Dr. Tom Jackson, Jr. Vice President for Student Affairs
THINK TANK

Friday, August 24, 2007

Dr. Jackson introduced himself and asked everyone participating to give their names and department.

Opened with a visual illustrating: No Posturing, No Blaming or Bitching just Solutions

Dr. Jackson shared that the purpose of the Think Tank is to help Student Affairs with student bias on campus.

Other sub-themes under that topic:
· Culture

· History

· Diversity

· Lack of knowledge

· Behavioral gap – student don’t act according to what they know

· Education

· Legality

· Lack of communication

· Norms & expectations

· No clear process for dealing with problems in a unit

· Predisposition to certain expectations (learned family values coming into conflict with values on campus)

· Under/over sensitivity

Dr. Jackson asked each of the six groups to read the scenarios handed out to them and to: (1) identify and discuss the issue(s) in the story, (2) to discuss what their area might do to address the issue, what SA should consider doing to address the issue and to help advance students education and improve the campus climate, (3) give a brief report of the group’s summary.

Groups 1 & 2

The Student Organizations Scenario

Group 1
1. Identify the issue(s)
· Perspectives vs. Reality.
· How do we define “diversity” and is it realized as such.

For purposes of measurement, diversity is defined in very black and white terms by the university.

2. & 3.  Discussion & Summary
Consider how SA programs and services encourage, attract and compel students to engage/embrace diversity (i.e. culture courses).

Group 2

· Are we creating a segregated campus by having “special groups”?

· Should students have the option of choosing a group rather than be assigned?

· Diversity at UofL and by the state of Kentucky is defined in very black and white terms.

· Administratively are we creating segregation? (Budgets)

· Can we create a dialogue - rather than blame?

Dr. Jackson notes that an undertheme in this scenario is that of fraternities and sororities and that they are seemingly, at least, very segregated.
Groups 3 & 4

Roommate Conflict & Names Scenario
Group 3

1. Identify the issue(s)

· Privacy issue (but was it really)

· Unresolved (hadn’t yet spoken to roommate again)

· Lack of respect for procedures/RA (not following procedure in going to see RA)

· Norms from home

· Hostile vs. non-hostile language (no clear guidelines on what constitutes hostile/hateful language)

2. & 3.  Discussion & Summary

The group believes it is important to not make assumptions about what has really happened here – get the story from all sides.  Make sure procedures are reviewed and followed.  Need campus-wide consensus as to what constitutes hostile/hateful language. 

· Listen

· Refer to housing

· Understand the procedure/process

· Get the whole story

· Unintentional consequences

· Raise student awareness

· Classroom preparation of staff toward hostile speech/free speech

· Community expectations

· Make no assumptions – not until all information is presented

· Community standard of civil behavior

Group 4
1. Identify the issue(s)

· Lack of effective conflict resolution
· Lack of understanding of community living

· Lack of respect for others

· Lack of following/respect for University procedures (understanding/compliance)

· Stereotyping

· Lack of or poor communication

2. & 3. Discussion & Summary
· Diversity Awareness in Campus Culture courses

· RA/RD discipline process – reviewing expectations (community) – behavioral contract/probation

· DOS apply to larger setting – world of work, classroom, etc.

The group noted that students typically wouldn’t behave this way in a more public setting.  Children usually behave this way at home, when they wouldn’t in public – in this scenario the dorm is home – therefore the idea of the workplace/classroom analogy.

Dr. Jackson also noted that there continues to be discussion on where free speech ends and hate begins.  He also shared that this scenario is based on a real-life incident.  While most of us in the room tended to think of these two students as being new (i.e., freshman), they really had roomed together for three years and had played ball together in high school.

Groups 5 & 6

Facebook Scenario

Group 5
1. Identify the issue(s)

· Focus on the real issue and not everything else that was said.
· Education/communication about the process.
· Student was unaware of how it all worked and was frustrated.  He was just told no and didn’t know how to appeal.

· Consider a policy for use on Facebook?

· Explain to student why actions are taken so that things aren’t read into it.

· Judicial options – student vs. student

· Free speech issue.

2. & 3.  Discussion & Summary

· Community pledge

· Core values – focus of campus community

Group 6

General consensus with Group 5 on issue(s).
2. & 3. Discussion & Summary

· Some type of opportunity (class, one-on-one, workshop) to create/improve face-to-face conversation around the issue and create opportunity to educate students, staff, faculty on the legal, civil, moral issues.

· Ensure university process & procedures are accessible, clear and consistently interpreted and administered.

· Do not allow those connected to the issue to make decisions or to handle the issue.

· Administration, staff and faculty need to model expected behaviors.

There was a brief discussion regarding Facebook, My Space, etc. and issues arising from their pervasiveness in today’s culture, particularly with students.

