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The purpose of the study was to gather sufficient data from a campus

questionnaire and subsequent follow-up interview with the primary college

administrators within the target population to accurately describe conditions of

the fraternity systems on those campuses. The population for this study

consisted of selective, small, private colleges and universities in the Northeast

and Middle Atlantic region of the country. The target population of twenty-six

colleges and universities was identified from the respondents to the campus

questionnaire and included schools from the states of Maine, New Hampshire,

New York, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania.

A set of nine research questions relating to fraternity housing, rush,

pledging, behavioral problems, role of the alumni, diversity within the system,

role of the advisor, and role of the faculty were developed around which the

campus questionnaire and follow-up interviews provided the supporting

documentation. The information contained in the data indicates some

common factors on the campuses within the target population.

College reliance on the fraternities to provide housing and activities has

had an adverse effect on the fraternity systems. Behavioral problems

associated with many of the fraternity activities, especially related to the use of

alcohol, have been the primary causes in alterations to the fraternity systems.

The rural location of many of the campuses has contributed to the problem.

In many of the cases, the faculty has precipitated the action against the



fraternity systems. While not as significant as the alcohol-related issues,

questions raised by the recent move to coeducation on many of the campuses

has also affected the fraternity systems as have the concerns for the physical

appearance and location of the fraternity houses.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

In the past couple of years, the familiar words from Charles Dicken's A

Tale of Two Cities, "It was the best of times; it was the worst of times," have

frequently been used to describe the paradox that so typifies the state of the

college fraternity system as it enters the 1990's. In few other periods of its

more than two hundred year history has this uniquely American institution

been so characterized by growth in new chapters, membership and popularity,

while having its very existence seriously questioned on numerous college

campuses.

Nowhere has this contradiction been more dramatic than in the North-

east, and particularly in the past five years. During that brief period, consider-

able expansion has occurred within existing fraternity systems with either the

addition of new chapters or the reactivation of former chapters on campuses

that had proved hostile to their continued presence during the late 1960's and

early 1970's. Most notable has been the return of fraternities to the State

University of New York (SUNY) system and to all of the Ivy League campuses

(Fraternity Executives Association, Directory..., 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989,

1990).

On the other hand, since 1984, century old systems have been abol-

ished or de-recognized at several institutions, including Colby, Amherst, and

Franklin & Marshall. At many more, including Bowdoin, Bucknell, Colgate,

Dickinson, Gettysburg, Middlebury, Trinity, Tufts, and Wesleyan, their continu-

ance is being questioned, or they are being radically reconfigured.

1
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In light of this set of events, the purpose of this paper was to assess

the current environment of the fraternity system at selective, small, private

universities and colleges in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions of the

country.

Statement of the Problem

This study addressed the current environment of the national fraternity

system on the campuses of selective, small, private universities and colleges

in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions of the country.

Purpose of the Study

The primary concern of the study was to gather sufficient data from a

campus questionnaire and subsequent interviews with college administrators

within the target population to accurately describe conditions of the fraternity

systems in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions of the country, particular-

ly those systems located at selective, small, private colleges and universities.

In so doing, the picture that emerged should enable college administra-

tors, alumni, and national fraternity staff members to more effectively identify

similar problem campuses nationally and to so direct their resources accord-

ingly.

Research Questions

With the expectation that there existed some similarities among the

fraternity systems on the campuses of small, highly selective, private universi-

ties and colleges in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions, this study

sought to identify some of those common characteristics through the use of

both a campus questionnaire and a subsequent follow up interview with the
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contact person on each campus who was primarily responsible for advising

the fraternity system. Both the interview and questionnaire were developed to

cover those areas in which similarities were most likely expected . In many

cases the questions were prompted by material reported from task forces and

special committees from those campuses where the systems had already

been abolished or significantly restructured. The questions are as follows:

1. Had the college or university's dependency on the fraternity system

for housing, social life, and feeding of significant numbers of its students

affected the fraternity systems at schools in the target population?

2. Had alumni support, or the lack thereof, contributed to the viability of

the current fraternity system?

3. Had the advent of coeducation on many of the campuses in the

target population in the last fifteen to twenty years had an impact on the

fraternity system?

4. Was the geographical location of the school, be it urban or rural, of

any importance in decisions regarding the fraternity system?

5. Was the size of the student body a factor in any recent decision to

restructure or eliminate the system?

6. If the fraternities were housed, had their location, or the physical

condition of the houses themselves affected the status of the fraternity sys-

tem?

7. Had behavioral problems related to alcohol, hazing, or pledging

practices contributed to any movement to alter the fraternity system, if not

eliminate it altogether?
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8. Had activities described as either discriminatory or sexist been

alleged against the fraternity system lately, such as would be a factor in the

continuance of the system?

9. Had action by the faculty precipitated change within the fraternity

system?

Definition of Terms

The terms used in this study are defined as follows:

Fraternity refers to a group of college students who have joined togeth-

er for a common purpose or set of goals, including comradeship and opportu-

nities for social interaction. While the term was initially used in reference to

only single sex, all male groups, it is now also used to refer to those groups

that may have affiliated coed members. In most cases the groups are secret

societies whose member are identified by a set of letters, most often Greek or

Latin, that identify the particular group and differentiate it from other similar

societies, whether single sex or coed.

Sorority refers to the same type of organization as a fraternity, except

for women only. In the initial stages of their development, sororities referred

to themselves as women's fraternities, and in some cases continue to do so.

National fraternity is used to describe a fraternal organization that has

chapters on more than one campus. A national fraternity is also characterized

by a general headquarters and a staff that supports the operation of the

national office as well as the undergraduate chapters.

Local fraternity refers to a fraternity or sorority chapter that is unique to

a particular campus, with no ties to any national organization.
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Greek system refers to the combined fraternity and sorority chapters on

a college campus. The term originates from the fact that most fraternities and

sororities are referred to by their Greek letters.

Greekletter societies is used interchangeably with the above mentioned

terms-fraternities, sororities, and Greek system-to refer to fraternal organiza-

tions collectively.

SAT refers to the Scholastic Aptitude Test.

Selective describes those institutions in the target population. Accord-

ing to the Seventeenth Edition of Barron's Profiles of American Colleges, all of

the institutions range from being "very competitive" to "highly competitive" to

"most competitive." The minimum, average SAT scores for admission are

above 1000.

Small describes the college and universities within the target population.

For this study, a student body ranging from approximately 1400 to 4500, full-

time, undergraduates met this criteria.

Tarciet population refers to those schools within the larger population

whose primary, administrative contact with the fraternities participated in the

study.

Significance of the Study

What began as a single Phi Beta Kappa chapter at the College of

William and Mary in 1776 has developed into a multi-tiered business that in its

214 year history has evolved into more than fifty-seven national fraternities for

men and twenty-six national groups for women (National Interraternity Confer-

ence 1990, II-XIV). By 1990, approximately 4.5 million college men (Fraternity

Executives Association, Directory... 1990, Preface) and over 2.56 million
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women (National Panhellenic Conference, "Growth... ," 1989) had been

initiated into the fraternity movement. (These figures, both for the men's and

women's groups, do not include any information representative of the eight

member groups of the historically black National Pan Hellenic Council or their

individual membership records.)

In 1990, the operating costs alone for the reporting men's groups

amounted to almost 44 million dollars (Fraternity Executives Association,

"1989-1990...," 4-4A). This figure does not represent the countless volunteer

man hours spent by alumni, or the paid, college or university administrative

personnel responsible for working with the individual fraternity and sorority

members and their chapters.

With the advent of the 1990's, the eighty plus businesses that now

constitute the National Interraternity Conference and the National Panhellenic

Conference (NIC, Directory of Deans... 1990, ll-XVI) have once again come

under attack, but this time on such a scale as to question the very ideal of

fraternity in a modern society.

Reflecting on his own experience at Colby, Earl Smith, Dean of the

College when the Greek system was abolished there, noted:

People have always argued about the place of these societies in
an academic community, but today the debate goes beyond
philosophical discussions. The committees are now more
likely to recommend closing the chapters instead of trying to
figure out some way to shape them up. (Smith 1989, 10)

If this is actually the case, as Smith has suggested, then such a move-

ment would affect several million college graduates, their innumerable alma

maters, and the ability of many of those host campuses to sustain a Greek

system in the current hostile environment.
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This study and the data provided through the campus questionnaire and

follow up interviews suggest factors that will identify campuses within the

target population that may be in peril and provide a tool for administrators,

national staff members, and collegiates and alumni to alter the environment

before it is irreversible.

Selection of campuses in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions is of

particular importance as many of these older institutions are the sites not only

of current studies of the Greek systems but of some of the earliest fraternity

chapters in the United States, as well as the site of recent expansion efforts

by the women's fraternities onto what were once all male institutions (National

Panhellenic Conference, Chapter..., 1988, 1989, 1990).

Limitations

This study was subject to the limitations of collecting some of the data

by mail. Additionally, the respondents represented varying levels of expertise

due to the number of years spent in the student affairs profession in general

and specifically for the number of years responsible for advising fraternities on

the particular campus. Membership in a fraternity or a sorority may also have

affected the data.

Delimitations

This study was limited to selective, private colleges and universities in

the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions.

Basic Assumptions

1. With the limitations presented by the varying levels of experience of

the respondents at a particular institution and their years in the profession,
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respondents, it is assumed that the subjects responded honestly to the

campus questionnaire and the follow up interview, reflecting both the statistical

information kept by the College and the personal perspectives of the respon-

dent.

2. It is assumed that the individuals responsible for advising the

fraternities were the respondents to both the questionnaire and the follow up

interview.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF BACKGROUND LITERATURE

As it unfolded, the history of the American college fraternity system was

from the beginning a history of the fraternity system in the Northeast.

The founding of Harvard in 1636 signaled the beginning of the Colonial

Period in the development of higher education in the United States. During

that period prior to the Revolutionary War, fifteen colleges were started

(Johnston 1987, 4). Each of these institutions was patterned after the Oxford

model, which by the time it was transplanted to the colonies, allowed for no

undergraduate participation in collegiate governance. Students' lives, both in

and out of the classroom, were rigidly supervised twenty-four hours a day.

From their inception, as Johnson has noted, "the principle of the college

standing 'in loco parentis' had been firmly established" (1972, 9).

By 1776, however, at some of the colonial colleges, there had sprung

up societies whose aims were of a secular or literary nature and whose

existence was tolerated by the faculties. On December 5 of that year, with the

revolution that was dividing their country as much a topic as classical litera-

ture, five young students at the College of William and Mary met at the

Raleigh Tavern to form a society-Phi Beta Kappa-that would eventually

become the model for Greekletter societies as they are known today. In the

puritanical college setting, it represented something truly unique. Its founders

had the courage to be completely independent of faculty or adult governance.

"They opened a new era in the long history of student self-government"

(Johnson 1972, 11).

9
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Due to the advance of the British troops on Colonial Williamsburg in

1780, the life of this first fraternity chapter came to an abrupt end with the

closing of the college. Before disbanding, however, provision had already

been made for the establishment of chapters at both Yale and Harvard. In his

History of Phi Beta Kappa, Voorhees suggests that had such a provision not

been made, and given the increasing anti-Masonic activities of the time, there

would have been little possibility for a new society to take its place. Thus, the

Virginia Period of America's first Greekletter society came to a close, and the

early New England Period began with only one other chapter, that which was

chartered at Dartmouth in 1787 (Voorhees 1945, 17).

The early 1800's brought other changes to Phi Beta Kappa as well.

Only three additional chapters were chartered in the first three decades; Union

(1817), Bowdoin (1825), and Brown (1830). More importantly, however, the

literary activities of the chapters declined at a time when the anti-Masonic

movement of the 1820's forced disclosure of the secret nature of such societ-

ies. Consequently, during this period the membership began to take on the

characteristics of a very selective, scholastic society and broadened its

membership to include women, faculty, and some non-collegians (Voorhees

1945, 25).

Of considerable impact to both higher education and the future develop-

ment of the fraternity system was the decision of the Supreme Court in the

Dartmouth College Case of 1819. At issue was whether the Board of Trust-

ees were public officers and, therefore, subject to legislative control. In a

landmark decision, the Supreme Court overturned the lower court ruling that

had sided with the legislature.



11

The decision unleashed an era of denominational college-founding
by making it clear that no exclusive or monopolistic relationship
existed between a college corporation and the state that had
chartered it, and that once chartered a college was beyond the
control of the state. (Rudolph 1962, 209)

Even more importantly,

The decision put the American college beyond the control of
popular prejudice and passion; it assured the further alienation of
the people from the colleges, but on the eve of the Jacksonian
movement, it also put the colleges beyond the control of people
who understood neither the colleges nor their problems. The
decision left the colleges free to work out their own future without
orders from the state or political pressure from the people.
(Rudolph 1962, 211-212)

In what has been described by American Universities and Colleges as

the Period of Experiment and Diversity, by 1820 an additional twenty-nine

colleges were added to those founded in the Colonial Period (1987, 3).

Among them was Union College where Phi Beta Kappa had placed its fourth

chapter in 1817. Inspired by both Phi Beta Kappa and a similar local society,

Phi Beta Gamma, three fraternities-the Union Triad of Kappa Alpha Society,

Delta Phi, and Sigma Phi-sought to "recapture control of chapter affairs,

which, in Phi Beta Kappa, had largely passed to the faculty" (Johnson 1972,

24). Like the Triad, the additional societies formed at Union, Theta Delta Chi,

Chi Psi, and Psi Upsilon, "each became intercollegiate in character and by

their original aggressiveness in establishing branches elsewhere stimulated

the formation of many more, in imitation or in opposition to, their practices"

(Johnson 1972, 23).

This then was the environment that contributed to the formation of a

new type of fraternity that developed at Williams College. Begun in 1834 as

the Social Fraternity, later known as Delta Upsilon, "this new organization had

as its announced goal the destruction of the secret societies" (Read 1983, 3).
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It was not until 1881 that it officially altered its position from one of anti-secret

to non-secret (Read 1983, 12).

Of note at even this early date, faculty had opposed the secret societies

from their inception, not only for their being outside the control of the faculty

but because they "questioned the merit of societies whose ambitions and

policies took the students' attention away from the classroom and centered it

on extracurricular activities" (Read 1983, 13).

Until 1833, when Alpha Delta Phi succeeded in placing its second

chapter at Miami University of Ohio, the idea of fraternity was confined to New

England and New York.

Kappa Alpha, the pioneer of the system, had chapters at Union
and Williams; Delta Phi and Psi Upsilon were still local societies at
Union; while Sigma Phi had chapters at Union and Hamilton. In
other words, the system was confined to two states, New York
and Massachusetts, and to three colleges, Union, Hamilton, and
Williams. (Duerr 1940, 250)

Buoyed by the decision in the Dartmouth Case, local communities

aspired to have a college of their own. In his inaugural address in 1825,

President Philip Lindsley at the University of Nashville appropriately remarked:

The levelling system, which is so popular and captivating with the
multitude, may be made to operate in two ways, with equal suc-
cess...Colleges and universities, as implying odious pre-eminence,
may be prevented from growing up among us: or every petty
village school may be dignified with the name and legal attribute of
a college. (Rudolph 1962, 215)

Along with the grass root movement to charter colleges in local commu-

nities, the fraternity system also flourished with the addition of chapters and

new fraternities on many of the new campuses. By the Civil War, and from

their origin at Miami University of Ohio, the Miami Triad of Beta Theta Pi

(1934), Phi Delta Theta (1848), and Sigma Chi (1855) began branching out



13

just as the Union Triad had done earlier in the East (Robson 1977, 272, 305,

337).

The South, too, provided a supportive environment for the beginnings of

groups that would later be referred to as the Southern fraternities, Rainbow in

1849 and Sigma Alpha Epsilon in 1856 (Robson 1977, 803, 375-380). With

conditions in the South uncertain after the Civil War, it was several years

before Northern fraternities pursued re-establishing their former chapters

there. Consequently, to the list of Southern fraternities were added Alpha Tau

Omega (1865), Kappa Alpha Order (1865), Kappa Sigma (1867), Pi Kappa

Alpha (1868), and Sigma Nu (1869) (Duerr 1940, 3).

In his Report on Sources of Opposition to the Fraternity System: The

Historical Perspective, Kershner suggests that the years just prior to and

immediately following the Civil War (1857-1877) were years of a combination

of both new growth and anti-fraternity sentiment. Among the protagonists of

the latter were the church-related colleges that viewed the secret societies as

little more than "intruders upon the sanctity of the family, a poison destroying

student honesty and openness" (Kershner 1965, 3).

Two important court cases in the immediate post-war period reflect the

sentiment of those years. The first of these, Wheaton v. Illinois (1867),

provided the legal basis "for the right of private colleges to regulate or abolish

fraternities as they saw fit" (Kershner 1965, 4). The second case, Stallard V.

White (1862), succeeded in forcing the resignation of Purdue's President

White over the issue of banning fraternities. It also brought closure to this

period of attacks on fraternities (Kershner 1965, 4).

As the country was emerging from the devastation of the Civil War, the

men's fraternities that had survived the conflagration found their ranks being
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joined by similar organizations for women, originating at private colleges in

both the Midwest, most notably Monmouth College in Illinois and Indiana

Asbury in Greencastle, Indiana, and in the East at Syracuse University in New

York. These initial women's fraternities were later joined by similar groups

begun in Virginia, Georgia and Mississippi (Robson 1977, 7).

The early women's movement for comparable status occurred at a time

when many of the early colleges were beginning to move away from the "in

loco parents" philosophy of their foundings. Following Harvard's lead, a

laissez-faire attitude emerged which Harvard's President Eliot had declared

would provide students with "a sense of personal freedom and responsibility,

thus training them in self-control, self-reliance, self-government and indepen-

dence" (Johnson 1972, 27).

In a cooperative spirit with the colleges, many of the men's societies

were moving to eliminate their sub rosa chapters and to opening up their

chapters to public scrutiny. There appeared to be general agreement that

"secrecy was useless, but privacy should be retained" (Kershner 1965, 18). In

practice, this meant that only the esoteric elements and meetings remained

hidden from the public eye.

Frederick Rudolph has appropriately noted that "the opportunities for

redefinition that lay before the American college in the years after the Civil

War were large..." (Rudolph 1962, 241). New institutions and new approach-

es, especially the avenues of opportunity provided by the land grant colleges,

served notice that "the time had come when the old-time colleges would have

to decide whether they would be instruments of the past or of the future"

(Rudolph 1962,, 265). With the ever-increasing assistance provided to the land

grant institutions, and with state governments' growing disinterest in the
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welfare of the old colleges, one by one the early colleges discovered the

principle of the independent, self-reliant, private college. In the post Civil War

period, it became clear that "the American state university would be defined in

the great Midwest and West, where frontier democracy and frontier material-

ism would help to support a practical-oriented popular institution" (Rudolph

1962, 277).

Unfortunately, according to Howe,

The great coeducational universities of the land... became both
institutions that admitted both women and men, but encouraged
their segregated study: women to teaching, then later to home
economics, library school, social work, and nursing; men to
agriculture, engineering, forestry, marine science, law, medicine,

business, and other specialized areas too numerous to mention. (Howe
1984, 216)

Approaching the turn of the century, opponents of fraternities stepped

up their attacks on them as the country entered the Progressive Era. Using

state legislatures as a vehicle, efforts were made to ban fraternities in state

supported colleges "as punishment for their alleged undemocratic practices

and snobbish spirit" (Kershner 1989, 12). South Carolina, Arkansas, and

Mississippi passed such legislation; it was narrowly defeated in Texas and

Alabama; and, in the Midwest, various bills to do the same were struck down

with varying degrees of effort (Kershner 1965, 5).

George |Banta is recorded to have said that when fraternity leaders

"went very exhaustively into the whole question, endeavoring to discover the

reasons for the hostility...we found that the fraternities were in a great mea-

sure to blame" (Kershner 1965, 5). Specific charges included exclusiveness,

placing of fraternity interests ahead of college/university interests, overempha-

sis on the social nature which discouraged scholastic efforts and achievement,
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and fraternity houses which had become social clubs in which drinking and

gambling flourished (Kershner 1965, 6).

To combat this tide of public distrust and the unbridled competition

within the national fraternity system, the National Interfraternity Conference

(NIC) was formed in 1909. Individually and collectively, it succeeded in

addressing the public outcry for concessions and reforms amongst the mem-

ber fraternities. Supported by college presidents and fraternity alumni as well,

the NIC entered into a partnership that focused on the best interests for the

individual (Johnson 1972, 33).

This occurred at a time when higher education was being broadened to

include deans of men and women who were expected to deal with the extra-

curricular aspect of college life. As noted by Johnson, "the real period of

flourishing for the fraternity system began rather than ended with the estab-

lishment of a cooperative relationship with college authorities" (1972, 33).

With its entry into the Twentieth Century, the fraternity movement

expanded to include groups whose members had been restricted from mem-

bership in other fraternities, primarily on racial, religious, or ethnic grounds.

"To a considerable degree," Johnson notes, "these restrictions were copying

those of city and country clubs, and dealt with fraternal orders, trade unions,

and other organizations" (Johnson 1972, 42).

In the Nineteenth Century, due to the limited diversity of the student

bodies, there had been no consideration for such restrictions. By 1924,

however, twenty-eight of the sixty-two fraternities still in operation had discrimi-

natory clauses as part of their selection processes, and while the trend since

then has been toward removing all such clauses, it was not until 1949 that the

NIC voted to recommend that all member fraternities move to eliminate such
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provisions from their governing documents. Even so, the NIC recommenda-

tion was tempered with the assertion that each member fraternity should "have

the right to adopt membership qualifications free from any interference or

restriction by any non-member (Yearbook 1953, 45). Any attempt to regulate

or restrict those rights would be considered "an inadvisable interference with

the democratic processes of self-government and with the fundamental

principle of free association" (Yearbook 1953, 45).

In much the same fashion as the historically Jewish, Catholic, and black

fraternities had been conceived, a need was also met by a small group of

fraternities that were dedicated to bringing together representatives of the

various races and religions that made up the American society. This effort

resulted in the creation of Pi Lambda Phi in 1895, joined by Kappa Delta Rho

in 1905, and Alpha Phi Delta in 1914 (Johnson 1972, 44).

Amidst this era of growth and expansion in the men's fraternity move-

ment, it is important to note that a movement was afoot to carve out a place

for women, both in higher education and in the fraternity world. First mention

of higher education for women surfaced in the 1820's with the establishment

of seminaries and academies. Newcomer has noted that most of the earlier

schools "were offering a high school education at best; but a number of them

clearly achieved junior college status" (Newcomer 1959, 11). In the North

there was reluctance to refer to these institutions as colleges, though in the

South that seemed to be the preference.

In the period from 1780 to 1829, Woody cites only six private schools

for women. In the next thirty years, however, that number exceeded one

hundred, with an additional ninety-six in the ten year period prior to the Civil

War (Woody 1929, 392-395). Of note was an effort by the Georgia legislature



18

in 1825 to establish a public seat of learning in the state for the education of

females. While the bill did not pass, its significance lies in the fact that it

called for an institution where women would receive the identical educational

advantages offered to men and on a permanent basis. By 1839, the Georgia

Female College, later named Georgia Wesleyan, became the physical embodi-

ment of that initial expression (Woody 1929, 139).

As compared to the seminaries at Holyoke in Massachusetts and

Emma Willard's Academy at Troy, New York, from the onset the Georgia

institution was chartered as a college and authorized to "confer all such

honors, degrees, and licenses as are usually conferred in colleges or universi-

ties..." (Woody 1929, 161). Due to the early age of admission, lower entrance

requirements and failure to require either Latin or Greek of its students, this

experiment may have fallen short of its goals (Woody 1929, 167).

By 1851, however, a spirited group of Wesleyan students had succeed-

ed in forming the first secret society for women (Robson 1977, 414). That

group, the Adellphean Society, was followed a year later by its rival, the

Philomathean Society (Robson 1977, 458).

A year after the Georgia college opened its doors, Oberlin College in

Ohio pioneered in the coeducation field by offering its women students the

same traditional baccalaureate degree offered to its men (Rudolph 1962, 311).

Neither the coeducation nor the separate but equal option, however, gained

little more than a foothold prior to the Civil War.

On the campuses of the emerging land grant colleges and universities,

the story was not much different before the War, as only the University of

Iowa and the University of Deseret (Utah) were accepting women. By 1870,

though, eight state universities were accepting women. In part, because of
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the role that pioneer women had played in the development of the frontier,

they were soon assimilated into the educational process as equal partners

(Newcomer 1959, 12).

According to Newcomer, "Most of the opposition was less concerned

with whether education was good for women than whether educated women

were acceptable to men" (1959, 31). The counter argument had been most

notably stated by a North Carolina legislator who voiced the sentiment,

"Educate a man and you have educated one person; educate a mother and

you have educated the whole family" (Newcomer 1959, 32).

In the East, however, the climate was markedly different. Not only had

the better female seminaries been reluctant to take on college preparation, but

the affluent Eastern and Middle Atlantic states lacked the state universities

which had played such a role in the development of high schools and coedu-

cation in the West. The private schools and colleges had set a pattern which

discouraged state supported schools. Many were so tied to private men's

colleges as to render them ineffective vehicles for educating women. The

societal expectations of Eastern women also tended to negate training beyond

the house and family. In the South, where early efforts had succeeded, the

Civil War and its insuant poverty brought those advances to a standstill

(Rudolph 1962, 316).

Following the Civil War, many of the barriers to women began to

crumble. Women had shown themselves to be neither mentally nor physically

inferior to men; nor did they pull the standards of men's education down at

those institutions where coeducation existed. Sufficiently buoyed by these

arguments, several Eastern institutions, including syracuse, Cornell, and

Boston University, opened their doors to both men and women.
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Not surprisingly, the earliest fraternities for women also originated

during these years as coeducation became the rule rather than the exception

in the Midwest. First at Monmouth College in Illinois there appeared the I.C.

Sorosis in 1867 (Robson 1977, 463), followed by Kappa Alpha Theta, the first

Greek letter fraternity for women, at Indiana Asbury in 1870. That same year,

Kappa Kappa Gamma was founded on the Monmouth campus, thus complet-

ing the Monmouth Duo (Johnson 1972, 58).

These early women's groups set the pattern that eventually prevailed.

College women would not insist, as a kind of civil right, upon becoming

members of men's fraternities; they would, however, insist on identical organi-

zations for women (Johnson 1972, 58). In that frontier spirit, other fraternities

for women were founded at Syracuse, Boston University and Colby in the next

two decades and immediately set out to place chapters in the Midwest where

the environment, though difficult, was more supportive of coeducation and

provided more opportunities for women (Robson 1977, 421, 426, 449).

In describing the circumstances that led to the founding of the Tri Delta

Fraternity, founder Sarah Ida Shaw Martin commented:

Misunderstood in the classroom, shut out from participation in the
literary and debating societies organized by the men, unrecog-
nized in the social life that crystallized around the fraternities, the
few who were courageous enough to brave outspoken ridicule or
veiled slur were sadly in need of the moral support that the
sorority could give. (Martin 1907, 47)

One group of colleges that played a major role in the higher education

of women in the East were those institutions that were singularly all female.

Among them, and of some note, were those schools that came to be known

as the "Seven Sister" colleges. Vassar came first in 1865, followed by Smith

and Wellesley !in 1875, Mt. Holyoke, Bryn Mawr, and Barnard in the 1880's,
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and finally Radcliffe in 1894. The latter three were also referred to as coordi-

nate colleges, initially having ties to the men's colleges of Haverford,

Columbia, and Harvard, respectively, from which they received support, and,

to some extent, shared faculty (Kendall 1976, 29).

In the initial flurry of activity that surrounded the establishment of these

women's colleges, it is interesting to note that Amherst in 1871 and Williams

and Lafayette in 1872 considered the possibility of coeducation (Rudolph

1962, 321-322). For all three, however, it would be almost a century before

such decisions would be reached by their respective Boards of Trustees.

Of the older, private schools in New England with fraternity systems,

only Wesleyan and Middlebury participated in the early coeducational experi-

ment, and Wesleyan just briefly from 1872 to 1909. During that time, howev-

er, women's fraternities succeeded in placing chapters at both schools and

before the coed decision was reversed at Wesleyan (Robson 1977, 231).

According to Rudolph,

Neither coordinate education nor separate education would be the
rule, for while both these movements would establish the right of
women to higher education, and even prove in numerous ways
that women could be educated to levels of understanding and
brilliance equal to men, yet the characteristic institution for the
higher education of women in the United States would be the
coeducational college or coeducational university. Indeed, except
in New England and to a degree in some of the Middle Atlantic
states, the characteristic institution for the higher education of men
in the United States was also in the process of becoming the
coeducational college or university. (Rudolph 1962, 320-321)

As America embarked into the Progressive Era, the same changes that

were affecting the larger society were having an effect on the growing fraterni-

ty movement. The anti-fraternity agitation of this period reflected a growing

concern for the oversocialization and lack of good scholarship in the fraterni-

ties. While fraternity immorality was receiving considerable attention, it was
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generally accepted that the fraternities were no more or less representative of

student mores in this period (Kershner 1965, 7).

As Dean of Men at the University of Illinois during those years, Thomas

Arkle Clark had occasion to remark:

It could be shown if some one would take the pains to investigate
that many of the delinquencies which are laid at the doors of
fraternities are placed there unjustly and might better be distribut-
ed widely throughout the student body. (1915, 11)

Having so remarked, he was quick to add,

It is no doubt true that fraternity men have in many cases been
extravagant and dissipated and lazy, but it can be shown that in
every institution where these fraternity derelicts are found, as in
every town or community, there are plenty of men outside of the
fraternities who with an equal amount of money at their disposal
and equal opportunity are equal sinners. (Clark 1915, 11)

With the advent of World War II, fraternity activity on most college

campuses evidenced a dramatic slowdown, as entire systems became

dormant. There simply were not enough students left to keep them operating.

As the war came to a close, however, discussions began that centered around

whether fraternities would be allowed to return to campuses and if so, under

what conditions. Of primary concern to members of the National Interfraternity

Conference (NIC) and college deans and presidents were the exclusionary

practices of the fraternities. While the NIC was recommending that the base

of membership be broadened, it also asserted the right of the individual

chapter to select its own members (Johnson 1972, 234).

The institutions, on the other hand, were determined that unlike the pre-

war years, discrimination would not be tolerated. This issue gained consider-

able attention, most notably at conservative Amherst, when the Board of

Trustees decided in favor of allowing the fraternity system to return but only

on the condition that all restrictions of race, color, or creed be eliminated from
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the operating documents (Johnson 1972, 231). To the returning students, this

mandate in no small measure signaled the end to "the autonomy of their

organizations to determine their own constituency" (Johnson 1972, 232).

The steps taken at Amherst were not unique to that campus. Similar

positions were forthcoming at Chicago (1954), Dartmouth and Wesleyan

(1960), Buffalo (1963), and Colgate and Columbia (1964) (Robson 1977, 839).

Others, including Bowdoin, Brown, Colby, Franklin and Marshall, Lafayette,

Middlebury, Penn, Swarthmore, and Williams, "asked noncomplying chapters

to submit satisfactory evidence that progress was being made toward elimina-

tion of clauses" (Robson 1977, 839). By 1964, the major state universities in

California, Vermont, Massachusetts, Colorado and Wisconsin had each

adopted comparable positions, though not without considerable misunder-

standings between the colleges and their many constituencies. In California,

where over 350,000 students on twenty-seven campuses were affected, the

issues generated considerable conflict. By the deadlines, however, all but

twenty-one of 307 fraternity and sorority chapters had complied (Johnson

1972, 239-240).

In 1962, while the discrimination issue was being heatedly debated

across the nation, Williams College raised the question of the viability of its

Greek system, concluding "that Williams could best realize its potential as a

residential college by providing facilities for the housing, dining, and social

needs of all of its students" (Williams 1990, 56). This decision was made

while Williams was still an all-male institution. By 1968, "after observing that

continuing fraternity activity was incompatible with newly emerging residential

house systems, the Trustees requested alumni and undergraduate officers of
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the remaining fraternities to terminate all fraternity activities" (Williams 1990,

57).

Williams' Angevine Report called particular attention to the fact that:

Such former devices as quotas, moving rush back to sophomore
year, the establishment and demise of a "separate but equal"
facility, the isolation of freshmen, the erection of Baxter Hall (the
Student Center), the banning of prejudice clauses in fraternity
constitutions, and finally total opportunity itself, were all directed to
the mechanics of how a long continued system could be made to
operate better. But all too often these devices had the effect of
further compounding the problem-an indication that its roots go
deep. (Statement of the Board... 1962, 9)

By the time that Williams closed the doors on its last fraternity house,

America was actively embroiled in the Viet Nam War, and higher education

had entered a period of campus unrest unmatched in the history of the

country. "Indeed, from the middle of 1965 onward this war was the overriding

policital issue that powered student discontent for the rest of the decade"

(Brubacher 1976, 349). According to the .Report of the Presidents' Commis-

sion on Campus Unrest,

Students' basic ways of seeing the world became, during the
1960's, less and less tolerant of war, of racism, and of the things
these entail. This shift in student culture (was) a basic-perhaps
the basic-contributing cause of campus unrest. (1970, 2/17)

That campus unrest took aim at a system that it claimed had disenfran-

chised people in the South, left millions throughout the country impoverished

and excluded from the promise of American society, and still persisted in

calling itself free (Sale 1973, 188). Campus unrest, sit-ins, teach-ins, march-

es, and demonstrations all sought to address the status quo, the establish-

ment, and all those peculiar institutions identified with it, including the fraternity

system. Fraternity leaders became increasingly concerned with bare survival

after the mid 1960's.
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By the early 1970's, the politics of the New Left had succeeded on

many campuses in gaining significant student representation on faculty

committees that evaluated the curriculum, gave tenure to professors, and even

handled discipline cases. In effect, the changes touched on every phase of

student life and governance. Such participation in the operation of the

institution, especially at liberal arts colleges, increased the communication and

understanding between students, faculty and administrators. In so doing,

each of these constituencies gained from the experience of helping determine

the direction of the institution of which they were a part (Brick 1971, 86).

Commenting about this period, Johnson remarks, "In certain Ivy type

colleges clustering in New England, it appears that fraternity systems have

flowered and may now be in decline" (1972, 91). Similar comments were

made by Earl Smith, Dean of Colby College, who suggested that "in the

revolutionary times of the 60's and 70's-when fraternities needed the most

help-they tended to get the least" (Smith 1985, 15). Whether from administra-

tors whose attention was focused on trying to keep their colleges running to

alumni who felt estranged from their younger brothers of that period, who not

only looked different but who seemed to be completely indifferent to fraternity

traditions and practices, it was clearly a time when fraternities, their traditions,

their declining membership, and the deteriorating condition of houses simply

went unnoticed (Smith 1985, 15).

On those campuses where the systems were an integral part of the

institution, substantial sums of money were loaned to them to keep the houses

open and up to city codes. This raised the ethical question on some campus-

es of whether it was an appropriate use of tuition dollars "to sustain a system

that was not equally accessible to all students" (Smith 1985, 15).
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The 1970's were also noted for the development and progress within

the women's movement and its impact on coeducation. Convinced that "the

Great Leap Forward could never take place until sex ceased to be a factor in

admissions" (Kendall 1976, 30), the movement succeeded in creating suffi-

cient doubt as to the ability of single sex institutions to persist. Consequently,

in 1970 Vassar opened its doors to men. Soon thereafter, Yale, Princeton,

Dartmouth, Lafayette, Lehigh, Colgate, Bowdoin, Amherst, and others followed

suit and became coeducational.

By 1976, the year of the Bicentennial of both the nation and its first

Greekletter society, Phi Beta Kappa, fraternity leaders took time to both

celebrate the anniversary and to do some forecasting. In a paper prepared for

the Bicentennial, Owen and Owen noted:

Even at a time when its aspirations were at their loftiest, the
fraternity was obliged to recognize the contingent nature of its
existence: it depended for its very life on the college where it
gained its reason for being and on the youth culture that sustained
it... Such conditions must be taken into account because no
matter how much the fraternity may have changed over the course
of the two centuries, it has always done so in relation to the larger
changes that occurred in American higher education, and, indeed,
with society at large. (1976, 3)

Cross further noted:

Since higher education is no longer isolated from society, colleges
and universities which once functioned as ivory towers are now
faced with problems and pressures of the larger society. Any
planning for the future will have to account for such interdepen-
dence. (1976, 64)

On many campuses there was an increased effort to broaden the base

of fraternity membership to reflect the growing diversity in society. At some

institutions, notably in the Northeast, fraternities were being mandated to

develop selection processes that would provide equal opportunity to all

students to join, or decline, membership in fraternities. Speculating on the
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future, Owen and Owen had even suggested that by the year 2000, some

fraternities would be initiating women as full fledged members (1976, 12).

Twelve years later at its 145th Convention, Psi Upsilon Fraternity endorsed

"the right of (its) chapters to choose members without any restriction as to

sex, race, religion, or national origin, except where such a restriction would

violate local or national law or school policy..." (Psi Upsilon 1988).

The 1980's, though relatively quiet compared to the previous two

decades, would signal the beginning of a period unique in the annals of the

fraternity world. In The Eighties: Challenges For Fraternities and Sororities,

Sutherland commented, "Most Greek systems would have to conduct self

evaluations that would assist them in developing the different types of pro-

gramming needed to meet the challenges of the decade ahead" (1983, 74).

Bryan and Schwartz were a bit more critical in their assessment of the task

ahead for fraternities and sororities.

When Greek organizations were founded, they challenged the
status quo. They were concerned with issues ignored by the
universities and colleges of their day. Today these organizations
frequently are purveyors of the status quo-reacting to issues rather
than acting on issues. These groups must examine the activities
that consume their members' time. (1983, 80)

The evaluations that Sutherland mentioned did materialize, but not as

self studies. Rather, they appeared as reports and committees created to

study the question of fraternities. In addition to Colby's Report of the Trustee

Commission on Campus Life (1983) and Brown's Report of the Ad Hoc

Committee To Review The Fraternity System (1980), studies were also

undertaken at Dartmouth, Trinity, and Wesleyan as well. According to Smith,

the names of the various committees were little more than "euphemisms for
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committees to figure out how to deal with a fraternity system that is falling

apart" (1985, 15).

For Colby, the final recommendation of the Trustee Commission on

Campus Life resulted in the abolishment of the Greek system at Commence-

ment in 1984 (Report of the Trustee Commission... 1983, 15). Similarly, at

Amherst, the Ad Hoc Committee on Campus Life, "concluding that a new

residential system is essential to the improvement of campus life, ... recom-

mended that fraternities be discontinued at the College effective June 30,

1984" (Final Report... 1984, 1).

At Bowdoin, the Governing Board voted in 1979 "to extend 'full and

equal participation' in Bowdoin fraternities to women at the local level" (Report

To... 1988, 3). In 1982 it voted "to withdraw College recognition from any

single sex fraternity" (Report To...1988, 3). Lastly, by September 1, 1991, "No

national fraternity that does not permit full membership with regard to sex shall

be permitted to maintain a chapter on the Bowdoin campus" (Report To...

1988, 8).

In 1987 'William A. Bryan admonished Greek organization members to

seek solutions to the abuses of drugs and alcohol, hazing, poor community

relations and other societal concerns of which they had been accused. His

comments were prefaced with the warning, "Greek organizations are in a state

of emergency today" (1987, 52).

The Greek system at Franklin and Marshall fell victim to much the

same consequences as the Colby and Amherst systems. Initially, the Com-

mission on the Quality of Student Life, and then the Trustee Committee on

Student Life, recommended that the system be given three years to meet

minimal College guidelines. At the end of that period, the faculty endorsed a
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motion to eliminate the system and replace it with "attractive social programs

more in harmony with the goals of the College" (Report of the Trustee...1988,

4). Stating, "The College is losing its ability to deal with chapters individually,

and is forced to deal with the system as a whole," it withdrew official College

recognition May 16, 1988 (1988, 4).

The fraternity systems of the Northeast fared little better the last year of

the 1980's as the faculty at Lafayette College considered the effect that

eliminating gender discrimination would have on campus living groups (Lafay-

ette College 1989, 1); the faculty at Bucknell voted two to one to abolish the

system on that campus (Smolka and Jones 1989, 1); the faculty overwhel-

mingly voted to abolish the system at Middlebury (Capute 1989, 1); and

female students at Wesleyan picketed fraternity parties in November, "calling

for the coeducation of the all-male fraternities" (Rekate 1989, 1). While not an

advocate of such a position, Kershner encouraged the support of all types of

fraternities "in the sense that out of their competition the most useful ones to

students are most likely to survive" (1989, 19). At the close of 1989, the

American Council on Education issued its Greek Organizations on the College

Campus: Guidelines For Institutional Action which called for sweeping reform

of the national fraternity system along the lines being suggested by many of

the studies and reports from the private college campuses (1989, 1-6).

At troubled Gettysburg, however, in 1989 the Board of Trustees ex-

pressed their support for continuing the system, though in a modified form

(Report and Recommendations... 1989, 1-5). Dickinson College's committee

reached a similar decision, expressing a desire to continue its system but

"adequately regulated" (Report of the Select... 1989, 1-28). Rensselaer's Task

Force on Institute-Greek Relations completed its study and "concluded that the
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Greek system at Rensselaer is a positive asset to campus life. To that end

the goal is to strengthen and enhance our system (Statement of Relation-

ship...December 15, 1989).

In the Spring of 1990 at their final meeting of the academic year,

Bucknell's Board of Trustees voted unanimously to retain the Greek system.

In a letter to alumni, parents, and friends, President Sojka addressed the

important role that the Greeks had played in campus life. He also emphasized

the need for the fraternities and sororities to respond positively to faculty and

administrative concerns if they wished to remain at the Bucknell (Rifter 1990,

1-2). In September, a similar report was issued by Colgate's Special Commit-

tee on Residential Life to the Colgate University Board of Trustees with many

of the same recommendations. In one form or fashion, both sets of recom-

mendations were guided by the principle "that students should be free to

associate as they wish as long as their choices do not adversely affect others

and are consistent with the mission of the college (Report of the Special...

September 1990, 22).

The "right of association" issue had raised its head earlier in the year

as Colby College sought to enforce its ban on fraternity membership against

students who belonged to the underground remnants of the previously recog-

nized national organizations. The largest of these underground groups, and

all of its members, were sanctioned by the College in April of 1990. In May,

1990, the Civil Liberties Union brought suit in Maine's Superior Court against

the College on behalf of thirty of the fraternity members, seeking an injunction

to keep the college from imposing the sanctions. When the courts found in

favor of Colby College, the ACLU appealed to the Maine Supreme Court
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where, in August of 1991, that body ruled in favor of Colby (Phelps et al. v.

President... 1991, 1-11).

While the situation at Colby appeared to have been legally resolved,

attention was turned to Middlebury where the faculty had voted to abolish the

the single sex Greek system in 1989. In late November, 1990, The College

Council voted to follow Colby's lead and actively pursue disciplinary action

against those students who continued their membership in single sex fraterni-

ties. By the December 31 deadline, all but one of the fraternities had severed

relations with their national organization and admitted women. When no

clarification of the policy was provided by the College to the one fraternity that

had a unique property relationship with the college, the fraternity filed suit

against Middlebury for breach of contract (Middlebury Delta Kappa Epsilon

Alumni Association, et al. v. Middlebury College... 1991, 1-20).

Whether one does or does not support the idea of fraternity in a

modern society, it would appear that the stage has been set to decide the

direction, if not the future of the American college fraternity system, especially

on the selective, small, private colleges and universities in the Northeast.



CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

At the May 1 faculty meeting of the 1988-1989 academic year, the

Lafayette College faculty endorsed in its final form the Mission Statement For

Fraternities and Sororities. This document had been developed over a two

year period by the student/faculty Campus Life Committee after consultation

with fraternity and sorority members, their alumni, national staffs, College

administrators and faculty. At its adoption, the faculty also supported a motion

charging that Committee "to study the issue of living groups that select

members by taking gender into consideration"(Report of the Committee..., 1).

In response to that charge by the faculty and as part of the responsibili-

ties of his job, the researcher undertook a series of factfinding trips to a

number of universities and colleges in the Northeast. The schools visited

either currently or recently had coed living groups on the campus; or had

recently entertained the advantages and disadvantages of such groups; or

were in the process of creating such groups. Those schools visited were

Amherst, Bowdoin, Brown, Colby, and MIT. Additional schools where informa-

tion was obtained without a campus visit included Colgate, Columbia,

Dartmouth, and Williams.

With varying degrees of results and recommendations, many of the

same schools had also created committees that had evaluated the impact of

the Greek systems on their respective campuses. In response to those

studies, three of the schools-Amherst, Colby, and Williams-had made the

32
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decision to eliminate the Greek systems entirely in favor of restructuring a

residence life program that more closely approximated the definitions of

community as identified by the committees.

As a result of the interviews, visits, and an analysis of committee

reports and studies, some general, topical areas emerged. That, combined

with twenty years of personal experience working with fraternal organizations

as either an alumni advisor or at a professional, job related level, provided the

basis for developing a questionnaire to administer to the target population.

In its developmental stage, the questionnaire was little more than a

random series of questions. In order to refine and organize them, the re-

searcher used the questions to interview the primary contact person for the

fraternity system at an additional set of private institutions in New York and

Pennsylvania (Bucknell, Lehigh, Colgate, and Gettysburg). From the com-

bined responses, a general format emerged. The questionnaire as it appears

in Appendix C is a result of that overall assimilation process.

THE INSTRUMENT

The Campus Questionnaire

Data for the research was obtained by administering two separate sets

of questions. As previously mentioned, the primary material was obtained

through the use of a Campus Questionnaire, Appendix C.

The questionnaire was constructed to provide specific information within

broad topical areas. The first of these broad subdivisions requested general

information about the particular campus, followed by general questions about

the fraternity system on that campus, both from the perspective of single sex

organizations and then from a coed point of view. Though not a primary issue
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of the research project, overview information about any sorority system that

currently or formerly existed on campus was also requested.

Following the general information areas are sections on housing and

meal plans, rush, pledging, academics, the role of the alumni, mission or

relationship/minimal standard statements, hazing, governance, alcohol related

issues, the role of the faculty, programming, diversity, and concluding with

some general questions about the relationship between the college and the

fraternity system.

Of the final two components of the questionnaire, one requested some

subjective impressions from the individual completing the questionnaire; the

other requested information about the specific person and his/her job responsi-

bilities.

The Follow-Up Interview

The second part of the data gathering process was an oral interview,

Appendix D, with the individual who returned the completed questionnaire.

This was accomplished through either a personal interview on the campus or

over the phone after receipt of the initial questionnaire.

The format of the interview consisted of nine questions that requested

information similar to that being sought in the research questions. Additional-

ly, there was a final, tenth question that was open-ended, designed to provide

the interviewee with the opportunity to comment on any particular issue which

he/she felt may have most affected the fraternity system.

The Target Population

As the study was focused on the fraternity systems at small, selective

colleges and universities in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic states, the
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Seventeenth Edition of Barron's Profiles of American Colleges was used as a

primary source to isolate those institutions that met both the size and selectivi-

ty criteria set by the researcher for identifying target campuses. While not as

current, the Thirteenth Edition of American Universities and Colleges was also

used to cross reference the information in the Barron's book.

Once identified as having met the minimum criteria, the most recent

edition, the Nineteenth, of Baird's Manual of American College Fraternities

was consulted to ascertain if there had ever been a national fraternity system

on each of the campuses in the target group. That information was then

checked against the Fall, 1990 edition of the Directory of College Fraternity

Chapters in North America for current accuracy. Additionally, as there were

some questions on the campus questionnaire concerning sororities, Baird's

Manual and the National Panhellenic Conference Chapter and Campus Listing

for 1990 were both consulted to secure that information.

This two part process produced a target population of twenty-six

colleges and universities in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic states. Of that

number, there was one school in Maine; one in New Hampshire; three in

Massachusetts; two in Connecticut; nine in New York; and ten in Pennsylva-

nia. Neither Vermont, Rhode Island, nor New Jersey were represented by

schools in the target population. In Vermont this was due to the Board of

Trustees at Middlebury College eliminating the single sex fraternities while the

researcher was in the process of gathering data. For Rhode Island, though

Brown University was cited in a survey of the literature, the undergraduate

population was larger than the parameters defined by the criteria for size. For

that same reason, only one of the Ivy League institutions-Dartmouth-was
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included in the target population. New Jersey was not represented due to a

lack of response.

Several institutions, most notably Amherst, Colby, Franklin and Mar-

shall, and Williams met all the criteria but either no longer recognize or allow

fraternity systems to exist on their particular campuses. Each of the institu-

tions, like Brown, was mentioned in Chapter Two.

Of the twenty-six institutions, Barron's lists four as most competitive;

thirteen as highly competitive; and nine as very competitive.

Procedures for Collection of Data

To procure similar timely data, the campus questionnaire was mailed to

the individual designated by the 1990-1991 Directory of Deans, Greek Advi-

sors and IFC Presidents as the primary contact with the fraternity system on

the particular campus. The questionnaire, along with a cover letter (Appendix

D), was mailed in mid December of 1991 with a return requested for two

weeks later, or soon thereafter as was possible.

The researcher was aware that not all of the fraternity systems on the

target campuses rushed new members at the same time on the academic

calendar. In fact, two of the schools had gone to a deferred rush system and

did not allow freshmen to pledge at all. Students at Dickinson could not

pledge until the fall term of their sophomore year while students at Dartmouth

could not pledge until winter quarter of the sophomore year. Gettysburg

students, though allowed to pledge during their freshmen year, were limited to

a period immediately preceding spring break, as were Colgate students.

Consequently, it was expected that some of the questionnaires would be



37

returned after those specific times in order to reflect the statistics of the

primary membership recruitment periods.

The researcher allowed for the abovementioned variables in schedules

and then proceeded to follow up with those institutions that had not respond-

ed. In most cases, it was discovered that the contact person designated in

the Directory had either changed or had been replaced, and the instrument

had not been completed. In the cases where that had occurred, an additional

questionnaire was sent to the new contact person or delivered in person by

the researcher.

Upon completion and return of the campus questionnaire, a follow-up

interview was conducted with the primary contact, either over the phone or in

person during a campus visit. The interview consisted of ten questions, nine

of which were similar in nature to the research questions, and were posed to

corroborate the information provided in the body of the campus questionnaire

by the contact person. As mentioned in a description of the interview instru-

ment, the final, tenth question was open-ended to allow for personal reflection

by the contact person.

As with the initial campus questionnaire, the timing of the follow-up

interviews depended in some measure on the return of the initial campus

questionnaire and any of the unique, campus environments which may have

affected the completion of that form, some of which have been previously

mentioned and which were directly related to the timing of the primary period

of rush on a given campus.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review the data obtained from a

questionnaire that was completed by the individual responsible for advising the

fraternity system at selective, private, small colleges and universities in the

Northeast and Middle Atlantic states. Additionally, a subsequent, follow-up

interview was conducted with the same individuals after receipt of the ques-

tionnaire, with the intent of specifically addressing the research questions

posed in Chapter One of this study. The analyses of the data and a general

description of the schools within the population are presented in both narrative

and tabular form.

Target Population

From nine states in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic region of the

country, twenty-eight schools were identified that met the minimal criteria for

inclusion in the target population. The criteria included size, selectivity of the

institution, and having a fraternity system that included chapters with national

affiliations.

Due to changes in the fraternity systems on a couple of campuses and

the lack of schools that met the minimum criteria in some states, the number

of states eventually represented in the population was narrowed to seven.

They were Maine, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, New York,

New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. The data represented in the study, however,

38
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reflects only material from those institutions responding to the questionnaire.

That number was twenty-six and includes all of the abovementioned states

with the exception of New Jersey.

Historical Perspective

The Northeast and the Middle Atlantic regions of the country, replete

with small, highly selective colleges and universities are the backdrop for this

study. Table 1 reflects the years in which the institutions themselves were

founded, and the information contained in Table 2 suggests a historical

relationship between the institutions and the fraternity systems that developed

on those campuses.

Of the institutions in the population, only four were founded in the

decades after the Civil War. Of that number one was founded as a woman's

college, one as a business college, and the other two with curricula that were

technically oriented. Sixteen have been defined as liberal arts colleges; two

have strong ties to the Catholic church; and ten offer engineering in addition to

the liberal arts. Of the twenty six, twenty two were also single sex for some

period during their history.

The data contained in Table 2 reflect the years before initial develop-

ment of the fraternity systems on the campuses.

With the exception of the three institutions whose fraternity systems

began in the past thirty years, two of which are church affiliated and one

predominantly a business school, the first appearance of fraternities occurred

within an average of twenty years from the charterings of the colleges. On

eighteen of the twenty six campuses, fraternities had developed within the first
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TABLE 1

DECADES OF COLLEGE FOUNDINGS

NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS

DECADES FOUNDED - -DECADES FOUNDED

1760 1 1840 1

1770 1 1850 3

1780 0 1860 5

1790 3 1870 0

1800 0 1880 0

1810 3 1890 2

1820 4 1900 1

1830 2 1910 1

TABLE 2

TIME PERIOD BEFORE DEVELOPMENT OF FRATERNITY SYSTEMS

BEGINNING OF FRATERNITY NUMBER BEGINNING OF FRATERNITY NUMBER

SYSTEM AFTER SCHOOL OF SYSTEM AFTER SCHOOL OF

CHARTERING SCHOOLS CHARTERING SCHOOLS

0 - 10 YEARS 4 51 - 60 YEARS 2

11 -20YEARS 7 61 - 70OYEARS 1

21-30YEARS 7 71-80YEARS 0

31 - 40 YEARS 2 81 - 90 YEARS 0

41 - 50 YEARS 1 91+ YEARS 2

thirty years of the institution. That number includes two campuses where Phi

Beta Kappa was the initial group and before it had evolved into an honor
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society. According to material submitted on the campus questionnaire, on all

but five campuses, the pioneering fraternities still maintain active chapters.

While not indicative of a close relationship between the fraternity

system and the host institutions, the figures suggest a lengthy tradition of

fraternity history on the campuses. With the exception of five colleges,

fraternity systems have existed on each of the campuses for more than a

century. Of those five, two were not chartered until the 1900's; one had been

an all women's school until the mid 1940's; and the two remaining had

discouraged the formation of fraternities.

Research Question 1

The age of the fraternity systems in the population suggest that over

time the colleges have either relied on the fraternities to provide certain

services to their students, or by not having provided those services them-

selves, a void was created that was filled by the fraternities. The historical

development of the extra-curricula was in no small measure due to the rigors

of the early curricula and the meager offerings available to students outside

the classroom. Phi Beta Kappa and its many successors are prime examples

of the fulfillment of many of those student needs.

Table 3 focuses on the reliance on the fraternities by colleges and

universities to provide housing, meals, and social activities for significant

numbers of students.
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TABLE 3

DEPENDENCY OF COLLEGES ON FRATERNITIES TO PROVIDE SELEC-
TIVE SERVICES TO SIGNIFICANT NUMBERS OF STUDENTS

Reliance of Housing Meals Social

Colleges on Fraternities to Activities

provide:

Yes No Yes No Yes No
Number of Schools 19 7 17 9 23

Of the twenty-six institutions in the target population, all but one have

more than 500/ of their undergraduate students living on campus. The

average percentage for campus residency for all twenty six schools is 76%,

which lends support to the perception that living on campus is a high priority

for most of the population. While all of the colleges have residence halls,

there has also been an expectation that the fraternities would provide housing

for their members, eliminating some of the need for the college to build

residence halls to accommodate all of its students. This may have occurred

due to any number of considerations, including availability of land, willingess

or ability of the institution to enter into partnerships with the fraternities, or an

opportunity seized by either the college or the fraternity and its alumni.

Currently, nineteen schools (73%) in the study have a relationship with

the fraternities and sororities that allows for the college to expect that those

groups will house significant numbers of students. That is compared with the

seven institutions that indicate there is no expectation of the fraternity system

to house students.
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Housing situations of the fraternities on the various campuses, including

variations that occur in those residential options are outlined in Table 4.

TABLE 4

FRATERNITY HOUSING

FRATERNITY All Housed Some Housed None Housed

HOUSING 16 7 3

Only twelve per cent (three schools) in the target population have

fraternity systems where the fraternities are not housed. Sixteen schools

(62%) have systems where each member of the system has a house. On the

other seven campuses where there is a mixture of chapters with and without

houses, only a small number of fraternities do not have a house. Those that

do not are provided space in college residence halls, complete with lounge

areas, or space on campus in which to have their meetings. The exception

appears to be in the case of the historically black national organizations whose

members are provided opportunities to live together but for whom space has

not been allocated due to the very small number of members in the organiza-

tions.

The degree of ownership of the fraternity house on the various campus-

es is depicted in Table 5.

TABLE 5

HOUSE OWNERSHIP

Houses College Alumni Both Other

Owned by:j 3 6 14 3
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Though a sizeable majority of the fraternities on the campuses have

houses, it is clear from the information presented in the table that a combina-

tion of house ownerships will most likely be found on a campus in the target

population. That ownership may also entail shared responsibility in which the

college owns the land and the alumni the house or the college may own both

the land and the house and either rent or lease the property to the students

through the alumni.

In only three cases does the college completely own all housing which

is solely designated for fraternities. On one of those campuses, the college

allocates housing on an annual basis, requiring an application process each

year. On the other hand, there are only six schools where the alumni own all

fraternity housing.

Within the target population as a whole, there are only three colleges

where fraternities do not have housing. In each of those cases, the college

does provide residence hall space, special interest housing, or meeting room

space for the groups. It is also not uncommon to find fraternity members

renting property off campus that serves as living space for a small number of

members but as a social hub for the much larger fraternity group. The areas

where fraternity housing is located are identified in Table 6.

TABLE 6

LOCATION OF HOUSING

Housing On Campus Off Campus On and Off Other

Located J 6 9 9 2
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The responses identified in Table 6 would suggest that there are almost

equal numbers of schools where the fraternity systems are either all off

campus, all on campus, or a combination of both. In those instances where

all housing was noted as being off campus, it was mentioned that off campus

most often meant adjacent to campus but not on college property. As previ-

ously noted, only three fraternity systems do not have housing, but members

are provided meeting space or common living space in either residence halls

or special interest housing.

Referring again to the information contained in Table 3, the issue of the

college relying on the fraternities to provide meals for significant numbers of its

students will be expanded upon in Table 7.

TABLE 7

AVAILABILITY OF MEAL PLANS IN FRATERNITY HOUSES

Meal Plans Offered by Fraternities Yes No Some

11 6 9

As represented in the data, the information suggests that some form of

a meal plan is offered by fraternity chapters at twenty schools in the target

population. At eleven of the schools, all of the fraternities offer a meal plan to

their members. At an additional nine, a majority of the chapters offer a

program which may be supplemented by a college meal plan. The determin-

ing factor between those campuses where all fraternities had a meal plan and

those where some of them served meals was the type of housing available to

a particular fraternity. Those housed in residence halls more often than not

participated in college meal plans which were available at central dining
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facilities on campus or within the residence halls themselves. At six of the

colleges, no meal plan is offered by any chapter in the fraternity system. On

three of those campuses, the fraternities also do not have housing.

One final reference to the data in Table 3 provides an opportunity to

address the dependency of the college or university on the fraternity system to

provide social activities for significant numbers of its students. In the following

tables, that relationship will be further explored.

The range in percentages of the undergraduate student body that are

affiliated with a Greek letter organization is outlined in Table 8. While not

conclusive, it does serve as an indicator of the degree to which these social

groups are supported by students on campuses in the target population.

TABLE 8

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPATION IN FRATERNITIES BY
UNDERGRADUATE MALE STUDENTS

PercenAge 0-101 11 -20 [ 21 -301 3-40 [4-50 151-60 f617
Pretage31 4

Number of 1 3 4 6 4 612
schools

The information in Table 8 reflects a high degree of participation in the

fraternity systems on the campuses in the target population. On eighteen of

the twenty-six campuses (69% of the population), more than a third of the

male students belong to a fraternity. On nine of those campuses (35% of the

population), more than one half of the undergraduate, male population has a

fraternity affiliation.
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Additional observations are made possible by a review of those levels

of participation. Consequently, in Table 9, the schools are ranked from

highest to lowest percentage of participation in the fraternity systems.

Judging from the data displayed in the table, Dartmouth, the only Ivy

League school in the population, still has the highest reported level of partici-

pation at 65%. Union College, also known as "Mother of Fraternities," has a

similarly high level of participation at 60%. Of the nine schools above the fifty

per cent level, three are located in New York, and five are located in Pennsyl-

vania. Of those five, Lafayette is surpassed only by Dartmouth in the degree

of participation by its male students in the fraternity system.

Within the entire target population, the average level of participation is

39%. That percentage is also reflected by the nine colleges representing the

state of New York. Within the smaller subset of the ten colleges representing

Pennsylvania, however, the level of participation is 43%. At 22%, the two

schools in Connecticut, Wesleyan and Trinity, have the smallest, average

percentage of participation.

Of particular note concerning the schools in the fifty per cent range is

the fact that in the last five years all of the colleges but Lehigh have evaluated

their respective fraternity systems at an institution level. The results have

included the development of mission or relationship statements at St. Law-

rence and Lafayette; the restructuring of rushing and pledging at Dartmouth,

Gettysburg, Bucknell, and Colgate; greater faculty involvement in determining

the direction of the fraternity systems; and raising questions about coeducation

and the inherent value of the fraternity system in a more diversified, world

community.
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TABLE 9

LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION IN THE FRATERNITY SYSTEMS

College/University Percentage of Par- College/University Percentage of

ticipation Participation

Dartmouth 65 Rensselaer 37

Lafayette 62 Worcester Poly 35

Union 60 Dickinson 35

Gettysburg 57 Hobart 35

Bucknell 54 Carnegie-Mellon 33

Lehigh 54 Clarkson 30

Muhlenberg 54 Alfred 25

Colgate 52 St. Joseph's 25

St. Lawrence 50 Wesleyan 25

MIT 47 Trinity 19

Hamilton 46 LaSalle 18

Bowdoin 45 Adelphi 12

Allegheny 40 Babson 10

Looking at the data from another perspective, Table 10 takes into

consideration the level of participation but from the standpoint of ranking from

the oldest institution to that most recently chartered.

Arranged in this fashion, the information in the data appear to offer no

additional insights that might infer a correlation between the age of the

institution and the level of participation. However, of the ten oldest institutions

in the target population, seven of the schools were single sex institutions until

the late 1960's or early 1970's. That number is increased to eight if Hobart,

with its unique relationship with William Smith College, is included.
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TABLE 10

PARTICIPATION LEVEL FROM OLDEST COLLEGE TO YOUNGEST

Year Chartered Institution Percentage of Year Chartered Institution Percentage
Participation of Participa-

[ jtion

1769 Dartmouth 65 1846 Bucknell 54

1773 Dickinson 35 1850 St. Joseph's 25

1794 Bowdoin 45 1853 LaSalle 18

1795 Union 60 1856 St. Lawrence 50

1812 Hamilton 46 1857 Alfred 25

1815 Allegheny 40 1865 MIT 47

1817 Colgate 52 1865 Worcester Poly 35

1822 Hobart 35 1865 Lehigh 54

1823 Trinity 19 1867 Muhlenberg 54

1824 Rensselaer 37 1896 Clarkson 30

1826 Lafayette 62 1896 Adelphi 12

1831 Wesleyan 25 1900 Carnegie-Mellon 33

1832 Gettysburg 57 1919 Babson 10

Many of the activities that are associated with the fraternity system are

the social events that occur prior to or as part of the membership selection

period, more commonly referred to as rush. The periods of the academic year

in which fraternity rush takes place is displayed in Table 11.

Nine of the schools in the population allow freshman students to pledge

fraternities at some point in their first semester. Consequently, those nine

schools also have their primary rush in the fall term which results in pledging.

Of those, only one allows freshmen to pledge prior to the beginning of school,

and that is primarily because the fraternity system is part of the residential
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selection process on that campus where rushing and pledging is accomplished

within the week prior to school.

TABLE 11

PERIOD OF YEAR WHEN PRIMARY RUSH IS CONDUCTED

Time Before First of Mid-Fall Beginning Mid- Sophomore
School School of Second Spring Year

Term

Number 1 5 3 8 6 3
of

School ___ __

Of the additional eight that allow pledging in the fall, five conduct rush

at the beginning of the fall term, and the other three begin the process at

some point later in the fall.

Two thirds-seventeen-of the schools do not allowing pledging until the

second term or the second semester at the earliest. Of those, eight begin

rush at the beginning of the term or the semester, and an additional six begin

in mid term. Three schools do not allow a student to pledge until some point

in the sophomore year. Additionally, within the next two years, two schools

who now allow students to pledge at some point in their first year will be

moving the rush process to the sophomore year.

The rush process itself appears to be weighted toward the informal.

While there are five schools that consider their rush processes to be fairly

structured, the other twenty-one have a rush that may be defined as informal

or a combination of some structure within some rather informal guidelines.
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The rush process culminates in the extension of a bid to pledge a

fraternity and the commencement of the pledging period some time thereafter.

The length of the various rush periods is displayed in Table 12.

TABLE 12

LENGTH OF RUSH PERIOD BEFORE PLEDGING MAY BEGIN

Time 1 Week 1 week 1-3 1 4-6 7-9 10 mos. More
to 1 Mo mos. mos. mos. -1 year than 1I ~ to1 o I.___ ___ yr.

Number 1 4 3 7 6 0 4
of

Schools

Of the twenty-five respondents, only one school had a rush period that

began and concluded before the beginning of the school year. Due to the

unique housing function that the fraternity system plays at that institution, the

rush process lasts one week and terminates with the individuals pledging as

well as moving into their respective residence halls, the fraternity houses.

Five additional schools allow pledging to begin within one week to a month

after rush begins. The other three that allow first semester students to pledge

indicate the beginning of pledgeship within one to three months from the first

of the fall term.

Exactly half of the schools in the target population expect pledging to

begin at some predetermined point during the second term or spring semes-

ter. Seven of those schools are at the beginning of the term, which is three to

six months after rush began. Six schools allow pledging to begin at some

point later in the spring term thus putting them from six to nine months after

initial rush activities began. Three schools that have moved the rush process
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into the sophomore year have essentially created an opportunity for the rush

process to extend for more than one year before an individual may pledge a

fraternity.

As significant as the rush process in the activities of the fraternity

system is the actual pledging period. The length of those periods is outlined

in Table 13.

TABLE 13

LENGTH OF PLEDGE PERIODS

Time 0-4 wks. 5-8 wks. 9-12 wks. 4-6 mos. 7-9 mos. 10 mo.-

-A 1 yr.

Number 3 9 3 3 0 0
of Stu--
dents

As greater national attention is focused on the pledge practices of

fraternities, increasing numbers of colleges, as well as national organizations,

are setting maximum lengths for the pledge periods, if not eliminating the

pledge period altogether. As outlined in Table 13, three schools have a

maximum pledge period that lasts no longer than four weeks. At nine schools,

the pledge programs are completed within five to eight weeks, and three

additional colleges require pledging to be completed by the end of the twelfth

week of the term.

The longest pledge periods exist on campuses that allow first semester

pledging as most of the chapters do not initiate until the second term or

semester. In one case, however, the pledge period may last from six months

to more than one year from the time that an individual is pledged.
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Variations within a fraternity system are becoming more commonplace

as national organizations eliminate the pledge period. On one campus where

two of its fraternities are among those nationals, the college only requires that

students be initiated the same semester that a bid is extended. The response

from four schools noted that no minimums or maximums were set by the

institution but by the individual fraternities themselves. No responses were

received on this question from two schools, and one college mentioned that its

Board of Trustees had just eliminated pledging on a campus wide basis.

An additional factor that has affected the number of men who pledge

fraternities has been the movement of the primary rush period to the sopho-

more year. That has been coupled with minimal requirements to pledge a

fraternity. The number of colleges that have requirements to pledge is noted

in Table 14.

TABLE 14

MINIMAL REQUIREMENTS TO PLEDGE A FRATERNITY

Requirements Yes No

Minimum Grade Point 15 11

Good Standing (no disci- 3 23
pline record)

Fifteen of the twenty-six colleges (58%) have a minimal grade require-

ment before a student may pledge a fraternity. Of those fifteen, thirteen

require a 2.0 grade point. Of the other two, one has a minimum of a 1.8

which is the college minimum for graduation, and the other requires a 2.5 of

first year students and a 2.2 of upperclassmen. Of the fifteen, three also
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impose a good standing requirement whereby the student must not be on any

form of disciplinary probation.

Eleven schools (42%) have no minimum, academic requirements to

pledge, and twenty-three (88%) set no minimal behavioral expectations.

Three schools, however, also impose a good standing requirement

whereby the student must not be on any form of disciplinary probation at the

time of pledging.

Research Question 2

The role of the alumni in working with fraternity systems is becoming

increasingly important. Historically, alumni have been expected to raise

capital to maintain the fraternity houses, support the direction of the institution

through gifts of time and monies, and to celebrate in the camaraderie of a

shared experience.

Within the target population, alumni are more frequently being called

upon to assist the undergraduates in defending the idea of fraternity and the

value of single sex organizations. Against claims that fraternities are sexist,

anti-intellectual, racist, and elitist, alumni are also having to respond to the

societal criticisms that fraternities continue to espouse, or at least not to

discourage, behavior that is demeaning to other students and detrimental to

the character of the host institutions.

In response to whether or not alumni have contributed to the character

of the fraternity system on the campuses in the target population, all but one

respondent indicated that they most definitely had. Unfortunately, the general

lack of their support was the most offered comment. It is not an uncommon

perception that the alumni do not get involved until there is a problem, or in
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some instances may actually have encouraged the type of behavior that has

led to unfavorable criticism.

Table 15 outlines the various roles that the alumni play in the opera-

tions of the undergraduate chapters in the target population.

Table 15

ROLE OF THE ALUMNI
(Individual Chapter Level)

Area of Partic- Existence of Alumni Support

ipation

All Some None N/A

House Corpo- 14 10 0 2
ration

Alumni Advi- 4 22 0 0
sors

House Corpo- 2 11 12 1
ration and

Alumni Advi-
sory Board

As might have been expected from recalling the material presented in

Table 4, which depicted the number of campuses where the fraternities have

housing, only two campuses do not mention alumni participation in some form

of house corporation/association. On fourteen of the campuses (53%), each

fraternity has a housing board. On an additional ten (38%), there is evidence

of housing boards working with some chapters.

Outside of their participation in the housing boards, the alumni also

advise the fraternity chapters on day to day operations. None of the schools

in the target population mention having no alumni support. As compared to

the level of participation in the housing board, however, there are fewer
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campuses where each fraternity had an active alumni advisor. Fewer still are

those campuses where the respondent indicated that the fraternities had both

advisory boards and housing boards. The information in the data suggests

that alumni involvement may not be sufficient to provide advisory boards as

well as housing boards. Twelve schools (46%), in fact, reflect this. It is quite

possible that the alumni who work with the chapter on the housing boards also

serve in an advisory capacity.

One additional forum in which the alumni have come together is in an

alumni interfraternity group. That information is contained in Table 16.

Table 16
ROLE OF THE ALUMNI

(Interfraternity Level)

Yes No

Existence of Alumni
Interfraternity Group 11 14

Yes No

Effective Change 
_3

,Agent 3

A majority of the respondents have indicated that there is not an

interfraternity body in which the alumni participate. On the eleven campuses

where there is some form of an alumni intefraternity council, only five respon-

dents characterized that body as an effective change agent. An additional

three perceived the alumni interfraternity council as a possible vehicle to

manage change though not necessarily an effective change agent. On three

of the campuses the alumni interfraternity groups are in the process of being

created or restructured.
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As alumni are volunteers, the ability of the alumni to assist their fraterni-

ties may be affected by any number of factors, including distance from the

campus, other vocational responsibilities, and family concerns. In such cases,

the advisor to the fraternities, and possibly sororities, may be relied upon to

fulfill many of the tasks that would ordinarily fall to a pool of alumni. A

general discussion of the advisor to fraternities follows a presentation of that

data in Table 17.

Table 17

FRATERNITY ADVISOR DESCRIPTORS

Characteristics Number of Respondents

Male 18

Female 8

Minority: Other than Female 2

Full Time Employee 24

Part Time Employee 2 (including one graduate student)

Sole Responsibility for Fraternities 21

Partial Responsibility for Fraternities 5

Advises both Fraternities and Sororities 23

Non Fraternity Member 5

Non Sorority Member 5

On eighteen campuses in the target population (70%), the fraternity

advisor is a male who is a full time employee. He also has sole responsibility

for advising the fraternity system, and most likely the sororities as well. On

one campus that individual is a graduate student and part time; on another he

is just a part time employee with additional responsibilities.
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On eight campuses (30%), the fraternity advisor is a female who is a

full time employee with sole responsibility for advising the fraternity system,

and most likely the sororities. Minority respondents, other than women, are

represented by two campuses. These individuals are also full time employees

with sole responsibility for advising the Greek system.

At three schools in the target population, two individuals advise the

Greek system, primarily due to the size of those systems and the participation

level by the undergraduates. Three of the four schools also represent the

larger institutions in the target population, approaching the upper limit of the

size criteria imposed on the population.

Of the male advisors, thirteen of the eighteen belonged to a fraternity;

two to locals and eleven to fraternities with national affiliations. Of the female

advisors, three of the eight had sorority affiliations, all national. Twenty-three

of the twenty-six advised both the fraternities and sororities, and twenty-two of

the twenty-six had additional job related responsibilities at their respective

institutions.

Represented within the advisors were a Vice President of Student

Affairs; an Associate Dean of Student Life; seven Assistant Deans of Stu-

dents; two Assistant Deans of the College; two Directors of Student Activities;

and eight positions where the advisor was a director. On only four campuses

were the advisors filling positions that were at the assistant director level.

Among the advisors, it appeared that the majority had been in their

positions for a comparable number of years. That information is presented in

Table 18.
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TABLE 18

NUMBER OF YEARS AS ADVISOR TO FRATERNITIES

Years in Less than 1-3 Years 3-5 Years 5-10 Years More than

Position One Year ____ ________ jTen Years

Number 4 14 6 1 1

Responding

While four of the advisors had been in their positions for a period of

less than a year, fifty-four per cent had been advising the fraternity system for

between one to three years. When that time frame is expanded to five years,

it encompasses ninety-two per cent of the advisors.

The number of years those same advisors have spent in the Northeast,

as compared with their being advisors, is outlined in Table 19.

TABLE 19

NUMBER OF YEARS SPENT IN THE NORTHEAST

Years in Less than 1-3 Years 3-5 Years 5-10 Years More than
Northeast_ One Year Ten Years

Number 3 7 3 5 5
Responding

While a majority of the advisors had been in their positions for less than

three years, half had responded that they had lived in the Northeast for more

than three years. Ten (38%) indicated that they had spent at least five years

in the area, and of those, five (19%) had lived there for more than ten years.

Of those, the researcher found that most had also attended school in the

Northeast and had remained either with the particular college upon graduation

or had relocated within the area.
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Research Question 3

Of particular interest to the researcher has been the affect of coeduca-

tion on the colleges in the target population. Due in part to the age of the

institutions in the Northeast and to the disparity between the education that

was available to men and women at the time, the single sex nature became

characteristic of so many of the private colleges in the Northeast, especially

those chartered before the Civil War. The year that women were first admit-

ted on equal basis with men is noted in Table 20.

Of the twenty-six colleges in the target population, only four have a

history that is entirely coeducational. Of those four, two were chartered in the

mid 1850's, and two were chartered near the turn of the century. Three of the

schools are located in rural areas of New York state; one is located in a

metropolitan area of Pennsylvania.

If one were to discount those four schools, however, the range expands

from eighteen years to two hundred and three years before women were

admitted on an equal basis with their male counterparts. The distribution of

that range is further outlined in Table 21.

Including those four institution that were coeducational from their

inception, there are seven schools that admitted women, or men in the case of

Adelphi, on equal basis with the opposite sex within their first fifty years. One

of those, Wesleyan, admiited women briefly for thirty years and then closed its

doors again to women until 1968. Four additional colleges had admitted

women by their centennial celebrations.



TABLE 20

WOFMN ADMITTED ON EQUAL BASIS WITH MEN

SCHOOL YEAR CHARTERED WOMEN ADMITTED FIRST SORORITY STILL ACTIVE

Adelphi 1896 1896/1946 1905/1963 No

Alfred 1857 1857 1921 Yes

Allegheny 1815 1870 1881 Yes

Babson 1919 1969 1976 Yes

Bowdoin 1794 1970 1983 Yes

Bucknell 1846 1885 1895 Yes

Carnegie-Mellon 1900 1900 1943 No

Clarkson 1896 1896 1982 Yes

Colgate 1817 1970 1979 Yes

Dartmouth 1769 1972 1976 Yes

Dickinson 1773 1884 1903 Yes

Gettysburg 1832 1935 1937 Yes

Hamilton 1812 1968 1986 Yes

Hobart 1822 N/A N/A N/A

Lafayette 1826 1970 1978 No

LaSalle 1853 1970 1972 Yes

Lehigh 1865 1971 1975 Yes

MIT 1865 1883 1984 Yes

Muhlenberg 1867 1957 1984 Yes

Rensselaer 1824 1941 1976 Yes

St. Joseph's 1850 1972 1981 Yes

St. Lawrence 1856 1856 1881 Yes

Trinity 1823 1969 1982 Yes

Union 1795 1970 1978 Yes

Wesleyan 1831 1872-1912, 1968 1885, 1989 Yes

Worcester Poly 1865 1968 1977 Yes

Initial figure applicable to women; latter figure applicable to mn
** Not recognized by the administration

61
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TABLE 21

YEARS BETWEEN CHARTERING OF INSTITUTION AND ADMISSION OF
WOMEN ON EQUAL BASIS WITH MEN

YEARS j10-49 50-99 100-149 150-199 200+ N/A

NUMBEROF SCHOOLS 7 4 9 4 1 1

Fourteen schools (57%), however, were still single sex, all male

institutions after their first one hundred years. Of those, nine had admitted

women before an additional fifty years had passed, and four more were

coeducational by their bi-centennial. Of the two remaining, Dartmouth did not

accept women until its two hundred and third year, and Hobart continues to

have a coordinate relationship with William Smith College.

Including the four schools that were originally coeducational, an aver-

age of eighty seven years had transpired before women joined men on an

equal basis in the classroom and were awarded comparable degrees.

Discounting the four coed schools in that average and Hobart and Smith, the

average jumps to one hundred and eight years.

For the combined schools in New York, the average number of years

before women were admitted was seventy-two. That includes the three

schools that were always coed and Hobart and Smith. The average for

Pennsylvania schools was eighty-eight years. With only one school each,

Bowdoin had reached its one hundred and seventy sixth year, and as men-

tioned, Dartmouth was into its third century.
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Among the advisors within the target population, the response to the

question of whether or not the advent of coeducation had had an impact on

the fraternity system, the results are reflected in Table 22.

TABLE 22

COLLEGES AFFECTED BY A MOVE TO COEDUCATION

RESPONSE OF ADVISOR I YES NO

NUMBER RESPONDING 15 11

Eleven advisors responded that coeducation had not affected the

fraternity system on their respective campus. Of those eleven, one institution

is still a unique coordinate college with both male and female appendages.

Four other schools have been coeducational since their inception, including

both schools chartered at the turn of the century.

Of the six remaining, three had become fully coeducational by 1885.

Only three schools of the eleven were still single sex in the 1900's. One of

those schools was not chartered until 1919.

On the other hand, of the fifteen schools where it was noted that

coeducation had made an impact on the fraternity system, only two schools

had admitted women prior to 1900. One of those schools, Wesleyan, then

closed its doors to women in 1912, not to re-admit them until 1968.

Within the fifteen schools, only an additional two had admitted the

opposite sex by 1950, one of those being Adelphi which admitted men for the

first time in 1946. By 1957 Muhlenberg had also admitted women. Within the

four year period between 1968 and 1972, however, eleven schools opened
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their doors to women. Among them were two of the three schools chartered

before 1800.

Within the same group of fifteen schools where the advisors noted the

impact of coeducation on the fraternity system, all four of the most competitive

schools are represented. Eight schools are noted by Barron's as highly

competitive, and three are listed as very competitive.

The impact that coeducation appears to have had on the fraternity

systems, from the perspective of the advisors, falls into three categories. The

first of these is the development of sorority systems comparable to the men's

fraternity systems. The years between the admission of women and the

development of sororities is outlined in Table 23.

TABLE 23

YEARS BETWEEN ADMISSION OF WOMEN ON EQUAL BASIS WITH MEN

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF SORORITIES

YEARS 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-30 1_31-40_41-50 51+

NUMBEROF 4 8 4 2 1 1 1 3

Of the twenty-five respondents (Hobart does not have women on

campus other than William Smith students), only four schools saw the early

development of sorority systems within the first five years after women were

admitted. That number increases to twelve within the first ten years and then

again by another four schools by the fifteenth year.

Within two decades after the admission of women, seventy-two per cent

of the responding schools with women had either national or local sororities on

their campuses. An additional sorority system developed each five year
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period thereafter until the final three were added more than fifty years later.

Within the target population as a whole, sororities appeared on campuses in

the population within twenty-two years after women were first admitted on

equal basis with their male counterparts. The level of the participation by

women undergraduates within the sorority system is further outlined in Table

24.

TABLE 24

PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPATION IN SORORITIES BY WOMEN

[:PERCENTAGES 0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39_I_40-49_I_50-59 60-69 170+

NUMBEROF 4 6 3 3 3 5 1 1

SCHOOLS ___

Four schools responded that zero to ten per cent of their undergraduate

women participate in the sororities as they exist on the particular campus.

This includes William Smith that does not have sororities; Bowdoin that has

only one unrecognized single sex sorority; and Wesleyan with its one single

sex sorority.

Six schools have sorority systems in which between ten and twenty per

cent of the women on campus participate. An additional three schools register

between twenty and thirty per cent participation. The thirty per cent participa-

tion level is also the average level of participation by women in the population.

Above that level there are three schools with thirty to forty per cent

participation; three schools with between forty and fifty per cent participation;

and seven schools (28%) with more than fifty per cent participation by the

women on campus, including one school in the sixty per cent range and one

in the seventy per cent range. All seven schools were chartered before the
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Civil War; all seven are located in either a rural or small town environment;

and all seven are highly residential.

A comparison of the participation levels of men in fraternity systems

and women in sorority systems on the respective campuses is outlined in

Table 25. The range between the levels of participation extends from the

same percentage of participation to three schools that reflect between twenty

and thirty per cent difference between participation in the men's groups and

the women's groups. This may be attributed to the limited number of single

sex choices for the women, as well as coeducational options, on each of the

three campuses.

Within the twenty-four schools that indicate the presence of both men's

and women's groups, the average difference between participation levels is +

10%. Other than the exceptions mentioned above, where there is a high level

of participation by undergraduate men in the fraternity, it can be expected that

there is a similar level of participation in a sorority system by the women.

The second category suggested by responses to the question about the

impact of coeducation on the fraternity system is the emergence of coed

fraternities on some of the campuses. Of the twenty-six schools in the target

population, sixteen (61%) have responded that no coed fraternities exist on

the particular campus. Of the remaining ten campuses, 29%, there is a wide

variety within the groups there are identified as coed. The number of schools

and the coed groups on those campuses are represented in Table 26.
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TABLE 25

COMPARISON OF PARTICIPATION BETWEEN MEN AND WOMEN

SCHOOL YEAR CHARTERED PERCENTAGE OF MEN PERCENTAGE OF WOMEN

Adelphi 1896 12 13

Alfred 1857 25 10

Allegheny 1815 40 50

Babson 1919 10 8

Bowdoin 1794 45 5

Bucknell 1846 54 68

Carnegie-Mellon 1900 33 15

Clarkson 1896 30 35

Colgate 1817 50 50

Dartmouth 1769 65 50

Dickinson 1773 35 42

Gettysburg 1832 57 50

Hamilton 1812 46 16

Hobart 1822 35 N/A

Lafayette 1826 62 72

LaSalle 1853 18 15

Lehigh 1865 54 47

MIT 1865 47 25

Muhlenberg 1867 54 40

Rensselaer 1824 37 22

St. Joseph's 1850 25 25

St. Lawrence 1856 50 53

Trinity 1823 19 11

Union 1795 32 32

Wesleyan 1831 25 2

Worcester Poly 1865 35 38
-%#%L %1LIIJLU II t

frasiglesex bot mnIzaInsd m en
fraternities by both men and women

indicuatu participalur in de
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TABLE 26

NUMBER OF COED FRATERNITIES PER CAMPUS

NUMBER OF 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

COED GROUPS l_
NUMBEROF 1613 311 0 0 210 0 0 1[ SCHOOLS __ __ __j__ _ _ _ _

Only ten campuses noted coed groups. Of those campuses where only

one coed group exists, two mention that the coed fraernities, albeit business

fraternities, are also social and coed. The other school is represented by a

coed national. Within that group of three schools, the size of the groups

range from eighteen to fifty members, with the percentage of men to women

ranging from equal numbers to predominantly all male.

On three campuses two coed groups exist. On two of the three, there

is one local group and one national coed group. However, on both campuses,

the coed national fraternities maintain single sex chapters. On the third

campus, though both groups are local, one derived from a previously national

fraternity chapter.

On the one campus where three coed groups exist, two of the fraterni-

ties have national affiliations; one does not. Of the two with a national tie, one

is reported to have only single sex membership. The ratio of men to women,

however, in the two groups that have mixed membership is reported as being

nearly equal.

The two campuses which claim six coed groups each reflect a variety of

choices, including local groups with no national affiliation; local groups having
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derived from national groups, and national coed groups that are both coed and

single sex, depending on the campus.

The largest number of coed fraternities exist at Bowdoin College where

there is a college mandate that all recognized fraternities be coed by Septem-

ber 1 of 1991. Consequently, within the fraternities that currently exist on that

campus, three have national organizations that have allowed coed member-

ship; four groups are locals that have evolved after splitting with their national

organizations; three others permit a degree of coed membership that is not

sanctioned by the national organization; and one local group exists that has no

former or current ties to a national organization. There are also two unrecog-

nized, single sex groups, a fraternity with a national affiliation and a local

sorority.

The information contained in the data is very limited as the number of

campuses in the target population with coed groups is limited. There is

sufficient data to infer that the ratio of men to women within the coed fraterni-

ties depends more on the nature of the group than on the particular campus.

Overall size of the groups also varies significantly from one campus to

the next as does the percentage of students involved in coed fraternities.

Within the ten schools claiming to have coed groups, the percentage of

participation ranges from less than a percentage point to the middle forties,

dependent again on the campus climate as mentioned in the above discus-

sion. Of particular note is the fact that all of the most competitive schools

have coed fraternities.

The third category most often mentioned by fraternity advisors as

having been affected by the advent of coeducation are the questions of

equality of opportunity and facilities for the women. As was often the case
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when an institution admitted women, or men in the case of Adelphi, provision

had to be made for their room and board needs. This often resulted in either

new construction or redesigning of facilities.

On those campuses where the fraternity systems had housing and meal

plans, the admittance of women created a demand for expansion of those

services to include access by all students. The comparable accessibility of

facilities and services to both fraternities and sororities is outlined in Table 27.

TABLE 27

COMPARABLE FACILITIES FOR FRATERNITIES AND SORORITIES

FACILITIES YES_ NO _BOTH N/A N/R
I -

COMPARA3LE HOUSING 8 10 5 2 1

COMPARABLE MEAL PLANS 7 14 2 2 1

Though comparable on eight of the campuses, on ten of the campuses

the housing for the sororities is clearly not comparable to that available to the

men. At an additional five schools there are examples where some of the

housing for men and women is comparable, and some is not. At those

schools where housing is not comparable, the advisors noted that the wom-

en's groups were housed in residence halls where suites or chapter rooms

were made available to the group, or were in smaller houses than the men, or

had use of campus facilities for their meetings, including the possibility of a

suite in a campus building other than a residence hall.

In those cases where both situations existed, the sororities most often

did not have access to the more traditional fraternity houses unless they were

residing in former fraternity houses. There were also examples of men's
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groups living in the residence halls in situations similar to the women's groups.

Again, in such cases the men's groups also did not have access to the more

traditional fraternity houses.

Of the two schools not responding, one does not have sororities, and

the other is located in a community that does not allow fraternity or sorority

housing. Within the target population, there also does not appear to be a

common, single factor that would indicate why some schools have comparable

housing and some do not.

In the area of providing comparable board plans, there is a much

greater difference in the number of schools where there are comparable meal

plans for both the men's and women's groups. Seven schools have Greek

systems where the board plans for both the men and women are comparable.

That number is increased by two if the sample includes the schools where

neither the fraternities nor sororites have meal plans.

Fourteen schools (54%), however, report Greek systems where the

women's board plans are not comparable to that offered by the men. An

additional two schools also have examples of both. On those two campuses,

both the men's and women's groups that have access to the more traditional

houses have meal plans, and those that are in residence halls either eat at a

central dining hall or in the student center. Mention is made by advisors of

women's groups catering meals, eating on fraternity meal plans, and renting

rooms in local restaurants in order to provide their membership the opportunity

to eat together.

On the eight campuses where coed fraternities exist, excluding the two

that note the presence of business, social fraternities that are coed, the

question of equal opportunity within the fraternity has also been raised. The
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privileges of membership accorded to women in the coed fraternities is

outlined in Table 28.

TABLE 28

PRIVILEGES OF MEMBERSHIP ACCORDED TO WOMEN MEMBERS IN
COED FRATERNITIES

PRIVILEGES YES NO

MAY HOLD MAJOR OFFICE 8 0

MAY LIVE IN THE HOUSE 7 0

MAY BE RECOGNIZED BY THE NATIONAL 3 1

HAVE SAME SOCIAL PRIVILEGES 8 0

PAYSAME DUES AS MALE MEMBERS 7 1

There are five privileges generally associated with membership in a

traditional fraternity, including holding a major office, living in a common area

with other members, be recognized as a fully initiated member by a national

organization, having equal social privileges, and paying the same dues as

male members. Of the seven schools responding that had coed groups, other

than business fraternities, there were only two of the abovementioned areas

where women were not accorded the same privileges as the male members

on all of the campuses.

The first of these is the more obvious. If there is a national organiza-

tion to which the coed fraternity is affiliated, then the question is one of

whether the national organization itself recognizes coed membership. That

question is precisely the issue being considered at Bowdoin and Middlebury,

both of which have mandated that all of the national organizations with

chapters on their respective campuses be coed.
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Consequently, there is a wide range of recognition within those coed

groups on the IBowdoin campus, including local coed groups with no former

national ties; local coed groups with former national ties; local chapters of

single sex nationals with female members that are not recognized by the

national organization; local chapters of coed nationals that do recognize the

female members; and a local chapter of a single sex national that recognizes

the female members. On an additional two campuses, the women in the coed

groups on those campuses are recognized by the national organization.

An equal number of campuses also have coed groups that have no

national ties and, therefore, no reason to be concerned about a national

recognition. Only one campus reports a coed group where the female mem-

bers are not recognized by the national organization.

As is not uncommon to find a difference in the dues structure between

national organizations and local fraternities, that difference may be the factor

that warranted one advisor to comment that the dues depend on the group as

to whether the women pay the same as the men.

Research Question 4

Some of the early colleges were located in rural areas and occasionally

described as remote. Outside of the classroom, much of the extra-curriculum

developed around the activities of the early fraternities. Though some of the

seemingly remote areas have since been developed and settled, many with

the faculty and support staff of the colleges, some still retain the character of

the colleges from their earlier periods.

On the other hand, there are schools in the target population that were

founded in the city and continue to thrive in that type of environment. The
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impact that the particular geographical location has had on a fraternity system

is outlined in Table 29.

TABLE 29

THE IMPACT OF THE GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION
ON THE FRATERNITY SYSTEM

OICALE EFFECT ON FRATERNITIES 1 YES NO N/R-

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 1=181 7 11

Of the twenty-five schools responding to the question, eighteen noted a

definite relationship between the location of the school and the impact on the

fraternity system. Only two of the eighteen are located in an urban setting.

The other sixteen, 64% of the responding schools, are located in either a rural

or suburban setting. Comments from the advisors support the perception that

due to the isolation, the fraternities have been relied upon to be the social

programmers for the campus. Unfortunately, according to one advisor, most

of the recent programming has been alcohol based.

Of the two institutions that are located in urban settings but indicated an

impact on the fraternity system, one commented about the isolation of their

particular campuses within a relatively poorer neighborhood of the city and the

other within an affluent neighborhood. Both, however, commented that the

fraternities provided much of the social life that was found wanting in the

surrounding communities.

Six of the seven schools responding that the geographical location had

not impacted the fraternity system are either located in or near a large,

metropolitan area. Describing the location of the school as being less than a
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cultural mecca, one advisor did suggest that the availability of other options in

the community did lessen the reliance on the fraternities for social outlets.

An additional comment by an advisor suggested that the fraternity

system continued to stay strong because of the isolation of the college. A

colleague on another campus mentioned that the same isolation adversely

affected the fraternity system in its inability to maintain adequate alumni

support.

It is not surprising that a large number of the colleges in the institution,

whether urban or rural, continue to provide opportunities for students to live on

campus in either dormitories, on and off campus apartments, married student

housing, and fraternity or sorority housing. The percentage of residential

spaces occupied by the student body on the population campuses, as noted

by Barron's Seventeenth Edition, is outlined in Table 30.

TABLE 30

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT BODY LIVING IN COLLEGE HOUSING
(RESIDENCE HALLS, ON AND OFF CAMPUS APARTMENTS, MARRIED

STUDENT HOUSING, AND FRATERNITY AND SORORITY HOUSING)

PERCENTAGES 0-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 80-89 90-99

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 1 5 1 6 7 6

Only one school in the target population houses less than fifty per cent

of its students in college housing. The other twenty-five schools (96%) house

more than half of their student bodies in campus housing. Within that group,

nineteen schools (73%) house seven out of ten students in one of the man-

ners mentioned. As that grouping is also represented by schools in both rural

and urban locations, older and newer schools, schools of both smaller and
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larger student bodies, it may be indicative of the relationship between a

residential experience and the mission of the institution.

Research Question 5

Within the past two years, the smaller number of high school graduates

nationally has affected the applicant pool of the schools within the target

population. As the number of students who go on to college will ultimately

affect the number of students who participate in extra-curricular activities on

campus and the type of activities that are supported, the researcher felt that

the size of the schools in the population may be a factor that would affect the

fraternity systems. The range of sizes of the colleges in the population is

outlined in Table 31.

TABLE 31

RANGE OF SIZES OF COLLEGES WITHIN THE POPULATION

NUMBER OF STUDENTS 1400- 2000- 2500- 3000- 3500- 4000-
1999 2499 2999 3499 3999 4500

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 11 2 5 3 1 5

Within the target population, the largest number of schools are in the

1400 to 1900+ student range. Of the eleven colleges in that category, there is

broad distribution from most of the states in the wider population as well as

schools representing all three categories of selectivity. There are also schools

from both rural and urban settings in addition to both those that have been

coed since theiir inception and those that have been single sex at one time.

The next range, from 2000-2499, has only two schools, both in New

York. One is very rural, however, and the other is in a suburban area.



77

Five schools have student populations between 2500 and 2999 stu-

dents. Similar in character to the first category, four states are represented as

are both urban and rural locations of the schools and selectivity of institutions.

In the range of 3000-3499 students, four schools are represented, two

from New York and one from Pennsylvania. They also represent both rural

and suburban locales as well as differences in selectivity.

Approaching the top end of the range is one school with a student body

of between 3500 and 3999 students. It is a school that is located in a subur-

ban environment.

Five schools are represented in the group of schools with the largest

student bodies. Within this group, however, all are listed as either highly

competitive or most competitive. Four of the five are also located in cities or

large metropolitan areas.

As the information contained in the data reflect no particular character-

istics of any of the schools within a given range, the fraternity advisors were

asked if the size of the student body had been a factor in any recent restruc-

turing of the fraternity. The data is further outlined in Table 32.

TABLE 32

IMPACT OF SIZE OF THE CAMPUS ON THE FRATERNITY SYSTEM

NOTICEABLE IMPACT YES NO N/R

L NUMBER OF SCHOOLS I 1 24 1

Clearly, the advisors do not consider the size of the particular campus-

es as having any impact on the fraternity system. With only one of the

twenty-five respondents indicating an affirmative reply, there would appear to
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be no causal relationship between the health of the system and the size of the

college.

The comments of some of the advisors, however, do raise some

questions. In particular, with an increasing number of female students on the

campuses, it is conjectured that either the average size of the individual

fraternities may eventually be affected or that some of the smaller fraternities

may not be able to compete and fall by the way. With increased numbers of

women, there were also concerns expressed for their needs, whether it be in

the form of housing, an addition to the sorority system, coed fraternities, or

responding to issues of equality of opportunity and equal access to those

services currently available to male students.

The issue of diversity was also mentioned in some of the comments,

with particular attention to the ability of the fraternity system to reflect a wider

range of the student body within its individual chapters. With the emphasis on

expanding the diversity of the student body as a whole, and especially within

the fraternity system, colleges are questioning the ability of the fraternity

systems to include this growing minority into their selection processes.

The issue of exclusion and inclusion not only appeared in the context of

membership selection and diversity within the fraternity system but also within

the context of the community of scholars being open to all students. This has

some definite ramifications when placed against the larger, societal issues of

risk management.

Research Question 6

While most likely of little concern to college students, the condition of

the fraternity houses has drawn attention to the fraternities, whether for
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unsanitary conditions, fire and safety issues, or observable deterioration of the

property in recent years. As mentioned in Tables 3 and 6, with many of the

colleges relying on the fraternities to house students, and with those houses

located on college property or adjacaent to it, it also becomes part of a public

relations matter for the colleges and their various constituencies, as well as

the surrounding community.

Whether the appearance of the fraternities houses has had an effect on

college relations and consequently the fraternity system is noted in Table 33.

TABLE 33

EFFECT OF FRATERNITY HOUSE APPEARANCE ON FRATERNITY
SYSTEM

EFFECT OF APPEARANCE/CONDITION YES NO N/A N/R

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 19 4 2 1

As with Research Question 5, there was clearly an indication from the

response of the advisors that the condition of fraternity houses has contributed

to the attention received by fraternity systems on campuses in the target

population. Of the twenty-five respondents, nineteen (76%) affirmed the

importance of the condition of the houses.

Among those responding, concern was expressed that the college was

very mindful of the esthetics of the community surrounding the college,

including the fraternity houses. The condition of the houses had even added

to the urgency of one college to initiate a study of the Greek system. On

another campus the physical location of many of the houses, on a rise looking

down on the rest of the campus, was symbolically disconcerting and tended to

heighten their visibility and shortcomings.
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On the campuses where the college owns the property, or allows the

fraternities space in a residence hall, the condition of the houses or lounges

was of enough concern to the college that they have asked the fraternities to

justify their continued occupancy of the space.

On the other hand, there was a clear indication from four advisors

within the responding group that the fraternities had some very nice buildings

which positively contributed to their status on campus and the general esthet-

ics of the campus. The tone of the comments from advisors suggested that

the condition of the houses is a constant reminder to the college of their

presence. While the overall appearance is improving, the public still remem-

bers the way they used to be.

Only four schools replied that the condition of the houses was of no

consequence. Of that group, one advisor commented that it was only a

matter of time, however, before the condition of the houses became a con-

cern, particularly those that were located in the center of campus. An addi-

tional campus only reported having one house. On two of the campuses,

there is no housing for the Greeks. The issue is, therefore, not applicable.

With an increased awareness in the condition of fraternity houses by

the colleges and the surrounding communities, a combination of forces have

joined together to see that fraternity houses are kept up to code. Inspections

of the fraternity houses by the city or college have come as a response to

public attention. Table 34 further outlines those campuses where fraternity

houses are inspected.

From the response within the target population, it is clear that the

condition of the houses is of concern enough to either the college, the city, or

a combination of both that they are inspected. Of the twenty-six possible
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responses, there was only one school that did not respond to the question.

An additional three that do not offer housing replied that it was not applicable.

Of the two remaining schools that noted that their fraternity houses were not

inspected, one has only one fraternity house, and the other has instituted an

inspection program that will begin in the upcoming year.

TABLE 34

INSPECTION OF FRATERNITY HOUSES

HOUSES INSPECTED YES NO N/A N/R

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS ___20 2 1 3

If one were to include the twenty schools that do mention an inspection

of the various fraternity housing options, then it is possible to assume that all

fraternity housing within the population is inspected. The frequency of those

inspections is outlined in Table 35.

TABLE 35

FREQUENCY OF FRATERNITY HOUSE INSPECTIONS

FREQUENCY ONCE A ONCE ONCE TWICE MORE INFREQUENTLY N/A N/R
MONTH A A YEAR A YEAR THAN

TERM TWICE

_ ___A YEAR

NUMBER OF 3 0 5 9 1 1 2 5
SCHOOLS

Currently, there are five schools whose fraternities houses are not

inspected, three of which have no housing and two which mention no inspec-

tions. An additional two schools did not respond.
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Nineteen schools (73%) have fraternity residences that are inspected at

some time during the year. Three schools noted that inspections were

conducted at least once a month by the college. Five others mention inspec-

tions at least annually. Most frequently noted were inspections that were

conducted twice a year, with one each for more than twice a year or infre-

quently. The agents of those inspections is further outlined in Table 36.

TABLE 36

AGENTS OF INSPECTION FOR FRATERNITY HOUSING

INSPECTION AGENT NUMBER OF SCHOOLS

0-5 6-10 11-15

COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY 7

COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY AND CITY 10
OFFICIALS

CITY OFFICIALS ONLY 3

Whether solely or in combination with city officials, seventeen colleges

are involved in inspecting fraternity housing. Of those, the college inspects

seven by itself. The responses indicate that those so inspected may be

college property and, therefore, subject to college regulations. This would

include residence hall space, lounges, suites, commons areas, or actual

houses located on campus or in the immediate area. It was noted that they

might be inpsected by personnel from the security office, plant and grounds, a

member of the administration, employees of the housing office, or a combina-

tion of the above agents of the college.

Three schools whose fraternity housing is not on campus but located in

the immediate surrounding area are inspected by city officials only. Of those
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schools where city officials are included in the inspection process, there is also

some variation. Those differences are so noted in Table 37.

The city officials most frequently involved in fraternity house inspections

were the health inspector, the fire marshall, and the city building codes

administrator. Both the fire marshall and the health inspector were involved in

nine inspections each, though not necessarily all of the same inspections.

The city building codes administrator, however, was involved in only four

inspections.

TABLE 37

CITY OFFICIALS PARTICIPATING IN FRATERNITY HOUSING
INSPECTIONS

CITY OFFICIALS NUMBER OF SCHOOLS

0-5 6-10 11-15

HEALTH INSPECTOR 9

FIRE MARSHALL 9

BUILDING CODES ADMINISTRATOR 4

Though primary concern has been expressed by the colleges and cities

for the condition of fraternity housing, those campuses where sororities are

housed have also included the women's housing in the inspections. The

degree of those inspections is depicted in Table 38.

TABLE 38

INSPECTION OF SORORITY HOUSES

INSPECTIONSIMILAR TO FRATERNITIES YES NO N/A N/R

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 11 1 13 1
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The opportunity to inspect sorority housing is limited as fewer campus-

es afford the sororities comparable housing to the fraternities. Within the

target population, half of the advisors responded that sorority housing inspec-

tions were not applicable on their respective campus. For many of those, the

sororities occupy suites or common lounge space within the residence halls

which are maintained by the college. Only one campus did not respond to the

question.

Less than half of the target population have housing that is inspected.

Of those twelve schools, eleven note that sorority housing inspections are

comparable to those expected by the men's groups. Only one of the twelve

does not inspect the housing for sororities. On that campus, sorority houses

are considered residence halls and are maintained to some degree by the

college.

Research Question 7

Behavioral problems on college campuses in recent years have brought

considerable attention to the fraternity systems. Most notable have been the

incidents of alcohol abuse and the disruptive behavior that has come as a

direct result of alcohol related activities, including hazing that has most often

occurred during the pledge period. While not solely a fraternity problem, the

ability to identify and label group participation in such activities has increased

the visibility of such activities within the fraternity world. The fraternity advi-

sors in the Northeast concur with the general public that there are behavioral

problems within the systems. Their responses are in Table 39.
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TABLE 39

BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS IN FRATERNITIES

BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS ES_ NO____

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS ::][=22_3_1

Of the twenty-five advisors responding to the question about behavioral

problems within the fraternity system, twenty-two asserted that such incidents

had occurred on their respective campus and to such a degree as to draw

attention to the fraternity system.

The minimum drinking age within the states in the population is twenty-

one. As many of the problems arise from abuse of alcohol, it would appear

that the problems arise not so much from a law being on the books but of the

ability of the colleges, as well as society in general, to enforce the law.

Though twenty-two of the twenty-six advisors report that the drinking age is

being enforced, two advisors frankly admitted that the state drinking age was

not being enforced on their campuses. However, additional comments from

some of the advisors indicated that state laws were more often stated than

enforced; were enforced to the extent possible; or, were enforced only in

theory. Further information about alcohol related problems is outlined in

Table 40.

Twenty of the respondents (77%) noted that behavioral problems on

their campuses were as a result of the abuse of alcohol. That same number

also noted that such incidents were directly attributed to membership in

fraternities. Of the twenty-four advisors who also have sorority systems on

their campuses, only six advisors suggested that sorority membership contrib-

uted to behavioral problems relating to alcohol.
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TABLE 40

ALCOHOL RELATED PROBLEMS

ALCOHOL RELATED PROBLEMS YES NO N/A N/R

PROBLEMS RELATED TO UNDERAGE DRINKING 20 6 0 0

ATTRIBUTED TO FRATERNITY MEMBERSHIP 20 6 0 0

ATTRIBUTED TO SORORITIES AS WELL 6 18 2 0

ATTRIBUTED TO STUDENTS IN GENERAL 11 12 0 3

Though the numbers are higher than for the sororities, alcohol related

behavioral problems are cited as concerns within the general student body by

less than half of the advisors and considerably less than that attributed to

fraternity membership. While not conclusive, this figure provides some

support for the perception that the fraternities feel obliged to provide much of

the social activites on the campuses and have the facilities to do so. Several

advisors noted that the lack of a local bar scene and the isolation of the town

in which their particular campus was located had contributed to the problem.

With recent changes in state laws, most noticeably in Pennsylvania,

college administrations have begun to establish policies that more closely

reflect not only state law but the insurance and risk managment policies of the

national fraternities. The presence in the target population of two such

policies, "No Kegs" and "Closed Parties," is outlined in Table 41.

Within the target population, nine of the twenty six schools have a "No

Kegs" policy. Of those nine, however, the policy is primarily enforced in the

residence halls through the resident advisors and not in the fraternity houses,

unless the housing is part of the residence hall system. Sixteen schools have

no policies that limit kegs or other bulk quantities of alcohol on campus.
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TABLE 41

PRESENCE OF SPECIFIC ALCOHOL POLICIES

ALCOHOL POLICIES YES NO N/R

NO KEG POLICY 9 16 1

CLOSED PARTY POLICY 11 13 2

The results are similar with the "Closed Party" policy of which eleven

schools note there being such a policy. With no reply from two schools,

thirteen have indicated having no such policy. Of the schools that do have

"Closed Party" policies, the general comment from the advisors is that the

policies cannot be enforced or are enforced by the chapters minimally, with

violations usually discovered by the security office.

With both of the abovementioned policies, the tone from the national

organizations has been one of compliance. At the undergraduate level,

however, one advisor suggests that the chapters treat the word of the nation-

als as little more than amusing rhetoric. There is obviously as wide a range of

compliance among chapters on any given campus as there is between the

individual chapters and their national offices. Two advisors even commented

that it is impossible for the local chapters to follow national policy due to

college policy.

The incidences of hazing are often connected with the abuse of alcohol,

particularly during the pledging period. All of the colleges in the target popula-

tion have policies that prohibit hazing, and all but the state of New Hampshire

have anti-hazing laws. The information contained in Table 42, however,

reflects the presence of hazing on the campuses.
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TABLE 42

PRESENCE OF HAZING IN THE TARGET POPULATION

[ IPOLICIES/PRESENCE YESI NO SOME N/A N

HAZING IN FRATERNITY SYSTEM 9 17

HAZING IN SORORITY SYSTEM 15 9 2

Within the twenty-six schools, seventeen reported the presence of

hazing; nine suggested there was no hazing in the fraternity system on their

respective campuses.

Within the women's systems on the same campuses, it is interesting to

note that of the twenty-four applicable campuses, only nine reported the

presence of some hazing, and fifteen responses indicated no hazing. The

percentage of campuses that indicated hazing within the women's groups are

almost exactly opposite that of the men's.

Whether for hazing within the men's or women's groups, the penalties

tend to cover many of the same sanctions. Initially, most cases are

addressed with a reprimand and on an educational level, frequently requiring

restructuring of the pledge program. However, the more serious incidences

have resulted in the loss of a pledge class; suspension of fraternity recognition

for a period of time; withdrawal of recognition by the college and removal of

the charter by the national organization; or legal action taken against the

individuals and groups involved.

In order to combat the abuses that have taken place during the pledg-

ing period, many national organizations have considered eliminating the

pledging period; four national organizations have already begun to phase out

pledging, and several others are in the process. In its place, the national
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offices are developing educational programs. The colleges, as well, are

beginning to either support the efforts of the nationals or in some cases

require fraternities to include certain types of programs as part of their pledg-

ing period. The various types of programming required by the colleges is

outlined further in Table 43.

Though the national trend in pledge programs has been to move away

from pledge training toward overall fraternity education, information in the table

suggests that the mood on the particular campuses has been more toward

encouraging this type of programming rather than expecting or requiring it.

The notable exceptions have been in the required programming concerning

hazing and alcohol issues, which supports the advisors' concerns with these

two very visible, problematic subjects.

Of the sixteen topics mentioned, fourteen were noted as being either

encouraged or required by the institution. Only one topic, career planning,

was noted as being neither encouraged or required by more than half of the

respondents. With slightly less than fifty per cent response, men's health

issues appear to receive minimal attention as well. The role of the alumni,

time management and scholarship, however, are program areas not required

on at least a third of the campuses. The lack of an emphasis on scholarship

may be attributed to the selective nature of the institutions themselves.

Twenty-two schools indicated that records are kept on the academic

standings of the fraternities and sororities. Only four do not keep such

records. Of those, two are considered most competitive.

As most of the institutions use the all men's average as the benchmark

for comparisons, the information in Table 44 further detail the comparisons of

fraternities grades to the all men's average within the target population.



90

TABLE 43

PROGRAMMING IN THE PLEDGE PROGRAMS

PROGRAMMING ENCOURAGED REQUIRED NOT RE-
QUIRED

ALCOHOL ISSUES 15 8 3

CAREER PLANNING 10 0 16

COMMUNITY RELATIONS 13 3 7

FRATERNITY EDUCATION 14 4 6

HAZING 10 11 5

MEN'S HEALTH ISSUES 14 0 12

LEADERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES 20 0 4

MALE/FEMALE RELATIONS 20 2 2

MEMBERSHIP DIVERSITY 19 1 6

RACE RELATIONS 16 3 7

ROLE OF THE ALUMNI 12 1 10

SCHOLARSHIP 11 5 9

SEXISM 17 2 5

SOCIAL PROGRAMMING 16 3 7

SUBSTANCE ABUSE (DRUGS) 15 4 7

TIME MANAGEMENT 15 1 10

OTHER: ETHICS AND VALUES 1

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 1

HOMOSEXUALITY 1

TABLE 44

COMPARISON OF FRATERNITY GRADES TO THE ALL MEN'S AVERAGE

COMPARED TO ALL ABOVE BELOW EQUAL TO N/R
MEN'S AVERAGE

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 10 1 10 1_5
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The fraternity grade point is both above and below the all men's

average on an equal number of campuses within the target population. Where

it is below, it ranges from being almost equal to approximately two tenths of a

point difference. Only on one campus is the all fraternity grade point average

equal to the all men's average. There was no response from five schools;

however, four of those are among those that indicated they do not keep any

records of scholastic standings within the fraternity system.

The information contained in Table 45 further outlines the differences

between the all fraternity average and the all sorority grade point, where

applicable.

TABLE 45

COMPARISON OF ALL FRATERNITY GRADE POINT AVERAGE TO
'THE ALL SORORITY GRADE POINT AVERAGE

COMPARED TO SO- ABOVE BELOW EQUAL TO N/A
RORITY AVERAGES

LUBROFSCHOOLS 1 15 2 8

Of the eighteen schools responding, only one indicated that the all

fraternity average was above the all sorority average. On that particular

campus, there are national fraternities but only local sororities.

On fifteen campuses where there are both fraternities and sororities,

the all fraternity average is below the all sorority average. The fraternity and

sorority averages on two campuses were reported as being equal.

Eight campuses within the population did not respond. As mentioned

above, four of those schools do not keep records; two have only begun to
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keep records on fraternity and sorority grades; one does not have a sorority

system; and one did not complete the question.

Research Question 8

Nationally, fraternities have also been accused of being sexist and

discriminatory. While many incidents of such behavior have been laid at

fraternity doorsteps and fraternity membership has been suggested as a factor

in their continuation, the outcome of such activities in the Northeast has

contributed to the demise of entire systems rather than the expulsion of an

individual member or the closing of a particular chapter. The presence of

such discriminatory or sexist behavior in the target population, to the extent

that it would result in a review of the system, is further outlined in Table 46.

TABLE 46

DISCRIMINATORY OR SEXIST BEHAVIOR ALLEGED AGAINST
THE FRATERNITY SYSTEM

SEXIST OR DISCRIMINA- YES NO N/R

TORY BEHAVIOR

NUMBER OFISCHOOLSI 14 [ 1

Within the twenty-five responding schools, fourteen (56%) indicate the

presence of behavior that has raised concern about sexist or discriminatory

incidents within the fraternity system. Eleven schools (44%), however, have

responded that such behavior has not been of concern within the fraternity

system.

Though the percentages do not provide a clear indication that behavior

of a sexist or discriminatory nature has been the cause for allegations against



93

the fraternity system, the advisors comment that the fraternities are generally

perceived as being sexist. Such behavior has been the impetus behind

discussions of both the advantages and disadvantages of a coeducational

system. It has also been a part of previous reviews, though no comment

made mention of a current movement to review based on such behavioral

issues. One advisor noted that the discrimination issue had been raised by

faculty members but on the particular campus was aimed primarily at sorori-

ties.

The degree to which the fraternity systems in the target population

encourage diversity is outlined in Table 47.

In the target population, the overwhelming response from the advisors

is that any male student could find a place within the fraternity system. Only

one respondent felt that the fraternity system was primarily for Caucasian

males.

On ten of the campuses there are also chapters of the historically black

National Pan Hellenic Council (NPHC) nationals, with one of those indicating

some Caucasian membership. Fifteen schools, however, have no NPHC

group, but only chapters of historically white fraternities. Within the target

population this may be attributed to the size of the schools and the relatively

recent beginnings of the NPHC groups as compared with the historically white

nationals.

Similar numbers are representative of the historically Jewish nationals

on the campuses in the target population. Ten schools note having Jewish

groups in their systems, with eight of those claiming some non-Jewish mem-

bers.
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TABLE 47

DIVERSITY OF THE FRATERNITY SYSTEMS

OPENNESS OF FRATERNITY APPLIES DOES NOT APPLY
SYSTEM

ALL MALE STUDENTS COULD 25 1
FIND PLACE IN FRATERNITY

SYSTEM

ONLY CAUCASIAN STUDENTS 1 25
COULD FIND PLACE IN FRA-

TERNITYSYSTEM

THERE ISAT LEAST ONE NPHC 10 16
GROUP ON CAMPUS

THERE ARE CAUCASIAN STU- 1 25
DENTSINTHENPHCGROUPS

THERE ARE NO NPHC GROUPS 15 11

THERE IS AT LEAST ONE HIS- 10 16
TORICALLY JEWISH NATIONAL

ON CAMPUS

THERE ARE NON-JEWISH STU- 8 18
DENTS IN HISTORICALLY JEW-

ISH GROUP

ONLY CHAPTERS OF HISTORI- 15 11
ALLY WHITE CHAPTERS EX-

IST ON CAMPUS

As with the absence of NPHC groups in the target population, the

absence of Jewish nationals may be due in part to the relatively recent

beginnings of those nationals as compared with the historically white nationals.

With many of the discrimination clauses being eliminated in the 1960's, Jewish

students may also have found it easier to assimilate into the predominantly

white nationals rather than begin a predominantly Jewish national fraternity.

The diversity within the individual fraternities in the fraternity systems is further

outlined in Table 48.
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TABLE 48

DIVERSITY WITHIN THE INDIVIDUAL FRATERNITIES

DIVERSITY WITHIN INDIVIDUAL POOR MODERATE HIGH N/A
SYSTEMS

AFRICAN AMERICAN 14 12 0 0

AMERICAN INDIAN 11 4 0 11

ASIAN AMERICAN 12 11 3 0

HANDICAPPED 11 6 3 6

HISPANIC 13 13 0 0

INTERNATIONAL 18 7 0 1

JEWISH 4 14 8 0

NON-TRADITIONAL, OLDER 13 2 0 11

Within the individual fraternities, the representation of Afro-Americans is

almost evenly split with fourteen schools noting poor representation and twelve

moderate representation. There are no schools with more than moderate

representation of this minority group.

American Indians are also only represented in the poor to moderate

categories with eleven schools that note the poor representation and four with

moderate representation. There are, in fact, eleven schools that suggest that

this minority category is not applicable to their student body.

Asian American students are slightly better represented within the

fraternity systems with twelve schools reflecting poor representation, eleven

with moderate representation, and three where they are highly represented.

Handicapped students are represented in all the categories with eleven

showing poor representation, six indicating moderate representation, three that

have high representation, and an additional six that note this minority category
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as being non-applicable to the school. Within the Hispanic category, their

representation is equally split with thirteen schools noting either poor or

moderate representation.

Of all the categories, international students are the least represented

within the fraternities in the target population with eighteen schools noting poor

representation and seven indicating only moderate representation. One

school replied that this was non-applicable.

Jewish students, on the other hand, are poorly represented in the

fraternities at only four schools, but are moderately represented in fourteen

and highly represented in an additional eight.

Non-traditional students are as poorly represented within the fraternities

in the target population as the American Indian with only two schools noting a

moderate representation and thirteen noting poor representation. Eleven,

however, responded that this category was not applicable. As non-traditional

students are often older students, there may be fewer of these students within

the population which is highly composed of student bodies in the eighteen to

twenty-one age levels.

Overall, the diversity of the membership within the fraternities in the

systems in the stated categories is either poor or moderate with the exception

of the Asian American, handicapped, and Jewish populations. However, only

the Jewish population at thirty per cent represents a significant minority.

As the fraternities are often judged not only by the diversity of their

membership but the openness of their social events and their houses to the

general student body, the impressions of the advisors as to the openness of

the fraternities on their respective campuses is outlined in Table 49.
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TABLE 49

OPENNESS OF THE FRATERNITIES

IMPRESSIONS OF OPENNESS OF INDIVIDU- APPLIES DOES NOT APPLY
AL FRATERNITY SYSTEMS

FRATERNITY MALES ARE WELCOME AT 24 2
FRATERNITY FUNCTIONS OTHER THEIR

OWN

NON-FRATERNITY MALES ARE WELCOME 23 3
AT FRATERNITY SOCIAL FUNCTIONS

NON-FRATERNITY MINORITY MALES ARE 24 2
WELCOME AT FRATERNITY SOCIAL FUNC-

TIONS

SORORITY WOMEN ARE WELCOME AT FRA- 25 1
TERNITY SOCIAL FUNCTIONS

NON-SORORITY WOMEN ARE WELCOME AT 26 0
FRATERNITY SOCIAL FUNCTIONS

NON-SORORITY MINORITY WOMEN ARE 24 2
WELCOME AT FRATERNITY SOCIAL FUNC-

TIONS

FRATERNITY MALES FEEL WELCOME IN 20 6
FRATERNITY HOUSES OTHER THAN THEIR

OWN

NON-FRATERNITY MALES FEEL WELCOME 19 7
IN FRATERNITY HOUSES

NON-FRATERNITY MINORITY MALES FEEL 16 10
WELCOME IN FRATERNITY HOUSES

SORORITY WOMEN FEEL WELCOME IN FRA- 21 5
TERNITY HOUSES

NON-SORORITY WOMEN FEEL WELCOME IN 19 7
FRATERNITY HOUSES

NON-SORORITY MINORITY WOMEN FEEL 12 14
WELCOME IN FRATERNITY HOUSES

The response of the advisors suggests that, at least at social functions,

most students feel welcome. This includes fraternity men at social functions
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other than that of their own fraternity, non-fraternity males, sorority and non-

sorority women, and minority students, both men and women. The number of

positive responses is highest for non-sorority women with all twenty-six

advisors expressing the opinion that this female population would be welcome

at fraternity social functions. The smallest positive response of twenty-three is

that of non-fraternity males, though that number represents eighty-eight per

cent of the population.

On a more day to day basis of simply feeling welcome in a fraternity

house, the number of positive responses declined. This is due in part to the

fact that not all fraternity chapters in the target population are housed. One

advisor has also commented that outside of parties, there is limited contact

between fraternity members and minority students, especially the women.

It is the !impression of the advisors that sorority women feel most

welcome in fraternity houses with twenty-one of twenty-five possible positive

responses. That is followed by the category of other fraternity men with

twenty positive responses. Perceived as least likely to feel welcome in a

fraternity house outside of a social function are minority women with twelve

positive responses, followed by minority men with sixteen responses. As with

fraternity social functions, however, the majority of advisors felt that both male

and female students, regardless of any fraternity or sorority affiliation, would

feel welcome in a fraternity house. The exception to this, and the only

response registering below fifty per cent positive response, were minority

women.

The perception of the fraternity system by the various college constitu-

encies, including its own members is yet an additional means by which the
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advisors have represented the fraternity systems on their campuses. Ranging

from poor (1) to good (5), this perception is outlined in Table 50.

PERCEPTION OF

TABLE 50

FRATERNITY SYSTEM BY VARIOUS CONSTITUENCIES

RATING POOR BELOW AVERAGE ABOVE GOOD N/A N/R
BY: (1) AVERAGE (3) AVERAGE (5)

OWN MEMBERS 0 0 3 15 8

SORORITY MEMBERS 0 0 5 11 9 1

MINORITY STUDENTS 7 8 9 2 0

NON-SORORITY 3 8 8 5 1 1
WOMEN

FRATERNITY ALUMNI 0 2 6 8 11

NON-FRATERNITY 2 6 11 4 2 1
WHITE MALE

ADMINISTRATION 2 10 9 2 3

LOCAL COMMUNITY 3 8 11 4 0

NATIONAL ORGANIZA- 0 4 4 12 5 1
TION

A view of Table 50 considers the perception of the fraternity systems by

nine different constituencies on their respective campuses. Those constituen-

cies include members and non-members of the fraternity system, male and

female, alumni of the fraternities, the administration, the local community in

which many of the fraternities are located, and the national organization.

Fraternity members rank their systems the highest of all of the group

categories with all twenty-six respondents registering from average to good.

Twenty-three, in fact, noted above average to good.
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Sorority members were similarly represented in that of the twenty-five

campuses where a sorority system exists, all twenty-five felt the fraternity

system to be average or better. Twenty of the twenty-five felt it to be above

average to good.

Fraternity alumni, as well, perceive their fraternity systems to be

average to good, but with both the highest number of good responses (11)

and the only below average responses (2) from within the fraternity community

on the particular campus.

Non-fraternity men and women, other than minority students, were

represented as having a wide range of perceptions ranging from two and three

poor responses respectively to two and one good responses. Nineteen

schools, however, for both the men's and women's groups perceived the

fraternity systems to be no better than average.

With twenty-five total responses, it was expected that the national

fraternity organizations felt the fraternity systems to range from average to

good, with twenty-one schools falling within that range. Four responses,

however, indicated below average perceptions.

Within the local communities, there were no responses indicating good

perceptions, and only four that noted an above average mark. Twenty-two

responses indicated either average to poor perceptions.

According to the twenty-six responding advisors, twenty-one college

administrations also perceived the fraternity system to range from poor to

average, with only two above average responses and three in the good range.

The lowest marks of perception came from within the minority constituency

with twenty-four of twenty-six responses falling between average to poor and

none noting a perception in the good range.



101

Research Question 9

The college constituency that has most recently had the greatest effect

on the fraternity systems in the Northeast, however, has been the faculty, to

the extent that addressing many of their demands has resulted in the studies

and committees and special reports that have focused on the impact of these

groups directly or in terms of their impact on the broader student life picture

on the campus. The number of schools that have been affected by such

faculty movements is outlined in Table 51.

TABLE 51

ROLE OF THE FACULTY IN DEFINING THE FUTURE DIRECTION
OF THE FRATERNITY SYSTEM

IMPORTANCE OF FACULTY IMPACT YES NO N/R

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 16 9

Of the twenty-five responses, sixteen (61 %) noted that the faculty had

been a prime motivater in recent attention given to the fraternity system.

Within that group are colleges that have looked at the issues of coeducation,

elimination of their systems, moving pledging to the sophomore year, guaran-

teed opportunity of membership, and the elimination of any pledge period.

Some of the schools within that group, most notably Colgate and Bucknell, are

still wrestling with implementation plans to coordinate the proposed changes.

Others, including Dickinson, Gettysburg, Lafayette, and St. Lawrence, have

moved into the operational stages of the recommended plans.

Of the nine schools where the advisor indicated that the faculty had not

had a recent impact on the fraternity system, most had conducted studies of

their residence life programs, including the fraternities, with recommendations
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similar to those implemented on the campuses where the facualty had impact-

ed the fraternity system.

The involvement of the faculty has not been without its positive aspects,

however. Their increased awareness of the fraternities has brought greater

understanding and more positive interaction between the two bodies. In some

cases, the increased interaction has been the catalyst for greater accountabili-

ty by the fraternities for individual and group behavior. On a few campuses,

faculty groups have begun meeting periodically with fraternity leadership to

discuss their differences and less destructive means by which those differenc-

es can be resolved. Nevertheless, additional comments from advisors suggest

that students continue to openly defy the faculty, prompting one advisor to

note that while the faculty had not openly assaulted the fraternities, he sensed

that the troops were massing.

As mentioned above, involvement by the faculty with the fraternities has

often been a factor in the degree to which they positively or negatively impact-

ed the fraternity system. The data is further noted in Table 52.

TABLE 52

PARTICIPATION BY FACULTY WITH FRATERNITIES

FACULTY PARTICIPATION N
NUMEYEFSCOOSN2O

Within the target population, the advisors generally agree that it is

difficult to get active faculty participation with the fraternity system. At twenty-

two of the twenty-six, the faculty are encouraged to participate with the

fraternities. More often than not, however, this encouragement comes from
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the students who invite members of the faculty to attend social events, forums,

meetings, and take meals with them.

On many of the residential campuses, faculty members and their

families had at one time been a part of the social milieu within the population

and participated on a regular basis. Faculty advisors to fraternities continue to

be required by the administration, but their effectiveness ranges from active

participation to "in name only."

Of the four campuses where faculty members are not encouraged to

participate with fraternities, it is most often the case that they are either

engrossed in research or other academic pursuits or that there is no incentive

for being involved, either as an advisor or infrequently as invited by fraternity

members.

With greater numbers of faculty not living within walking distance from

their colleges, their involvement has been further compounded by distance.

One advisor mentioned that junior faculty members on his campus had even

been admonished by their senior, tenured colleagues not to become involved

with fraternities. The disposition of the faculty toward fraternities, as perceived

by the fraternity advisor, is further outlined in Table 53.

Within the target population, it is the opinion of the advisors that the

faculty are not supportive of fraternities. In fact, only two responses indicate a

positive realtionship between the faculty and the fraternity system. While the

number of faculty who are vocal in their support are higher that the faculty as

a group who are supportive, the faculty who dislike the fraternities are more

vocal. On only two campuses is it even noted that there may be equal

numbers of faculty that are either vocal in their support or dislike of fraterni-

ties. It is more common for the faculty not to bother itself with the fraternities.
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TABLE 53

PERCEPTION OF THE ADVISOR AS TO THE DISPOSITION OF THE
FACULTY AS A GROUP TOWARD THE FRATERNITY SYSTEM

DISPOSITION OF FACULTY AGREE DISAGREE

FACULTY, AS A GROUP, ARE SUPPORTIVE 2 24
OF FRATERNITES

FACULTY, AS A GROUP, ARE NOT 16 10
SUPPORTIVE OF FRATERNITIES

A MINORITY OF THE FACULTY ARE VOCAL 10 16
IN THEIR SUPPORT OF FRATERNITIES

A MINORITY OF THE FACULTY ARE VOCAL 14 12
IN THEIR DISLIKE OF FRATERNITIES

THERE ARE EQUAL NUMBERS OF THE FAC- 2 24
ULTY WHO ARE BOTH SUPPORTIVE OF

FRATERNITIES AS WELL AS THOSE THAT
ARE VOCAL OF THEIR DISLIKE OF THEM

THE FACULTY DOES NOT BOTHER ITSELF 7 19
WITH THE FRATERNITIES

IF THE FACULTY IS VOCAL ABOUT THE FRA- 9 17
TERNITY SYSTEM, THEY ARE EQUALLY AS

VOCAL TOWARD THE WOMEN'S GROUPS, IF
THEY EXIST_

IF THE FACULTY IS VOCAL, THEY ARE 9 17
EQUALLY AS VOCAL TOWARD DISRUPTIVE

BEHAVIOR 13Y STUDENTS IN GENERAL

If there are women's groups on campus, it appears that they also

receive some disfavor from the faculty, though to a lesser degree than the

men's groups. According to the advisors, the faculty members would be as

likely to be concerned about disruptive behavior by students in general as by

sororities in particular.

General comments from the advisors suggest that when it comes to

fraternities, the faculty operate on a "band wagon" effect, speaking up only
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when there is a problem or when it is politically expedient to do so. Outside of

academics and the vocal ends of the spectrum, the faculty are commonly

characterized as unaware.

In response to some of the more vocal critics of the Greek system, in

many cases faculty initiated, colleges have turned to developing minimal

statements of accountability for the fraternities. These have been referred to

relationship statements, mission statements, and minimal standards docu-

ments. The number of institutions in the population that have developed such

instruments is represented in Table 54.

TABLE 54

USE OF MISSION STATEMENT

USE OF MISSION STATEMENT YES NO

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS 13 13

Some form of accountability document is currently being used on half of

the campuses in the target population. An additional two campuses have

indicated they are in the process of writing such documents.

Of those campuses where the systems are evaluated, whether by a

mission statement, relationship statement, or minimal standards document, the

evaluation is performed on a scale ranging from once a semester to never.

More commonly it is an annual process.

The evaluation process itself is performed by a variety of constitutents.

Most often mentioned by advisors are representatives from the fraternity

system, the college, the faculty, the Greek advisor, an alumni representative,
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and possibly a student at large. A special review board is frequently the

evaluation group, though permanent college committees have been used.

Of the twenty-six colleges, advisors at sixteen indicated that a recent

system-wide evaluation had been made on their campus. In a majority of the

cases, this had been prompted by faculty concern for abuse or complacency

within the fraternity system or by common concern for the quality of student

life. Issues raised by discussion of the ramification of coeducation and the

accreditation process were also mentioned as primary forces behind reviews

of the fraternity system.

Summary of Major Findings

The major findings of this study are as follows:

1. College reliance on the fraternity system for housing and social life

has adversely affected the fraternity systems in the population.

2. Where positive alumni support has existed, the fraternity systems,

and the individual chapters receiving that support have prospered. The

converse holds true.

3. Questions raised by the admittance of women to previously single

sex colleges, the women's movement, or the increased awareness of the

issues of coeducation within society have had an impact on the fraternity

system, most notably on concern for perpetuating single sex organizations.

4. The rural location of many of the colleges, coupled with the limited

social opportunities in such locations, contributed to concerns and studies

about the student and residence life on the campuses, especially about

possible abuses within the fraternity system.
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5. The size of the student body has only marginally affected the

population. The larger institutions were somewhat more diversified and

therefore able to offer more varied opportunities for their students.

6. As large numbers of students are housed within the fraternity

houses on campuses in the target population, their appearance and the

conditions therein became of concern to the colleges and their many constitu-

ents. With increased inspections, the degree of deterioration and need for

attention became obvious. This occurred in situations where the houses were

both on and off campus and where the property was owned privately or by the

colleges. As the inspections more frequently involved city agencies, the local

community also became involved.

7. Behavioral problems, especially the abuse of alcohol in fraternities,

has been the primary cause for alterations within the fraternity systems in the

target population.

8. While there have been individual incidents determined to be either

sexist or discriminatory that involved fraternities, the organizations themselves

are more often perceived as sexist or discriminatory due to their single sex

nature.

9. The faculty has been the most prominent factor advocating change

in the fraternity systems in the target population.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter contains a brief summary of the study. The conclusions

drawn from the findings and the recommendations for future studies are also

presented.

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to describe the national fraternity system

at small, selective, private college and universities in the Northeast and to

determine whether certain common factors were impacting the fraternity

systems on those campuses.

The target population for this study consisted of twenty-six, private

colleges located in the Northeast and Middle Atlantic region of the United

States. That area included the states of Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New

York, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire,

and Maine. The schools selected were listed by Barron's Profiles of American

Colleges as being very competitive, highly competitive, or most competitive.

The size of the schools ranged from approximately 1400 to 4500 full time,

undergraduate students with the average student scoring above 1000 on the

Scholastic Aptitude Test.

To accomplish the purpose of the study, two instruments were devel-

oped and administered to the individual responsible for advising the fraternity

system on the particular campus. The first instrument was a questionnaire

that provided specific data about the college and its fraternity system. The

108
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second instrument was a set of follow-up questions that were administered in

an interview format after receipt of the initial questionnaire by the researcher.

This was accomplished through campus visitations and phone interviews

where a campus visitation was not possible.

Summary of Major Findings

The American college fraternity system in the United States traces its

beginning back to the College of William and Mary and Phi Beta Kappa in

1776. From its inception in those turbulent, revolutionary years, the system

has both prospered and waned, often in response to the pressures of the

larger society.

Criticism of the fraternity system is as old as the system itself, dating

back to early faculty opposition of the founders of Phi Beta Kappa and later to

similar literary societies that sprung up at Union College in the early 1800's.

The opposition was not limited to just the faculty, however, as the secret

societies were besieged early on by anti-masonic sentiment at the turn of the

century. There was even the creation of a non-secret society that was a

direct result of that anti-secret society sentiment.

At question were not only the secret nature of these groups but the

concern of the faculty and others that the students attention was being

directed away from the classroom to the extracurricular. To this feeling was

added the sentiment that secret societies were little more than "intruders upon

the sanctity of family...(Kershner 1965, 3). Similar sentiments had been the

impetus for the Wheaton v. Illinois Case in 1867 which provided some of the

earliest legal precedent for private colleges to regulate or abolish fraternities.
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The Twentieth Century and the politics of the Progressive Era brought

with them additional criticism aimed at the snobbery of the fraternities and

their undemocratic practices. Interestingly enough, that movement swept

through the legislatures of the Deep South and Midwest where the land grant

colleges and the pioneer spirit had been redefining the American university.

The charges against the fraternities, however, seem to be similar to

those levied in the 1990's. The fraternities were exclusive, placed fraternity

interests ahead of college interests, overemphasized the social nature of their

organization, and had allowed the fraternity houses to become social clubs

where drinking flourished (Kershner 1965, 6). In response to these charges,

the fraternities and the colleges administrators entered into cooperative

relationships to address the criticism and the problems. In spite of the

continued criticism, fraternity life flourished anew, persisting without additional

criticism until the end of World War 11.

With the return of thousands of soldiers to college campuses, questions

were raised by college administrators about former discriminatory practices of

the fraternities and set about requiring compliance with non-discriminatory

policies as condition for college recognition. By the mid Sixties these had

become commonplace both at private and public institutions as had the debate

over the legality of such requirements.

At Williams College, however, the debate had turned to the very viability

of the fraternity system on a campus that saw as its mission a responsibility to

all of its students to provide equality of housing, dining, and social activities

within a new residential house system. By 1968 the fraternity system at

Williams ceased to exist but not before the college had concluded that all of its

efforts to make the system operate better had simply not worked. Deferred



111

rush, quota systems, a new student activities center, guaranteed opportunity

for membership, and the elimination of prejudice clauses in fraternity constitu-

tions only compounded the problems.

The Viet Nam War years witnessed the fraternities being attacked as

part of the establishment that had supported the war and the racism in

society. Their numbers declined, their alumni retreated, their houses began to

deteriorate, and the abuses of alcohol and drugs crept into the system.

According to Earl Smith of Colby College, all of these factors, to a great

degree went unnoticed by estranged alumni and college administrators who

were busy trying to keep their colleges going. Added to this was the progress

of the woman's movement and the growing perception that single sex institu-

tions could not possibly persist unless they had opened their doors to both

sexes.

Whether in response to their new coed students or with more time

available to them to deal with fewer student activists, many of the colleges in

the Northeast began to look at their student life programs, in particular their

residence life programs. For Colby and Amherst, the conclusions reached by

their respective committees were that a new residential life system was a

more appropriate response to the mission of the college, and the fraternity

systems were dismantled.

Similar trustee, all-campus, or special ad hoc committees and commis-

sions sprung up in the Eighties to look at the issues raised by the Colby and

Amherst decisions. Unfortunately for the fraternity systems in the Northeast,

where there are many overlap institutions, the findings were much the same.

The fraternity systems were out of step with the goals of the colleges, with

many of the colleges feeling an inability to control the direction of those systems.
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While the decisions reached by Colby and Amherst have not been

adopted by other similar, private colleges in the Northeast, Bowdoin mandated

that all of its fraternities must be coed by September 1, 1991; Middlebury set

the same deadline effective December 31, 1990. A number of institutions

have adopted firm guidelines for the fraternity and sorority systems, most

encouraging the development of coeducational opportunities within the system

or as part of the guidelines.

Where once there was a variety of membership recruitment periods,

many colleges have required those to be moved into the sophomore year.

Where there were exclusionary practices, inclusionary practices are taking

their place. Required inspection of the physical facilities are resulting in

cleaner living environments, in some cases due to the colleges assuming

ownership of the property. The concerns of the faculty for more academically

oriented programming is being addressed, and issues of diversity of and within

the system are being confronted.

Unfortunately, whereas the fraternity leaders and college administrators

and faculty joined together in the early 1900's to resolve some of the same

issues and concerns for the system, a resolution of that sort only currently

appears to be sought in the courts in an adversarial environment. To date,

the courts have upheld the rights of the private institution to continue to control

their students, both on and off campus.

The major findings of this study, based on the conclusions reported, are

as follows:

1. College reliance on the fraternity system for housing and social life

has adversely affected the fraternity systems in the target population.
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2. Where positive alumni support has existed, the fraternity systems,

and the individual chapters receiving that support have prospered. The

contrary holds true.

3. Questions raised by the admittance of women to previously single

sex colleges, an increased awareness of the issues of coeducation within

society and the agenda of the women's movement have had an impact on the

fraternity system, most notably concern for perpetuating single sex organiza-

tions.

4. The rural location of many of the colleges, coupled with the limited

social opportunities in such locations, contributed to concerns and studies

about the student and residence life on the campuses, especially about

possible abuses within the fraternity system.

5. The size of the student body has only marginally affected the target

population. The larger institutions were somewhat more diversified and,

therefore, able to offer more varied opportunities for their students.

6. As large numbers of students are housed within the fraternity

houses on campuses in the target population, their appearance and the

conditions therein became of concern to the colleges and their many constitu-

ents. With increased inspections, the degree of deterioration and need for

attention became obvious. This occurred in situations where the houses were

both on and off campus and where the property was owned privately or by the

colleges. As the inspections more frequently involved city agencies, the local

community also became involved.

7. Behavioral problems, especially the abuse of alcohol in fraternities,

has been the primary cause for alterations within the fraternity systems in the

target population.
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8. While there have been individual incidents determined to be either

sexist or discriminatory that involved fraternities, the organizations themselves

are more often perceived as sexist or discriminatory due to their single sex

nature.

9. The faculty has been the most prominent factor advocating change

within fraternity systems in the target population.

Discussion of Major Findings

The findings support the intent of the researcher to describe the

fraternity system at small, private, selective colleges and universities in the

Northeast within the narrow time-frame of the study. The information provided

by the advisors in the population in the academic year 1990-1991 indicates

that there are some common factors within the population which need to be

addressed by the colleges, fraternity alumni, undergraduate fraternity mem-

bers, and the national organizations.

In 1867 the Wheaton v. Illinois Case upheld the right of a private

college "to regulate or abolish fraternities as they saw fit" (Kershner 1965, 4).

Almost a hundred years later, and while still an all-male institution, the Com-

mittee on Review of Fraternity Questions at Williams College came to two

basic conclusions.

1. Fraternities at Williams have come to exercise a dispropor-
tionate role in undergraduate life, and as a result the primary
educational purposes of the College are not being fully realized.

2. Long continued delegation to the fraternities by the of a large
part of its responsibility with respect to the housing, eating, and
social accommodations of the student body is a major cause of
existing conditions which are harmful to the educational purpose of
the College; and early steps should be taken by the College to re-
assume this responsibility and integrate these functions into the
life of the College, where they properly belong. (Statement of the
Board of Trustees... 1962, 4).
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To accomplish the recommendations of the committee, ten of the

eleven members of which were fraternity men, the President and treasurer of

Williams were to be given full authority to negotiate the transfer of fraternity

property to the College by whatever means possible. The fraternities were

allowed to continue to exist but only in such fashion as would support the

recommendations of the committee and "subject to the ban on discriminating

clauses in their own constitutions and in conformity with appropriate standards

of safety and conduct to be set by the College" (Statement of the Board of

Trustees... 1962, 5).

Testimony before the review committee had suggested a growing

dissatisfaction of the fraternity system by the various Williams' constituencies.

There was concern for fraternity behavior, both public and private, and the use

of alcohol. Devices which had been implemented to make the system more

inclusive had served instead to compound the problem. Quotas, deferred

rush, a new student center, and a "total opportunity" system had simply not

made the system better. According to the committee's findings, "the fraterni-

ties, at the heart and center of the College, now play a role which is so all

encompassing that their influence tends to interfere with the broader, more

inclusive ends of the College itself" (Statement of the Board of Trustees...

1962, 8-9).

Even in 1962 it was the feeling of the committee that:

The undergraduates and younger alumni are as cognizant of the
present situation as are the members of the committee, but the
older ones have in most cases no conception of how the campus
climate has changed since the campus climate has changed since
they were a part of it. Some of the reasons for this change in-
volve factors which are not confined to Williams but, rather, result
from basic changes in our society. Williamstown is less isolated
and fraternities no longer perform the unique functions they once
did. The academic demands made upon students have become
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far greater, and the interest of students in graduate work requiring
good academic records has caused a decided shift in interest.
(Statement of the Board of Trustees... 1962, 13)

By 1968 Williams perceived its fraternity system to be an obstruction to

its new house system and requested alumni and undergraduate members to

terminate all fraternity activity.

Over the past ten years, the issues addressed by the Williams College

Review Committee and subsequently by Williams' Board of Trustees-housing,

feeding, social activities, and the overall academic mission of the college-

continue to serve as the basis for the reports and studies initiated at other

similar institutions. As early as 1980, Brown University's ad hoc committee,

while endorsing the continuation of fraternities as an alternative housing

option, made its endorsement contingent on fulfilling a positive role and

maintaining "a respectable image of character and behavior" (Report of the Ad

Hoc Committee... 1980, 3). Non-discrimination policies were adopted, former

private dining areas were opened up, and procedures were established for a

more comprehensive governance system for residential life (Report of the Ad

Hoc Committee... 1980, 3-4).

To the concerns expressed by Williams, Brown added those brought

about by both the Civil Rights movement and the women's movement and its

subsequent commitment to "expand educational opportunities for qualified

minorities" (Report of the Ad Hoc Committee... 1980, 6). In support of these

new directions, students were not allowed to pledge until their sophomore

year; members were to be chosen without regard to race, creed, color, or

national origin; and fraternities were encouraged to consider membership from

both sexes.
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By 1983 when Colby, and later Amherst, reached the decision to

eliminate their fraternity systems, the groundwork had already been laid, in

some measure, by the positions and policy statements of both Williams and

Brown. Colby's Trustee Committee on Campus Life reached the same

general conclusions about its fraternity system. The status quo, reflected in

below average academic performance labeled as anti-intellectual and anti-

social behavior associated with the abuse of alcohol, signaled the demise of

the former system. Of additional concern was the unfair allocation of select

housing to only male students. Some committee members also saw the single

sex nature and exclusivity of the fraternities and sororities, as unacceptable as

a matter of principle (Report of the Trustee... 1983, 9).

Similarly, in February of 1984, the Ad Hoc Committee on Campus Life

at Amherst "concluded that a new residential system is essential to the

improvement of campus life..." (Final Report of the Ad Hoc... 1984, i). Prior to

the Committee's report, the Board of Trustees had acted twice to limit discrimi-

nation within the fraternity system, initially on the basis of race, color, and

creed, and then on the basis of gender. In supporting the decision of the

committee, the Board had finally addressed the larger concerns of the commit-

tee over the social and residential issues of which the fraternities were an

integral part. It thus became the general feeling "that the historical values of

fraternities-self governance, fiscal responsibility, leadership, friendship, and

group identity-" could be achieved by other means (Final Report of the Ad

Hoc... 1984, 4).

While the purpose of this study was not to attempt to evaluate the

effectiveness of the solutions attempted by any of the abovementioned

colleges, the issues which were raised by the ad hoc committees and their
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final recommendations provided the background against which a description of

similar institutions was conducted in the 1990-1991 academic year and around

which the research questions and supportive documentation were based. The

first research question sought to gauge whether or not the campuses in the

target population depended on the fraternities for housing, meals, and social

activities. The research concluded that, similar to the environments reported

at Williams, Brown, Colby, and Amherst, colleges in the population continued

to depend on the fraternities to provide for housing and social activities for

significant numbers of their students. This is consistent and reflective of the

studies since completed at Hamilton (Comprehensive Study of Student Life

1987); Wesleyan (Report of the Task Force on Residential Life 1987);

Bucknell (Greek Review Committee Final Report 1989); Gettysburg (Report

and Recommendations of the Greek ifeC ee 1989); Dickinson

(Report of the Select Committee onGreek Life 1989); and Colgate (Report of

the Special Committee on Residential Life to the colaate UniversityBoard of

Trustees 1990).

Providing meals for significant numbers of students, however, while of

concern in the earlier studies was not suggested as being an area where the

colleges continued to depend on the fraternities. This may be attributed to the

fact that in the years between the Colby and Amherst studies several

campuses within the target population built, or were in the process of building

student centers which addressed the dining issue. Only three of the

campuses within the target population mention not currently having a student

center or central dining facilities, thereby complimenting the fraternity meal

plans where offered. The quality of the college meal plans and the esthetics
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of the facilities continue to be evaluated but not out of concern for a lack of

facilities or capabilities.

Research Question Two was concerned with the supportive role played

by the alumni. In many of the earlier studies, particular reference was made

to the alumni. Colby's Report of the Trustee Commission on Campus Life

specifically noted, "At the root of many of the administrative and disciplinary

problems is the lack in most houses of a strong alumni presence such as was

in the past provided by alumni members who took a day-to-day interest in the

affairs of their house." (1983, 9). Also noted was the disappearance of the

housemother or another adult figure living in the house. This is consistent

with the findings of this study. Where alumni support has been strong,

individual chapters and the system as a whole benefit. Whereas Colby's

Trustee Commission found little reason to believe in any renewed alumni

support in the future by older alumni or the national organizations (1983, 9-

10), Bucknell's President Sojka has, in fact, recommended that each housing

not owned by the college, primarily the fraternities, be required to have a live-

in adult (Recommendations To Improve... 1990, 6). To a greater or lesser

degree, each of the studies completed within the past two years has

addressed the role of the alumni and their future involvement with the

chapters.

Research Question Three raises the issue of the impact of coeducation

within the target population. Though many of the colleges have a recent

history of being single sex institutions, this study indicates that the presence of

women on campus, while raising the level of awareness, has not been an

overriding factor in recent decisions, the past couple of years, to alter the

fraternity system. There are, however, several earlier examples where such
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has occurred, including a recent decision at Middlebury that removed it from

the target population and that at Bowdoin which becomes effective during the

1991-1992 academic year.

While Brown only encouraged the fraternities "to consider membership

of both sexes" (Report of the Ad Hoc Committee... 1980, 14), Colby questioned

single sex organizations on principle before eliminating its system, and

Amherst saw fit to eliminate discriminatory clauses regarding gender before

they eliminated their system (Final Report of the Ad Hoc....1984, 4). Trinity

followed Amherst' example when it prohibited the formation of additional single

sex organizations and further required a regular periodic vote of the

membership on continuance of the existent single sex organizations (Report of

the Ad Hoc Trustee...1983, 2). In 1987 Wesleyan's Report of the Task Force

on Residential Life recommended, "The time has come for the all-male

residential fraternities at Wesleyan to admit women to full membership" (1987,

21). This was to be accomplished by persuasion, however. As mentioned

above, Middlebury banned its single sex fraternities effective December 31,

1990, accomplishing the elimination of its system; and Bowdoin mandated that

all of its fraternities, local and national become coed at all levels by September

1, 1991.

Though not as emphatic a dictate as either Middlebury or Bowdoin, the

studies at Hamilton (Comprehensive Study... 1987, 12); Bucknell (Sojka 1990,

6); Colgate (Report of the Special... 1990, 27); and Lafayette (Report of the

Committee... 1990, 16) reflect a desire of those institutions to highly

encourage the development of coeducational opportunities for all students.

Where change is occurring, it appears that the women themselves and not the

institutions have been the initiators of such movements. According to Donna
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L. Shavlik, Director of the Office of women in Higher Education at the

American Council on Education, "Before, it was women doing the changing,

the adapting. Now women are demanding that it's time for institutions to do

the adapting" (1990, A23).

Research Question Four addresses the effect that the geographical

location may have on the fraternity system. The results of the study indicate

that the rural location of many of the schools did, in fact, contribute to concern

for the residential and social life on campus and directly impacted the fraternity

system. This general consensus, coupled with the fact of the high percentage

of residential campuses within the population, is also reflected in direct and

indirect observations in the studies from the early Williams report (Statement

of the Board of Trustees... 1962) and Gettysburg's providing "regular

transportation to nearby cities" (Report and Recommendations... 1989) to the

more recent Colgate report that recommends identifying the necessary capital

funds to support changes in the social culture which would "be perceived by

all students as a true alternative to the existing social environment" (Report of

the Special... 1990, 30).

Research Question Five similarly addresses the issue of the impact of

size of the student body on the fraternity systems in the target population.

This study indicates only marginal impact. Though there is repeated reference

to the role of the small liberal arts college in many of the studies and reports,

again beginning with Williams (Statement of the Board... 1962), such

differences may be attributed to a move to broaden the diversity within the

student body as reflective of the larger society, especially on those campuses

where the admittance of women contributed to a diminished male presence

within the traditional student population.
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The data obtained in Research Question Six, concerning the condition

and appearance of the fraternity houses, indicates there to be no less concern

within the population in 1990-1991 (Greek Affairs Task Force... 1990, 2) than

it was when first addressed in the Williams study in 1962. Much of the

discussion is tied to the overriding concern for the college residential life and

the development of relationship statements or minimal standards documents

that have been developed by others that specifically address the issue of

appearance, meeting minimal city codes for fire and safety, and submitting to

a combination of both college and local community inspection agencies.

Dartmouth (Minimal Standards For... 1987), Lafayette (Mission Statement

For... 1989), and St. Lawrence (Reciprocal Relations... 1989) have each set

forth specific guidelines for their Greeks in this area. Where housed in

university-owned facilities, often residence halls, continued use of the facilities

has been contingent on regular maintenance and upkeep. Preferential use of

some residence space, in some cases, has also been withdrawn (Report of

the Select...1989, 17).

The information contained in response to Research Question Seven is

arguably the focal point behind all of the studies undertaken in the Northeast.

This findings of this study are consistent with those earlier studies. Behavioral

problems, most often attributed to the fraternities and their perceived abuses

of alcohol, have brought on the fraternity systems the scrutiny and adverse

attention that has culminated in efforts to eliminate, alter, or dilute the

substantial visibility of these groups. Fraternity advisors, however, contend

that alcohol abuse, while more easily and often identified with a fraternity than

a residence hall or a sorority, would most likely continue to exist were there no

Greek system.
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Responses to Research Question Eight do not indicate there to be

overt discrimination or sexism within the target population. Though there is

some mention within the studies of such behavior, the results of this study are

consistent with the Greek Review Committee at Bucknell which noted "little

proof to support the charge of... sexism" (1989, 8-9). This study also found

little reason to suspect that minorities were being denied access to fraternities

and sororities. Rather, "while some fraternities have been charged with racist

acts and have been censured for them, such activity is seldom reported and

appears to result from a lack of sensitivity rather than premeditation (Greek

Review... 1989, 9).

The final research question raises the issue of the role of the faculty in

advocating change within the fraternity system. Clearly, the faculty has played

a major role in recent alterations in the fraternity systems in the Northeast,

notably Middlebury (Capute 1989, 1); Bucknell (Smolka 1989, 1); Gettysburg

(Report and Recommendation...1989, 1); and Colgate (Report of the

Special... 1990, 1). This study has found the faculty to be the least understood

of those factors that have affected the fraternity system in the population. The

data gathered is consistent with the findings of Bucknell's Greek Review

Committee which noted that most faculty had never been in a fraternity or

sorority "and because faculty tend to be reflective and non-conformist, they

are quite different from the student body which as a whole does not exhibit

these characteristics" (1989, 9). As students in the target population tend to

be very achievement oriented and highly social, values which in the eye of the

academicians are perceived as anti-intellectual, it is not unlikely that these two

very dissimilar groups would consider each other as adversaries (Greek

Review... 1989, 9).
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Conclusions

Based on the findings of this study, the following conclusions seem

warranted:

1. The American college fraternity system, particularly at small, private,

selective colleges and universities in the Northeast, should anticipate

additional changes will be expected in those systems in the decade of the

Nineties. Those changes will reflect both political and social processes of the

larger society.

2. As changes occur within the fraternity systems in the target

population, many of the same changes will be considered, if not implemented,

by other private colleges and universities in other regions of the country.

3. The national fraternity organizations must be willing to expect a

greater degree of adherence to their original tenets by all their constituencies.

In some cases compromise with the institutions will be expected if the integrity

of the national organization is to be preserved.

4. While public institutions are not as vulnerable to some of the

changes going on in the private sector, primarily due to our legal system, it

can be expected that the changes being experienced on the private campuses

will impact the national fraternity movement, including the public institutions as

well.

5. What has been labeled as a trend in the national fraternity move-

ment can be expected to affect the national sorority movement as well.

6. Colleges and their fraternity systems need to cooperatively develop

minimal standards documents that would allow for positive growth within the

framework of the larger mission of the institution. Such documents should be
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representative of equal participation by undergraduates, alumni, administration,

faculty, and national representatives.

7. National fraternity and sorority organizations should move to

eliminate those discriminatory clauses from their operating documents that

would prohibit their local chapters from operating within the structure of a

particular campus environment.

8. College administrators who have been assigned the responsibility of

working with fraternities should also be provided with the resources and

authority for decision-making within their positions.

Recommendations for Future Studies

The results of this study suggest a need for the following consider-

ations.

1. It is recommended that the basic format of this study be duplicated

in a broader environment within the private sector to ascertain if certain

regional differences occur.

2. It is recommended that a similar study be conducted at public

institutions.

3. It is further recommended that longitudinal studies be considered for

the fraternity systems on those campuses that have recently been affected by

the move to eliminate pledge programs, establish coeducational fraternities, or

move the primary membership selection period to the sophomore year.

4. It is recommended that the research of those national organizations

that have already moved to eliminate pledging programs be further studied for

means for application to the broader population.
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5. It is recommended that national fraternity organizations work

cooperatively with their host institutions to develop instruments to gauge the

success of programs designed to enhance the value of a college experience.



APPENDIX A

TARGET POPULATION

127



128

TARGET POPULATION

STATE

Connecticut

Maine

Massachusetts

New Hampshire

New York

Pennsylvania

COLLEGE

Trinity College
Wesleyan University

Bowdoin College

Babson College
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)
Worcester Polytechnic Institute

Dartmouth College

Adelphi University
Alfred University
Clarkson College of Technology
Colgate University
Hamilton College
Hobart College
Rensselaer Polytechnic University
St. Lawrence University
Union College

Allegheny College
Bucknell University
Carnegie-Mellon University
Dickinson College
Gettysburg College
Lafayette College
LaSalle University
Lehigh University
Muhlenberg College
St. Joseph's University

ill ||

I II
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SAMPLE LETTER

Date

Name
Title
Address
College or University
Town, City, Zip Code

Dear Colleague:

As a college administrator on a highly selective, private college or university
campus in the Northeast, you are probably aware of the many studies
currently being undertaken, or that have been completed, to consider
modifying, restructuring, or even eliminating the Greek systems on
campuses like yours. As this has occurred frequently in the past few years,
it has become a growing concern not only for the administrators who advise
these groups on a regular basis but for the national organizations, the
alumni, and the students who are most affected by the outcome of the
studies.

Consequently, I am undertaking a study to ascertain if there are certain
characteristics of these institutions that have made them more likely
candidates for such studies than other private or public universities and
colleges. I have, therefore, designed a questionnaire from which I expect
to elicit the type of information upon which some adequate forecasting
might be possible.

From the many schools in the Northeast-New England and the Mid Atlantic
region-I have isolated a target population from which I am sending the
enclosed questionnaire. Though lengthy in appearance, the document has
been designed to expedite its completion. I hope that you will take this
opportunity to provide me with a perspective from your campus.

It is understood that, if so noted, any specific information, including your
name, which you may wish to have kept in confidence will be.

Your participation is completely voluntary, but it is very important to this
study. Also, as the information is timely, a response returned by December
28 would be greatly appreciated. As mentioned, I will be glad to send you
a copy of the results when the study is completed.

Sincerely,

Ted Chase
Assistant Dean of Students
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CAMPUS QUESTONNARE

LI

DIRECTIONS: In the spaces provided below, please complete the information requested.

If the space is insufficient for the answer, please use either the margin or the reverse side

of the page. Where specific numbers or percentages may be called for, approximate

numbers will suffice in their absence.

If the question or information being solicited does not apply to your particular campus,

please indicate such by inserting the letters N/A.

Comments are welcome throughout. When returning the completed questionnaire, the

results of any pertinent or recent reports or studies concerning the fraternity system on

your campus would also be appreciated.

GENERAL INFORMATION -- CAMPUS

Name of School Location Date Founded
(City) (State)

Year women first admitted On equal basis with men? (Check One) Yes No

If not, in what year did women attain the same status as the male undergrads?

School Size (Full time undergraduate population) /
(Male) (Female)

Percentage of undergraduate men affiliated with a fraternity after rush is completed

(whether National, Local, Single Sex, or Coed) -_ %

GENERAL INFORMATION -- FRATERNITY; SINGLESEX

First national fraternity chapter established
(Year) (Name)

Is it still active? (Check one) Yes___No

Number of single sex fraternities on campus:
(Local) (National)

Average size of chapter
(Local; Single Sex) (National; Single Sex)

Largest chapter Local ___ National ___

(Name) (Size) (Check One)

Smallest chapter Local ___ National ___

(Name) (Size) (Check One)

-il
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GENERAL INFORMATION -- FRATERNITY; COED

Are there any coed fraternities on campus? (Check One) Yes - No __ (If not, proceed to listing of

fraternities on Page 3 and continue. If there are coed groups, however, please complete the following.)

Institution

Please list the Coed Fraternities on Campus:

NAME LOCAL NATIONAL YEAR WOMEN ADMITTED
(Check One)

Average size chapter:

Local; Coed National; Coed

Largest chapter: Local __ National

Size (Check one)

Smallest chapter: Local __ National _

Size (Check one)

If coed groups are present on campus, what is the average ratio of men to women in those groups?

% of men ___ %of women

Comment:

If coed groups are present on campus, what privileges of membership are accorded to the women members?

(Check the appropriate box(es).)

YES NO

May hold a major office (Ex. President, or member of the Executive Committee) in the

fraternity.

May live in the fraternity house on equal basis with the male residents.

May be recognized by the national, if there is a national affiliation, as fully initiated
members.

Have the same social privileges as the male members.

Pay the same dues, fees, etc. as the male members.

Is there a college/university policy that endorses or mandates the coeducation of fraternities? Yes_ No_ (If

such a policy does exist, it would be greatly appreciated if a copy of such were included with the return of the

questionnaire.)
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Listed below are the names of the national fraternities who have indicated that they have, or have had chapters

or colonies on your campus. Please verify this information by checking either YES (X) or NO (X).

ACTIVE YES NO INACTIVE YES NO

Percentage of undergraduate men affiliated with a single sex fraternity, whether national or local: ___% (After

primary rush). Percentage of undergraduate men affiliated with a coed fraternity, whether national or local:
%0/ (After primary rush).
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GENERAL INFORMATION - SORORITY

Are there currently sororities on the campus? YES.

Local? National?

NO If so, year first established:

First National sorority chapter established: (Year)_ _(Name)_Is it still active? Yes___ No

Total number of sororities on campus: (Local) (National) Average size chapter: (Local)

(National) Largest chapter: (Name)___ (Size)___ Local___ or National

Smallest chapter: (Name) (Size)_ Local___ or National___

Percentage of undergraduate women affiliated with a single sex sorority, whether national or local: '_%

(After primary rush). Percentage of undergraduate women affiliated with a coed fraternity, whether national or

local:- % (After rush).

Listed below are the names of the national sororities who have indicated that they have, or have had chapters or

colonies on your campus. Please verify this information by checking either YES (X) or NO (X). (Again, as with

the fraternities, any recent reports or studies about the sororities that you might be able to return with this

questionnaire would be appreciated.)

ACTIVE YES NO INACTIVE YES NO
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HOUSING AND MEAL PLANS

Check the statements which most accurately describe fraternity housing on your campus. (Please use the

"Comment" space to describe any housing situations that may be unique to your campus.)

All of the fraternities have houses.

None of the fraternities have houses.

Some of the fraternities have houses. (if this is the case, please indicate the number in houses

and the number not in houses .)

Comment:

All of the houses are located on campus.

None of the houses are located on campus.

Some of the houses are located on campus, and some of them are located off campus. (If this is the

case, please indicate the number off campus , and the number on campus__.

Comment:

All of the houses are owned by the fraternity house corporations/associations.

None of the houses are owned by the fraternity house corporations/associations.

Some of the houses are owned by the fraternity house corporations/associations.. (If this is the case,

please describe briefly in the "Comment" space any housing ownership situations that may be unique

to your campus.)
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HOUSING AND MEAL PLANS

Check the statements which most accurately describe the board (meal) plans of the fraternities on your campus.

All of the fraternities serve meals to their members.

None of the fraternities serve meals to their members.

Some of the fraternities serve meals to their members, and some do not.

Comment:

If there are sororities on campus, are their housing facilities comparable to those that the men's fraternities

occupy? Yes No Both . If the reply is either "NO" or "BOTH", please use the "Comment"

section to describe the type of facilities made available for the sorority women to meet, live, and/or to socialize.

Comment:

If there are sororities on campus, are meal plans made available to them that are comparable to those that the

fraternities enjoy? Yes_ _ No Both . If the reply is either "NO" or "BOTH", please use the

"Comment" section to describe the type of meal plans made available to sorority women.

Comment:

If there are fraternity houses at the College/University, are they inspected? Yes_ No_ If so, how

often?

If inspected, by whom? (Please check the appropriate choices).

The College/University - City Fire Marshall

Local health inspector - City Building Codes Administrator

Other:

If facilities for the fraternities are inspected, are those for the sororities inspected in like manner? Yes_ No

Comment:
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RUSH

May first semester freshmen pledge fraternities? Yes No_ If yes, when does the membership

selection process begin? (Check the appropriate response(s).) Before school_; At the beginning of the Fall

term _; At some designated time in the Fall term ___ At the end of the Fall term

If first semester freshmen are not allowed to pledge fraternities, is there a process by which they are introduced

to the fraternity system? Yes_; No_; Informal __; Formal __; Combination __. Comment

The actual rush process on your particular campus can best be described as (Check the appropriate responses)

Formal/Structures _; Informal/Unstructured _; A combination of both the structured and the unstructured

If there is a deferred rush system (membership selection and the extension of bids to pledge takes place at

some time other than during the first semester), when does it take place? (Check appropriately) First of Spring

term __; during the Spring term _; at end of Spring term with pledging beginning during the following Fall -

at some time during the sophomore year_-.

If the rush process on your campus cannot be adequately described from the above-mentioned options, briefly

describe it below.

Does the College/University have a minimum or maximum time limit for any of its rush periods? Yes _; No

If so, what is the length of that period? Maximum ; Minimum If the College does not

have a minimum or maximum time limit for the rush period, does the governing body for the fraternities establish

such? Yes_; No . If so, what is the length of that period? Maximum Minimum

PLEDGING

When does the primary pledge period begin? (the earliest time a new student may participate) (Check One)

First semester__; Second semester __; Other __ Explain:

The length of the pledge period is determined by (Check appropriately) the College_; the local chapter __;

the national organizations __; the governing body for the men's groups __; other __. If other, please explain

briefly.

What is the minimum length of a pledge program? What is the maximum length of a pledge

program?

When do the fraternities initiate their pledges? (Check appropriately) The same semester they pledge __;

immediately after the pledge period __; after grades are received for the pledge semester __; at some

predetermined time the following semester

Is there a minimum grade required to pledge? Yes __; No __. If so, what is it? If there is a

grade minimum requirement for pledging, is it a requirement set by the College or the fraternities

themselves?
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ACADEMICS/SCHOLARSHIP

Are scholarship reports kept on fraternities? Yes _ No _ If so, is the all fraternity average above the all

men's average? Yes __ No -_If not, how far is it below the all men's average? If there are

sororities, how does the all fraternity average compare to the all sorority average? (Check One) Above __;

About the same _; Below

ALUMNI

(Check the statements which most appropriately describe the role of the alumni with the fraternities on your

campus.

Each of the fraternities has a house association.

Some of the fraternities have a house association.

None of the fraternities have a house association.

Each of the fraternities has active alumni advisors (meaning one of more that work with chapter

on a regular basis).

Some of the fraternities have active alumni advisors.

None of the fraternities have active alumni advisors.

Each of the fraternities has both a house association and an advisory board which are separate

from each other.

Some of the fraternities have both a house association and an advisory boards which are

separate from each other.

None of the fraternities have a house association or advisory board separate from each other.

There is an alumni group, similar to an alumni interraternity council, that works to promote

relations between the College and the fraternity system.

The alumni IFC type group, if it exists, is an effective change agent in working with the fraternity

system.

Comments:

MISSION/RELATIONSHIP STATEMENTS

Does the College/University have a mission/relationship statement for the fraternities? Yes_ No_ If so, is there

a method of evaluating individual fraternity progress toward meeting the goals of that statement? Yes_ No

How often are the fraternities evaluated?

By whom are they evaluated?

Has there been a recent (past couple of years) evaluation of the fraternity system? Yes_ No_ If so, what was

the impetus for the evaluation?
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ALCOHOL RELATED ISSUES

Is there a minimum drinking age in the state in which your college is located? Yes (NoEx If so, is this

enforced on your campus? Yes No

Does your campus have a "No Kegs" policy? Yes No If so, how is it enforced?

Does your campus have a "Closed Party" policy? Yes_ No If so, how is it enforced?

(Please include a copy of any policy with the return of this questionnaire.)

Have there been serious discipline problems attributed to underage drinking on campus? YestiNe_ If so, has

membership in a fraternity been suggested as a pote tial factor? Yes No_

(Check one) AlL oSome None of the fraternities have risk management policies that they follow.

Are claims of alcohol abuse against the fraternities also being levied against the sororities? Yess.No_ Against

students in other living groups (residence halls or special interest groups)? Yes_ No_

Comment briefly on any campus environment that may affect the alcohol issue on your particular campus.

HAZING

Is there a College policy against hazing? Yes_ No_ Is there a State law against hazing? Yes_ No_ Is there

a problem in the fraternity system with regard to hazing of pledges? Yes No In some fraternities, but not

others? Yes_ No In the sorority system? Yes vNocIn some sororities, but not others? Yes_ No_

When was the last time that a fraternity or sorority was sanctioned for a hazing offense? (Ex. Spring, 1990..)_

What was the sanction?

FACULTY

Are faculty members encouraged to actively participate with the fraternties? Yes- No_ If so, in what capacity?

Check those statements which most accurately describe the disposition of the faculty on your campus.

The faculty, as a group, are supportive of fraternities.

The faculty, as a group, are not supportive of fraternities.

A minority of the faculty are vocal in their support of fraternities.

A minority of the faculty are vocal in their dislike of fraternities.

There are equal numbers of the faculty who are both supportive of fraternities as well as those that

are vocal of their dislike of them.

The faculty does not bother itself with the fraternities.

f the faculty is vocal about the fraternity system, they are equally as vocal towards sororities.

f the faculty is vocal, they are equally as vocal towards disruptive behavior by students in general.
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Does each fraternity have an active faculty advisor? (Active is defined to mean participating on a regular basis,

at least once a month, with the fraternity, whether it be on a programming basis or working with a particular

officer/office.) Yes No N/A_

General comments about the faculty on your campus.

PROGRAMMING

In the table below, please indicate the degree of expectation by the College for programming by fraternities by

checking (X) in the appropriate box.

PROGRAMS ON: Encouraged Required Not Required

Alcohol Issues

Career Planning

Community Relations

Fraternity Education

Hazing

Men's Health Issues

Leadership Opportunity

Male/Female Relations

Membership Diversity

Race Relations

Role of the Alumni

Scholarship

Sexism

Social Programming

Substance Abuse (Durgs)

Time Management

Other:
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DIVERSITY

Check the statements below which most accurately describe the ethnic diversity of membership reflected within

the fraternity system on your campus.

All members of the undergraduate student body could find a place in the system.

Only Caucasian students could find a place in the system.

There is at least one NPHC (historically black national fraternity) on the campus.

There are no chapters of NPHC groups on the campus.

There are Caucasian students in the NPHC groups on campus.

There is at least one historically Jewish national fraternity on the campus.

There are non-Jewish students in the historically Jewish national fraternity(s) on campus.

Only chapters of historically white fraternities exist on campus.

Given the number of minority students in the undergraduate population on your particular campus, please

indicate (X) per each group listed the representation of that group within the historically white fraternities on

campus.

Poor Moderate High NA

African American

American Indian

Asian American

Handicapped

Hispanic 
_ _ _ _ __

International

Jewish

Non-Traditional Older Student

Other:
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GENERAL QUESTIONS

Has the college/university depended on the fraternity system for housing large numbers of its students? Yes

No_ NA

Has the college/university depended on the fraternity system for feeding large numbers of its students? Yes_

No NA

Has the college/university depended on the fraternity system for providing activities for large numbers of

students? Yes No NA

Is there a student center on campus? Yes_ No_ NA

If not, or if the central location for the development of a student activities program is not in the student activities

center, please briefly explain.

IMPRESSIONS

On a scale of one to five, with one (1) being poor and five (5) being good, please assess your perception of the

fraternity system on your campus by the following groups. (Key: One-poor; Two-below average; Three-average;

Four-above average; Five-good)

Perception of the fraternity system:

BY

Its own members 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Sorority members 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Minority students 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Non-sorority women 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Fraternity alumni 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Non-fraternity white males 1 2 3 4 5 NA

Administration 1 2 3 4 5 NA

The local community 1 2 3 4 5 NA

National organizations 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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Check the boxes which most appropriately reflect your impression of the following situations.

Fraternity males are welcome at fraternity social functions other than their own.

Non-fraternity males are welcome at fraternity social functions.

Non-fraternity minority males are welcome at fraternity social functions.

Sorority women are welcome at fraternity social functions.

Non-sorority women are welcome at fraternity social functions.

Non-sorority minority women are welcome at fraternity social functions.

Fraternity males feel welcome in fraternity houses other than their own.

Non-fraternity males feel welcome in fraternity houses.

Non-fraternity minority males feel welcome in fraternity houses.

Sorority women feel welcome in fraternity houses.

Non-sorority women feel welcome in fraternity houses.

Non-sorority minority women feel welcome in fraternity houses.

THE ADVISOR

Title of the person responsible for working with/advising the fraternity system.

Please check the appropriate boxe(s) that most accurately describe the person who fills the abovementioned job

description. Is a male_ .Is a female_. Is considered a "minority" other than a woman

Is a full__ or part time__ employee. Is a graduate student_. Has sole__ or partial responsibility for the

fraternity system.

Advises both fraternities and sororities_ .Has other duties as well_ .Was was not a member of a

national or local fraternity or sorority.

Has been in the position for (Check One) less than one year; one year; one to three years__; three to

five years ; five to ten years__ more than ten years_ .Has been in the Northeast for less than one

year__ one year__ one to three years_; three to five years; five to ten years_ ; more than ten

years

Your assistance in this undertaking is greatly appreciated. For your time and willingness to assist me in this

endeavor, I offer any future reciprocal cooperation that you or a member of your staff may need in assessing

other measurable student personnel environments.

If there are any current crises on your campus that might affect the future of the fraternity system, would you

take one quick moment to comment on it.

Please check if youi would like a copy of the results of the questionnaire. Yes_ No__
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FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW

Institution:Interviewee:

1. In the past has the college/university depended on the fraternity system to provide housing_, meals -, or

activities -_for a significant number of students? Has that dependence affected the system? Yes_ No_

Comment:

2. Has alumni support or lack thereof, contributed to the character of the current fraternity system? Yes_ No_

Comment:

3. Did the advent of coeducation have an impact on the fraternity system? Yes_ No- Comment:

4. Has the geographical location of the school, urban or rural, had an impact on the fraternity system? Yes No_

Comment:

5. Has the size of the student body been a factor in any recent decision to restructure or eliminate the system?

Yes_ No_ Comment:

6. If the fraternities are housed, has the location or physical condition/appearance of the house/appearance of

the houses affected the status of the fraternity system? Yes_ No_ Comment:

7. Have behavioral problems related to alcohol_, hazing_, or pledging practices_, contributed to any

movement to alter the fraternity system? Yes_ No_ Comment:

8. Have activities or particular events described as either discriminatory or sexist been alleged against the

fraternity system recently, such as would be a factor in a review of the system? Yes_ No_ Comment:

9. Has the faculty played a role in any recent developments that altered the fraternity system? Yes_ No_

Comment:

10. If you had to select one factor that has most affected the fraternity system on your campus, it would be...
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