infuse a culture of attention, reflection and reeergroughout
the University.

The Gift of Discernment invites us to be open to God’s spirit as we consider ougdeelin
and rational thought in order to make decisions and take action that will contribute good
to our lives and the world around us.

It was these two gifts that Catherine pinpointed when she discussed how the deidéddi
significantly affected her students’ development.

Probably mostly through discernment and reflection, which we model both inside and
outside the classroom for our students. | would not nor do | see my staff strongly
encouraging men and women to go into Church vocations. In fact, we had a student who
just graduated last year and | had worked with Julio in a number of capacitieso And s
when | got the magazine and found out that he’s in seminary, | was like, you know, and |
knew he was very involved in campus ministry and had this strong value system and, you
know, and | worked with him in a lot of ways. | had no idea he was thinking about being,
becoming gmember of a religious order

It was noteworthy that the wording used to define the value of discernmenttwershraad
and far-reaching, such that it could be applied to a wide-array of religiousomadirhe typical
way of understanding the concept of discernment for Catholics is in relation touglig
vocations, for example one who is discerning the priesthood or religious life. iGather
comment directly related to this more specific understanding of discerfonealigious life,
but she was quick to reject her office’s role in that type of discernment. Ingfi@ctoh in the
interview, Catherine clarified what she believed was her office’s rbknvit came to
interpreting the values of discernment and reflection.

From a student development perspective, you know, development of the body, mind and
soul, challenge and support, the integrated learning, helping students wrestle with
discernment and reflection — that’s what we do in student development. That's how
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students grow and develop. | think that as a student wrestles with issues of personal
health, with sexuality, | respect those individual struggles and that we havaaypr

offered to students as they seek counseling or medical support. You know, | don’t see it
as anybody’s role but the medical or psychological professionals to asdesttstwith

those issues. So I'm not going to, nor would residence life or rec/sports, get gn a soa
box about, you know, pro-choice. You know, we’ll talk about broader subjects than
something that is, that's going to be drawing the line in the sand, I think, for the
underpinnings of the Catholic Church.

For Catherine, there were two areas in which her office could assist studbrdsseernment
and reflection. On one hand she trained her student affairs staff to handle oprtaily
listening to and challenging students to make responsible and mature decisionsotBerthe
hand when controversial topics, such as abortion, were at stake, Catherine defeere
professionally trained medical and psychological staff who could tackle thésselehatters
appropriately. Though Catherine seemed to shy away from divisive Catholic ssmed ithat
“draw a line in the sand,” Clare, the MLSAO, felt compelled to confront them Igirect

I'll give you an example from my office. Lots of times our student staffnimers want to

do a program on responsible decision making around sex. And so we know
developmentally that is an important thing to talk about because they are at a point of
experimentation and figuring out where do | stand on this whole thing, but we also work
with our student staff members to make sure that the Catholic Church’s teaching of
abstinence is part of the conversation and that is brought forward as they are having thi
conversation. So it is a delicate balance sometimes when we look at remaintoghieie
Catholic identity of the institution and what that means for the work that we do, but als
recognizing that we need to work with our students developmentally and knowing that
sometimes where they are developmentally is in conflict with what we knowttoebe
about our Catholic identity and really working to have those productive conversations in
light of that.

Clare explained how her office tried to balance the commitment to customieesee. paying
attention to individual needs, with the formative aspect of their work, i.e. addressgiegtst
developmental growth.

One of the primaryname of sponsoring religious orderalues that I think comes
forward is the care for the individual, and so | think one of the hallmarks of CU is the
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focus we put on individual students which sometimes can be both a blessing and a
challenge because we provide that to our students and that is important to what we do but
that let’s our students think that they have a sense of entitlement. So | thinkiwitbava

fine line between balancing what it means to care for the individual with hehanhg t

student fully develop.

According to Charles, however, Catholic students were neglecting théinapievelopment.

| think that at this point students are maybe more focused on some other things like
school per se, college life, rather than really focused on their religion andldrgity as
Catholics. | mean some students don’t go to Mass per se as an example. Some students
don’t go to Mass because they have to do homework, or some students just don’t go to
Mass because they’'d rather go out somewhere to dinner, just college lifeidied.st

Charles acknowledged that students who were concerned with strengthemisgititual
development were localized within campus ministry.

| go to church every Sunday, but at home | didn’t do it. There’s some students that
inversely at home they went to church every Sunday. However, they don’t go to church at
all since they came here. | think that definitely the only students | would segréheery
religious, well instead of religious | would say spiritual, are the onegthanh retreats

and they’re very involved in campus ministry.

Charles’ distinction between religious and spiritual was significant beeagseding to the
literature the term spiritual was more inclusive of other faith tradifidssn, Astin, &

Lindholm, 2004; Rausch, 2006, 2010). Moreover, the campus ministry office used the term
spiritual in this same way in its mission statement.

In the pame osponsoring religious ordégitradition, campus ministry provides

opportunities and activities that enable students to respond to the invitation to find God in
all things. The office provides opportunities for worship and spiritual development for
those of all faith traditions (Campus Ministry mission statement).

Colette also used the term spiritual when she discussed the kind of community life that
student life office had created. Though in her view, the student life office did adtirdsests’
developmental needs in this area even for her as a non-Catholic.

| think that the community is a very spiritual community. It promotes spiritaoat.
And as a Catholic institution, they help me grow in my spirituality even beinghlewis
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Spiritually, there’s so many different things you can do, whether it's yoarfaith or
not, and there’s always something going on that can be tied back to a growth egperienc

CU'’s student life office successfully employed a rich and vibrant vocaltol@xpress
the holistic development of its students. This vocabulary, largely drawn fronoris@mg
religious organization, helped to contextualize the developmental goals of the §tad#hce.
Similarly the student leaders and entry level staff were able to idémtiée goals because of this
shared terminology. The students’ comments revealed that there wectkravieavs on how

well students progressed in their development, particularly in the spiritual omai

Big “C” Catholic vs. Small “c” Catholic.

The SSAO and MLSAO both identified two predominant groups of Catholic students on
campus. Consistent with the cohort model, the smaller, subgroup of Catholic students was
interested in cultivating their knowledge and practice of the Catholic faitle W& second and
larger group of students was more inclined toward a general awarenesgiaf.rel

We have some very conservative traditional Catholic students who don't feel assif CU
Catholic enough. And so there’s kind of this movement about being much more Catholic,
being much more intentional with holy days of obligation and being much more
intentional. The 10:00 a.m. Mass is standing room only. A good number of students who
attend that mass are not Catholic. It's a social tradition probably. But |, kapw

example, our traditional Catholics say, “Well, they shouldn’t be there.” You know. So
we’re kind of at an interesting place as, you know, how much Catholic is too Catholic?
The Interfaith Community Engagement Office last year, and they dichtb@junction |

think with Peace and Justice, but it was called “Golden Rule Week.” And theypgave

little golden rulers, but what they did is they talked about the Golden Rule of e&ch fait
And so they had Muslim and Buddhists and Hindu and Catholic — what the Golden Rule
was and what you saw was the similarities, not the difference.

The “Golden Rule Week” was the type of student life programming that promotgdribeal
awareness of religion for the larger group of students, but it was this typegodumming that

Clare mentioned that irritated the smaller, more conservative subgroughofi€atudents who
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wanted to deepen their faith lives. Thus, the student life office worked to respond taliee sm
subgroup’s need to advance in knowledge and practice of their Catholic faith.

| think that our campus ministry office at its heart and its mission wantsdpereto all
students, but for our Catholic students they say that's where we are not Catholic enough.
Through our campus ministry office there have been groups that have been formed
around Catholic identity questions and what does that mean and how are you Catholic at
CU and so that conservative group has found their place and campus ministry has given
them a voice to come together and talk about that and has helped them facilitate those
conversations in a supportive yet challenging environment.

Clare cited examples of the types of programs and activities in whichrthilessubgroup
participated, but she noted that it is not the way she was used to practicinghher fai

There are several official groups that are what | would consider our moerzainse

Catholic students and they do things like there is the consistent rosary pragindot
adoration, some of the very you know things that | think that my mom does as a Catholic,
beautiful traditions in the Catholic Church, but in my own experience as an unddrgrad a
a Catholic institution in my own experience as a Catholic, mid-30 person, teasetar

part of how I think of living out my Catholic faith.

Clare observed that there was a distinguishable segment of the Catholic popul@tiothat
was completely indifferent to the Catholic culture.

The group that says why all this noise about Catholicism | think that is the group who'’s
like | don't care if | am Catholic, | am not going to practice it, | grstcked it because
maybe | went to church with my family or | went to a Catholic high school orewbeat
There is definitely that group that probably identifies as Catholic that magr go to

mass the entire time they are here or participate in anything “Catholic

This “cultural Catholic” population or what others have termed “loosely-at#iti Catholics”
(Rymarz, 2010) was noteworthy. Yet Clare did not indicate how the student Ide offcampus
ministry addressed this population’s need.

The student life office at CU tended toward creating and sustaining a‘sir@itholic
approach. The Interfaith Office and Peace and Justice Office wer@eidesuccessful and

highly visible initiatives that socialized students toward the small “ch@iat culture. The
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presence of a minority of students who wished to advance a big “C” Catholic cultuaeaethsr
indication of the more dominant small “c” culture.

Mission Consonance with Catholic Culture.

According to Morey and Piderit's (2006) characteristics of a Cohort model, stiident
offices generally conformed to Church teachings in residential polgtiedent activities events,
and religious practices. Like the other models they expected students to abideléwys and
by the standards of the Catholic Church, but they were much more lax on the enfofement
their behavioral policies than other models. Policies were written down in handbooksydut the
was minimal attempt to educate students about the fullness of the teaching behifel the r
example in areas of human sexuality. This was due in part to the type of studéantesyto
attract, namely ones that were “intellectually curious enough to dermfiat position they will
take on issues in which there are views opposed to Catholic teaching” (Morey &, Rities,

p.66). Yet the bigger reason stemmed from the main goal of a Cohort model, which was not to
present to its majority of non-Catholic or non-practicing Catholics a elgasition of the

Church’s moral doctrine. Rather the goal was to teach tolerance and undegstdradbroader

set of Catholic teachings to its students.

Catherine’s remarks embodied the approach that an administrator of a Cohort model
would take to accomplish this main goal. She was open to topics and situations that were
challenging to and even in tension with the Catholic mission. In the first exashple
demonstrated how she looked to the Church for guidance, but she also negotiated with the
students on a moral position concerning sexual identity.

There was always a mindfulness in our decision making about our Catholic idadtity a
being a fame of sponsoring religious ordenstitution. So as we work with students —
for example, we're working with an organization called Alliance which is olBT&
student organization and they want all discrimination statements in all of oualoffici
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publications to not only include sexual orientation but also gender identity and
expression. And as we do our benchmarking, we look at the Church for guidance.

In the second example, Catherine preferred that students wrestled with amtoweral issues
with her younger staff rather than forcing her to make the decision.

It (speaker’s policyrecognizes content that might be counter to the Church and there’s a
whole step by step process of evaluation and it also looks at who is sponsoring it, whether
it's a student group, an administrative group or a faculty group because atalixnen

respect academic freedom. What | try to do, especially in my area, you \whetiher

it's somebody in residence life or somebody in student activities or somethingt ike
advisors and the young professional who are working with students when thegrfiest ¢

up with their ideas is to really do the challenge and support at that level. So it doesn’t
have to come to this level. | mean, yes, some things come here, but the goal is for the
students to work it out themselves much earlier on in the process. | think it could be
counterproductive to, you know, draw a line in the sand and have a winner and a loser.

The speaker’s policy Catherine mentioned basically reaffirmed the imstiflucommitment to
its founding Catholic principles, but left room for dissenting voices as long asvbioss were

not understood to be representing the institution’s official position.

As a Catholic university in thea@me of sponsoring religious orddradition, CU

recognizes and accepts its corporate mission to represent those estahlsi@dr

ideals, and convictions on which the integral Christian and American heritage is founded.
...it is understood that the sponsoring of any speakers by any University group is not to

be taken as an institutional inquiry and endorsement or an endorsement by the sponsoring
group, but rather as an exercise of that group’s legitimate interest in sagaurg and
examination (Student Handbook 2009-2010 p. 62).

Catherine showed in these examples that she believed students to be intgllempadille of
determining their own position on controversial moral topics. Further, it was not comniaar for
to legislate behavior based on what the Church teaches on specific moral ishersh&at
actions suggest that she was trying to elicit a favorable attitude ah®stutents toward the
Catholic Church by not taking a hard line stance on difficult moral issues thdtcaude

division.
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Clare expected students to abide by the behavioral policies, which conformed to the
Catholic Church’s teachings, but she gave students a high degree of individual fteedake
decisions. Again Clare’s approach was similar to Catherine’s and thus westerdrfer Cohort
model administrators. This permissiveness in the actual enforcement of thespshe
admitted, gave CU and her office a reputation for being less Catholic.

In the policies that we set forth and the programming that we offer we arevattenbiur
Catholic identity. So there’s certain topics that when we address them imgeat@nal
in making sure that the message of the Catholic Church is portrayed. It's tough,
especially with the work that we do, they live with us and so we know that their day to
day lives are sticky and messy and have lots of nuances, but our policies/aneigienn
line with Catholic teachings. So we put the policies in place because we knowethey ar

important and we enforce them as the information is brought to our attention but we also

recognize the importance of allowing students to have their free choice &imdyma

decisions and so and then holding them accountable for violating those policies but we
don’t have some of those other checks that may make our policies seem as strict, but you

know when [ think of some other colleagues who work at other Catholic institutions |
wouldn’t say that our policies are as strict and would probably be viewed asi€athol
some other peoples.

The student leaders were alert to the balance that the student life aéfroptatd to maintain in
its policies, practices, and activities between conforming to Catholicitemcand being tolerant
of a diverse group of people and ideas. Charles claimed that there were no clubs patowgani
that conflicted with Catholic teachings and he argued that those that mighttoenfiid be
denied official approval.

At this point, | have not seen any clubs or any proposals of clubs that contradict the
identity of the school as Catholic. Obviously, if a case like that would come to SGA,
we’d obviously turn that down.

Colette also gave an example of how the student life office imposed a i@siicthe
GLBTQ organization, Alliance, because it did not conform to the Catholic teachingroiage.

For instance, when we had the Proposition 8, our campus, we have an Alliance type

program or club, and they wanted to help support that Prop 8 and what-not, but | guess

the university wouldn’t let them use the word “marriage.” So there’s little $himaf the
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campus sort of puts regulations or restrictions on that | would say make it a not so open t
new ideas.

Unlike Charles’ interpretation, Colette viewed this restriction negatslaiming the

student life office was intolerant of non-Catholic ideas about human sexualitgofe&ite

and Colleen, it was justifiable to institutionally recognize clubs or orgamnsathat contradicted
Catholic teaching. Moreover, in their experience, CU was the type of iiwstithat generally
catered to this type of diversity.

| think it’s justifiable o allow an organization that contradicts Church teaching

because | believe that every person has their rights and you have people wéihalie C
and you have people who are not. As a private Catholic institution, people might not
agree that it’s justifiable because | feel that the school really daatstavpromote certain
values and certain things and | think their Church is one of them. But | think the school
also is a little bit liberal in that they recognize — and this is one of the reldswest is
because they recognize the unique personalities of the students and the uniqueekffere
that each student brings to the community. And that’'s why | would say that that’s
justifiable because of the community they’re trying to create. Oar pobably think of

is our Alliance group which is our gay and lesbian student organization. And | think that
it should be allowed because that is the world that we live in. | feel like if you don’t
embrace diversity if you don’t embrace change then you're alwagg ¢mibe stuck in

the past. And that is one thing that | do love about, yeah CU is a Catholic university, but |
feel like they might cater more to diversity and change better than anotitetiorst

might.

CU adopted a statement on sexual orientation to clarify its position on this cositatbaad
high-profile issue.

This University states unequivocally that gay, lesbian, bisexual, or tratesgsndents,
faculty, staff, administrators, and alumni are welcome members of the kltyver
community, including its gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transsexual members, as dinenchil
of God they are. Not only does the university call upon each and every one of its
members to respect and honor all other members as brothers and sisters i éaed.,.or
it also draws to the attention of all its members the traditional and wise Catiaykl
teaching that properly locates sexual activity within the relationship @freamd a
woman united for life through marriage as husband and wife. Our religious identity
therefore impels us to recognize the norm of chastity for everyone, whethesd»aral
or heterosexual, just as that same identity likewise impels us to recdumizerin of
universal love and respect. The distinctions between sexual orientation and sexual
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conduct essential to Catholic teaching may not be the chief consideratioil of ci
authorities and judicial bodies. As a Catholi@arfie of sponsoring religious order
university, CU must always and will always avoid any attempts byrettgidicial
bodies to determine how it may or may not conduct itself according to its special
religious identity (Student Handbook 2009-2010, p. 64-65).

The statement clearly upheld the Catholic teaching on the matter, though atethtigthe
SSAO, MLSAO, and student leaders, the practical application was less\Mitgaover, the
Alliance organization stated on its website that one of its aims was the “agiadagueer issues
on campus.” Such language is opposed to the institutional statement on sexual@rientati

articulated above.

Alliance, established in 2001, acts as the primary forum for discussion, education, and
advocacy of queer issues on campus and is a useful resource for students, faculty, and
staff. As we look into our ever-growing role at CU, we invite you to join us by attgndin
our weekly meetings, participating in events, and helping us advocate for a more
inclusive, welcoming community on campus (Alliance website, 2010).

Catherine gave an example of what this advocacy for GLBTQ issues looked like.

And so last year, our Alliance students were doing Queer Week. They wanted a drag
show, they wanted to do hand-holding demonstrations. They wanted to do some very
public, they wanted to support equal marriage rights and so the question, for us, it was
how do we provide them guidance that we understand why they want to do that in the
political nature, but why the forum at CU might not be the best forum for them to
accomplish what they want to accomplish and that they have to weigh liabilitsess ver
benefits. And putting CU in a negative light in the eyes of the local archbishop or to have
Rome look at us and question our commitment is going to do more long term harm to us
than any possible benefit that might be reaped by a few students going tcshawag

This juxtaposition of the institutional statement on sexual identity and thenédli
organization’s advocacy revealed an area of mission dissonance. The studentéfe offi
permitted an organization on campus that worked to directly contradict Catlaghrig. This
permission and Catherine’s response to the Alliance organization’s actiomesl agffeeen
example of how the student life office fulfilled the primary goal of a cohodeah “to inculcate

in these students a sympathetic response to a Catholic agenda in society” &\Nfodeyit,
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2006, p.55). The student life office’s willingness to go beyond mere dialogue by
institutionalizing non-mission fit clubs and organizations was significant.

The student life office permitted wide latitude for its students to develap thei
understanding of Catholic identity as they grappled with its policies and standaetsawfor
that were rooted in Catholic teaching. As evidence of this approach, the SSAO aADMLS
were admittedly hesitant to intercede and correct behavior that was lictoeith the stated
policies. This prudential judgment led to some confusion among the student leaders about wha
the student life office hoped to achieve. On one hand the student life office appetngdavil
cater to diverse ways of behaving while on the other hand they seemed to be inimheaeoht
different lifestyle choices. The students’ confusion was likely unavoidgméa the student life
office’s method of balancing the diverse needs of its students and hoping to engender a
sympathetic response toward the Catholic position among students who might be@sach
positions.

Case Summary for Cohort University

The student life office at CU helped facilitate a divided campus culture erniplyees
commitment to social justice initiatives and inclusivity on one hand, and a commitonserve
the needs of a smaller, but engaged Catholic population on the other hand. There wasya minorit
of students who were “actively Catholic” meaning that the distinctly Catha$ioms,
devotions, worship, and symbols were lacking throughout the culture. Catherine, the SSAO
admitted that generally the Catholic culture was expressed through eaehahdividual, social
justice initiatives, and community outreach as opposed to overt Catholic eapsesdiare the
MLSAO believed their behavioral policies conformed to the Catholic mordiitegs; but they
were enforced less often than at other Catholic institutions. The studdsrisiedso experienced

student life’s focus on social justice and care for the individual as the prin@gssions of
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Catholic culture. In addition they alleged that student life’'s promotion of religensstwity was
a product of the sponsoring religious order’s charism not the Catholic culture.bd@lrexed
non-Catholic students could grow in their faith because student life’s promotionhali€at
policies, practices, and cultural activities were not intrusive or exclusatbeRthey claimed
that student life successfully catered to the needs of a diverse student buottieased by the
institutional support of other religions and presence of non-Catholic staff in mipastityons.

The researcher detected the Catholic ethos in art, architecture, and otherdegicting
Catholic ideals. Even if one were not actively searching for Catholic syriitagisvould be
noticed by the casual passerby. The researcher identified the privitdgeldat the charism of
the founding religious order played in the expression of CU’s Catholic culture.tReotypes of
Catholic symbols on campus to the language the interviewers used to the referdnees in t
significant documents of the student life office, it was apparent that theuytartxpression of
Catholicism was favored. Characteristic of this type of expression wasitation to the
campus community regardless of faith tradition to explore and engage thiaiiaspalues. As a
result, CU’s student life office was sincerely interested in diversgae expression as an
integral part of their Catholic culture.

Presentation of Findings Cross-Case

The cross case findings below were organized first by theme, then byp’S¢R604)
three levels of culture, then by model type (Immersion, Persuasion, Diaspbmat)&o that
similarities and differences between models would be consistently prs&tdieein (2004)
defined three levels of cultural analysis in his theory on organizationateultrtifacts were the
first level and typically included the visible representations of a group. Inedggarch the
campus architecture, students’ participation at religious events, the publgthed ialues and

mission statements, and the campus life’s observable rituals and cerenenei¢isenmain
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artifacts studied. In this sense the term “artifact” is used broadlyltedadata from documents
and campus observations. As Schein (2004) suggested, even though artifacts aandsible
easily discerned they are difficult to understand and need people inside tine tmikelp with
the interpretation.

Espoused beliefs and values are the second level of organizational culture and a
typically conscious strategies, goals, and philosophies that have beeregranticwvidely
accepted within the organization (Schein, 2004). Espoused values and beliefs helpto predic
much of the behavior that can be observed at the artifacts level. In this stuespolised values
and beliefs were most often championed by the senior student affairs officatsleveh
student affairs officers, but they were also discernible throughout the stuctantnents.

Over time, espoused beliefs and values become transformed into assumptions, which
exist at the unconscious level, but serve as the foundation of values and actionediohees
delved into basic assumptions in order to really understand each organizatiamés. didt
understand each organization’s basic assumptions in this study, the researobeiSapgin’'s
(2004) relevant dimensions dealing with one or more of the following: a) the natesditf r
and truth, b) the nature of space, c) the nature of human nature, d) the nature of human activity,
and e) the nature of human relationships (p. 138).

Advocating Social Justice

All four institutional models shared a commitment to serve the poor, disadvéraage
oppressed. All four models considered social justice an essential crit@riomefs identity as a
Catholic institution. In addition all four institutions sponsored domestic and irterabinission
trips, local and regional outreach, and fundraisers for local and internationes caucharities.
Additionally, all four institutions espoused some variation of the value of puttimgifieéiction

to make their communities better. Immersion University differed from the titrese in that they
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most intentionally rooted their service in “imitation of Christ” and were eaplicit in linking
service to theological concepts. They also linked service to evangelizatiich again set them
apart from the other three model types. Persuasion University, Diaspora Uyieerd Cohort
University shared a commitment to promoting peace and justice, which was evittest

main ways: 1) by their sponsorship of student clubs and organizations stridilysasth for
peace and justice initiatives, 2) by their promotion of certain activitiesemt®that were
explicitly related to peace and justice goals, or 3) by the establisiuingpecific offices solely
dedicated to peace and justice.

Artifacts.

All four institutions displayed their commitment to advocating social jestichree
principal ways: 1) through the presence of signs and posters advertising outreaichice
opportunities, 2) sponsoring clubs and organizations committed to promoting sociel gustic
3) conducting annual programs or workshops that addressed some social injustiseidéihie
life office at Immersion University was unique among the models in two promiveeys. First,
it displayed its commitment to life through a prominent “tomb of the unborn” markertsea
adoration chapel. Secondly, it had brochures and narratives depicting its o@ntrict mission
trips centered on evangelization. Persuasion University’s student lide offplemented service
learning throughout its orientation program, a feature lacking in the other molelstudent
life offices at Persuasion, Diaspora, and Cohort models all had traditional finglrewents that
involved a majority of the campus. These events either supported a local chanty or
international organization to alleviate hunger, illness or devastation fromralrdisaster, but it
was not evident if Catholic social teaching was made explicit in these evieatstuflent life

offices at Diaspora University and Cohort University both mentioned that ficagminumber
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of their graduates went on to work for non-profit organizations or volunteered a year after
graduation. This type of post-graduate volunteerism was a narrative told in titatwre

program and through the career services office at both institutions. Compdreatber

models, Cohort University sponsored the largest number of workshops, speakers, clubs and
organizations, and events to promote its commitment to social justice.

Espoused Values.

Again all four institutions espoused some variation of the value of preparing their
students to transform society through works of service and advocacy for the poor,rdesgetya
and oppressed. Each institution, however, motivated its students using slightly different
communication strategies. For example, the student life office at InaméJsiversity called its
students to imitate Christ in humble service and evangelization. The studenidéeadff
Persuasion and Diaspora University differed from IU and CU in their megdagstressing to
students that they were obliged to enrich the lives of others with theiagdtepportunities they
had been given through no merit of their own. Cohort University’s student life aftcedd on
their sponsoring religious order’s charism and mottos that sparked a commadifaatit that
promotes justice.

All four models saw themselves as doing the Lord’s work by advocating for social
justice, but not all placed equal value on the social justice concern. Further, smmaweh
more intentional and explicit in communicating the Catholic Church’s social tegchOf all
the models, Immersion University placed the most emphasis on the link betweea aedvic
evangelization in an effort to meet people’s material and spiritual poRaEtyuasion University
focused its communication on getting the majority of its student body to pariaipsome type

of community service project, a task for which they won a national award. Foné€Oatholic
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social teachings were less explicit and more infused within the activilesigh not as wide-
spread, Diaspora University’s approach was similar to PU’s espoused vahgaging students
in local service through a variety of programs that were not explicitly cteshéo Catholic
social teachings. Cohort University’s espoused values toward advocatialjsstice were
explicitly linked to the sponsoring religious order. As a result, Cohort Uniyasrsispoused
values were operationally present throughout the institution in ways more prof@mithé
other three models. Slogans such as “faith that does justice” or “men and womenr&Jr othe
were commonly articulated by the Center for Faith and Justice Offtbewthe student life
office.

Assumptions.

When it came to the underlying assumptions pertaining to Advocating for Josikle,
three of Schein’s (2004) dimensions applied: the nature of human nature, the nature of human
relationships and the nature of human activity. All four models adhered to the €&thoich’s
teachings on human nature, human relationships, and human activity. They all claimed that
human nature was inherently good because it was created by God and refledfedjikiag
spirit. As a result of this belief, the nature of human relationships included, but alssesiape
the natural order of things. Humans are social animals by nature, but sinceiteiwas divine
they were all part of the same human family. The nature of this fundameniahsfig then
necessitated a corresponding view of the nature of human activity, which incluoiedn&ment
to justice, the solidarity of the human family, and the pursuit of the common good. Thus all fou
models asserted some sort of obligation to serve all of humanity, partichtzst/who had
suffered injustice due to material or spiritual poverty.

There was one significant difference between the four student lifegfissumptions

concerning how Catholic identity ought to be expressed on their campuses. The gtudent |
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offices at Persuasion University, Diaspora University, and Cohort Univetaitgd much
greater emphasis on advocating for social justice as the primary meaomofipg their
institution’s Catholic identity than did Immersion University. For the farthree model types,
Catholic social teaching was more inclusive and less divisive than the Chelatsus or
moral teachings therefore it was easier to promote among the genetatiomsti culture. Not
surprisingly then the three model types concentrated their efforts on jusdipeace with little
to no link to evangelization, whereas Immersion University included both domains.

Inclusive Communities

To be Catholic is to be inclusive, to be universal, to welcome diversity and distinction.
The Catholic Church promotes the unity of the human family and recognizestdistinc
contributions that non-Catholics produce for the benefit of humanity. However, the four
institutional models did not all engage at the same level of inclusivity on tinguses. There
was a key distinction between intra-institutional and extra-institutionatsiiyevhen comparing
the models. The former culture welcomes a diverse group of constituents as padmpits
culture, whereas the latter cooperates with institutions of a different arpedpose, but does
not necessarily create a heterogeneous culture internally.

Artifacts.

Immersion University had the largest presence of overt Catholic symboliany aff the
four model types and thus was the least inclusive of non-Catholics of the four mddetsain
chapel was located right off the main entrance to the campus. Every residéheel laasmall
chapel complete with crucifixes, kneelers, and other religious art. Wasra small adoration
chapel and outdoor stations-of-the-cross that was frequented by students year raiengda$he
high Mass attendance among students, faculty and staff who often worshippbdrtogét

residence halls were single sex. The student union bookstore sold a multitude of Catholic
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religious goods from books and clothes, to all kinds of devotional items. The recreation cente
had a large wall crucifix in the gym and a quote about sports from Pope Pius XlI painted on the
wall. Underneath team pictures there were quotes from saints or prominealicdatellectuals

as well as Catholic symbols such as the crucifix or rosary. Individualrplagted their favorite
saint and quote next to their athletic photo and statistics sheet. The dining halldratilaege
statues of Catholic saints in the entry way. Men and women adorned in th@usehgbits ate
amongst and conversed with the students in the dining hall and were seen walking all ove
campus carrying backpacks or mingling with the students. Students wore shingeatghsts

with Catholic language and symbols. Many other students wore Catholic medafsesuor

other visible Catholic sacramentals. Lastly, the student union and residérimdl&tn boards
were full of information about vocational discernment, prayer groups, Catholicasidbs
organizations, and pro-life activities. There were few if any artifactshafr religious traditions
present. There were also no clubs or organizations that conflicted with the Ctitlolor that
served a different religious population.

Persuasion University had the most visible Catholic symbolism following Isiomer
University. There were crucifixes in the lobbies of every residence hathandain chapel was
located in a prominent place on campus. It also had a separate adoration chapelltle
times that students could choose to sign up for throughout the week. All of the residence hall
were named after former Catholic religious persons and several hallsrlegpoading statues.
Bulletin boards displayed events that were Catholic in nature, includingralaatiepicting the
important religious practices in the liturgical season of Lent. Yet, BamuUniversity also had
flags from around the world adorning its student union. In addition it created an ecalmeni

space within one of its residence halls. The student union bookstore had some religgus item

210



but the majority of its supplies were non-religious in nature. There were no iCatiifixes or
other prominent symbols in any of the athletic facilities or dining halls. Studehit®t wear
Catholic insignia on shirts, backpacks, or other attire that was noticeableerf-the SSAO was
a non-Catholic, which indicated that PU was comfortable with a non-Catholic athatio
setting the vision and direction of the student life program. Lastly, the resesuabservation

of student behavior and attitudes towards non-Catholics indicated that they weréralyt ent
sensitive to that population on their campus. The insensitivity to non-Catholics did nat &ppe
be intentional, but it seemed to emanate from a belief that the majority ohtpbesaommunity
was Catholic and therefore followed similar beliefs and practices.

Diaspora University had fewer Catholic symbols and artifacts than éitieersion or
Persuasion University. The main chapel occupied a prominent place on campus, but Mass
attendance among students, faculty, and staff was scarce. There were obagibts on
campus. There was no evidence on bulletin boards of anything distinctly Catholic in the
programming or events. The DU bookstore and student union contained few religioatsartifa
There were no Catholic artifacts, such as crucifixes or statuary in otheeathtetic facilities.
There were also no religious symbols or art in the dining areas. Students dxiitltby way
of dress or conversation that communicated a Catholic culture. The dominantsaotiserved
were ecumenical in nature. For example, students and staff talked about ealBibtaecstudies
where Catholics and non-Catholics would participate evenly. DU created aarecahspace in
one of the residence halls that had other religious artifacts so that nonahresiuld worship
effectively. The student life office adopted as one of its “standards ofexxwel that it would
promote and support a diverse learning environment open to all. In addition, one of itgstrateg

plan goals was to create a “visible appreciation for diversity annu2Dg7-2012). Lastly, the
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student life office allowed controversial organizations that promoted adiuitieonflict with
Catholic teaching, to exist on their campus.

Cohort University was the most explicit in promoting inclusive communities tfell
models. Though it had more Catholic symbolism than Diaspora University, it also had mor
references related to inclusive communities. The student life staff dioentaanual contained
an explicit reference to promoting inclusive relationships. The active emgagef both
staunch conservative and liberal-minded students illustrated the studenidiéésdived
commitment to meet the needs of these divergent groups of students. Cohort Urheersity
proactive and highly visible office of Interfaith Community Engagement tipaticzd the
attention of much of the campus life. Programs like “Golden Rule Week” and “Ged&eam
Parlor” intentionally sought to highlight the commonalities of the religicadittons on campus.
In addition to these ecumenical and interreligious programs, Cohort University gravide
prominent ecumenical space where Muslims, Jews, and Hindus worshipped effec@ivedlid
have a Catholic church in the center of campus, and though it predominantly serveddhts st
it was shared by local community members. There was a side adorationioltapehain
church that was staffed and promoted by a small, but vocal, conservative student group wi
campus ministry. Non-Catholics and non-Christians expressed ease abouppvwogshithin
their own faith traditions while at CU. Similar to Diaspora University, the dook&nd student
union had little by way of religious artifacts, symbolism or art. There s&veral statues of
Catholic saints near the student union and there were large poster-sized photoguaphktsanh
the athletic hall of fame area. There was also a statue of a formeleptesho was a priest near
one of the dining areas. Like PU and DU, the student life office at CU alloweadwersial

organizations that promoted activities in conflict with Catholic teaching & exitheir campus.
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Espoused Values.

Immersion University’s student life office espoused several valuesnietl were
embraced by the entire community including its non-Catholic constituents. $heds the
“universal call to holiness” that was explicitly cited in the student lifeowistatement. This
“universal call to holiness” was communicated by the SSAO, but clearly absorhieel student
leaders who talked about their ultimate destination being heaven. It was alsbytie SSAO
that this pursuit of holiness was not only expected of Catholics, but every member of the
community. Striving for holiness at IU was understood in the Christian sensethathem
abstract notion that applied to each individual’'s own design and self-determinaiwevét
there was no special provision for non-Catholics when it came to worship spacecdihe s
espoused value related to inclusive communities was that authentic friendshregawaluable
to sustaining community life. This emphasis on authentic friendships based orhelged to
explain why the residence halls were single sex. The student life offiegdzbthat gender
separation in the residence halls was essential for meaningful relatiottstigyselop among the
men and women. This intentional community then, based on a commitment to a life of virtue
would, by its design, promote a welcoming climate among all its members.

Persuasion University’s student life office had a different emphasisiterdpoused
values about inclusive communities. As the SSAO and MLSAO declared, non-Catkatisers
contributed to the good of the institution by the fact that they have different parepeUnlike
IU, the student life office at PU proclaimed the value of diversity in its missa@nsent and
sought to promulgate it throughout its programs and activities. As a resultjte2ptiwolic
language was toned down and the Catholic teachings that were more inclusieenwkasized

so that non-Catholics felt more welcome. The espoused value of creating inclusmeinities
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explained why flags from around the world were prominently displayed in the studentamna
why there was an ecumenical prayer space.

Diaspora University’s student life office espoused similar values tdobBUt anclusive
communities. Several documents, such as the student handbook, the guiding principles, and the
campus ministry mission statement directly proclaimed a commitment tsidnand the
building of a welcoming community. The SSAO personally challenged his staff tatiopatize
their shared value of inclusivity so that the value became something thatedaarid not just
proclaimed. His challenge was met by the adoption of diversity language steindards of
excellence piece and the strategic plan for his division. Students also acknaovitezlgeesence
of the espoused value of inclusivity by referring to how it was expressed trcaongius
ministry events and the presence of the ecumenical chapel space. Studerad bedig would
not be a truly Catholic place unless they welcomed non-Catholics to worship withvitesn
students were asked why it was justifiable to allow campus organizatibsthat contradicted
Catholic teaching, there was consensus among them that it was becast®theype open to
new ideas and ways of thinking and those in disagreement had a right to expreslsélsemse
This openness was another manifestation of the shared value of inclusivity.

Cohort University was very explicit in its promotion of inclusive communitieshélate,

the SSAO stated that their office highly valued inclusivity claimingiti@dusivity was an
important concept to their staff. Clare, the MLSAO highlighted the importaneelodming all
constituents to campus, even non-believers. The student leaders also discussed how they
respected CU for its commitment to reach out and welcome people with diffémeict e
religious, and socioeconomic backgrounds. Two of the student leaders who were nat Cathol

expressed how they felt accepted and supported because of CU’s value to caradivithel.
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One of Cohort University’s guiding values expressed its commitment & fSspirit of
community, both within and outside the University” (Guiding Values Statement, 2009-2010)
Similarly the student life office espoused its value of building “inclussl@ionships” in its
orientation manual for new employees. Lastly the mission of the Officgayfaith Community
Engagement sought to create and strengthen the relationships across faghgradd to impart
an appreciation of diversity among all students.

Assumptions.

When considering inclusive communities, it should be stated from the outset tbat all f
model types shared certain basic assumptions about the nature of truth and of human
relationships. In regards to the nature of truth, all four models operated on the assthpt:

a) all truth comes ultimately from God and b) truth is discernible through faitteasdrr. On
the nature of human relationships, all four models held that each individual has intgngi di
based on their creation in the image and likeness of God. Moreover, all four typed aotke
assumption that the student life staff were in the best position to offer studegitoming
climate where all parties could respectfully interact and experidieeetig friendships.

In order to truly understand student life office’s view on inclusive communities at
Immersion University, it is essential to uncover the organization’s five basumptions related
to the nature of reality and truth, the nature of human activity, and the nature of human
relationships (Schein, 2004). The first assumption, connected to the nature ofarehlityth,
was that truth is objective and discovered through faith and reason. The next two tacit
assumptions, dealing with the nature of human activity, was that: a) all edusatitimately
structured to lead one to heaven through a commitment to holiness and conversion of life and b)

that a Catholic university is only sustainable with a critical mass ofigragCatholics. The
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final two tacit assumptions related to the nature of human relationships wérat st)dred

values were more important to community life than a plurality of values and b) oparasesst

an end in itself, but rather openness was predicated on the mutual pursuit of the truth. €hus ther
was a limit to how inclusive the community could be without jeopardizing its commonecultur

The student life office’s creation of inclusive communities at Persuasiomtgity
operated on two basic assumptions. The first assumption, concerning the nature of human
activity, was that educational institutions by their nature were incluside&efse cultures and
people. The second assumption, concerning the nature of human relationships, was that the
campus community was significantly enhanced by the participation of ntwolCat

The student life office at Diaspora University operationalized three assionptions
about inclusive communities stemming from the nature of truth and human activity. On the
nature of truth, the student life office held that all religious truth deserved to ketptband
expressed without restriction. DU’s second assumption about inclusive commuagies w
identical to PU’s assumption concerning the nature of human activity, namedyl that
educational institutions, by their nature, included diverse cultures and patgaden the nature
of human activity, DU’s student life office held the assumption that the purposerbtien
university was to prepare its students for a global society.

The student life office at Cohort University operated on two basic assumptiaesl tela
the nature of truth and the nature of space. First, they were guided by the amstimaptiruth
emerged out of dialogue with diverse constituents. The second assumption floweefifost,t
namely that diverse constituents deserved a space from the universitguatertiheir thoughts

and express their beliefs be it a classroom or prayer space.
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Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development

All four student life offices believed in challenging and supporting their stadie order
that they would reach their fullest potential intellectually, morally, andsgliy. Not only did
the student life offices desire for each student to pursue these aims individuale\bbped
to create a community where students developed into mature and responsible adultsketio w
for the common good. With the exception of Immersion University’s student life protiram
other three models believed campus ministry was responsible for the sporito@tion of the
student body. IU’s student life office believed that campus ministry wasseage but spiritual
formation was a shared responsibility of the entire community.

Artifacts.

The student life offices at all four model types had policies, personnel, and psogram
devoted to promoting the holistic development of its students. Every student life office ha
documents, such as the student handbook, guiding value statements, and Catholic identity
statements that contained language targeting the formation and developrtestusfants so
that they would become mature and responsible young adults. Though they differe@a diegr
four student life offices had policies that restricted inappropriate behandaralorsed ethical
conduct. Every student life office had personnel who were trained to enforce thess poli
though again there were degrees of difference regarding how well or how thorougijidies
were enforced. Immersion University had the strictest residencelitegs (e.g. visitation) as
well as the most vigilant enforcement of the policies whereas Cohort UnpMeaisitthe most lax
residence life policies with the most lenient enforcement. According to the datamalysis,
the student life offices that were the most similar in their policies Wersuasion University and

Diaspora University. Finally all four models exercised some sort of gmaging model directed
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toward the intellectual, moral, and spiritual development of its students. 1U’d oefded its
outcomes using strong Catholic nomenclature whereas PU, DU, and CU intérbeauar
outcomes with Catholic concepts.

Immersion University was the most explicit in tying Catholic teaghanthe intellectual,
moral, and spiritual dimensions of its students and thus differed the most from the othisr mode
The student life office at IlU promoted a strong devotional life, especidlywthe living-
learning communities where students practiced many pious observances addh&nvangs
after Catholic saints. In addition most of the residence hall programs, statieitiea, and
events on IU’s campus reflected and nurtured a devout commitment to the CailialidJf
students were much more eager to support an event, practice, or policy that stezhtitbe
Catholic faith commitment than students at the other three institutions. Studeébtsiad DU
were more likely to defer to campus ministry, which worked alongside of, but was not
organizationally housed under student life, as the locus of their institution’s ICadeaitity.
These students were content with a less pronounced Catholic culture and prefatezd gre
dialogue with the wider culture. DU’s student body was more indifferent thaed practices
that either IU or PU as evidenced by its lack of formal clubs and organizdaditated to
religion and its virtual absence in the relevant student publications. CU’s stieleffide was
even more interested than the other models in an outward focus on the wider cultiestiénli
other student life offices, it chose to direct its programming and hiring on moreeican
outcomes. In doing so, its “evangelical” Catholic students were relegates periphery of
campus life with little to no influence on their university’s culture. SimdadbU, students at CU
attended Mass less frequently, were exposed to other religious traditionsftenrend were

encouraged to pursue social justice initiatives over religious vocations.
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Espoused Values.

All four student life offices espoused in some manner their primary role asfptine
whole student intellectually, morally and spiritually. Immersion Univgssitudent life office
used terminology such as “ongoing conversion,” “holiness” and “virtuous leadetship”
emphasize its commitment to develop Catholics who would bring their faith to bearron thei
daily decisions. In short, they believed that the sign of a well-formed Cattadione who
integrated faith and reason and committed one’s life to pursue eternity with GodhTaiug
stating anything contrary to that message, the student life offices aa§lers Diaspora, and
Cohort universities used different language of “openness” “acceptamdét@mnmitment to
dialogue” when discussing their key developmental outcomes for students. Cohortitynivers
also used language about care for the individual, discernment, and reflectisardgks
concepts of their formational goals.

Assumptions.

All four student life offices held the assumption that human nature is flawet sti#
possesses a natural inclination to do the good. Thus the offices were committed to t
intellectual, spiritual, and moral formation of their students. However the medhddsutcomes
of formation differed widely among the four model types. This cultural differeould be
explained in part by the type of students each institution attracted, but alsoby peetgoals
each institution hoped to achieve for its graduates. Another way to state ihysse¢hhat each
institution developed its own way of being and acting as a Catholic institution. Thosedbm
modes of existence were reflected in and communicated through the studeffick® These
differences can be further demonstrated through the underlying assumptamndgigeuman

relationships.
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Immersion University’s student life office was more committed than the otbdels to
the intentional formation of practicing Catholics who lived within distinct bourslafia
Catholic culture. IU had a majority of “committed” Catholics, or what othax® termed
“evangelical” Catholics, on campus (Portier, 2004; Rymarz, 2008). These lakel®rafmore
religiously-engaged cohort of students who seek a better understanding Gkttheilic faith
and a desire to share it with others. These committed Catholic students stand gt totlicse
who have been termed “lapsed” Catholics for their lack of fervor about the faitloasencent
lack of religious demands they place on their institutions (Rymarz, 2008). Persu2isispora,
and Cohort Universities had larger numbers of these “lapsed” Catholics whoomgFetavith a
much weaker Catholic culture that did not place any evangelical demandsrofGadardetz,
2005). The student life offices at these three models were much more intemoohadting
virtues of tolerance and empathy as well as a commitment to ingicuslidialogue. This route
was selected in part because there was widespread lack of interest ansingehts in
strengthening the Catholic culture, but also in part due to the preferred creatromolusive
Catholic culture, which stressed social justice as its dominant marker ofiCalbatity.

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and Its Relationship to Catholic Identity

Estanek (2008) reported that since its inception as a separate profession, tite stude
affairs field has affirmed two values: 1) the centrality of an instituiom'ssion and 2) a holistic
approach to the education of students (p.226). This means that the profession of student affairs
respects each institution’s right to define and guide its practice whthicantext of the mission
of the institution and that the profession affirms that learning and development oside @it
well as inside the classroom. Yet, as student affairs professionals, mdsirofare educated at
non-Catholic programs, enter the field they are less familiar with or evesagrdement with

Catholic perspectives (Estanek, 2008). Moreover student attitudes and behaviors imakicate t
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students do not conform their lifestyles to Catholic moral teaching. Thus, askE2008)
observed, the need to carve out a Catholic perspective with respect to studertasdfairs
emerged.
The question facing student affairs professionals on campuses has been hogniaeeco
the realities of student attitudes and behavior and how to develop an effectigy $trate
engaging students on these questions from a Catholic perspective (Estanek, 2008, p. 225).
Estanek’s (2008) conclusion was previously cited by senior administrators wimndedged
the critical importance of student life in creating an institutional Catleolture.
While the Catholic intellectual tradition was the most important theme destosy
senior administrators during their interviews, they also placed great simpinastudent

culture as both an indicator of and a contributor to each institution’s truly digéincti
Catholic culture and identity (Morey & Piderit, 2006, p. 155).

Generally speaking, the student life offices at PU, DU, and CU believeditbsra
seamless relationship between the philosophy of student affairs and theitiomss Catholic
identity. They were largely supportive of the contributions that the studentdi&a made to
their work at Catholic institutions. 1U’s student life office on the other hand\eslithat there
was tension between the philosophy and practices of the student affairs fieldlaolcc @agher
education thus they were generally unsupportive of the field.

Artifacts.

There were numerous artifacts that illustrated Immersion Univessifyition or refusal
in adopting secular student affairs’ philosophy and practices. The mostrapgréfact being
that IU’s student life office rarely hired professional staff from sttidéfairs programs. Most of
the staff at IU were hired based on mission-fit criteria rather thanifispgompetencies or
degrees from the student affairs field. Most of the staff were alumbi of &lumni of other
Immersion-like institutions. Though the SSAO belonged to numerous student affairs

associations, he felt the most useful one to his work wakdbeciation for Christians in Student
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DevelopmentFurther, the student life policies governing residence life, studewitiastiand
health and wellness conformed to, and made explicit, Catholic teaching. Tdenoeshall
programming did not follow the typical monthly observances or topics that seculaismodel
promote.

For example, the current programmatic goals surrounding race, gender, sexitg| ide
health and wellness, and spiritual development that were found at the other masleldggpaot
present at IU. Rather, IU’s programming goals focused on specificalplizathemed subjects
like prayer, evangelization, growth in virtue, and the complementarity of xes.sehe MLSAO
looked for staff members with ministry backgrounds because she saw tleg &s one of
Christian service and formation. There were other universal development goals soud a
management and conflict resolution, but priority was placed on religious zataii

Unlike 1U’s approach, the student life offices at Persuasion Universitpaspora
University demonstrated a favorable relationship between the philosophy of stif@ientad
their Catholic identity. At both models, staff members were hired based onttitkansaffairs’
competencies over mission-fit criteria and were often recruited thrihegfield. Both SSAOs
attendedNASPAandACPAconferences for further development, but notAksociation for
Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universiieaual conferences. TReinciples of
Good Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universwtiegh was composed to
assist student affairs professionals in applying the Catholic perspecthvar field, was
mentioned by the SSAO at PU as interesting, but largely redundant and therefoicehot w
utilized. DU’s SSAOQO, on the other hand, was more proactive in the userfitiegles.In
addition to thePrinciples DU’s SSAO credited the documdrgarning Reconsidereas

significant to his work in student affairs. PU and DU’s student life policiedtthand wellness
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policies, and residential policies were informed by Catholic teachinghéytvere less likely to
intentionally tie those teaching into the enforcement of the policies than Il F&band DU'’s
residence hall programming models contained few references to the Cathspieqtiee, but
instead focused on community engagement, diversity, wellness, and inclusivityf tbee o
domains was spiritual development, but it was not overtly or distinctly CatholiteR#te
spiritual development component was treated as a highly personal and privatehedffa
students were advised to arrive at their own conclusions regarding theirsgstezh with little
or no theological instruction.

The student life office at CU also believed in a seamless relationshipenetivee
philosophy of student affairs and their Catholic identity. The SSAO believedwiasrgreat
symmetry in the value system underlying student affairs and the sponsdignaus order of
CU. She also placed a priority on hiring for professional student affairostafstaff that were
mission-fit, but who lacked the professional competencies. The MLSAO rechgtestaff
members aNASPAACPA as well as]ASPA(Jesuit Association Student Personnel
Administrators) conferences and the majority of her hired staff had rsadggrees in student
affairs from large public institutions. She admitted that there was somflectbetween the two
philosophies, but nothing that was insurmountable with a little coaching of her sa#tuldent
life, health and wellness, and residential policies were informed by Cathadticihg, but the
direct application of the teaching to the daily lives of students was often labkigpgneral
students who obeyed civil law, treated others with respect, and were disaeé&tfvaone.
Occasionally when controversial issues arose with the policies, staff wdatda€atholic
teaching as the reasoning behind the enforcement. The residential lif@npnoigg model

emulated secular models. Similar to PU and DU, the programming model lackédtt spe
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Catholic references with the exception of concepts linked to the founding religiousYater
these concepts were broad and indistinguishable as Catholic and could apply agioss reli
traditions.

Espoused Values.

The student life office at Immersion University believed there wasoieh&tween the
current philosophical positions within the student affairs profession and thkoliCadentity.
On account of this the student life office did not intentionally draw on the praxis ofittenst
affairs profession either. The SSAO candidly admitted that there wasiartdetween the two
and so he did not believe there was value in pursuing staff who were trained in theefield. H
stated that he would rather hire for mission and train the competencies he neesetiifh. ihe
MLSAOQ critically examined the profession through the filter of Catholichiegc In other
words, she was willing to concede the elements of the profession that weandrugeful, but
she would reject those elements that failed to bring her students closer ta€ Haithful
Catholic leaders. Thus both the SSAO and MLSAO espoused the value that the student affa
profession was only valuable in so far as it conformed to Catholic teaching.riadtigiation,
there was not much within the profession that was worthwhile implementing thieigh t
student life program so they refrained from hiring for professional competemtasstead
sought after mission-fit personnel.

Overall, the student life offices at PU, DU, and CU did not view the student affairs
profession as antithetical to their Catholic identith the exception of the MLSAO at PU and
CU, no other concerns were raised by the student life offices about the philosophyinigdieel
student affairs profession as it applied to Catholic identity. Univers#liiyrae models

acclaimed the praxis of student affairs and readily applied its principtasit work. The
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SSAOs at all three models admitted to reading the literature of tHeafidlapplying one of the
most popular developmental theories espoused by student affairs professiamitsd’ S
(1962) theory of challenge and support — to their daily work with students. Intengsihigs
SSAO expressed criticism of viewing the student affairs profession f©athalic perspective
because he believed that the profession articulated standards that wensalipiapplicable. He
viewed such a scenario as unnecessary much like a separate accreditatemfprdcatholic
institutions. The MLSAO at PU however was less confident than her supervisor in rggbasi
seamless relationship between student affairs and Catholic identityerRbiehe were conflicts
between the student affairs profession and the Catholic Church in the areas of hwrakty se
and spiritual development. She was not as critical of student affairs as tReeB8AILSAO at
IU, but she was aware of and sensitive to the differences in philosophy. SintflariLSAO
at CU claimed that she coached her professionally-trained student a##imdtow to
reconcile their student affairs training with the Catholic perspectitrewhich they were often
unfamiliar. She believed that student affairs and the Catholic perspecteelasely aligned,
but admitted that there were some points of conflict that had to be addressed. The E8A0 a
focused solely on the complementarity between the profession of studentafthiCatholic
identity. She noted that the Catholic Church’s teachings, such as do no harm, dignity of the
human person, finding the good in all things, and seeking congruency between one’an@lues
work were compatible with the values espoused by the student affairs profession.
Assumptions.
Schein’s (2004) deeper dimensions pertaining to assumptions about the nature of truth
and human nature were the defining features that separated the studentéfatdt from

those at PU, DU, and CU. Estanek’s (2001) examination of the epistemology undergirding
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student affairs and the Catholic intellectual tradition resonated with Sslaalysis. Simply
stated, Estanek (2001) discovered that there was indeed a dominant studenépitaasiology
that conflicted with a Catholic perspective. In other words, the assumptions upon which stude
development theory was based were significantly different from thosejpisns upon which
the Catholic intellectual tradition was based. Estanek (2001) concluded thatebihemes
assumptions were rarely examined in graduate schools of higher educatioGaihblyc
practitioners there was wide-spread confusion about how to successfully dddression and
the problems that emerged from misinformed practice.

The student life office at Immersion University held the underlying assomibiat the
philosophy of the student affairs profession was incomplete and ultimately at itioldseiv
Catholic identity. As a result they believed that even the student affaxis prast be viewed
critically and applied cautiously. Practically student affairs psogession or discipline was
largely rejected by IU’s student life office. The student life offi@eBU, DU, and CU on the
other hand were more affirmative of the student affairs profession at leasprats. Certain
elements regarding underlying assumptions about human nature were raised b A@d\at
PU and CU, but aside from those incidents, no other concerns were raised in the isterview
Evidence, typically in the form of policies, existed at all three institutions. &hdence
affirmed the Catholic intellectual tradition over and above any competimgscta the nature of
truth or human nature. For example, all three models had language in their student handbooks
referencing the Catholic understanding of human intimacy and sexualityctréspine dignity
of the human person, and commitment to serve the common good. Despite this evidence, the
SSAOs and MLSAOs at PU, DU, and CU did not relate their experiences of tee/pédror

apparent tension between the praxis of student affairs and their role in imptgnae@atholic
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culture. One would have assumed some level of tension between their studentafiaig and
the Catholic perspective given Estanek’s (2001) report that most studerst féaititioners
trained through secular programs and associations did not know, nor were they ddenforta
implementing, these Catholic perspectives.

Mission Consonance with Catholic Culture

There were three ways institutions demonstrated Mission Consonance witiicCat
culture: 1) clearly stated rules, policies, and practices governing stifde) benforcement of
those rules, policies, and practices in light of Catholic teaching, and 3) hiriegsoinmel who
could articulate and enforce those rules, policies, and practices in lighthafi€geaching.
Immersion University’s student life office was the only institution thatessfully achieved all
three criteria. The other three model types had conflicting policies, lankiméonsistent
enforcement, and no preferential hiring of knowledgeable Catholic staff.

The lack of mission-fit hiring stemmed from the leadership. The senior studans aff
officer at each model type claimed that they maintained a vision for the tfit was consonant
with the teachings and living tradition of the Church. Yet, with the exception of thenstifiele
office at Immersion University, all of the SSAOs and MLSAOs and maiiyeo$tudents across
models shared personal doubts, concerns, and disagreements over some elementaf Catholi
teaching. This fact was significant when considering the leadership roteatiesnistrators and
students played in shaping the student culture on their campuses. Though lesghenitical
faculty, Morey and Piderit (2006) still affirmed the need for well-inforrmed committed
Catholic administrators to sustain and enhance the Catholic culture.

Administrators, as well as faculty members, operate as role models, knowiguyts,

and cultural catalysts at Catholic universities, and among them must bea ordss of

active, committed Catholics who bring their own lived experience to bear in the
institutions in which they serve (p. 240).
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Due to their struggle with elements of the Church’s teaching or when thecomfasion or
controversy surrounding a particular Catholic issue, the student life sedff, &2U, and CU
would consult with the institution’s chaplain, area Catholic schools, or the local ahocte
for assistance. Consultation with the institution’s chaplain was the primgthochutilized by
the student life staff for reconciling Catholic identity concerns.

Artifacts.

The student life office at Immersion University explicitly and thoroudjhked their
policies, programs, and cultural activities to the Catholic Church’s intelleatoaal, and
religious teachings. In fact, no aspect of the student life office reynzsiete close to conflicting
with the Catholic Church. Every club and organization conformed to Catholic teacklmgsay
of them were intentionally created to carry out an aspect of the Churchisnmo$s
evangelization or service. The residence hall policies were clesaglished to help students
form habits of Christian living with restrictions on movie watching, room deocosatand
visitors of the opposite sex. More importantly these policies were vigilanthycad not merely
by the hired staff, but also by other students who wished to hold their peers accotih&ble.
student life office’s job descriptions for resident directors and residestaagsidefined the job
as a type of ministry and required its applicants to have a commitment to persgyea,
service, and positive role modeling so that they could lead their peers in the puesahiolg
and holiness. In short, every candidate had to be mission fit.

Persuasion, Diaspora, and Cohort University's student life offices djgreanaported the
Catholic mission through written policies, programs, and cultural activitie€ghige models
validated the Catholic Church’s teaching regarding faith and reason, human @igdityyman

sexuality in their student handbooks and Catholic identity statements. Yet, praiotesasn
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practice rather than theory with the Alliance organization. Each carapagsaned an Alliance
organization established to educate the campus culture about the GLBTQ commmicityzsdie
opportunities for homosexual students to socialize and promote awareness. This/iwédseor
not problematic. However, at all three campuses these Alliance groups awheidvocated
life-styles and causes that came in direct conflict with the Churcichiteg on human sexuality.
Not insignificantly, all three SSAOs at PU, DU, and CU claimed they ret@&amission from
Church authorities for allowing an Alliance organization on campus. Though the detalsot
revealed, permission was likely based on the premise that such an organization wod&l provi
support for persons with homosexual orientation as opposed to an advocacy group for
homosexual behavior and causes (e.g. gay marriage).

Immersion University was the only model that had 100 % single-sex residelscébil
had a single-sex option for freshmen, but the rest of its residence hallsoaeale All of DU’s
and CU'’s residence halls were co-ed. IU’s visitation policy had severetgd hours and it was
clearly communicated and strictly enforced, whereas the other three matlet®tslenient
hours, which were not clearly communicated or consistently enforced. As a redisttraftly
separating the living quarters of the sexes, consistently enforcingodi@sen, and linking the
separation with Catholic moral teaching on human intimacy, the students atiHatehe
Catholic Church affirmed sexual relations within marriage alone. The sigmbof the single-
sex residence hall aligned with the espoused value. At PU, DU, and CU howevéfabes ar
and espoused values were mixed. Male and female students lived in close proxaadly to
other, could visit each other at most any time of day or night, and frequently couldahabi
long as they acted discretely. Thus they received tacit approval from thetstigdeffice to act

contrary to Catholic moral teaching regarding sexual intimacy.
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Two other areas of distinction between U and the other three models weneetie le
enforcement of student life policies and the emphasis on hiring mission-fit pdrSdmne
student life offices across the three model types were much more lenient anfbecement of
their residential policies and of their code of conduct than IU’s studentfiée.dt was evident
at PU, DU, and CU that unless students were violating civil law, gravely dsyupe

community, or harming others then they were generally left alone. Whetinas intended or

not, thislaissez-faireapproach to policy enforcement created a culture of individualism where

students could do as they please and staff were only present to resolve problems. Thus
relationships between students and staff were built on utility rather than on thé pousuét of
Christian living, which is communal and selfless. The differing approach to ementean be
explained in part by the contrasting philosophy toward hiring. PU, DU, and CU'’s stifielent
offices hired for competency over mission and believed mission was a plus, but not a
requirement for employment whereas IU’s student life office held thet ep@osite view. The
absence of personnel who were knowledgeable and committed to the Cathddicturgklmoral,
and religious teachings, resulted in a Catholic culture that was less conandihgss
transformative at PU, DU, and CU.

Espoused Values.

Immersion University’s student life office espoused several prominentsvidlae
directly supported the lived reality of the culture. First, the student hfgecdtaff and students

spoke often about their passion for the Catholic mission and identity. They exptessgd s

feelings of commitment to the pope, the bishops, and their religious personnel on campus who

provided a daily witness of Christian living for the students. All of the interviewidipants

expressed absolute fidelity to the Church’s teachings, which reflecteargiee tulture’s belief.
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There were no comments or differing opinions regarding the explicitly Cathetlire of the
policies, events, and cultural activities. Secondly, though each departmenéddtsegistinct
role, the responsibility for maintaining consonance in the Catholic missido tek community
as a whole. The entire student life office accepted principal ownershigefordfal and spiritual
formation of its students rather than saddling campus ministry with the sotssdslity.
Lastly, and closely linked to the previous two values, were the espoused values of ongoing
conversion and evangelization. The student life office felt strongly about itacoah
commitment to the ongoing pursuit of virtue and holiness, which was predicated on policies,
personnel, and activities that fully supported these dual goals. Further, &atiraggetould not
be accomplished without individuals who knew, but also practiced their faith, in a dyaaghi
life-transforming way. In order to produce the type of laborers who could sfidbess
evangelize the culture, student life believed it had to ensure strong mission caeserih its
Catholic identity.

The student life offices at Persuasion, Diaspora, and Cohort universitissalsed
values that promoted mission consonance with their Catholic identity. For exalnplesea
stated in their student handbooks that they would not approve or fund clubs or organizations that
endorsed positions inconsistent with the university’s Catholic beliefs or missionalEloe
included language that challenged all students to personally conduct themsedvém@gdo the
values of the university’s mission statement, which typically focused on virtunemesty,
integrity, compassion, openness and service to others. Though present, these espassed valu
were less explicitly Catholic than IU’s, which directly referredite person of Jesus Christ and
the Catholic Church. In addition to these values the three models espoused other Vialags suc

diversity as central to their mission. By elevating diversity as anutighal value, these models
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proclaimed a concept that was indistinguishable from the secular universiec@ne of the
manifestations of this commitment to diversity was in the hiring of staff. Py abt/ CU all
shared the common belief that their student life staff should have diversedaakgr
experiences, interests and skill sets so that their administrative @alohlve stronger for it. As
an example, Cohort University’s student life office had a diverse arraytoblica in key staff
positions ranging from non-practicing Catholics to committed Catholics laasvataff who
were non-Christian. As a result of these hiring practices, which refldsted/alues, PU, DU,
and CU'’s student life offices suffered from an inability to effectiveljnmunicate the Catholic
intellectual, moral, or religious traditions as they pertained to the policegiqes, and cultural
activities their offices promoted.

Assumptions.

The difference between the four models emerged from a lack of clarity abautifhets
and espoused values, but also from the underlying assumptions about the nature of human
relationships or more specifically, the role of authority. Both the seniordtattairs officer
(SSAO) and the mid-level student affairs officer (MLSAOQO) at U warevicted about the
Catholic intellectual, moral, and religious traditions, had clarity in thgieetations of student
behaviors, and were committed to hiring and training mission-fit staff. Thaynasisthat as the
leaders of the student life office, these things were non-negotiable if tmegdita create a
strong Catholic culture. The SSAOs and MLSAOs at PU, DU, and CU however, mofg close
aligned their convictions to the secular student affairs field. Though themwpitticies
contained Catholic language, the guiding practice assumed that students yeatilgj@oaches
that were too authoritative or too Catholic. Of equal concern was the facBA@sSand
MLSAOs were sensitive to the developmental needs of non-Catholics so they intgntmred

down the distinctive Catholic elements. Rather than viewing their positionslagat
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catalysts,” whose role was to inform student “cultural citizens” thes€OSSAd MLSAOs
allowed students to create and shape a “shadow culture” (Morey and Piderit, 2006). By
employing a strategy whereby the “distinguishability” and “inladiltty” of Catholic culture
was lowered, these SSAOs and MLSAOs undermined their own authority and abilitthey f
students’ developmental needs (Morey and Piderit, 2006).
Big “C” vs. Small “c” Catholic

For the purpose of this study, big “C” Catholic cultures are distinct and unambiguousl|
Catholic with emphases on hierarchy, doctrine, public acts of piety, and an overatvatine
approach to the intellectual, moral, and religious traditions of the Church. Sm@&latieblic
cultures are more porous and nebulous with their Catholic identity, de-emphasizerarchical
and doctrinal aspects of Catholicism, and are typically more committed tosatiydreld
values that span across religious traditions. Small “c” Catholic cultunesamme social justice,
religious diversity, and articulate progressive interpretations of the €huntellectual, moral,
and religious traditions.

Artifacts.

There were many observable phenomena that indicated that the student &fatoffic
Immersion University promoted a big “C” Catholic culture. Hundreds of studd¢atglatd daily
Mass, adoration, and confession as part of their normal routine. Residenceshalisaming
with Catholic symbols, social justice initiatives were directly linked tongehzation, and staff
and students celebrated their Catholic culture together. Documents suckias steements,
student handbooks, job descriptions, or constitutions for club or organizations, were replete wit
language that was unabashedly Catholic often citing papal documents or famouis Gaitisl

There were no competing religious groups or points of view that gave the iropréssi
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Catholicism was one among many faiths from which to choose. Rather, Cathel&ssthe one
and only lived reality on campus.

In contrast, at both Persuasion and Diaspora University the student life dicesetly
infused their Catholic elements choosing rather to focus on the small “c” arprets
Catholicism. Though PU had a rich Catholic identity statement that pronounceedgtaradke to
a big “C” Catholic culture, its practices suggested otherwise. For ezaomy around 100 of
the more than 1,000 residential students were in attendance at PU’s patronalf&tetsiand
far fewer were seen in adoration or frequenting the sacrament of penanceUBotd BU
seemed to locate their Catholic identity in social justice issues whéusiwity and shared
values were more prominent. There was far greater participation in comreemiice and
outreach than at Mass. There was a majority of loosely-affiliated or matigang Catholics at
PU and DU according to those interviewed in student life. Unlike the studentsRit lahd DU
students did not demonstrate a thorough knowledge of their Catholic faith or comrséttofa
practices that indicated that their lives were transformed by the#fdel

The same analysis of PU and DU could be applied to CU’s student life with one
exception. There was a small, yet vocal group of highly committed Catholiattwdeo
formed an organization on campus apart from campus ministry. This group organized public
devotions such as adoration, Stations of the Cross, and the recitation of the rosaraasa wel
commitment to attend daily Mass. Meanwhile the dominant Catholic culture ot
student life and campus ministry encouraged religious sensitivity and tiyérsiexample,
events such as “Golden Rule Week” or public recognition of Kwanza and Rosh Hashanah as

well as the presence of clubs and organizations devoted to Muslim or Hindu causes.
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Espoused Values.

Immersion University’s student life office unapologetically espousecbinmitment to
creating a big “C” Catholic culture. The clearest articulation of tp®esed value came from
Isaac, the SSAO at Immersion University. His claim was that studenadi part of a Catholic
institution, ought to “reverberate within an ecclesial life of faith.” The tfaat he quoted directly
from Pope Benedict XVI's 2008 address to Catholic educators was one indication of the
commitment to big “C” Catholic culture, but the other was the actual phrase he d@yotesing
the language “reverberate within the ecclesial life of faith"dsaearly rooted his vision for the
student life office in the institutional Church rather than in conflict with it oerex to it.
Isaac’s clarity of vision for his office trickled down to his professional and ststigifitvho saw
their role as creating an intentional Catholic environment where students could punsesshol
and lives of virtue.

Persuasion University’s student life office intentionally used langtiedevas discreetly
Catholic and hence less divisive. Both the SSAO and MLSAO used words like “ingraimed” a
“infused” when discussing the ways that Catholic identity was promulgatteeinyoffice. For
them, as long as their programs, policies, and cultural activities were congitrethe mission
of PU, they were promoting Catholic teachings, albeit, less overtly. Thus, dh&ort level was
promoting small “c” Catholic teachings, which most often resulted in sociagustents and
universal moral directives, such as respect, responsibility, and excellenfeet, these last
three were all institutional values. Moreover, the terms justice and sem@iedwo aspects of
the Catholic tradition at PU that were given pride of place in the Catholictidstatiement and
student handbook.

Diaspora University’s student life office also intentionally focused orl $aiaCatholic

language when describing their culture. The SSAO and MLSAO used terms that we
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unobtrusive to others regardless of religious tradition or lack thereof. The espousddrvalue
them was to retain connection to the Catholic Church, but not to create an ovigtiysel

culture with narrow boundary lines. For example, the SSAO discussed his emphasis on
embodying what it meant to be Catholic without verbalizing it, which could be iatedbas a
value espoused as “just be a good person.” In a similar vein, the MLSAO disonsiséflistice

as the dominant lens by which Catholic culture was presented, which againdchteskhie

value espoused as “be a good person who serves others.” The way the studeiceliteoied

the promotion of Catholic culture was through the guiding core value of Cathakaitgfined

by DU, which expressly declared that a Catholic institution must striveséovite through
openness to those of other faith traditions, and through the pursuit of justice and peace” (DU
Guiding/Core value, 2009-201(ere again, the messaging of DU and consequently its student
life office was that morality was the defining characteristicooOatholic identity. Such an
approach is characteristic of a small “c” Catholic culture where univers@l norms are the
basis upon which an identity is constructed.

Cohort University’s student life office anchored their espoused beliefs sptmesoring
religious order’s language, which like PU and DU, was characteristic dif‘efh@atholic
culture with its concentration on peace initiatives, social justice work, ancityvand religious
pluralism. For example, the SSAO readily admitted that their office’siomisnd core values
“don’t specifically use the word Catholic” rather they talk about conceplsasithe
“development of the whole student,” “diversity,” “men and women for others,” 's&fvand
“social justice.” Elsewhere the SSAO articulated that “God is found in allghimbich is
another instance of language that connotes small “c” Catholic culture betaissgervasive

application and ambiguitffhe MLSAO acknowledged another instance of how their office
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endorsed a small “c” Catholic culture when she admitted that there was notlyirligtive
residence life that was “specifically tied to their Catholic identitgtause they tried to be “all
things for all people.” These espoused values were inculcated in the students \éubiwor
leadership positions within the student life office. For example, Colette, arfantecabinet
member, held that at the core of every religion, the values were the samg similar. She
claimed that the desire to “be strong in who you are, be strong in what yowovdantielp other
people” were universal values that were indicative of the Catholic culture.at CU

Assumptions.

Each model subscribed to an underlying assumption about the nature of the Catholic
Church as either big “C” or small “c” Catholic. To put it another way, one’s urahelisig of the
nature of the Catholic Church (ecclesiology) informs one’s expression ofigspgtuals,
doctrines, and practices. The Catholic Church views herself as not simplyplagicel
category, but a theological reality with visible and invisible dimensions. Ipli§iea terms, big
“C” Catholic cultures emphasize the theological and supernatural realitytsvdistinctive
structures, language, symbolism, and practice, while small “c” Catholicesiktress the
sociological and natural dimensions with its commitment to social action, diakguie
inclusion.

The student life office at Immersion University created a culturestinghasized a big
“C” Catholic worldview. Such a worldview created a distinct Catholic cultusedban a clear
sense of identity, numerous public religious practices and rituals, and a maijdikesminded
people who responded to behavioral expectations about how they should live. This culture was
formative and transformative because it demanded a deep faith life both persaally a

communally through the Church as well as a desire to proclaim this faith to. others
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The student life office at Persuasion University held the governing assumptianbiga
“C” Catholic culture was important to create, but it was not the primary roladastudent life
office to accomplish. Rather, the student life office believed that the Cattiefitity Statement
and campus ministry were tasked with communicating the big “C” Catholic culhile student
life was responsible for the small “c” Catholic culture that emphasizedl$osiice, outreach,
and diversity. The purview of the student life office was to persuade Catholicsdo buil
cooperative relationships and not to stress an exclusive Catholic culture.

The student life office at Diaspora University was more aggressive tihan & or PU
in its promotion of the small “c” Catholic culture. The underlying assumption for tesrthe
belief that morality was more important than creedal conviction. In other wbedstudent life
office felt it was more important for people to be good than to follow certain tenists faith.
Their assumption was more pragmatic believing that the Church’s sociahigsaalére more
palpable for students today and thus more useful and applicable in a pluralistic $ocaly,
the student life office assumed that a big “C” Catholic culture would ceeatéure of
exclusivity, which was the absolute antithesis of their Catholic sensilit

The student life office at Cohort University held the underlying assumption khat al
religions were based on the same core values thus its dominant promotion oflthe’sma
Catholic culture. The student life office chose to focus on religious sinekrdither than
differences for practical purposes as well. Since most of the Cathalengs were non-
practicing Catholics and there was a high presence of non-Catholic studgbltsitatvas more

effective for student life to program across values and belief systems.
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Cross-Case Summary

Each model was compared and contrasted based on the six dominant themes. Schein’s
(2004) three levels of culture, artifacts, espoused values, and assumptions vzecktotdjuide
the analysis of various data. Immersion University’s student life officeleasiost unlike the
three other models. Persuasion and Diaspora universities were more sinaldr tareer across
themes than they were to either Immersion or Cohort models.

Chapter Summary

Chapter IV gave a more thorough profile of the campus sites, introduced theeimtervi
participants by position, and detailed the major documents used in document anapysis. Fr
there it was divided into two main parts. The first part contained a presentati@nfioidings
from each of the four cases within institution, divided by theme, based pyirarihformation
gathered through interviews and document analysis. The second part containedtatjome s
the findings across the four cases again using the themes as the primantyofubge
comparison, but also incorporating Schein’s (2004) three levels of cultural and@lysicross-
case analysis utilized data garnered from the interviews, documents, and carepeetiobs.
Six major themes emerged from the interviews, document analysis, and campusticinse 1)
Advocating Social Justice, 2) Inclusive Communities, 3) Students’ IntelledMoeal, and
Spiritual Development, 4) Student Affairs’ Philosophy and Its Relationship to @althenhtity,
5) Mission Consonance with Catholic Culture, and 6) Big “C” Catholic vs. Small “d#idGie.
In the next chapter, the findings are addressed according to the two researcrsobhsgteat
guided this study. Second, the themes are linked to the current literature. Third, various
educational implications about the model and student affairs’ practice ard.dhagdly,

recommendations for future research are presented.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion, Implications, and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to investigate how student life offices at Catiildges
contributed to the Catholic culture of their respective colleges or univerdities multiple case
study provided various perspectives concerning the student life office’siriolguiencing the
Catholic institutional culture. Using Morey and Piderit's (2006) typologyaih@lic colleges
and universities, the researcher conducted a qualitative, multi-site wdgeaistour Catholic
higher education institutions in the Midwest. The researcher conducted intewitbvtise
senior student affairs officer (SSAO), a mid-level student affafrseof(MLSAO), and student
leaders who work within the student life office, document analysis on key student lif
documents, and campus observations at each site. This chapter is organizedsetditias: 1)
discussion of findings organized by research sub questions and themes 2) theate®ordia
current literature, 3) educational implications of the study pertaining tmdlel and student
affairs practitioners, 4) critique and limitations of the study, and 5) reem@ations for future
research.

As mentioned in chapter fouhe research sub questions are interrelated and overlapping
so the themes were used as the organizing principle for that chapter. Theioggamnciple for
the discussion of findings in this chapter is the research sub questions. Again evidghsi& of
themes was found across the different models. However, depending on the moddigsoese t
were used to answer research sub question 1 while other themes pertained to tg@search s
guestion 2. In answering the research sub questions, the researcher wiieotiig themes that
were used by every model to answer the specific question. This means that fas ¢nesnged

from each model to answer research sub question 1 and three themes emergecthfroadeh
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to answer research sub question 2. This approach provides a comprehensive resggmse acr
models to illustrate how student life offices create and express Cathalicecul

Discussion of Findings

Research sub question 1: How do senior student affairs officers (88s), mid-level
student affairs officers (MLSAQOSs), and student leaders understashand articulate the
Catholic culture of their institution?

This study demonstrates how SSAOs and MLSAOs understand and articulatécCathol
culture. The findings suggest that SSAOs understand and articulate theitiorss overall
goals and mission related to Catholic identity. The student leaders, indepeinelecit other,
also generally reflected the culture of their model. It was uncleahethihe staff and students
chose the institution based on their personal value congruency or whether this findimgsconf
the power of cultural influences on students’ attitudes, beliefs, and behaviararéflasand
Terenzini, 2005).

Regardless, there was a high level of correspondence between the acuidatiaand
the framework. In other words, Immersion University in this study aligned teywsnd
Piderit’s (2006) characteristics for an immersion institution and the saché&rielfor each
model in this study. To put it simply, staff and students aligned to their particsti@ntion’s
mission and goals. It is not surprising then that the SSAOs, MLSAOSs, and studerd’lea
understanding and articulation of Catholic culture matched their model type.

Inclusive Communities.

The senior student affairs officers and mid-level student affairs ffatedPersuasion,
Diaspora, and Cohort universities spoke about the importance for their institutaah®ic€
identity to create inclusive communities on their campuses. Interviewelatiadrto the theme

Inclusive Communities included comments similar to Catherine, the SSAO at Cliinagtsity,

241



who articulated her understanding of Catholic higher education in terms of thei€athol
intellectual tradition and inclusivity: “It's about inclusivity and that'sinportant word for us
here. We’re inclusive of all faiths, of diversity, and we want everybody tevideome.”
Philomena, the MLSAO at PU discussed Catholic culture in terms of the friamdliyelcoming
atmosphere. Finally, Clare, the MLSAO at CU mentioned promoting an environmentron thei
campus that is welcoming.

Isaac and Isabelle, the SSAO and MLSAO at IU respectively, discussesivitg in
terms of welcoming people with shared values who pursue holiness in theirritesir lview, if
Catholics or non-Catholics were pursuing virtue and holiness in their lives, thendhey
welcome at IU. Isabelle, however, gave the impression that 1U did not belausivity to
mean providing a diverse and inclusive climate for everyone.

Student leaders at PU, DU, and CU shared similar opinions. Phillip, the student union
president at PU thought his campus was great because: “We include peopthfiaiaiit
backgrounds.” The other student leaders at PU claimed that the Catholic cutyneesent, but
not dominant so as to push students away. Colleen who worked at the women'’s centericht CU sa
that student life was instrumental in promoting diversity on campus. “So |Keghk student
life office is a big part of making sure that they cater to the various div/etstures.” Lastly
two of the student leaders, as non-Catholics, felt comfortable and supported in theittown fa
tradition within the Catholic culture at CU. Comments like these were cemisétross SSAOs,
MLSAQOSs, and student leaders at PU, DU, and CU; however they were noticealtg lacku.

The etymology of the word “catholic” is universal, thus it is not surprigiagthese
institutions, and consequently most student life offices, sought to build inclusive communit

Moreover, it is a defining characteristic of the Catholic Church to selectigplppriate the
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good things found in other cultures whether sacred or secular. Though the fouranstitut
models did not implement this theme to the same degree on their campuses, tlaere was
consistent presence of codes that signaled inclusivity such as “welcominwgodyi, “diverse
constituents,” “promoting diversity,” “dignity and worth of every individual,” and Hisovity.”

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and Its Relationship to Catholic Identify.

For the most part, the SSAOs and MLSAOs at PU, DU, and CU saw their work in student
affairs as largely compatible with their understanding of Catholicism.&#&U, David at DU,
and Catherine at CU all referred to the applicability of the professietcld their work on a
Catholic campus without incident. Patricia and Clare, both MLSAOSs, admitted to sameeqdoi
conflict between the philosophy of student affairs and their Catholic perspadtere they
needed to reconcile these two worldviews for their staff. Aside from these smmseshe
SSAOs and MLSAOs at these three institutions bridged the student aéfmiraith their
Catholic cultures seamlessly.

IU’s student life office on the other hand was largely suspicious of the philosophy and
practices of the student affairs’ field and so they were generally unswepafrand uninvolved
in the field. IU’s approach to student affairs was to remain a healthy didtanc its
philosophical underpinnings while at the same time picking and choosing certaims|éssn
the field that were neutral.

Typically the codes related to this theme were “challenge and supporg”ftcahe

individual,” “human dignity,” and “personal disagreement with Catholic teaching.

Big “C” Catholic vs. Small “c” Catholic.

The SSAO, MLSAO, and student leaders at 1U all discussed their Catholicedualt
terms of big “C” Catholicism. Isaac discus¥edCorde Ecclesigd’ope Benedict XVI's address

to Catholic educators in 2008, and the importance of their Catholic culture being &&lsd r
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as opposed to one based on mere external rules or policies. He admitted to the impbrtanc
external symbols, such as chapels in residence halls, but avowed that sucloiredtautiifacts
were not sufficient to express a big “C” Catholic culture. He believed thatieesutty Catholic
institution required a commitment on behalf of its staff and students to live a roblsliclie.
“So the culture is not just a matter of externals of some statues eveneafigvgood Priests or
Sisters. It's this lived reality of a critical mass of our student ataf faculty.” Ultimately he
described his institution’s culture as one of vibrant enthusiasm for the Cdétitblithat
students, faculty, and staff shared. Isabelle, the MLSAO at IU alsaatbared her Catholic
culture as orthodox and exuberant. The three student leaders at U acknowleddned that t
students were extremely supportive of IU’s vibrant Catholic culture.sisdent leader, Irene
noted that the Catholic culture was “very alive” with young adults who werdym¢hodox
and very enthusiastic.”

The SSAOs and MLSAOs at PU and DU also understood their cultures in terms of big
“C” Catholic because of their diocesan connection, but they articulated a sir@#thmlic
preference. Paul, the SSAO at PU mentioned that faith was important to the culfoibed
his comments on the small school experience. David, the SSAO at DU favored lttfe"sma
Catholic approach where people could be who they are without being the subject of
evangelization.

Several of the student leaders at DU admitted that they did not choose DU bewaasse i
Catholic, but for some other reason like a collegiate sport or major field of Sallisen’s
comments were similar to students at PU and DU revealing that the Catlialre on their
campus was subtle such that if students wished to seek out specific Catholiep@uctigltural

activities they could find it, but it was not dominant. “You know CU is Catholic, yousenot
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beaten with a stick with it. There’s options if you wanted to you could search ifTtig.again
speaks to a small “c” Catholic culture. The student leaders at CU ideatifietted Catholic
culture where the majority of students were not practicing or interestbthgs Catholic while
on the other hand there was a minority of students who vocally promoted it. This latter group of
students advocated for a big “C” Catholic culture at CU with distinguishalilea elements.
The former students however were more interested in a small “c” Catholicecthlat celebrated
the sponsoring religious order’s identity, which focused on diverse religioussiprand
ecumenism — both markers of a small “c” approach.

IU’s guiding documents for the student life office contained overt refesetacthe big
“C” Catholic culture more pervasively and consistently than PU, DU, or CU.STgten“fidelity
to the magisterium,” “commitment to evangelization,” “service in inatabf Christ,”
“discerning the call of God in vocational discovery,” and “respecting the Loraks all
indicated a direct link to the Roman Catholic Church. PU, DU, and CU also had language tha
was unmistakably Catholic, but not to the same degree as IU. In addition, Cldutdize
sponsoring religious order as a platform for proclaiming its Catholic igieHidwever,
emphasizing the sponsoring religious order can be interpreted as a move to doweplgy'C”
Catholic identity.

Codes attributed to this theme included concepts such as “orthodox environment,”
“liberal vs. conservative,” “all religions are basically the same,Edfon religious order’s
identity,” and “God is found in all things.”

Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development.

This theme corresponded to one of the most fundamental roles of student life offices,
which is often understood by the phrase “educating the whole person.” Indeed allifi@nt s

life offices espoused this commitment to form their students in these domaas stutlents
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could reach their academic potential as well as become responsible ciipabkeof serving
the needs of society. Only Immersion University’'s student life office, hawbekeved it shared
a major part of the spiritual formation of its students. The other three modelsedet@mpus
ministry held that responsibility.

The SSAOs and MLSAOs at the three other model types more closely echoad'®atric
concerns about developing all students across the continuum, not just Catholic students. She
desired that the activities she endorsed were compatible with the Catachmtg but not
overly Catholic so as to turn away students who were not Catholic or who might bergngsti
their faith. “We want our programs to tie into the Catholic identity, but we don’t westatre
students away that aren’t Catholic or are questioning their faith.”

In the interviews with student leaders at PU, DU, and CU, comments werea $amila
Patrick, the senior class president at PU, when he claimetthtisatpeople “who are involved in
their faith” go to campus ministry events. In his experierstadent life does nothing to promote
it” (Catholic faith developmentpccording to Denise, an RA at DU spiritual development was
not a priority for students. “Most students | feel like are probably indiffefidr@re’s not a lot of
— there’s not even a lot of talk about it.” Charles at CU made a similar observationk‘that
at this point students are maybe more focused on some other things like schoolglegse, ¢
life, rather than really focused on their religion and their identity as Gegliolrenaeus, an RA
at lU gave a different impression of how IU’s student life office viewaatsal development
stating: “It's a very supported part of the student life here.”

For the theme Students’ Intellectual, Moral, and Spiritual Development, document
analysis further revealed the distinctive approach that 1U took in comparidwndther three

models. IU’s Catholic identity statement boldly proclaimed its institutioia in furthering the
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spiritual development of its students by promoting a commitment to evangeliZdtien.
evangelical commitment was consistent with Catholic teaching, but wasaltgf Persuasion,
Diaspora, and Cohort institutions. It was however, a defining characteristiclofmersion
university.

Research sub question 2. How is Catholic culture manifested in tip®licies,
programs, and cultural activities of diverse Catholic institutions?

Three themes emerged to answer research sub question 2. The findings iritims sec
indicate what policies, programs, and cultural activities are used to supporticCatifttare by
the student life office.

Advocating Social Justice.

Student life offices created an untold number of social justice programsilauneic
activities as a way to manifest their Catholic culture. PU, DU, and CU’s SBA@MLSAOs
all pointed to the number of service hours their students contributed to on a local, regional
national, and international level or talked about engaging in meaningful work so thatsteke
the world as something bigger than themselves. The MLSAO at Immersiorrsityiven the
other hand, more specifically linked the social justice activities to evaageh and supporting
the work of the Church. Student leaders at PU, DU, and CU also referred to the poputhéaty of
campus cultural events and traditions that were built on social justice issmeisnimigration,
fundraisers for hospitals, to tutoring. Interestingly, student leadesditi Inot mention events
or traditions that revolved around social justice issues despite the fact theg¢tidelyundreds of
students to the annual March for Life, which is a rally and march againstoaboetd in
Washington, D.C.

In addition to the interview responses, key documents that guided the student ke offic

contained language explicitly validating the commitment to social justareexample,
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Persuasion University’s Catholic identity statement challengesntsntinity to go forth and
serve, striving for “a more perfect justice among people” most espetialse who are poor or
afflicted in any way.” Diaspora University’s campus ministry noisstatement commits “to
build a welcoming community of faith learning justice.” Cohort Universityash@lic identity
statement listed advocating social justice as one of its top five valuesyitei@ncourages and
develops a culture of mutually beneficial community engagement as an expaddsith that
promotes justice.” Immersion University clearly articulated a comemtrto social justice, but
placed it within the context of its institutional mission. According to ithQlat identity
statement, the university and its students should take “an active part in aspleetsf@iof the
local community and in meeting local needs to the extent they are consisteit$ witssion and
resources.”

PU and DU’s most popular Catholic programs dealt with community service and
fundraisers for local charities. The objective of these programs was tacprgdod citizens who
were committed to giving back to their local communities. PU’s dance maratisos nvajor
fundraiser that brought various student groups together to participate. Few otheceukhts
generate the same level of excitement among the student body. At D alityeposters hung in
the residence halls alerting students to upcoming initiatives sponsored bydbepdgustice
committee. Events like urban plunge or community service day seemed totbarmerst
attention from students.

CU'’s premier Catholic programs were aligned with the initiatives sponsortén ipeace
and justice office or the interfaith council office. These areas worked to prdatetance and
understanding of diverse peoples and cultures while also working to fight injustiCel the

programs sponsored and promoted through the campus ministry office were heaatgdatur
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with social justice themes such as “I am your neighbor” which was a discusssionse&ith
African American community members. Another popular program appeared to bapet <
outreach on the environment, which included letter writing campaigns on clagy ena
lecture series by prominent ecologists.

This theme incorporated codes linked to “service learning”, “community s&rvice
“‘common good”, “faith in action”, and other similar concepts.

Inclusive Communities.

Document analysis revealed that inclusivity statements were prominess &3d, DU,
and CU model types. For example, DU’s statement read: “We welcome pewpletfrer
countries and cultures to study, learn, and work at DU.” CU’s statement in itsyempl
orientation manual read: “We achieve our mission by providing quality studentezknte
programs that foster and support safe, just, and inclusive relationships within our conimuni
God's ice cream parlor was one such student program at CU that brought studengsesftdiff
religious traditions together for socializing and ecumenical discussions.

The models were differentiated by one key distinction, namely that PU, DU, anlli CU a
worked to establish inclusive communities within their campus population eitlestaddylishing
offices or programs for non-Catholics or by intentionally diversifying ttempus cultures
through personnel hiring or admissions. IU on the other hand, was more in favoriafcaedt
sustaining a distinctive Catholic culture and so approached inclusivity ashaogretternal to
the campus environment. Thus it welcomed exchanges with other non-Catholitiomstjtout
did not intentionally diversify its campus with non-Catholics. In other words, Were no
policies or programs to attract and retain a religiously diverse student body.

Campus observations also generated data on the theme Inclusive Communities. For

example all models except IU opened an ecumenical prayer space footh€hristian
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students. In addition CU’s student life office sponsored an Interfaith Othcester
understanding and cooperation among religious traditions.” IU on the other hand hadamostly
homogenous community of Catholic students, faculty, and staff. This was evidéet by t
multitude of students wearing clothing with distinctive Catholic slogans,fimegior religious
medals, or other distinctive adornments on backpacks, but also the lack of visible diversity

Mission Consonance with Catholic culture.

Immersion University’s student life office was vocally supportive of havmgalicies,
events, and cultural activities in conformity with Catholic teaching. Yegrding to Isaac, the
culture needed to include the policies, events, etc. but constitute much more than thhtish es
a flourishing Catholic identity. Isaac commented on the power of the culture ttehethe law
to exert influence on student behavior. “Honestly, the culture currently at Udhslisat
anything that would be contrary to Catholic moral principles would just stand outdike a
thumb.” The student leaders concurred explaining the corrective nature of the domattaslicC
culture as “extremely strong to the point where you almost at times don’t ellgmesal to say
anything to somebody and they’ll already know what they need to correct.”

PU, DU, and CU clearly articulated the policies and behavioral expectatioegrmant
with a Catholic institution. However, the enforcement of the policies and behasxpedtations
was inconsistent and the linkage to the Catholic moral tradition was lackinigieR &he
MLSAOQO at PU made a comment that could have been proclaimed at either DU or Alyw&Ve
are trying to be mission central. We try to have the Catholic piece be irfte glidgrams that
we do, but | would also say it’'s subtly in all.”

Evidence of policies rooted in Catholic moral teaching abounded in the document
analysis across model type. Again, IU’s language was much more expilntdd to the

Catholic moral tradition and so stood apart from PU, DU, and CU, but nonetheless, all three
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clearly supported the Catholic moral tradition. For example all four model ygaeknguage
addressing some of the most important issues related to Catholic identitypfeseident affairs:
alcohol, drugs, and sexual behavior in light of the Catholic moral tradition. All buadU h
statements endorsing the Catholic moral position on gay/lesbian issubsr Falitfour models
had language that prohibited groups or organizations that endorsed positions cotitriry t
university's Catholic beliefs and mission.

Campus observations revealed a different story. Although all four models had cdnsiste
Catholic language about the rules of student conduct, the reality of enforcemeptitwas
different. Typically IU had the strongest enforcement of its rules \vaseté&) had the most lax of
all four model types. PU and DU were not as stringent as 1U, but not as lax aswelkes
located somewhere in between.

Themes Related to the Current Literature

Advocating social justice

That Advocating Social Justice was a pronounced theme student life offices used t
manifest their Catholic identity was unsurprising given the priority speéte issues have had
on Catholic campuses over the last 50 years. A few examples will suffibestoaile the
attention to social justice. According to Morey and Piderit (2006), “all Catholieges and
universities, no matter what their primary goals, emphasize the importaseoeiafjustice” (p.
56). Rausch (2010) located the development of the social justice movement from Vatica
Gaudium et Spe® the Superior General of the Jesuit order Pedro Arupe’s call for Jesuits to
make social justice central to their educational mission (p. 44). Today Jesuitpodtsy
institutions have answered that call (Kolvenbach, 2000). Roger Bergman (2011) aagjties th
Catholic university’s contemporary focus on social justice “has long been arfantd

dimension of the Catholic university, seen through the intellectual and moral formaition of
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students” (p. 78). He believes that the commitment to social justice was pnothireighout
the Catholic tradition with figures such as Ignatius of Loyola and Blesselih@aNewman.
TheJournal of Catholic Higher Educatioproduced semi-annually by the Association of
Catholic Colleges and Universities (ACCU), devoted its entire winter &fs2@08 to the topic
of Catholic social teaching and social justice. Since 2008 social justicedrasXored in 18
articles in that same journal making it one of the most popular topics. The AG2de a
document in 2009 title@atholic Higher Education and Catholic Social Teaching: A Vision
Statementto infuse Catholic social teaching across the curriculline ACCU’s Peace and
Justice advisory committee worked with the United States Conference of C&tisblops to
draft the statement. This committee adponsors an annual Peace and Justice meg&tieg
association’s president, Michael Galligan-Stiellmed in an interview that:
Since the late 1970s Catholic colleges and universities have sponsored and nurtured
justice and peace programs and related courses. Over time those programsrphed m
into Catholic social teaching programs across the curriculum -- provideatpthical and

ecclesial foundations for creating a more just and peaceful societyaaitt(McElwee,
2009).

Fleming & Chappe’s (2006) study, which examined how four co-curriculsitees
served as indicators of students’ religious/spiritual lives, reported that 31&niofsshad been
on a service or immersion trip and 62% percent had participated in a serviceamessaroup.
This compares to 50% who attended a retreat and 20% who were involved in a religious
organization. Though this study was conducted at one institution, these numbers indicate the
level of interest students have in social justice activities.

Estanek (2001) found that social justice issues ranKexvdrall on a previous study
(1995) that included data from a survey sent to the SSAOs, which asked: “In your experienc
what are the most important issues related to Catholic identity faceddansaffairs” (p. 20)?

The top three responses were: 1) sexual behavior, 2) gay/lesbian issues, and @a$iagnc
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diversity of the student body (p. 20-21). These three were addressed in subsequent theme
Bolduc (2009) found that “the longer students remain at a Catholic college, the mordtedmmi
they become to issues of social justice” (p. 142). However, in his same study heéhfdund t
“students who went to Mass more frequently were more likely to volunteer” (p. 148). &ms se
paradoxical if one considers that IU’'s Mass attendance was signijitagitler than any other
model. Yet Advocating Social Justice was not among the strongest themes farslU. T
seemingly contradictory finding can be explained by noting that IU, unlike liee wtodels,
strongly accented other themes to express its Catholic identity. Such findings nidicaieithat
IU had less participation in social justice activities, merely that itlessspronounced than the
other models in terms of expressing its Catholic culture. In other words, adgoaatial justice
was more central to the Catholic identity of the other three models thas tbiJ whereas U
had stronger avenues to express its culture such as Mission Consonance.

Inclusive communities

Did the theme Inclusive Communities have any basis in the literature/ldiod Piderit
(2006) discussed two primary approaches that Catholic colleges and universdi&s areate
inclusive communities. The first corresponds to IU’s method, the second to PU, DU, and CU’
way. The first approach to inclusion is defined by Morey and Piderit (2006) as a ohastyle”
whereby the campus culture, in raising religious or ethical topics, “seeks@ common
ground as is consistent with representing the Catholic identity, charaxtenission of the
university” (p. 204). It accomplishes this awareness and respect for otgem®kvithout
compromising “Catholic teaching or liturgy” (p. 204). This is IU’s prefémeethod as
evidenced by their willingness to dialogue with non-Catholics who shareuainbadief about

the importance of religious faith. The second approach is when institutions conandiél
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resources towards implementing inclusive communities. “Support ranges from funds and
facilities being made available to student religious groups to annuaksatapay for religious
ministers representing different faiths” (p. 204). This practice is evidéit DU, and CU'’s
ecumenical space and funding of non-Catholic groups and organizations on campus. Moreover,
CU'’s Interfaith Office that employs a Jewish rabbi is a clear pl@of this method.

Students’ intellectual, moral, and spiritual development

What does the literature reveal given the differences in approaches to students’
intellectual, moral, and spiritual development among model types? Previoushese&atholic
college students suggests that this population is generally no different from ¢lér peers in
terms of moral and religious beliefs and practices (Davidson and Hodge, 2004; Davidson,
Hodge, Gautier, and D’Antonio, 2005; Fleming & Chappe, 2006; Hodge, Dinges, Johnson, and
Gonzales, 2001; Smith and Denton, 2005; Wagner, 2008). Again it appears that IU’s approach to
intentionally form Catholic students in the realm of faith and morals is not the normtlooli€C
campuses. Judging by college students’ self-reported attitudes, beligisaaticks in the
largest and most recent empirical studies that address students’ in&|leciral, and spiritual
development, it is evident that students are underdeveloped in these domains at @étdgeE
and universities.

The most optimistic reporGatholicism on Campus: Stability and Change in Catholic
Student Faith by College Typgenerated in 2010 by the Center for Applied Research in the
Apostolate (CARA) was not encouraging. There were positive results wiieoli€atudents on
Catholic campuses were compared with Catholic students at other instittymeslbut the
author’s conclusion was not overwhelmingly convincing. “Catholic colleges and utiegers
appear to be doing no harm — certainly in comparison to other types of higher education

institutions - and at a more subtle lem®ybe increasing their student’s Catholicity” (p. 19).
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The study measured whether Catholic students moved closer to, stayed the same, or
moved further away from the Church while in college. Looking at specifasures, one gets a
more discouraging view. For example, only 50% of the Catholic students at Ca#rofpicises
believe that seeking to follow religious teachings in everyday life isiuvgpgrtant or essential.
Only 46% say their ‘religiousness’ became ‘stronger’ or ‘much strongengloollege. Further,
a mere 39% rate their religiousness as ‘average’ while 18% say itaw/‘beerage.’ Lastly, and
perhaps most telling, is that “Catholics are significantly less likelggalarly attend religious
services in college (as reported in the junior-year survey) than in the twehtbsprior to
when they initially took the survey as freshmen” (Gray & Cidade, 2010, p. 15). This finding
certainly resonated with the student leaders from PU, DU, and CU who admitteshtbreajt
Mass their freshmen year, but then drifted away as they progressed thrdagé.col

The Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) generates sepodollege students’
attitudes, beliefs, and values based on the national CIRP (Cooperative InstiRéeaatch
Program) survey. Its expansive 2004 reddre Spiritual Life of College Students: A National
Study of College Students’ Search for Meaning and Purgidsgot present a favorable portrait
of Catholic college students. In summary, Catholic students scored “below th# average on
four measures: religious commitment, religious engagement, religioussmasadrvatism, and
religious skepticism” (Astin, Astin, & Lindholm, 2004, p. 22). This low score on religious
skepticism suggested that Catholics were relatively indifferent togpieitual development.
The type of religious indifference was cited most prominently by Philomdpd,aDenise at
DU, and Charles at CU as well as other student leaders at those institutions.

Lastly, the other major studies on spiritual and moral development of Catholic student

cited in chapter Il all point to similar findings. Namely, mainline Cathalidents more than
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likely reject the Church’s teachings on abortion, premarital sex, contracegtid same-sex

marriage and are more spiritual than religious (Davidson and Hodge, 2004; Davidson, Hodge,
Gautier, and D’Antonio, 2005; Fleming & Chappe, 2006; Hodge, Dinges, Johnson, and
Gonzales, 2001; Rausch, 2006, 2010; Smith and Denton, 2005; Wagner, 2008). In sum, they are
indistinguishable from the general young adult culture in America.

Student affairs’ philosophy and its relationship to Catholic identiy.

This attempt at reconciliation between the two philosophical world-views yimdgthe
student affairs’ field and Catholic identity was confirmed in the litgeat Hall (2011) found that
in difficult mental illness situations SSAOs use the espoused values ohgigutions rather
than well-articulated policies or procedures to guide their decisions. There¢oaegaied that at
a minimum, SSAOs’ values must personally and professionally align to those étihgion
for which they work. Schaller and Boyle (2006) recommended in their studsttitint affairs
professionals at Catholic institutions become “more closely aligned withiseomof their
institutions” while simultaneously “maintaining their identity as shidefairs educators” (p.
179). Bickel's (2001) study illustrated that student affairs training, whesdmgainst a lack of
clarity on the Church’s teaching, rendered residence hall directdfiescitngs in helping students
in crisis. Schmeling (1997) concluded her study of Catholic student affgnieyeas with three
recommendations for how Catholic institution’s should “reexamine their eslsedities, recruit
and select staff with desired values, and conduct leadership training and dew¢lmpme
reinforce the personal values and those of the institution” (p. 146-147).

Estanek (2001) noted that despite its stated commitment to be a value-figlendistie
philosophical framework and development of good practice within the body of stutderst af

has led to a dominant viewpoint about reality. This is significant when juxtaposedsiatiek's
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(2001) other discovery from her 1995 survey that “uncovered discomfort among studesit affair
professionals in dealing with issues related to the Catholic identity amesvadl the institution”
(p- 21). If left unchecked, student affairs practitioners, who rely on theirgsiofel
associations, networks, and literature for training and development, risk inmpilegne
worldview that is at odds with their institution’s Catholic mission. As Estanek (200itated,
framing questions from a Catholic perspective may lead to drasticakyehtfoutcomes.

If the administrator approaches the problem from within the dominant epistenodlogy

student affairs, he or she will ask certain questions to come to an understandiag) of wh
to do. From the Catholic perspective, one would ask different questions (p. 31).

Mission consonance with Catholic culture

The finding that all models adhere to the Catholic moral tradition on paper, i.@mmiss
consonance in their written policies and behavioral expectations, but not in actioremtased
in the literature. Morey and Piderit (2006) state that this consonance should be deetbnstrat
across model type: “With respect to clarity of standards and consisteanfoofement...there
should be no substantial differences in norms and sanctions among the four models” (p. 172).
Yet in their research, they found that the models were not alike in how expliciténe in
transmitting the Catholic moral tradition through their training of staff orateucof students.

Many immersion universities already draw upon Catholic moral teaching whe

explaining university policy with respect to student behavioral norms. There is, on the

other hand, less emphasis on the Catholic moral and intellectual tradition atcCatholi
persuasion, diaspora, and cohort universities (p. 173).

Based on interviews with senior administrators, Morey and Piderit (2006) pointed to the
responsibility of the SSAOs for creating Catholic culture for their stgdent
...the main challenge for student culture at Catholic universities is one yiofar

conviction — a conviction that insists that senior administrators in studens a&$tablish
norms and consistently enforce them (p. 170).
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As previously mentioned, except for IU, the difficulty for SSAOs in maintainiisgion
consonance throughout their area, be it enforcement or communication of the Cathallic mor
tradition, is largely due to the diverse student demographics on campuses and tle pfesen
student affairs practitioners who are socialized by the philosophy of thelasgraduate
programs (Bickel, 2001; Estanek, 2008; Schaller & Boyle, 2006).

Big “C” Catholic vs. small “c” Catholic .

Is there a difference in the commitment to big “C” Catholic vs. small “th@i in the
literature? Some Catholic faculty members are critical of the foeumsg “C” Catholicism.
...leaders who "put the church first," assert the authority of bishops and priests, and
make no pastoral or political concessions on supposedly nonnegotiable Catholic
teachings about abortion, homosexuality, and female priests. According tethjghe
church is not the ‘people of God’ - a biblical idea restored by Vatican Il that
conservatives think has done much damage. For them, the chthrethierarchy, and
especially the pope” (O’Brien, 2011).
Others are critical of the small “c” Catholic approach because thag #ngt it weakens the
Catholic faith (Hendershott, 2009).
For more than three decades, the liberal activist wing of the Church — egpatiall
Catholic college campuses — has been engaged in a battle with the Cathokbyierar
over issues including sexual morality, academic freedom, priestly celidbaoyce and

remarriage, reproductive freedom, and the role and status of women in the Church
(Hendershott, 2009, p.181).

Are there other considerations besides the conventional liberal vs. conservaiivesfis
Appleby (2008) attempted to strike a more moderate course, admitting to chalberiggs f
Catholic institutions both from the liberal and ultra-orthodox positions, but he concluddaethat
Church and America benefitted from the rich diversity of Catholic higher edndastitutions.
Still there is recent evidence that a failure to demonstrate a profound connettierCatholic
Church may result in magisterial consequences, such as the removal of thetidesiGasholic

college” by the bishops of the diocese (Hendershott, 2009).
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Educational Implications

The first section addresses implications for the Morey and Piderit (2006) mpdieigy.
The second section proposes implications for student affairs practice.

Implications for the model typology.

Principles of good practice for student affairs at Catholic colleges and univesi

This study provides additional information related to best practices fomstaifairs
practitioners at Catholic institutions. One of the ways this study can impumensiaffairs
practice is by illustrating the connection of the six major themes tertheiples of Good
Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Univers({@2€97). The stated purpose of
thePrincipleswas “to provide a framework for reflection and conversation, planning, staff
development, and assessment for student affairs professionals who work at Catlegles and
universities” (Estanek & James, 2007). Further it was recommended that sftalenseaff
implement thePrinciples*“in ways appropriate to each institutional setting” (Estanek & James,
2007). Thus by connecting tiReinciplesto the themes the researcher hoped to do two things to
provide a more robust explanation of how the student life office at four diversetioast
expressed its Catholic culture: 1) to present these findings in a way thalevest to Catholic
student affairs practitioners and 2) to connect the findings to the most ctaretdrs within the
Catholic student affairs field. SSAOs can use this comparison to locate tineengphasis in the
way they express Catholic culture. Assessing one’s practice usiRgitiecglesis a valuable
exercise not just for individual SSAQOs, but also for their departments. Loyolarsity of
Chicago and DeSales University are two examples of institutions that draskected a student
life office review of thePrinciplesand generated a report based on their results. Connecting the

themes to th@rinciplesassists the student life office in analyzing which of the best practites ge
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more or less attention, which may help student life offices discern which typdahey more

closely resemble. Student life offices can use this information to makssay adjustments to

their Catholic cultural expression.

The only theme that did not correspond toRhniecipleswas the them8&tudent Affairs

and Its Relationship to Catholic Identitgince théPrinciplesare a direct implementation of

student affairs’ practice related to Catholic identity, such that the ube ®finciplesimplies a

tacit approval of student affairs practice at one’s Catholic institutiorihémee was redundant so

it was not included.

Table 10

Themes linked to Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs at CCUs

Themes

Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs at CCUs

Inclusive Communities

1.Welcomes all students into a vibrant campus community that

celebrates God'’s love for all.

Mission Consonance
with Catholic Culture

. Grounds policies, practices, and decisions in the teachings an

living tradition of the Church. Builds and prepares the student
affairs staff to make informed contributions to the Catholic mis
of the institution.

5i0N

Students Intellectual,
Moral, and Spiritual
Development

Enriches student integration of faith and reason through the
provision of co-curricular learning opportunities.

Advocating Social
Justice

. Creates opportunities for students to experience, reflect upon

act from a commitment to justice, mercy, and compassion, ang
light of Catholic social teaching to develop respect and
responsibility for all, especially those most in need.

and
1 in

Students Intellectual,
Moral, and Spiritual
Development

. Challenges students to high standards of personal behavior ar

responsibility through the formation of character and virtues.

d

Big “C” Catholic vs.
Small “c” Catholic

Invites and accompanies students into the life of the Catholic
Church through prayer, liturgy, sacraments, and spiritual direc

tion.

Inclusive Communities

. Seeks dialogue among religious traditions and with contempo

culture to clarify beliefs and to foster mutual understanding in
midst of tensions and ambiguities.

rary
the

Students Intellectual,
Moral, and Spiritual
Development

. Assists students in discerning and responding to their vocatior

understanding potential professional contributions, and choos
particular career directions.

1S,
ng
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Classifying Catholic institutions

Second, the findings in this study help shed light on the use of the Morey and Piderit
(2006) models for classifying Catholic institutions according to Catholtareulhis
dissertation is among the first to utilize Morey and Piderit's (2006) mopleldgy as a
framework for case study site selection and analysis. Why use the mduefirsttplace? If it is
true that each of the 220 Catholic institutions in America has its own distincgggomand way
of being, why not evaluate them on their own merit apart from the model? Or more tonthe poi
do the models accurately reflect the reality of Catholic higher edacatithe first place?
Answering this latter question was not the intended objective of the study. Py, $hme
researcher assumed the strength of the model framework and so the models prevised a
through which the Catholic culture of these four institutions could be studied and understood.
This study only chose one case per model type so the findings cannot be used to tkdityhe va
of the model, but the model’s depth and parameters served as a useful starting poiotéo expl
institutional cultures. The selection of the case study sites cladietyed to Morey and Piderit’s
(2006) criteria, which resulted in the replication of four diverse manifestatiddathblic
culture. Thus this study suggests a level of congruency with the four distinctiCattilres
that were presented in the Morey and Piderit (2006) model. Using theorepiliehtion the
model appears to be valid, but this does not mean that the model necessarily cortespends
reality of Catholic higher education. Rather it is one explanation of how Catldtlice is
interpreted on college and university campuses.

In this study, Immersion University was clearly differentiated fromother three model
types. Persuasion University and Diaspora University, though distinct, veeeesimilar to each

other than any other model type. There were numerous observations noted by Morey &nd Pider
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(2006) that could support this finding as consistent with their model. For example, Morey and
Piderit’s (2006) definition of cultural intensity could explain why some ingtitigtwithin a
category share characteristics of another category. In other words; Muatéiderit (2006)
recognize two opposite boundary points of cultural expression from rigid to cultural
disappearance. Most institutions operate between these two polarities basedaamteri and
goals. Ackerson (2009) recommended utilizing a spectrum to define cultural bounatdrées

than boundary points or strict categories to better explain the differencehetstitutions in

her findings. In the current study there are other potential reasons feintiiarity between PU

and DU: geography, diocesan sponsorship, comparable student recruitment pools, and simil
marketing strategies surrounding Catholic identity.

Morey and Piderit (2009) did not indicate how many of the 33 institutions in their study
fell into each model type. Akerson’s (2009) found that 75% of the 32 Catholic institutibes i
study were classified as Persuasion and only one was labeled as a Gatebr{Tinus there is
limited evidence available to accurately classify the breakdown of the 2BOliCanstitutions
in America based on model type.

Additionally the model proved helpful in the following ways: First the model wa use
to screen and select four different types of Catholic institutions. Setenahadel provided
well-defined institutional goals regarding Catholic culture that wereeapfi each institution’s
student life office in this study. Third, the model demarcated five genetalsesed to evaluate
and understand how Catholic culture is manifested across the institution. Four at¢heir f
sectors directly related to the student life office, namely, resideiféiadiudent activities,

religious activities, and personnel.
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Implications for Student Affairs’ Practice
In addition to educational implications about Morey and Piderit’'s (2006) model, this
study provides implications for student affairs practice.

Social justice programs and Catholic social teaching

First, this study suggests a reexamination of social justice programs.Anocating
Social Justice was a prominent theme in this study, it is imperativeottial jsistice programs
be explicitly linked to Catholic social teaching. It is not enough for Cathaeidests to do good
work; they must have the right knowledge, the right intention, use the right means, and
accomplish the right end. Framing their service in terms of the richndss Ghtholic tradition
does not only distinguish their work from their secular counterparts, but it wiltéest them in
life because it will deepen their commitment to Christ. Student affaifsvstst educate
themselves and their student leaders on the integral connection between dazafpasthe
Church’s mission to evangelize (Rausch, 2010). Again, collaborations with faartipens may
produce workshops, seminars, or intensive courses where these connections can be made.

Addressing sexual morality in light of Catholic teaching

Second, as evidenced in the interviews, there were multiple references fr8 A0,
MLSAOSs, and student leaders concerning issues about sexual morality, dextiy,iand the
relevance of Catholic moral teaching on the subject. The issues rangeahtrateption,
abortion, homosexual identity, to gay marriage. Estanek (2008) indicated in her pravibes st
that “students’ attitudes and behaviors related to sexual identity” was the ffiosltdopic
concerning Catholic identity facing senior student affairs admaass (p.224). Given the
prominence of issues related to sexual identity in this study and previous stUsi#8@$, it is
imperative that student life offices address sexual morality accordingtholkC teaching. This

can be accomplished through orientation programming, collaboration with campusymnamis
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in conjunction with faculty who may offer courses on Catholic moral theology, mauaizd)
family or ethics. For example, CU addressed the current “hook-up culture” thacugshmen
theology course. Student life offices at other Catholic institutions magse to invite outside
speakers to address the hook-up culture or related themes. When deciding ugpesstrate
student life staff should seek to collaborate with multiple areas of the collegéversity to
consistently and thoroughly address sexual issues in light of Catholic morahtgdhkiburden
cannot be placed on student life offices alone.

Role of campus ministry

Third this study highlights the exclusive role campus ministry plays ngingrout
Catholic culture, most especially at Persuasion, Diaspora, and Cohort institStisent affairs
staff cannot afford to separate themselves from promoting the religioupiatuhb
development of their students. Campus ministry alone cannot effectively provitie fogeds of
the student body on any campus. Collaboration between student affairs and campgs minis
might provide numerous initiatives that promote Catholic culture. For examppposoring an
apologetics 101 seminar in the residence halls to address basic questions or etocethe
Catholic faith is a great way to reach out to freshmen students who could benethigdevel
of instruction. For more advanced students a seminar on developing an interior hiféoenig
more attractive and beneficial. Mission trips linked to evangelization woulddibex
opportunity for collaboration between student affairs staff and campus minissisioNltrips
transform student s’ lives more profoundly than most other events sponsored by college
campuses. SSAOs should encourage their staff to accompany students on thesettrgrs and

provide follow up opportunities for reflection and internalization.
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Hiring and training of professional staff

Fourth this study revealed that hiring staff that are knowledgeable about budicCat
faith beyond social justice and inclusivity is essential to sustaining Cathtilicec In order to
fully create an environment that is expressive of a Catholic way of lifenipisrative to hire
and train professional staff who are committed to promoting Catholic culture idalcnitimber
of staff not only need to be open to the Catholic intellectual, moral, and religiou®trattiey
need to be able to transmit it attractively and persuasively. Senior stuidénst @ficers need to
devise a process by which they can screen candidates in order to fytlyrgraepth of
understanding and commitment their candidates have toward the Catholic traditierafmple,
SSAOs may choose to send their candidates a copy Bfith@ples of Good Practice for
Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universitdesvell as their institution’s or their
department’s mission statement and ask candidates to write an essay on howeheyhey
will incorporate all three into their desired position. Another option for SSAOs would be t
network with other SSAOs to develop a candidate pool from which to recruit. This candidate
pool may develop over time as SSAOs develop their entry level positions and advancedhem i
more complex leadership roles. This might be an attractive option to incentigizernerging
professionals, particularly for SSAOs at small institutions with divels short ladder for the
advancement of their staff.

Another step SSAOs can take to develop their staff in the Catholic tradition rslto se
them for continuing education at an annual ASACCU or JASPA meeting. For their owi, bene
SSAOs might consider attending themselves or sending MLSAOSs to Boston Gdihegiéute
for Administrators in Catholic Higher Education, which is a singular opportunityémagid

SSAOs and MLSAOs in their own professional development within the tradition. SSWOs a
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MLSAOSs can use that professional development opportunity to further their knowledge and
awareness of the Catholic tradition as well as network with other administrator

Additionally SSAOs could network with other SSAOs in the region and offer workshops
or symposiums on Catholic issues for emerging professionals. Similar tgitealaneetings
model that NASPA employs, a regional meeting of Catholic SSAOs and ML8Agbd be
attractive because of its convenience and affordability. This structuralswprovide enhanced
networking opportunities and targeted discussions surrounding issues that may belevant
to a specific region.

Alternatively, SSAOs can do their own in-house training seminars on the Catholic
intellectual, moral, and religious tradition through collaboration with acadeshiheir
institution. A fruit of this type of collaboration e Journey Into Adulthood: Understanding
Student Formationyhich isa booklet written by Boston College faculty and student affairs
administrators that contextualizes student formation within the Catholieoitell, moral, and
religious tradition. SSAOs can provide training workshops on the Catholic intellectoral,
and religious traditions on campus in a variety of ways. For example, monthly esteetong
reading forums, distinguished speaker series, orientation sessions witbrdiofenission or
campus chaplains, or one-on-one mentoring are different ways SSAOs camppeatenities
for MLSAOSs to learn and engage the tradition and its relevance to their cautjous.cSSAOs
could use various incentives to encourage MLSAOSs to participate in these on-campus
opportunities including tying it into their annual performance evaluatioeview the MLSAQO'’s
knowledge and familiarity with the Catholic intellectual, moral, and w@ligitraditions.

Hiring and training of student leaders

Fifth, student affairs staff will not be successful implementing a robukbl@aculture

without student cooperation. Morey and Piderit (2006) refer to students as the culzeasci
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who can either assist in the implementation of Catholic culture or create “shaltiongs’
against it. “Finding effective ways to address residential and social sltadtove is one of the
most difficult challenges that administrators at Catholic colleges and utiagface” (2006, p.
143). D’'Souza (2002) concludes his esgayCorde Ecclesiae, Culture, and the Catholic
Universitywith an admonition to Catholic colleges and universities to engage students on this
issue.

The culture of the Catholic university and the culture that its students hail fagrwveil

be different, but within the halls of the Catholic academy these two worlds masfeeng
in a critical dialogue for our age (p. 230).

What is the proper form of engagement that will create cultural citz@enshapter 11 it
was observed that the distinctive character of the institution shapes st@iesnpadctice.
Moreover, student affairs practitioners transmit and shape key institutidnes @y the way
they approach policies, enforcement of conduct, decisions on controversial issuess@amaeper
they hire. How student affairs professionals institute their institutidrdsacter and values into
their own initiatives for student leadership development will produce a cenpaofystudent
leader or cultural citizen. Pascarella and Terenzini’'s (2005) work on thetiofpaollege on
students cited one interesting and applicable phenomenon about peer effects, namihiriha
a liberal sociopolitical peer context, students show greater likelihood of votingpammdiiting to
social activism and liberal politicking (p.337). As stated in chapter I, issrésearcher’s
opinion that a similar liberalizing phenomenon could occur with religious and moualsvahd
expression. In other words, in a context where the majority of faculty and stuie estaft
espouse liberal social or religious views, it is highly possible that thosenstudé¢hat culture
will develop similar values. This phenomenon may also be likely when a robbsii€aulture
is present. Cultural influence on values is the point that both Morey and Piderit (2@96) ass

when they discuss the importance of cultural inheritability.
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So again, what type of student life initiative or engagement will addrebsl{€atultural
illiteracy and create cultural citizens? Since most of the shadowesilbacur within the
residential component of college life, Morey and Piderit (2006) recommend focusing on th
residence life program.

As part of a plan to enhance the character formation and moral education of students,

Catholic universities should require RAs to participate in programs that tesohabout
the Catholic approach to student issues (p. 363).

But why just residence life? There are many other student leadership posiéibns t
influence student cultures for example, student government associations aditlegespolicies,
campus activity leaders provide cultural activities, orientation leadermanicate the culture to
incoming students, college ministry leaders represent the Catholic d¢ol@Qegholics and non-
Catholics, and student ambassadors represent the college to prospective students and the
parents. Student affairs practitioners should conduct an audit of their studergHgapgegrams
to make sure they are thoroughly addressing the various affinity groups on caimgustudent
affairs staff should determine how to best structure their hiring process soethate
persuading, educating, and launching their student leaders to be the mtisedffatholic
cultural citizens on campus.

Equally important to the selection and training of student leaders is how campuses
celebrate their cultural citizens. Awards, ceremonies, plaques, narratevei,v@ays that
student affairs professionals can transmit norms of behavior for future gemect students.

The stories and legends told by students about students cannot be underestimated. Dabse that
passed on ought to be the ones about students who promoted a dynamic Catholic student culture.

Aside from institutional methods, student affairs professionals should parther wi
organizations outside the university that support a robust Catholic culture through student

leadership development. For example, FOCUS, the Fellowship of Catholic Utyi&itgdents is
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a national organization that equips recent college graduates to launch collegessihide
lifelong mission for the Catholic Church. In other words, they train missionar@sngelize
college students into disciples of Christ. FOCUS is built on peer leadership, wtdaok ine
teaches students how to teach others about the Catholic intellectual, moraligamasrel
tradition. This is one of the most effective ways to address cultural itfter@mong students.
Furthermore, FOCUS is not an exclusive organization; it is a lifestylagsmajority of its
student leaders are actively involved in other co-curricular programecamdies Finally, every
FOCUS leader commits to sobriety, chastity, and excellence which dicectklate to some of
the most difficult issues faced by student affairs staff.

Strengthening behavioral expectations and sanctions is another suggested rosterto bol
the student culture. It is likely that students only read student handbooks when thaydrege
for loopholes, yet revising the handbook to align with Catholic teaching is a gsiostdip.

Students may not agree with the Church’s positions or be persuaded by the argumdayg, but t
should at least understand and respect them. Students cannot respect what they do not know or
what is written but not enforced. Thus it is equally important for student affaif$csenforce

errant behavior consistently and connect such behavior to Catholic teachimgpyhepriate.

Poorly articulated teachings and lax enforcement do not benefit the proper development
students. Lastly, student affairs staff must promulgate and teach thaiinte@f the behavioral
policies with the Catholic intellectual, moral, and religious tradition totisest leaders.

Institutionalizing traditions.

Sixth, colleges and universities are notorious for their campus traditions involving
alcohol, hazing, or other kinds of self-destructive behaviors. It does not take lohgdoms
cultural activities to take root as traditions. Thus it is imperative for stutfamts professionals

to root out such traditions and replace them with ones that support a healthy studenttdéattur
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these traditions are communicated can be equally significant to theieristence.
Furthermore, student traditions over time can greatly influence the canoipue clf traditions
are lacking any connection to Catholicism, it is likely that the Catholtarewill fade and be
replaced by secular traditions.

Community prayer

Seventh, Catholicism has always taught the importance of communal as opposed to
private prayer. Given the Millennial generation’s low participation at Massnoting
communal prayer, among other types of prayer, is critical to the long-tealiyvitf Catholic
culture. Not only should student affairs staff support and promote all-campussMarsspecial
occasions, such as the opening of school and baccalaureate Mass, but they should encourage
residence halls to have Masses on their namesake’s feast day. Studentafffamiglst also
promote opening and closing prayers at their cultural events and ceremonineBmgistudents
of the importance of beginning and ending every good work with prayer. Similarly tieckca
of new residence halls, student unions, dining halls, athletic facilities, etcdsholulde a
blessing of the site and some form of invocation demonstrating that the entmescanouched
by God’s grace. Lastly, student affairs staff should work with campus mitosgéigvate and
celebrate the liturgical seasons instead of letting them exist on thmsnafrthe culture.

Critique of Study

This next section acknowledges the constraints and limitations of the resednreh. Ot
researchers who might interested in following up on this study should take #esgesses into
consideration. There were five principal areas in which this study could haverijmened:
interview questions and participants, data collection, conceptual frametveoketical

perspective, and limitations to generalizability.
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This qualitative, multi-site case study employed three exploratorgnasquestions. All
three were “how” questions meant to produce thick rich description, which occurred, lout coul
have been improved. More particularly the interview questions could have been reviged sinc
they operationalized the research questions. The SSAOs and MLSAOs weitteipatad,
better at articulating Catholic culture than the student participants.idmhliguestions could
have been scripted to probe deeper or differently in order to get better respomste f
students.

A further limitation of this study was the duration of time spent on campus risger
each institution’s culture. The researcher only spent two days at each cajghsvas not
enough time to do a thorough cultural analysis especially at the level of assumptidrerAnot
limitation regarding data collection of this study was the single-souase dhiie to the fact that
there was only one researcher collecting and analyzing the data (Mer888). Having
multiple researchers would have enhanced this study. Every attempt wakmadea
trustworthiness, but nonetheless, the single-source bias remained and othestatiens of the
findings were possible. Lastly, the researcher approached the study frormhisasvowards
Catholic higher education and this bias may have been perceived in the interpadttte
findings.

This study utilized selection criteria based on Morey and Piderit's (2006) nypo&dy
as well as other criteria determined by the researcher. This studynooiged one case per
model type, which provided limited characteristics about each model. Compariagtane
cases per model type would have yielded more robust results. In additiondkigstuded

interviews solely from the perspective of the student life office on how iesged Catholic
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culture. Critical insights could have been gained about student life’s role thraaghaws with
the president, chief academic officer, or others who work outside of the studexftitié.

This study used a conceptual model of Catholic colleges and universities (&lorey
Piderit, 2006) to select the four case study sites. The use of the model helpeéeatahees
attain the goals of this study because it delineated four diverse case #tatdeould be
explored in depth. The model also served as a framework through which results could be
analyzed, compared, and contrasted. The weakness of using the model was thalishaaee
too predictable. The interview questions were designed by the researchell, thetretsponses
seemed to neatly correspond to the pre-determined classification of iossituthough the sites
selected were not included in Morey and Piderit’s (2006) study, the datatgdri®yahe current
study more often than not resembled the model definition. This is a limitation inaotfee
data did not reveal a great deal more or better information than what the modgegdrerthis
study was helpful in illustrating its similarity to the model typology, butfaosignificantly
enhancing its usage.

However, this study made an interesting observation in the model usage between
Persuasion and Diaspora types. These types resembled each other more thed. &guecially
when compared to Immersion and Cohort types, PU and DU appeared closer to each other in
reality than on paper. In fact all four types looked more similar when only rexgeive written
documents than when conducting interviews and campus visits. Immersion Unnweasisyll
the most unique of the four types. This finding resonated with Ackerson (2009) who found that
the difference between the wording of the policies between certain maakelsinor, but the
enforcement of the policies was largely illustrative of the differenttresmlbehind how the

models approached their Catholic culture.
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This study employed symbolic interactionism as a theoretical perspetticle claims
that meaning arises in the process of interaction between people and takes thiaacentext of
relationships within a community. Further, meanings are handled in and modified through an
interpretive process used by the person in dealing with things he or she erscCirtty,

1998). This type of knowledge is relational and contextual and thus highly subjebitiseinT
order to understand how the SSAO, MLSAO, and student leaders discerned the mbhagings t
attributed to Catholic culture, it was necessary to conduct personal inteaneveampus
observations (Crotty, 1998).

One important distinction, however, needs to be made between the subjective state of
experiencing Catholic culture and the objective state of Catholic identityolicaexperience
refers to “personal and social attitudes” concerning what it means to be acCattioging
within a Catholic culture (Haldane, 2004, p. 212). In contrast, Catholic identig itef the
“objective essence” of the central features of Catholicism that diffate it from other religions
or philosophical systems (p. 212). This study was concerned with how individuals indduet stu
life office understood their experiences within a Catholic culture on a univesasitpus and so
the data reflected participants’ subjective states. Yet, the studyessuan there is a distinctive
Catholic identity that is transmitted by a Catholic college that isatgly “constituted in the
Church’s authority and dogma” (p. 212). In other words the researcher believestibgigas
have genuine and diverse experiences of Catholic culture, but their experiencedeimaot
Catholicism as a religion. This distinction ought not to be lost though the reseaseler
symbolic interactionism as a perspective.

This exploratory, qualitative study may not be generalizable to other popujations

particularly to other student life offices at other Catholic colleges or witivsr (Creswell, 2003;

273



Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2003). Moreover, this study only chose small to medium sizeesoieg
the Midwest. These findings might not even be replicable at small to mediumasimdi€
colleges in the Northeast, South, or West. Lastly, two of the colleges wereatli@restwo
were sponsored by religious orders and given the diversity of religious ardbesU.S. that
sponsor Catholic institutions, this study’s results may vary greatly demgeadisponsorship.

Recommendations for Future Research

This section contains the researcher’s recommendations for ways & &itttly whether
student life offices can create a culture that is expressive of a Cahelionment. This study
found that the student life office is instrumental within the institution in crgaind sustaining
Catholic culture. Further, SSAOs as the leaders of the student life gitiiz@ critical role in
helping shape the vision and implementation of Catholic culture for their officBA®k and
student leaders are influenced by the overt and covert expressions of Cathokcthelur
receive from the SSAO. Thus an area for future research would be to detérenest way to
prepare SSAOs to be Catholic cultural agents. Ancillary to that question would lie how
prepare MLSAOs and student leaders to be “cultural citizens”?

There are other ways of researching the contribution student life makeshthicCat
culture according to the models. Ackerson (2009) used a mixed method approach and remarked
that: “A future study of college students might incorporate student interviefwsus groups for
the purpose of gaining additional first-hand student perspective on the topic” (2009, p. 131). The
current study independently employed her recommendation, but there are othexsgayshers
could study this phenomena. For example, studying more diverse institutions withtcega
geography, selectively, and size to test model types using interviews, do@maksis and
campus observations might prove instructive. A quantitative study targeting tii2sS®4

MLSAOSs' influence on Catholic culture at all 220 Catholic colleges would provide mor
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generalizability than either Morey and Piderit (2006) or Ackerson (20@8hedt. Such a study
may also generate an instrument that can be used over time to track how studditege of
adapt to circumstances affecting Catholic culture.

A comparison study of SSAOs at Catholic colleges vs. SSAOs at non-Catholgesolle
might yield significant data on how different institutional cultures affeetexpression of faith
in the work place. Do Catholic SSAOs express their faith differently on aaseeuhpus or
non-Catholic Christian campus? Would similar themes emerge when compaitiogjCaSAOs
on Catholic campuses to those at non-Catholic campuses?

A study on the college choice of undergraduate students and the Morey and Piderit
(2006) model would be another valuable application or extension of the model. Do students
perceive the four dominant types of models and if so which do they prefer and why? Are
students intentionally self-selecting model typology and why?

Is there an alternative classification system that could repladédiey and Piderit
(2006) models? Morey and Piderit’'s (2006) model typology is the most exhaustive and
thoroughly researched system at present, but this question might spark some prepgcts to
assess Catholic culture and identity using other criteria. Recent models baatimilated, but
the research is lacking to support their applicability (Rymarz, 2011; Straisteldd, and
Drexler, 2009).

Another recommendation would be to investigate whether student life offices are
employing thePrinciples of Good Practice for Student Affairs at Catholic Colleges and
Universities(e.g. Loyola University of Chicago and DeSales University). If so, hevihay
using it and is it improving their practice? Is it strengthening the Cattwbere and if so in

what ways? Further, is the contribution of the student life office included in the iCdtisblops
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ten year review of the application &k Corde Ecclesidelf so, how has the student life office
contributed?

On June 28, 2011 Pope Benedict XVI announced a new Pontifical Council for the
Promotion of the New Evangelization with the task of ushering in a renewal of thefaith t
countries and peoples who were once steeped in Catholicism, but who now have succumbed to
secularism. Given this new movement of the Church, what is the possible connection between
model type and the advancement of the new evangelization? How effeati@ehe models
addressing the loosely-affiliated Catholic population? There have beecatippl to spiritual
development (Ackerson, 2009), but what about long-term Church commitment analyzed by
comparing alumni from the four model types? Studies that investigate the fong-te
ramifications on college attendance by model type could be beneficial both fpegtiee and
current students, families, and student life practitioners.

Conclusion

This study explains how diverse institutions communicate Catholic culture thiwaigh t
student life office. It is one of the few studies to investigate differenstyp€atholic
institutions based on Catholic culture as opposed to differences in size, religiousSppns
type, selectivity, geography, history, etc. This study sought to understanithdstudent life
office expresses Catholic culture on its campus. It provided insight into how sliteleffices
differ in their emphasis and implementation of Catholic culture. Through intervégument
analysis, and campus observations, the researcher was able to discerorsikamags that
captured how the student life office contributes to the Catholic culture oftitsifios. These
themes were found to be rooted in and consistent with the literature on Catholiy miedtit
student affairs. This exploratory study revealed the following noteworé@agal) in-depth

knowledge and understanding of how student life offices define and pursue Catholig 2)lture
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understanding of how student leaders perceive the role of the student liferoffroenoting
Catholic culture, 3) further support of the applicability of Morey and Pid€é#086) model
typology, 4) connection of this understanding toRni@ciples of Best Practice for Student
Affairs at Catholic Colleges and Universitjesd 5) contribution to the literature on how and

why the student life office expresses and promotes Catholic culture.

277



References

Ackerson, B.V. (2009)Catholic culture and student spiritual development in Catholic higher
education: The student perspectidnpublished doctoral dissertation. University of
Virginia.

Alexander, F.K., & Alexander, K.W. (2000). The reassertion of church doctrine in Aameric
higher education: The legal and fiscal implications of the ex corde iaecfes Catholic
colleges and universities in the United Stalesirnal of Law & Education29(2), 149
173.

American College Personnel Association (2003). Considering a career intsatfdes.

Retrieved May 21, 2009 from Websitgtp://www.myacpa.org/c12/career.htm

Araujo, R.J. (1999). Ex corde ecclesiae and mission-centered hiring in RomandCaihetjes
and universitiesThe Journal of College and University La2b(4), 835-864.

Association of Catholic Colleges and Universities (2008). List of Catholiegedl and
universities. Retrieved December 16, 2007 from Website:

http://www.accunet.org/files/public/6%2008%20Website%20Complete%20List2.htm

Astin, A. W. (1977) Four critical years: Effects of college on beliefs, attitudes, and knowledge
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher educitiamal
of College Student Personngh, 297-308.

Astin, A. W. (1985) Achieving educational excellend® critical assessment of priorities and
practices in higher educatiosan Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Astin, A. W. (1996). “Involvement in learning” revisited: Lessons we have leajoednal of
College Student Developme&¥, 123-134.

Astin, A. W. (1998). The changing American college student: Thirty-year trends, 1966-1996.

278



Review of Higher Educatio]1, 115-135.

Astin, AW., Astin, H. and Lindholm (2004Jhe spiritual life of college students: A national
study of college students’ search for meaning and purptigeer Education Research
Institute, University of California, Los Angeles.

Bass, J. (2006). Vice president for student affairs and dean of students: Ishiegosdo it all?
In S. B. Westfall (Ed.)The small college deafiNew Directions for Student Services ed.,
Vol. 116, pp. 45-52). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Baxter, M. (1999). Notes in defense of ex corde ecclesiae: Three replies typicak
objections.The Thomist63, 629-642.

Benedict XVI (2008). Address of his holiness Benedict XVI to Catholic educatenseed
April 23, 2008, from Vatican Web site

http://www.vatican.va/holy father/benedict xvi/speeches/2008/april/dectisthf ben-

Xvi spe 20080417 cath-univ-washington en.html

Bergman, R. (2011). Education for justice and the Catholic university: Innovation or
development? An argument from traditidournal of Catholic Higher Educatioi30 (1),
77-93.

Bickel, C. M. (2001)Residence life professionals on catholic campuses: A qualitative
study of how they assist students with issues of sexual behavior and identity.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Indiana University.

Bolduc, V. (2009). Measuring Catholicity on campus: A comparative example at feegesl|

Journal of Catholic Higher Educatior28 (2), 125-145.
Buckley, M. J. (1998)The Catholic university as promise and projéttashington, DC:

Georgetown University Press.

279



Burtchaell, J. T. (1998) he dying of the light: The disengagement of colleges and universities
from their Christian churche$srand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co.

Burtchaell, J.T. (1999). Out of the heartburn of the churble. Journal of College and
University Law 25(4), 653-695.

Clark, B.R., & Trow, M. (1966). The organizational context. In T.M. Newcomb, & E.R. Wilson
(Eds.),College peer groups; problems and prospects for rese@foh 8, pp.17-70).
Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company

Chaffe, E.E., & Tierney, W.G. (1988}ollegiate culture and leadership strategidew York,

NY: Macmillan Publishing Company.

Congregation for Catholic Education. (197Vhe Catholic schooRetrieved April 2, 2008, from

Vatican Website

http://www.vatican.va/roman curia/congregations/ccatheduc/documertiraccathed

uc doc 19770319 catholic-school en.html

Congregation for Catholic Education (1994). Presence of church in university. Retrievad M
4, 2008 from Vatican Website

http://www.vatican.va/roman curia/pontifical councils/cultr/documentpfccultr doc

22051994 presence en.html

Congregation for Catholic Education (1997) Catholic education on the threshold of the third
millennium retrieved March 4, 2008 from Vatican Website

http://www.vatican.va/roman curia/congregations/ccatheduc/documentsircoathed

uc doc 27041998 school2000 en.html

Creswell, J. W. (1998 ualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five

traditions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

280



Creswell, J. W. (2003Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches(2" ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Crotty, M. (1998).The foundations of social research: Meaning and perspective in
research procesg.housand Oaks, CA: Sage.

D’Antonio, W.V., Davidson, J.D., Hodge, D.R., and Meyer, K. (208b)erican Catholics:
Gender, generation, and commitmeémalnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press

Davidson, J.D., Williams, A.S., Lamanna, R.A., Stenftenagel, J., Weigert, K.M., Whalen, W.J.,
Wittberg, P. (1997)The search for common ground: What unites and divides Catholic
AmericansHuntington, IN: Our Sunday Visitor.

Davidson, J.D. and Hodge, D.R. (2004). Catholics after the scandal: A new study’s major
findings.Commonweal 31 (20), 13-19.

Davidson, J.D., Hodge, D.R., Gautier, M.L, and D’Antonio, W.V. (20@erican Catholics
today: New realities about their faith and their churthnham, MD: Rowman and
Littlefield

Dawson, C. (1960)Ihe historic reality of Christian culture: A way to the renewal of human life
New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers.

Deal, T.E. & Peterson, K.D. (199%haping school culture: The heart of leadersidpn
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Denscombe, M. (2003). Case studies (pp. 304#ahe good guide for small-scale social
research project§2" ed). London and New York: Open University Press.

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (Eds.). (2005Jhe sage handbook of qualitative resear@?

ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

281



Dougherty, J.P., Fitzgerald, D., Langan, T., & Schmitz, K. (1981). The seculamipdtivestern
culture and the Catholic college and universityrrent Issues in Catholic Higher
Education 2(1), 7-30.

Drake, T. (2005). Colleges: Catholic and no longer Cathblis Rock6-14.

Dunn, S. M. (1996)The relationship between mission and educational program, student life and
governance at selected historically Catholic colledé#spublished doctoral dissertation.
Seton Hall University.

Ellis, J. T. (1955). American Catholics and the intellectual Tifeought30, 351-388.

Estanek, S. M. (1996). A study of student affairs practice at Catholic colleges aasies.
Current Issues in Catholic Higher Education, 16@3;72.

Estanek, S. M. (1997The institute for student affairs at Catholic colleges: Report of a social
action project and contextual ess&ynpublished doctoral dissertation. The Union
Institute.

Estanek, S.M. (2001). Student development and the Catholic university: Philosophical
reflections.Current Issues in Catholic Higher Educatjdi?(1), 37-52.

Estanek, S. M. (Ed.). (2002)nderstanding student affairs at Catholic colleges and universities:
A comprehensive resourcéshland, OH: Sheed and Ward.

Estanek, S. M. (2006). Results of a survey of sestialent affairs officers at Catholic colleges and
universitiesCurrent Issues in Catholic Higher Education, 24&3;99

Estanek, S. M. (2008). Transformational learning stadent lifeJournal of Catholic Higher
Education 27(2), 223-237.

Estanek, S.M. & James, M.J. (200/)inciples of good practice for student affairsGstholic

colleges and universitieBePaul University: Fusion Press.

282



Fleming, J.J., & Chappe, S.L. (2006). Measuringtinesion: Insights gained through the Boston
college questionnaire about the undergraduate iexgerCurrent Issues in Catholic
Higher Education, 25(2237-263.

Gaillardetz, R. (2005). Apologetics, evangelizatmal ecumenism toda@rigins, 35(1), 9-15.

Gallin, A. (Ed.). (1992)American Catholic higher education: Essential documents, 1967-1990.
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press.

Gallin, A. (1999). American Catholic higher education. In W.M. Shea & D. Van Slykagrr
Times: Essays on Catholic higher education in tfecbtury. Scholars Press: Atlanta,
GA.

Gallin, A. (2000).Negotiating identity: Catholic higher education since 1986tre Dame,
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press.

Gardner, M. M. (2003)The challenges of tradition and transition: The impact of laicization on
the mission and identity of an American Catholic universitypublished doctoral
dissertation. Indiana University.

Geiger, J. (2003). Faculty. In T. C. Hunt, R. J. Nuzzi, E. A. Joseph, & J. O. Geiger (Ed.),
Handbook of research on Catholic higher educafjop. 199-216). Greenwich:
Information Age Publishing.

Gleason, P. (1992). American Catholic higher education, 1940-1990: The ideological dontext.
G. M. Marsden, & B. L. Longfield (Ed.) he secularization of the acadelpp.234-

258). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gleason, P. (1993). The American background of Ex Corde Ecclesiae: A higtersadctive.

In J. P. Langan (Ed.Eatholic universities in church and society: A dialogue on Ex

Corde Ecclesia¢pp. 1-19). Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press.

283



Gleason, P. (1994). What made identity a problem? In T. M. HesburghTke.¢hallenge and
promise of a Catholic universifpp. 91-102). Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press.

Gleason, P. (1995Contending with modernity: Catholic higher education in the twentieth
century New York: Oxford University Press.

Gray, M.M. and Cidade, M.A. (20103atholicism on campus: Stability and change in Catholic
student faith by college typ€enter for Applied Research in the Apostolate, Georgetown
University, Washington, D.C.

Gordon, J.D., & Durham, W.C. (1999). Toward diverse diversity: The legal legitimacy of ex
corde ecclesiad.he Journal of College and University La®2b(4), 697-719.

Greeley, A. (1969). From backwater to mainstream: A profile of Catholic hegheration. New
York: McGraw-Hill Publishing.

Haldane, J. (2004). Faithful reason. New York: Routledge

Hall-Hertel, K. (2011)Balancing the needs of students and community: Understanding the role
of senior student affairs officers when dealing with students with mental illness
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. The George Washington University.

Hatch, M. J. (1993). The dynamics of organizational culfline. Academy of Management

Review, 18(4)657-693.

Heft, J. (2003)Secularization and Catholic higher educati¢taper delivered at the Annual
Faith and Culture Lecture, University of Dayton.

Hellwig, M. (2000). The Catholic intellectual tradition in the Catholic univeréit A.J. Cernera
& 0.J. Morgan (Eds.), Examining the Catholic Intellectual Tradition. Faifi@lr:

Sacred Heart University Press.

Hellwig, M. (2001).The survival of Catholic higher educatidRetrieved November 18, 2007,

284



from AmericaWeb site:

http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfim?article id=1426

Hendershott, A. (20095tatus envy: The politics of Catholic higher educatidew Brunswick,
NJ: Transaction.

Henkin, A.B., Dee, J.R., & Manzo, L. (2001). Institutional identity, pressures for chaite, a
executive leadership at U.S. Catholic colleges and universities. Papartpceat the
annual meeting of the Eastern Educational Research Association, Hilton Head, SC

Hesburgh, T. (Ed.). (1994)he challenge and promise of a Catholic univer$ilgtre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press.

Hodge, D.R., Dinges, W.D., Johnson, M., & Gonzales, J.L. (20@L)ng adult Catholics:
Religion in the culture of choicélotre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press.

Holtschneider, D.H. & Morey, M.M. (2000Relationship revisited: Catholic institutions and
their founding congregationé\ssociation of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges. Washington D.C.: AGB.

Horowitz, H. L. (1987)Campus lifeUndergraduate cultures from the end of the eighteenth
century to the presentChicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.

Human research (2008). Washington, D.C.: The George Washington University

Hunt, T. C., Joseph, E. A., Nuzzi, R. A., & Geiger, J. O. (2088hdbook of research on
Catholic higher educatianConnecticut: Information Age Publishing.

Introcaso, C. (1996) he strength of institutional culture: Reframing Catholic identity
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. The Claremont Graduate School.

Janosik, C. M. (1996 An examination of presidential perceptions concerning elements
of “institutional identity” in American Catholic higher educatiodnpublished
doctoral dissertation. Widener University.

285



John Paul 1. (1990Ex Corde Ecclesia@Vashington, DC. United States Catholic
Conference.

John Paul Il. (1998¥Fides et RatioBoston: MA. Pauline Books and Media.

Kelly, G. A. (1992).Catholic higher education: Is it in or out of the churda®nt Royal:
Christendom Press.

Kolvenbach, P.H. (2000 he service of faith and the promotion of justice in American Jesuit
higher educationPaper delivered at Santa Clara University OctoBer 6

Krueger, R.A., & Casey, M.A. (2000Focus groups: A practical guide for applied researcH (3
ed.) Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kuh, G. D. (1993). In their own words: What students learn outside the classroom.
American Educational Research Journal, 307-304.

Kuh, G. D. (1995). The other curriculum: Out-of-class experiences associdted wit
student learning and personal developmémirnal of Higher Education, 66,
123-155.

Kuh, G. D. (1999). A framework for understanding student affairs wiankinal of College
Student Development, 40(580-537.

Kuh, G. D. (2003). What we’re learning about student engagement from IC8&age 35(2),
24-32.

Kuh, G.D., & Gonyea, R.M. (2006). Spirituality, liberal learning, and college student
engagement.iberal Education Winter, 40-47.

Kuh, G. D., & Whitt, E. J. (1997). The invisible tapestry: Culture in American colleges and
universities. In E. J. Whitt (Ed.follege student affairs administratigpp.125-135).

Needham Heights, MA: Simon & Schuster.

286



Lannon, T. R. (2000 Catholic identity at Jesuit universities: How do the presidents of Jesuit
universities promote the schools’ Catholic identitypublished doctoral dissertation.
Harvard University.

Lavender, H. (1972). Dean of students — wNy¥SPA Journal, 9(4812-316.

Lofland, J., & Lofland, L.H. (1984)Analyzing social settings: A guide to qualitative observation
and analysisBelmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

Love, P.G., Boschini, V.J., Jacobs, B.A., Hardy, C.M., & Kuh, G.D. (1993). Student culture. In
G.D. Kuh (Ed.) Cultural perspectives in student affairs wpp. 124). Lanham,

Maryland: American College Personnel Association.

Love, P. G., & Estanek, S. M. (2008ethinking student affairs practicBan Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Lucas, C. J. (1994American higher educatiomNew York, NY: St. Martin’s Griffin.

Mackin, K. E. (2005). Cultivating Catholic identity on campus. In A. J. Cernera (&y.),
leaders in Catholic higher education: An emerging paradigm for the twenty-first century
(pp- 129-136). Fairfield, CT: Sacred Heart University Press.

Maclintyre, A. (1999)Catholic universities: Dangers, hopes, choideaper presented at the
conference on Higher Learning in Catholic Traditions, Notre Dame, IN.

Magnaye, F. N. P. (2007)he mission office in Catholic higher education: Response to identity
and missionUnpublished doctoral dissertation. Fordham University.

Maguire, D.C. (2002)Academic freedom and the Vatican’'s ex corde eccleRBiegieved
November 14, 2007, from American Association of University Professors Web site:

http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/issues/AF/Resources.htm

Mahoney, K. A. (2003)Catholic higher education in Protestant America: The Jesuits and

287



Harvard in the age of the universitgaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Manning, K., & Bogdan Eaton, S. (1993). Loosening the ties that bind: Shaping student culture.
In G.D. Kuh (Ed.)Cultural perspectives in student affairs wgpp. 95-109). Lanham,
Maryland: American College Personnel Association.

Marsden, G.M. (1992). The soul of the American university: An historical overvie@.Nin
Marsden & B.J. Longfield (Eds.T,he Secularization of the Acade(pp.9-45). New
York: Oxford University Press.

Marsden, G. M. (1994 he soul of the American university: From Protestant establishment to
established nonbelieNew York: Oxford University Press.

Maxwell, J.A. (2005)Qualitative research design: An interpretive appro&2H ed.).Thousand
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

McElwee, (2009)Bringing social teaching to campu¥ational Catholic Reporter Retrieved
December 2, 2011 from National Catholic Reporter Website:

http://ncronline.org/news/bringingsocial-teaching-campus

McGreevy, J.T. (2007 Catholic enough?: Religious identity at Notre DarRetrieved January,
12, 2008 from Commonweal Website:

http://www.commonwealmagazine.org/article.php3?id article=2007&var nelutremc

greevy

Merriam, S.B. (1998)Qualitative research and case study applications in educaBan
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Mertens, D.M. (2005). Chapter 1: An introduction to research (p. 1-4Redparch and
evaluation in education and psychology: Integrating diversity with quantitative,

qualitative, and mixed metho@®" ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

288



Miles, M. & Huberman, A. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded source B%el.j2
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Miller, J. M. (2005).Challenges facing American and European Catholic universities: A view
from the VaticanPaper delivered at the Nanovic Institute for European Studies,
University of Notre Dame, October 31

Miller, J. M. (2006).The Holy See and the challenges of Catholic higher education in the United
StatesPaper delivered at Boston College, Septemb®r 11

Miller, J.M. (2007) Criteria for assessing Catholic identiti?aper delivered at Franciscan
University of Steubenville, April 19

Miscamble, W. D. (2007). The faculty “problem”: How can Catholic identity be pred@rv
America,20-22.

Monan, D. & Malloy, E.A. (1999). Ex corde ecclesiae creates and impasseicg 180(3), 6-
12.

Morey, M. (1995)L eadership and legacy: Is there a future for the past? A study of eight
colleges founded by Catholic women'’s religious congregatidnpublished doctoral
dissertation, Harvard University.

Morey, M. M., & Piderit, J. J. (2006 atholic higher education: A culture in crisidew York:
Oxford University Press.

Mussi, J.M. (2008)Does mission matter? Exploring the relationship between the mission of
Jesuit higher education and new student affairs professiodalsublished doctoral
dissertation. Fordham University.

Nagy, L. (2006). Moral challenge for Catholic universittegidia Universitatis Babes-Bolyai,

Theologia Catholica Latingll, 2 85-96.

289



Nilson, J. (2001)The impending death of Catholic higher educatiRatrieved January 15, 2008
from America Website:

http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfim?article id=927

Oblander, D. (2006). Student affairs staffing in the small college. In S.BfalVé&t.), The
small college deafpp. 31-44)New Directions for Student Servicé®. 116, San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

O’Brien, D.J. (1994)From the heart of the American church: Catholic higher education and
American cultureMaryknoll, NY: Orbis Books.

O’Brien, G. D. (2002)The idea of a Catholic universit€hicago: The University of Chicago
Press.

Olin, M. (2005).The institutional mission and identity of an American Catholic college in the
competitive higher education markeinpublished doctoral dissertation. New York
University.

Pace, C. R., & McFee, A. (1960). The college environnieeniew of Educational Research,
30(4),311-320.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (199w college affects students: Findings and insights
from twenty years of researc8an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pascarella, E. T., & Terezini, P. (200Bpw college affects studer{igol. 2). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Pellow, J. P. (2006)'he impact of leadership on institutional culture and mission: A case study
of St. Johns University, 1989-2003npublished doctoral dissertation. University of
Pennsylvania.

Peterson, M.W. & Spencer, M.G. (1990). Understanding academic culture and dinvet&.

Tierney (Ed.) Assessing academic climates and cultukesy Directions for Institutional

290



ResearchNo. 68, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pervin, L. A. (1967). The college as a social system: A fresh look at threalgritbblems in
higher educationrThe Journal of Higher Education, 38(&)17-322.

Power, E. (1958)A history of Catholic higher education in the United Staliéisvaukee: Bruce
Publishing Company.

Rausch, T. (2006 Being Catholic in a culture of choic€ollegeville, MN: Liturgical Press.

Rausch, T. (2010Educating for faith and justice: Catholic higher education today
Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press.

Rayasam, R. (2008). Pope to meet with Catholic colleges and univetsise®News and World

Report Retrieved fromhttp://www.usnews.com/articles/news/national/2008... on March

28, 2008).

Reilly, P. J. (2003). Are Catholic colleges leading students astiteyZatholic World Report,
38-47.

Reuben, J. A. (1996].he making of the modern university: Intellectual transformation and the
marginalization of moralityChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Ridenour, C.S., & Newman, I. (2008)ixed methods research: Exploring the interactive
continuum Carbondale, IL: Southern lllinois University Press.

Riley, N.S., (2005)God on the quad: How religious colleges and the missionary generation are
changing AmericaChicago, IL: St. Martin Press.

Rittof, P. R. (2001)Presidential type, lay or religious and the distinctive Catholic identity of
small Catholic colleges and universities in the United States: Does it make ardiff@r
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Kansas.

Roberts, D. (2003Bkill development among student affairs professionals in the national

association of student personnel administrators regiariJifipublished doctoral

291



dissertation. Texas A&M University.

Roop, N. (2007)Exploring the existence of a subculture of student leaders. Unpublished
doctoral dissertationThe George Washington University.

Rudolph, F. (1962)The American college and university: A histodyhens, GA: The University
of Georgia Press.

Rymarz, R. (2008). Who's coming to class today? The challenge of an emergingcCathol
evangelical student identity for Catholic colleges and universitiesnal of Catholic
Higher Education27 (2), 239-252.

Rymarz, R. (2010Principles of the new evangelization: Analysis and directibimpublished
doctoral dissertation. Australian Catholic University.

Rymarz, R. (2011). Faithful presence: A conceptual model for Catholic higherieducat
Journal of Catholic Higher Educatior30 (2), 309-324.

Salmi, R. (2002). Ex corde ecclesiae and student affairs pedagogy. In S.MekEH§d.),
Understanding student affairs at Catholic colleges and universities: A comprehensive
resource(pp. 1-16). Sheed and Ward Publishing.

Sandeen, A. (1991The senior student affairs officer: Leader, manager, mediator, educator
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Sandeen, A. (2001Making a difference: Profiles of a successful student affairs leader
Washington, DC: NASPA.

Sanderl (2004)Catholic identity and Lasallian culture in higher education: The contributions of
campus ministryUnpublished doctoral dissertation. University of San Francisco.

Schaller, M.A., & Boyle, K.M. (2006). Student affairs professionals at Cathalleges and

universities: Honoring two philosophigSatholic Education: A Journal of Inquiry and

292



Practice,10(2), 163-180.

Schein, E.H. (2004Drganizational culture and leadersh{f® ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Schmeling, A. T. (1997)nstitutional and personal value congruency among student affairs
employees in Catholic higher educatidnpublished doctoral dissertation. University of
San Francisco.

Sellman, C. A. (1998A new paradigm for Catholic higher education: The intersection of
culture, change, and organizational learningnpublished doctoral dissertation. The
Fielding Institute.

Sloma-Williams, L.E. (2010).ay leadership of Catholic mission at the Catholic
college/university: An exploratory studynpublished doctoral dissertation. The George
Washington University.

Smith, C. and Denton, M.L. (2005 oul searching: The religious and spiritual lives of
American teenagerdlew York: Oxford University Press.

Stage, F.K. & Manning, K. Chapter 2: What is your research approach? (p. 18-BHK. Btage
& K. Manning (2003)Research in the College ConteMew York: Brunner-Routledge

Stake, R.E. (2005). Qualitative case studies. In N.K. Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Ets.sage
handbook of qualitative resear¢®® ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Strain, C.R., Halstead, J., and Drexler, T. (2009). Engagement with pluralism: Waeof
understanding and fostering a Catholic culture within Catholic universitesnal of
Catholic Higher Education28 (2), 169-186.

Sullins, D. P. (2004). The difference Catholic makes: Catholic faculty and Catleiidty.

Journal for Scientific Study of Religion, 43(83-101.

293



Tederman, J. S. (199Advice from the dean: A personal perspective on the philosophy, roles,
and approaches of a dean at a small, private, liberal arts colleggashington, DC:
NASPA.

Thelin, J. R. (2004)A history of American higher educatiddaltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press.

Upcraft, M.L., & Schuh, J.H. (1996Assessmemm Student Affairs: A guide for practitioners

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (200&)holic identity in our colleges and
universities: A collection of defining documemgashington, D.C.: United States
Conference of Catholic Bishops.

United States Census Bureau (2008). Retrieved June 7, 2008, from

http://quickfacts.census.qov/qgfd/index.html

Veysey, L. R. (1965)The emergence of the American universitiyicago, IL: The
University of Chicago Press.

Wagner, S. (2008Behaviors and beliefs of current and recent students at U.S. Catholic
colleges The Center for the Study of Catholic Higher Education. Manassas, Virginia.

Walters, E. (2001/2002). The use of qualitative research methods in student affaasticap
guide.Journal of College Student Retenti@(2), 183-194.

Whitehead, K.D. (1996)Jniversity identity crisisRetrieved January 20, 2008 from EWTN

Website:http://www.ewtn.com/library/ACADEMIC/UNIVIDEN.HTM

Whitt, E. J. (Ed.). (1997 ollege student affairs administratioNeedham Heights, MA: Simon
& Schuster.

Wilcox, J. and King, I. (2000Enhancing religious identity: Best practices from Catholic

294



campusesWashington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

Wong, S. H. P. (2002.he role of leadership in the organizational transformation and the
impact of organizational culture — a case study of a private Catholic university
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Spalding University.

Yin, R. K. (2003).Case study research: Design and meth¢88 ed.). Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage.
Zech, C. E. (1999). The faculty and Catholic institutional idenfitgerica,11-15.
Zingales, J. (2001 Mission statement values and behavioral outcomes at seven Benedictine

colleges and universitie®npublished doctoral dissertation. University of Akron.

295



Appendix A: Crosswalk Table of Research Sub Question 1 with Interview Questionkemé T

Research Sub Question #1

Interview Questions

Themes

How do senior student affairs
officers, mid-level student affairs
officers, and student leaders
understand and articulate the
Catholic culture of their institution?

SSAOs/MLSAOs
#1 How do you describe your
institution’s culture?

#3 Describe how you prepare
students for active leadership
positions in the life of the
Church and society.

#5 How does the student life
office emphasize and strengthg
the institution’s unique Catholig
character?

#6 How do you incorporate
your student affairs’ training
with your Catholic mission?

#11 Describe how the Catholic
ethos of your institution is
communicated.

#12 How do you define
Catholic higher education?

Inclusive Communities
Big “C” vs. Small “c” Catholic

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and
Catholic Identity

Students’ Intellectual, Moral,
Spiritual Development

2rAdvocating Social Justice

Mission Consonance

Student Leaders
#1 How do you describe your
campus’ Catholic culture?

#2 In your experience, how are
students supportive or
unsupportive of Catholic
culture?

#3 What role does the student
life office play in promoting
Catholic culture?

#4 What are the challenges on
your campus that weaken
Catholic culture?

#7 How does the student life
office affect students’
expression of faith?

#8 How do you define Catholic

higher education?
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Appendix B: Crosswalk Table of Research Sub Question 2 with Interview Questoit@ame

Research Sub Question #2

Interview Questions

Themes

How is Catholic culture manifested
in the policies, programs, and
cultural activities sponsored by the
student life offices of four diverse
Catholic institutions?

SSAOs/MLSAOs
#2 How does the student life
office reflect Catholic culture in
its policies, guidelines, and co-
curricular opportunities?

#4 How do you ensure that all
policies, programs, and other
official commitments of the
student life office are informed
and carried out in accord with
Catholic teaching and tradition
#4

#5 How does the student life

office emphasize and strengthen

the institution’s unique Catholic
character?

#7 How does the student life
office handle requests for
campus activities or clubs that
are inconsistent with the
teaching and tradition of the
Catholic Church?

#8 How does the institution
encourage and support studen
organizations and
extracurricular activities that
serve the Catholic mission?

#9 Explain how you view your
role in maintaining and
strengthening the Catholic
identity of the institution.

#10 How do you orient new
staff members into your
mission?

P

t

Inclusive Communities
Advocating Social Justice
Mission Consonance

Students’ Intellectual, Moral,
Spiritual Development

Student Affairs’ Philosophy and
Catholic Identity

Big “C” vs. Small “c”
Catholic
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Research Sub Question #2

Interview Questions

Themes

Student Leaders

#3 What role does the student
life office play in promoting
Catholic culture?

#4 What are the challenges on
your campus that weaken
Catholic culture?

#5 What practices support the
college’s Catholic mission?

#6 Is it justifiable at your
university to allow faculty or
students to establish
organizations that directly
contradict official Catholic
teaching? Why?
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Appendix C: Information Sheet

Information Sheet
Research Study: The Institutionalization of Catholic Culture through the Stufeffice
IRB#050922

Principal Investigator and Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Mikyong Minsun Kim
Email: Kimmi@gwu.edu
Telephone Number:

Sub-Investigator: Joseph F. Wurtz
Email: jfwurtz@gwu.edu
Telephone Number:

You are invited to take part in a research study which is investigating how Stifdedffices

at Catholic colleges contribute to the Catholic culture of their respectiegeslbr universities.
This study focuses on how Student Life Offices at four diverse Catholic imstgudreate an
environment that is expressive of a Catholic way of life. This study is being cedductloseph
F. Wurtz, a doctoral student at The George Washington University, under the direction of D
Mikyong Minsun Kim of the Higher Education Administration Program in the Dejeant of
Educational Leadership.

Before you decide to be a part of this study, you need to understand the risks ansl bEhisfit
information sheet provides information about the research study that is beingteondlihe
researcher of this study will be available to answer your questions and pravin f
explanations as needed.

e Your decision to take part in the study is voluntary.
e You are free to choose whether or not you will take part in the study.

e You will be told of any new information about the research study that may cause you t
change your mind about participation.

The one-on-one interviews about Student Life and Catholic culture that yquavtidipate in
have no more risk of harm than you would experience in everyday life. The primafylgossi
risks and discomforts you could experience during this is the loss of confidgnfialg risk

will be mitigated by the masking your identity and the identity of the institiduring this

study. The institution’s name will be masked by my assigning it a pseudonymnaioerwill

be masked by assigning a generic position title. There are no physicamagadeemployment
risks associated with this study. You may refuse to answer any of the quastioysu may take
a break at any time during the study. Yoay stop your participation in this study at any time.

The benefits of this study include an opportunity for you to reflect on your expesiaith and
knowledge of the expression of Catholic culture of your campus as influenced liydeatS
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Life Office. The benefit to the field is a better understanding of how the Stlife@ffice
contributes to Catholic culture.

GW will not release any information about your research involvement withoutwdten
permission, unless required by law. Your identity and the identity of your irstitwtll be
masked during the entire course of the study with the assigning of codes andtiba deany
identifying information. Source codes will only be maintained and stored in a latkedbinet
in the researcher’s home office. Any and all identifying information, ssidista linking
participant names to titles or pseudonyms and contact information will be stpagdtely in a
locked file cabinet so that no one may be able to connect participant’s names with thei
responses.

The interviews will be audio-recorded to assist in the correct transorigiid accurate reporting
of participant’s responses. The participants will be referred to by antithe interviews so that
their identity will be protected. The total amount of time you will spend in comneeith this
study is one hour.

If you have questions about this study contact Joseph Wurtz via telephone at (913)-360-0509 or
email at jfwurtz@gwu.edu. If you would like further information about yalits as a research
participant, please contact The Office of Human Research of George Washingtersity, at
telephone number (202) 994-2715. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by
contacting Dr. Mikyong Minsun Kim, the principal investigator and the diggartadvisor, who

may be contacted &tmmi@qgwu.edu

To ensure anonymity, your signature is not required in this document unless yougséja it.
Your willingness to participate in this research study is implied if youggebevith completing
the interview.

Please keep a copy of this document in case you want to read it again.
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Appendix D: Sample Institutional Contact Letter

Mr./Ms. SSAO

Associate Vice President/ Dean of Students
Diaspora University

Student Development Office

University Address

Dear Mr./Ms. SSAQO,

My name is Joseph Wurtz and | am a doctoral candidate at The George Washingtositynive
in Washington, D.C. provided your name to me.

| am in the planning stages of my dissertation research on Student Life @fficatholic
Colleges and Universities. The purpose of this study is to investigate how stfedefiides at
Catholic colleges contribute to the Catholic culture of their respectivegesliar universities.
This case study seeks to answer the following questions: How do senior stualenbéfiters,
mid-level student affairs officers, and student leaders understand andbsetihe Catholic
culture of their institution? How is Catholic culture manifested in the pslipgrams, and
cultural activities of diverse Catholic institutions? A research degigunded in qualitative
methodology will be used to explore this question through interviews with the senior student
affairs officer, a mid-level student affairs officer, and with studentsrimdl leadership

positions, as well as through document analysis and campus observations.

| plan to perform this research at four institutions, one of which is your campus cler¢gin
criteria that your institution has met. | am currently preparing my régjteasHuman Subjects
Review at The George Washington University and your campus.

My purpose in writing is twofold: 1) to invite you to be a participant as the sdooerg affairs
officer and 2) to ask you to be a liaison from which | can obtain contact informatitreforid-
level officer and student leaders. You may be asked to provide encouragement soahat li
student leaders to participate in this proposed study. Finally, you may be asked to provide
institutional documents, such as student handbooks, department strategic plaoskgeand
other such resources that reflect the student life culture on campus.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me at the rmaidveor my
dissertation chair, Dr. Mikyong Minsun Kim @mmi@qgwu.edu

Sincerely,

Joseph F. Wurtz

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University
ffwurtz@gwu.edu
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Appendix E Comparisons of Campus Sites

College Model Immersion Persuasion Diaspora Cohort
Location Midwest — urban Midwest — urban Midwestban Midwest - urban
Selectivity Selective Selective Selective Selective
Size: FTE 1,836 1,524 2,885 4,368
undergraduate

Residential 67% 61% 50% 88%

(% all FTE) freshmen/sophomore
% Students 80% 67% 48% 60%

Catholic

% Faculty 85% Not reported Not reported Not reported
Catholic

Type 4-year, co-ed, liberal 4-year; co-ed; liberal| 4-year; co-ed; 4-year; co-ed;

arts

arts

comprehensive

comprehensive

Core courses or
general education
requirements

54 hour core;

2 courses in
Catholic theology

1 course in Catholic
tradition

1 course philosophy
1 course theology;

Neither has to be
Catholic.

Plus 2 additional
courses in
philosophy,
theology, or Catholig
studies (only 1
Catholic studies
course in gen. ed.
requirements)

6 course philosophy; 6
course theology;
4 courses ethics

Courses could be in
any philosophical or
faith tradition. Doesn’t
have to be Catholic.

Non-Academic
Catholic Culture

Nearly 50% students
attend daily Mass;
distinctive
residential program;
hundreds of student
participate in works
of mercy; faith
conferences

5 Campus Ministry

s Mass, retreats,

plays a central role i
promoting Catholic
identity through

service trips, and
local community
programs.

Campus Ministry
plays a central role
in promoting
Catholic identity
through Mass,
retreats, service
trips, and local
community
programs.

Campus Ministry playg
a central role in
promoting Catholic
identity through
interfaith council,
peace and justice
programs, service tripg
and retreats.

Catholic culture also
present due to
sponsoring religious
congregation’s brand
identity.

Sponsorship

Religious order

Diocese

Diocese

Religious order
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