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necessary to re-examine the policies 
governing our present relationship and 
to recommend some changes in those pol
icies for the following reasons: 

1. fVbst of the present policies have 
been in effect for almost a decade; 
some of thes~ policies were formally 
agreed upon and some have evolved 
and never been formally articulated 
until the present study. The most 
recent study of our cooperative en
deavor by an external consultant was 
the "Moseley Report" submitted to 
the two presidents by Dr. John D. 
Moseley on March 1, 1981. His report 
required a response from the presi
dents. 

2. The two institutions, in differing 
ways, will be making significant 
commitments to the future of the 
other institution. The College of 
St. Benedict is planning a capital 
campaign; St. John's University will 
appoint a new president effective 
June 1, 1982. Therefore, it seems 
desirable that the present basis of 
cooperation be examined, in the per
spective of such changes, to insure 
a healthy form of cooperation in the 
future. 

We present to you the attaJhed copy of 
the joint presidential recommendations 
for cooperation to govern the relation- 3. 
ship between the College of St. Bene
dict and St. John's University for the 
decade of the 1980s. We have felt it 

The perception held by the two pres
idents (which they believe is shared 
by facul ty, students, and most of 
the external constituencies), is 

that more effective cooperation will 
strengthen both institutions and at 
the same time wi 11 lead to greater 
efficiencies. The success of the 
joint library is an example of a 
stronger educational service which 
has also led to greater efficiency 
in use of expertise and time by li
brary staff. 

4. Adequate planning for the 1980s re
quires that greater administrative 
efficiencies be designed now. 

It is understood that the two boards 
will meet jointly to discuss this re
port. Bo ard act i on is not expected be
fore the separate boards meet in the 
summer: the College of St. Benedict on 
June 4 and St. John's University on 
July 8-10. In the meantime, the respec
tive academic cbmmunities will have 
time to review this report. 

Certain matters, included in the recom
mendations, are clearly the responsi
bility of the faculties to initiate. It 
is not the intention of the presidents 
to override those faculty rights, but 
rather to report their own convictions 
on matters they see as important to the 
future of the two inst1tutions. 
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PART ONE 

SUMMARY OF CURRENT COOPERATION 

Part One of this report is a summary of 
i nst itut ion-wi de understand i ngs of co
operative agreements between CSB and 
SJU. Commonality and differences in in
stitutional identity, educational ob
jectives, functions, structures, poli
cies, and procedures are identified. 
The summary attempts to describe what 
is, not necessarily what ought to be, 
in the relationship between the two in
stitutions. It records how the present 
administrators are cooperating in the 
four administrative areas. 

Part Two analyzes the current mode of 
cooperation with a view to improving 
it. Changes which might further cooper
ation are recommended by the presi
dents. 

INSTITUTIONAL IDENTITY 

A. Commonal ity 

Essential components of identity 
for both institutions are: liberal 
arts education; pre-professional 
education in selected fields, with 
an attempt to keep the pre-profes
sional component compatible with 
1 iberal learning; Cathol ic, Bene
dictine values infusing academic 
and residential life; attention to 
the deve 1 opment of the who 1 e per
son (intellectual, spiritual, so
cial, emotional, and physical); 
focus upon a residential life in a 
supportive community environment; 
cooperative programs with the 
other institution; II serv ice" ori
entation of students; and sponsor
ship by communities of Benedictine 
men and women. 

B. Differences 

SJU is one component, along with 
Saint John's Abbey, Saint John's 
Preparatory School, and the Litur
,g i cal Pres s , of the corpor ate 
structure of the Order of Saint 
Benedict. The university is gov
erned by a two-t i ered board: the 
Board of Regents and the Executive 
Governi ng Board. These, in turn, 
are governed by the Monastic Chap
ter and Senior Council, acting as 
the Board of Directors of the Or
der of Saint Benedict, Incorporat
ed. 

SJU has a graduate School of The
ology with a seminary program in 
addition to the undergraduate 
School of Arts and Sciences which 
is the principal concern of this 
document. 

Since 1961 CSB has been separately 
incorporated from Saint Benedict's 
Convent. CSB' s Board of Trustees 
has full responsibility for the 
governance and operation of the 
college. However, the Corporate 
ri~!!!~L~bi~j fFi e f i ve off i c e:t:[ "or.: 
th~'ys co.mmunit,x corP1ra-. 
fion) have ultimate responsibi ~ 
roran~er~'e:
sfrlcted matters which assure'--fhe 
~~[LIrpose-ana'-lder1TrEI--<rr: 

~~~§~ 
Some differences in institutional 
identity may be a matter of degree 
of emphas is. Others are more cen
tral: CSB emphasizes its role as a 
women I s co 11 ege, attempt i ng to 
foster the human development of 

its students. (SB intentionally 
nurtures the career aspirations 
and leadership ambitions of women 
students and attempts to prepare 
women to take thei r place as 
equals of men in American society. 
SJU emphasizes to a lesser degree 
its role as a single-sex institu
tion. SJUls identity appears to be 
more meshed with that of the abbey 
than is GSB's with the convent. 
However, both seem closely linked 
to their sponsoring bodies. 

Separate institutional identities 
are being preserved or perpetuated 
through the following practices: 
separate catalogues (except for 
departmental port ion); separate 
academic offices; separate mission 
statements; separate faculties and 
faculty workshops and meetings; 
separate personnel policies; and 
separate core curricul um require
ments. 

EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

A. Commonal ity 

Both colleges offer a liberal arts 
education in a Catholic, Benedic
tine env ironment; both offer se-
1 ected pre-professional programs; 
both emphasize a core curriculum; 
and both attempt to foster i nd i
vidual human growth through commu
nity living outside the classroom. 
CSB seeks to attain these goals by 
a program based on a specific de
velopmental theory. SJU seeks the 
same objectives by emphasizing 
Benedictine values inherent in its 
tradition, such as concern for 
personal growth, respect for per
sons, stewardsh i p of common prop
erty, and care of the environ
ment. 

B. Differences 

The requirements for the core cur
riculums differ. They were devel
oped at different times, with dif
ferently defined goals and ap
proaches. The educational philoso
phies of the core curriculums 
agree in 1 arge part but differ in 
emphas i s and structure. In addi
tion' the educational goals of men 
and women students have differed, 
particularly in the past. Histor
ically, the percent of graduates 
of SJU entering graduate school 
and the professions has been high
er than that of CSB graduates. 
The educational objectives of 
SJU 1 s graduate School of Theology 
are not a part of th i s compari
son. 

FUNCTIONS 

The functio-ns or kinds of activities 
carried on by various departments to 
accomplish the goals and objectives of 
the colleges are listed below as they 
would ordinarily be located in adminis
trative structures. Though particular 
funct ions are sometimes located under 
different admi ni strat i ve structures on 
these two campuses, most funct ions are 
found on both campuses. A few functions 
are found on only one or the other cam
pus. 

Academic Functions Found 
at SJU 

Found 
at CSB 

1. Staffing of faculty X X 
(hiring, promoting, 
tenuring, dismissing, 
appointing chairs, 
assigning staff) 

2. Lon~and short term X X 
planning and bud-
geting for maintenance 
and development of 
academic programs and 
departments 

3. Evaluation of academic X X 
personnel and 
programs 

4. Managing and super- X X 
vising of depart- (joint) 
ments, support services 
such as Registrar's Office 
and Library, and of 
outreach programs such 
as overseas semester 
and Bahamian program 

5. Acad@mic leadership X X 
of faculty and 
chairs 

6. Communication through X X 
committees 

7. International X X 
programs (joint) 

8. Continuing education, X 
including adult 
program in Bahamas 

9. Academic advising X X 
10. Human Life Center X 
11. Hill Mo n as tic X 

Manuscript Library 
12. Spirituality Institute X 
13. University Archives X 
14. Graduate School X 

a) Master's degree 
b) Seminary program 

Student Development/ 
Affairs Functions 

Found 
at SJU 

Found 
at CSB 

1. Academic tutoring X X 
2. Athletics: X X 

Intercollegiate 
Intramural 

3. Campus ministry X X 
4. Career planning X X 

(career counsel-
ing internships, 
experiential learn-
ing, academic advising) 

5. Counseling X X 
6. Foreign and X X 

minority affairs 
7. Health and wellness X X 

programs 
8. Housing assignments X X 
9. Orientation ' X X 

10. Placement X X 
11. Residential programs X X 
12. Student activities X X 
13. Student government X X 
14. Student judicial X X 

system 
15. Student organizations X X 
16. Student publications X X 
17. Volunteer services X X 
18. Student assessment X 

programs 
19. KSJU radio X 
20. Ministry preparation X 
21. Life safety services X 

Institutional Advancement Functions 

I. Admi ss ions X X 
2. Public relations X X 
3. Cultural events X X 
4. Community relations X X 
5. Public information X X 
6. Publications X X 
7. Alumni relations X X 
8. Government relations X X 
9. Parent relations X X 

10. Fundraising X X 
II. Annual fund X X 
12. Capital fund X X 
13. ,Deferred g i v i ng X X 
14. Foundations and X X 

grants 
15. Research and support X X 

services 
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Administrative 
Services Functions 

Finance: 
1. Account i ng 
2. Accounts receivable 

(and student 
accounts) 

3. Accounts payable 
4. Budgeti ng 
5. Audit 
6. Investments 
7. Insurance 

Physical plant: 

Found 
at SJU 

x 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

8. Grounds care X 
9. Construction and X 

renovation 
10. Housekeeping and X 

maintenance 

Auxiliary enterprises/service: 
11. Room rental X 

Found 
at CSB 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

12. Food service 
(including 
CSB· s Loft and 
SJU·s Mary Union 
and Butcher Shop) 

13. Bookstore 
14. Duplicating 
15. Transportation 

Other: 
16. Personnel 
17. Student employment 
18. Financi al aid 
19. Purchasing 
20. Post office 
21. Data management: 

co 11 ect i on and 
storage, computing 
services 

22. Institutional 
research 

23. Fire department 
24. Secur ity 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

Combined Organizational Chart of 
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STRUCTURES 

Some differences are found in the 
structures or administrative arrange
ments to ensure the management and su
pervision of persons responsible for 
the functions of the colleges. The dif
ferences are principally due to CS8 
having divided the college relations 
and development functions of the insti
tutional advancement area between two 
chief administrators and having as
signed the function of institutional 
research and planning under a chief ad
ministrator. Consequently, at CS8 six 
admi ni strators report di rectly to the 
pres i dent, wh il e at SJU on 1 y four do 
so. Other lesser differences arise from 
the ass i gnment of funct ions to areas 
other than the one dictated by the 
1I10gic ll of administrative categoriza .... 
tion. The following organizational 
chart compares and contrasts CSB·s and 
SJU·s organization of college functions 
under administrative structures. 

CSB and SJU to Highlight Similarities and Differences 
in Structures to Manage Functions 

1. All functions are listed where administrative logic, not institutional practice, might dictate; departures from that 
logic at SJU will be noted with a single asterisk (*); departures at CS8 will be noted with a double asterisk (**). 

2. Functions found on only one or the other campus will be noted at the bottom of each list of functions. 

I I I 
Ac ademi c Student Development/Affairs 

III 
Institutional Advancement 

Evaluating 
Communicating with 

Committees 
Leading Faculty & 

Ch ai rs 
Planning & Budgeting 
Staffi ng 
Supervising 
Academic Advising** 

SJU 
Human Life 

Center 
Hi 11 Monastic 

Manuscript 
Library 

School of 
Theology 

Graduate 
Program 

CSB 
Bahamian 

Adult 
Program 

Continuing 
Education 

Academic Tutoring 
Athletics-Intramural 

Intercollegiate** 
Campus Ministry 
Career Planning 
Counseling 
Foreign & Minority 

Affairs 
Health Programs 
Housing Assignment 
Or i entat i on 
Placement 
Residential Programs 
Student Activities 
Student Governance 
Student Judicial System 
Student Organizations 
Student Publications 
Volunteer Services 

SJU 
KSJU 
Radio 

Ministry 
Prep
aration 

CSB 
Assessment 

Program 

Admissions 
Public Relations: 

Cultural Events* 
Community Relations 
Public Information 
Publications 

Alumnae Relations 
Government Relations 
Parent Relations* 

Fundrai sing: 
Annual Fund 
Capital Fund 
Deferred Giving 
Foundations & Grants 
Research & Support 

Services 

**At CSB this activity **At CSB under academic **At CSB under two chief 
admi ni str ators coordinated with student 

development 

POLICIES 

The number of policies as well as the 
clarity and adequacy of those policies 
for promoting cooperative activities 
differ among the four administrative 
areas. This summary will merely identi
fy policies which do exist in various 
co 11 ege documents or in the common un
derstanding of administrators. (Poli
cies referred to here are only those of 
the college division at SJU, not of the 
graduate School of Theology.) 

A. Academic policies which are either 
coordinate or joint have been ar
ticulated concerning: hiring of 
faculty; prevention of duplication 

*At SJU under student 
affairs 

of programs; creation of new 
courses; creat ion of January Term 
courses and of individual learning 
projects; sharing of faculty in 
liberal studies (SJU core curricu-
1 um) and general education (CS8 
core curriculum); and joint aca
demic calendar. 

B. Student development/affairs poli
cies which are either identical 
~ or simil ar have been art icu
lated concerning: housing assign
ments; hous i ng agreements; use of 
drugs/alcohol; use of grounds; use 
of bulletin boards*; opening and 
closing of vacation periods*; re
admission of students following 

** 

** 

IV \ 
Administrative Services 

Finance: 
Accounting 
Accounts Receivable 
Accounts Payable 
Audit 
Budgeting 
Insurance 
Investments 

Physical Plant: 
Construction & Renovation 
Grounds Care 
Housekeeping & Maintenance 

Auxiliary Enterprises/Services 
Bookstore 
Room Rental 
Duplicating 
Food Service (plus Butcher 

Shop, Loft & Mary Hall Cafe) 
Transportation 

Other Administrative Services: 
Personnel 
Student Employment 
Fin an cia 1 Aid 
Purchasing 
Post Office 
Fire Department 
Data Management 
Institutional Research ** 
Security 

**At CSB, an office reporting 
to the president 

hospitalization*; academic dishon
esty; freedom of association; 
freedom of protest; discipline; 
theft/property destruction; viola
tion of state law; open house 
hou,rs; and clean air act. 

The policies which cause dissatis
faction because they are not iden
tical are: open house hours;VTO"-
1 ation of state law; use of drugs 
and alcohol. 

The single policy which is joint 
is the one concerning reciprocity 
of disciplinary action in cases of 
a student·s misdemeanors on the 
other campus. 



C. Institutional advancement policies 
regarding cooperation are very 
few: Admissions has similar stated 
pol icies regarding admissions re
quirements. There are no written 
policies to ensure cooperative ac
tivities of admissions staffs. 
Informal understandings do exist 
regarding the avoidance of dupli
cating visits to some high 
schools. 

Public relations ' only 
policy guides the publ ic 
tion offices when news 
mention the other school. 

written 
informa
releases 

Alumni relations has no policies 
governing cooperation. They have 
similar policies regarding the use 
or distribution of mailing lists. 

Parent relations has no policies 
governing cooperation. 

Government relations has no poli
cies governing cooperation. 

Fundraising has two informal poli
cies governing cooperation: There 
is a tacit understanding that the 
staffs of both schools will work 
together in those instances where 
a prospective donor desires to 
contribute to both institutions. 
There is another unwritten agree
ment that the staffs will cooper
ate closely on requests of founda
tions for funds affecting both in
stitutions. 

D. Administrative services has ar
ticulated a number of very specif
ic pol icies to govern cooperation 
as well as a few tacitly under
stood guidelines for cooperation: 

Financial policies which govern 
cooperation concern: 
1. The use of a single billing 

system for both campuses, even 
when fees originate on the 
other campus. 

2. The end-of-year money exchange 
concerning: 
a) Registrar's Office expense; 
b) credit hour imbalance ex

change to reimburse the 
schoo 1 whose faculty pro
duced more credit hours than 
its students consumed; 

c) student employment ex-
change; 

d) student food exchange; 
e) joint department expenses; 
f) sharing of salary of forum 

director; 
g) sharing of joint library op

erating budget; 
h) shared use of computer fa

cilities and programmer ex
pertise. ' 

3. The annual review of tuition 
charges and consequent recom
mendation of changes in tui
tion. 

4. The attempt to coordinate dead
lines, forms, and guidelines of 
budget process. 

Physical plant has no policies 
governing cooperation. 

Auxiliary enterprises policies 
which govern cooperation concern: 

1. An understanding that students 
may use either campus cafeteria 
for any meal. 

2. An understood ongoing agreement 
to rev i ew areas where coopera
tion might further the effi
ciency and/or effectiveness of 
the servic.es of both institu
tions. 

Other administrative services pol
i ci es wh i ch govern cooper at ion 
concern: 

1. In personnel, the need for both 
presidents to review staff po
sit ions to determi ne whether a 
cooperative arrangement is pos
sible before advertising. 

2. In financial aid, the coordina
t ion of deadl i nes and the use 
of common defi n it ions of terms 
in awarding grants as a first 
step toward determining whether 
or not to design a joint policy 
statement. 

3. In computer use, in addit ion to 
shared expenses, the sharing of 
programmer expertise. 

PROCEDURES 

The actions to be taken to accompl ish 
intended goals under the guidelines of 
established or tacitly understood poli
cies are spelled out in varying degrees 
of specificity in the four administra
tive areas of the college: 

A. Academic area procedures which 
further cooperation include: 
weekly meetings of academic admin
istrators of both campuses; delib
erations of joint faculty agenda; 
deliberations of Joint Calendar 
Committee; deliberations of com
bined Educational Policy Committee 
and Academic Affairs Advising 
Co unc il to con sider new courses; 
preliminary review of requests for 
tenure, leaves, and promotions by 
both sets of academic administra
tors; and submission of a single 
budget in joint departments. 

B. Student development/affairs area 
procedures which are cooperative 
include: 

1. Regular meetings between vice 
presidents and between the 
counterparts on their staffs. 

2. Regul ar consultat ion between 
vice presidents before changing 
policies or procedures. 

3. Regular exchange of printed ma
teri al s concerni ng student de
velopment activities (e.g., 
campus ministry newsletters; 
career p 1 ann i ng news 1 etter [a 
joint publication]; Record; 
Cab 1 e) . 

4. Joint training of resident as
sistants, faculty residents, 
staff residents, and orienta
tion assistants regarding such 
issues, for example, as resi
dence management, rape, alcohol 
abuse, medical emergency train
ing, joint liturgies, social 
justice activities, and Volun
teers In Servi ce To Others 
(VISTO). 

5. Encouragement of joint planning 
of student activities (e.g., 
brother-sister floor activi
ties, coed intramural sports, 
Joint Events Council [JEC]). 

6. Coordination of freshmen orien
tation and registration. 

7. Consultation between staffs 
concerning appropriate action 
to be taken with students who 
develop serious problems. 

Student development/affairs proce
dures which differ in a way which 

seems to make cooperatlon more 
difficult are: -

1. Differing criteria for the se
lection of residential staffs, 
which result in a different 
composition of that body on 
each campus. (For the most 
part, SJUls residential staff 
holds academic degrees, while 
CSB's holds counseling de
grees.) 

2. Differing interpretation of 
common policies. 

C. Institutional 
dures which 
are: 

advancement proce
govern cooperation 

In admissions, the hiring of a 
counselor, jOintly supported by 
CSB and SJU, to work in the Chica
go area; the cooperative represen
tation agreement which controls or 
avoids some duplication of efforts 
at career programs and high school 
visits in North Dakota, South Da
kota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Iowa, 
Nebraska, Minnesota, and other 
places, (i.e., CSB and SJU staffs 
represent each other in certain 
places); the completely coopera
tive efforts of CSB and SJU in 
working with the Private College 
Council's Cooperative Admissions 
Program which attempts to influ
ence high school counselors \ and 
prospect ive students in favor of 
private education; a joint orien
tation program for new counselors; 
and joint recruitment for the 
freshmen Bahamian program. 

In public relations, a cooperative 
understanding to avoid duplicating 
attendance at professional meet
i ngs and conferences when appro
priate. 

In alumni relations, a joint din
ner for alumni at SJUls Homecom
i ng; another joi nt summer retreat 
being planned; a slide presenta
tion of both colleges being de
signed for faculty and staff to 
use when visiting alumni chapters; 
and data bases bei ng des i gned to 
acquire data from the Regi strar IS 

Office to go directly to both 
al umni offices. 

In fundraising, similar gift club 
characteristics being designed. 

D. Administrative services procedures 
which govern cooperation are: 

In financial offices, charges are 
made to students on ei ther campus 
for the sale of goods and ser
vices. 

In physical plant, there are no 
procedures. 

In auxiliary enterprises, managers 
of parallel enterprises are en
couraged to discuss possibilities 
for cooperation. 

To accomplish food service ex
change, SJU students may use their 
Validine 1.0. cards at (SB's cafe
teri a to purchase breakfasts at 
$2.75, lunches at $3.50, and even
ing meals at $3.75. Cash is paid 
for meals which exceed these pric
es. CSB students use a coupon book 
(which is part of their minimum 
food contract) at SJUls cafeteria 
to purch ase meal s for the pri ces 
1 i sted above. The exchange agree
ment does not incl ude use of the 
Loft for SJU students or Mary Hall 
Cafe for CSB students. 



In personnel, presidents sign a 
search form before administrative 
departments begin a search for 
persons to fill a vacancy. 

In financial aid, joint financial 
analysis for married couples at
tending both colleges to ensure 
equitable awarding; joint finan
cial analysis of CSB/SJU employees 
in coordination with tuition waiv
er policies; regular exchange of 
information concerning changes in 
financial aid funding levels and 
other progr am ch anges; and use of 
joint computerized financial aid 
information system. 
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PART TWO 

ANALYSIS OF COOPERATION 

and 

PRESIDENTS' RECOMMENDATIONS for 

FUTURE COOPERATION 

A careful consideration of the kind of 
cooperative agreements now in operation 
between the two co 11 eges has 1 ed the 
presidents, in consultation with their 
chief administrators, to recommend 
changes in pol icies, procedures, and 
structures which could enhance cooper a
t ion in order to increase the effec
tiveness, and wherever possible, the 
efficient use of human and fiscal re
sources to carry out the missions of 
the colleges. All changes are intended, 
ultimately, to enhance the qual ity of 
the education which is offered to women 
and men who enro 11 at Saint John's and 
Saint Benedict's. 

Changes recommended by the pres i dents 
will be discussed under the following 
categories: institutional identity; 
educational objectives; functions and 
structures; and policies and proce
dures. 

INSTITUTIONAL IDENTITY 

The missions of the colleges are very 
much al ike. The nature of the two in
stitutions engaged in these similar 
missions has been profoundly altered as 
a result of cooper at i on. Present de
scriptions of the college missions, 
however, do not acknowledge the signif
icance of that cooperation. Instead, 
mission statements or descriptions of 
institutional purposes make only peri
pheral references to the presence of 
the other institution. 

While cooperation has been serious and 
perv as i ve, all efforts to cooperate 
have been made with the intent of 
avoiding merger. Organizational ar
rangements which might seem irrational 
can sometimes De explained by the pres
ence of two seemingly contradictory 
goals: to cooperate but not to merge. 

Presidents' recommendations: That the 
colleges adopt a joint mission state
ment or an identical paragraph describ
i ng the importance of cooperat ion in 
two different mission statements. Such 
an articulation of the role of coopera
tion in the lives of the institutions 
could reinforce institutional commit
ment to cooperation and give direction 
to administrators, faculties, staffs, 
and students to strive for harmonious, 
ongoing working relationships. 

A suggested draft of such a paragraph 
follows: 

1 ations who reports to the vice presi
dent of development, while parent rela
tions at SJU is managed by the parent 

The College of Saint Benedict and. coordinator who reports to the vice 
Saint John's University have a president of student affairs. While 
unique, multifaceted relationship of this difference may appear negligible, 
intercampus cooperation that is ap- it illustrates a difference which could 
parent in all aspects of campus life. cause conflict because of functio~s 
The arrangement allows both colleges being subsumed under non-parallel 
to offer a broader and more diverse structures. Administrators in student 
coeducational academic program as development/affairs, in contrast to 
well as coeducation social, cultural, those in public relations or develop
and spiritual programs. Single-sex ment, might have somewhat different ob
undergraduate residences, along with jectives for sponsoring a Parents Day 
the coeducational programs, encourage and, consequently, would plan such an 
students to come to terms with their event quite differently. 
own personal development in rel ation- I--~ 
ship to their peers and provide the It may be that the most serious of the 
opportunity for them to experience obstacles to cooperation include per
the equality of the sexes. This form ceptions people have of the difficul
of intercampus cooperation enriches ties. Perceptions of difficulties, par
the lives of both colleges while ticularly when held by administrators, 
prompting them to enhance their dis- can work against cooperation. Initial
tinctive identities. ly, the absence of parallel structures 

EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES 
at CSB and SJU was viewed as a serious 
obstacle to cooperation. Later, differ
fences between men and women, between 

The educational objectives which char-Igoals and objectives, and between poli
acterize the academic programs are vir-Icies and procedures were viewed as ob
tually identical except for those of stacles. These perceptions may be a re
the two core curriculums which are cur- Iflection of the very real and under
rently being studied by a joint commit- istandable difficulty persons experience 
tee. lin any organization in which two presi-

Idents are seek i ng to estab 1 ish effi
It is not clear whether or not the ob- lcient cooperative arrangements which 
jectives of the two student develop-!could result in personnel reductions. 
ment/affairs programs differ in essence iFor that reason the presidents of CSB 
or only in the language used to de-land SJU want to assure their current 
scribe them. CSB uses the language of iadministrative personnel that the.ir 
developmental psychology theory; SJU Icontributions are deeply appreciat'ed 
uses the language of Benedictine val-land that if changes are made, they 
ues. However, it is clear that the Iwould be implemented in mutually ac
methods used to reach these objectives Iceptab1e ways. 
differ significantly. CSB is intention-I 
a1 about applying a particular theory~-
of Chickering and Perry to foster stu- Presidents' Recommendations: 
dent growth through developmental 
stages. While SJU is engaged in a lon
gitudinal study of the developmental 
growth of its students, its student af
fairs program relies, for the most 
part, on less formal efforts to effect 
the same growth by inculcating Benedic
tine values. 

Presidents' Recommendations: 

1. That the vice presidents of aca
demic affairs facil itate the work 
of the committee which is studying 
the two core curriculums with a 
view to identifying, wherever pos
sible, common goals and objec
tives; and that if sufficient com
monality is found, a joint core 
curriculum be designed and imple
mented; and that the facul ty take 
into account in those requirements 
what the future needs of graduates 
wi 11 be for competency in mathe
matics, computer science, and for
eign language, especially if the 
United States should become bilin
gual. 

2. That the vice presidents of stu
dent development/affairs establish 
a broadly based committee to state 
their goals and objectives in a 
common language and to develop 
ways to make use of student devel
opment/ affai rs resources to reach 
those goals and objectives. 

FUNCTIONS AND STRUCTURE 

Administrators, faculty, staffs, and 
students perceive obstacles to coopera
tion in the lack of parallel adminis
trative structures for managing the 
functions of the two colleges. For ex
ample, to pl an a joint Parents Day is 
found to be difficult partly because 
parent relations at CSB is managed by 
the di rector of al umnae and parent re-

1. That the vice presidents of aca
demic affairs develop a plan for 
joint academic administration and 
that, if such a plan is accept
able, its implementation not be 
delayed until such time as finan
ci al pressures make the change a 
necessity. 

2. That academic departments be made 
j 0 i nt when the proport i on of men 
and women students warrants it. 

3. That the vice presidents of stu
dent development/affairs develop a 
plan for joint student develop
ment/affairs administration, and 
that, if such a plan is accept
able, its implementation not be 
delayed until such time as finan
cial pressures make the change a 
necess ity. 

4. That the admissions offices be 
joined under the direction of a 
dean of admisSions. reporting to 
the di rector of college rel at ions 
at CSB and to the vice president 
of institutional advancement at 
SJU; that the admissions staff be 
a single one, with offices on both 
campuses. 

5. That other administrative depart
ments or services in student de-
velopment/affairs, institutional 
advancement, and administrative 
services be joined when their ef
fectiveness as well as the effi
c i ent use of human and fi sca 1 re
sources would be improved. 

6. That student groups, established 
to influence their peers (resident 
assistants, peer advisors, health 
advocates, peer resource persons, 
orientation leaders, prayer 
groups, and the volunteer organiz
ation [VISTO]) be encouraged to 
operate jointly. 

7. That joint student governments, 
judicial systems, clubs, publica
tions, and activities be encour-
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aged while preserving equal repre
sentation of stud€nts from both 
campuses, with leadership alter
n at i n g an n u ally . 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

As greater cl arity is reached concern
ing commonality of institutional iden
tity and educational objectives and as 
more joint functions and structures are 
created or strengthened, it is impera
tive to clarify and formalize the nu
merous policies and procedures which 
give direction and guidance to the 
daily activities of administrators, 
faculty, staffs, and students. It 
should be understood that administra
tors and staff responsible for similar 
functions on the two campuses who have 
not already establ ished a schedule of 
regular meetings to ensure satisfactory 
communication about cooperative poli
cies should do so. 

Presidents' Recommendations for Aca
demic Area: 

1. That the colleges move toward sim
ilar faculty personnel policies 
insofar as is feasible, beginning 
with policies for promotion and 
tenure. 

2. That the boards establish a joint 
committee to explore the fiscal 
implications of parallel compensa
tion policies. 

3. That a joint and comprehensive 
program for faculty evaluation and 
development be designed and imple
mented. 

4. That, should the Joint Core Cur
riculum Committee recommend the 
establishment of a joint core cur
riculum, appropriate policies and 
procedures be designed to imple
ment the modification in both aca
demic programs. 

5. That strategies for retrenchment 
be designed cooperatively and that 
such strategies involve retrench
ment in administrative as well as 
academic departments. 

Presidents' Recommendations for Student 
Development/Affairs Area: 

1. That similar policies and proce
dures be designed and implemented 
for dealing with student issues. 

2. That, in preparation for a more 
unified program, staffs in student 
development/affairs engage in 
joint planning of all current pro
grams and services in order to 
avoid duplication or omission. 

3. That, in order to reinforce the 
work of the committee studying 
goals and objectives of the stu
dent development/affairs areas, 

the current staffs engage in joint 
in-service training which could 
prepare them to accept a common 
language describing goals, objec
tives, and methods for student de
velopment/affairs activities. 

4. That the vice presidents and 
staffs establish a regular meeting 
schedule to ensure satisfactory 
communication and enhance coopera
tive arrangements. 

5. That, in lieu of joint appoint
ments to student development/ 
affairs functions, similar job 
descriptions be created for staff 
members respons i b 1 e for the same 
functions on the two campuses. 

Presidents' Recommendations for Insti
tutional Advancement: 

1. That the dean of admissions devel
op an appropr i ate set of pol i c i es 
and procedures to operate a joint 
office of admissions. 

2. That the dean of admissions, in 
cooperation with the academic, fi
nancial, and student affairs 
staffs, modify all current pol i
c i es and procedures wh i ch will be 
affected by the creation of a 
joint admissions office. 

3. That administrators responsible 
for public relations develop a set 
of po 1 i c i es and procedures to en
sure cooperative publicizing of 
the two institutions. 

4. That the public information of
fices develop a joint calendar and 
joint on-campus publications. 

5. That the alumni offices combine 
activities whenever feasible, es
pecially events for young alumni. 

6. That information in the two alumni 
files be correl ated in such a way 
as to assist in the recruitment of 
daughters and sons of ~umni. 

7. That a joint legislative liaison 
off i cer be appo i nted to i nfl uence 
legislation on behalf of private 
colleges. 

8. That, if the Bahamian pilot pro
gram becomes an established pro
gram, a development plan be imple
mented to raise scholarship funds 
for Bahamian students to enroll at 
both campuses. Such jo i nt efforts 
to raise funds seem possible since 
Bahami ans, part icul arly those fa
miliar with the pilot two-year 
program, seem to perceive CSB and 
SJU to be a single entity. 

Presidents' Recommendations for Admin
istrative Services: 

Finances 

1. That the 
budgeting 

boards coordinate the 
schedules and design 

fiscal policies, which would be 
the most support ive of both col
leges, for tuition, faculty and 
staff compensation, and total in
stitutional budgets. Although the 
timing of the budgeting process 
might change each year, continuous 
consultation could ensure coopera
tive budgetary decision-making. 

Physical Plant 

1. That additions to the physical 
plants be reviewed by both boards 
to avoid unnecessary duplication 
of identical facilities and to en
sure the creation of complementary 
TaC1Tit~----

""""" -2. That the staffs establish a proce-
dure to guarantee that each staff 
review plans-in-progress of the 
other staff for construction or 
renovation of facilities. 

3. That the boards design parallel 
policies to establish a reserve, 
in lieu of depreciation, for re
pair and repl acement of academic 
buildings as well as for auxiliary 
service buildings. 

Auxiliary Enterprises/Services 

1. That the financial officers 
again inventory areas where 
purchasing and contracting 
result in savings. 

2. That the possibility of a 
bookstore be explored. 

Other Administrative Services 

once 
joint 
might 

joint 

1. That the colleges move toward par-
allel personnel policies for 
staffs. 

2. That when parallel policies have 
been designed, a joint personnel 
director be appointed. 

3. That a joint comprehensive program 
for evaluation and development of 
staff be designed and implement
ed. 

4. That the two financial aid direc
tors anal yze the differences re
sulting from separate financial 
aid policies with the intent of 
designing similar policies and 
procedures for the distribution of 
aid. 

5. That the boards regularly review 
financial aid policies. 

6. That enhanced cooperation be 
ach i eved for the data process i ng 
function by the Joint Executive 
Staff regularly reviewing the pri
orities for the proceSSing and 
analyzing of data in their area. 


