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Rebekah Nathan is a pseudonym for Cathy Small, an anthropol-
ogy professor at North Arizona University. When Smalf went
undercover to write her second book, My Freshman Year: What
a Professor Learned by Becoming a Student (2005}, she took on
the pseudonym to protect the identity of her students and her
university. Small previously published Vopages: From Tongan
Villages to American Suburbs (1957), an ethnographical study of
immigrants in their old and new homelands.

My Freshman Year is the result of a two-semester study by
small of all aspects of freshman life at her university. She ap-
plied to the university, enrolled in classes, moved into the stu-
dent dorms, and even ate with students in the resident dining
hall, hoping with her experiment to become a better teacher.
After so long in the field, Small had found herself disconnected
from the average student at her university, unable to understand
why her students seeméd so uninterested in and unprepared
for class. She reveals in My Freshman Year that the demands
on freshmen are much more varied and pressing than she had
realized and that her initial assessment of her students had not
been completely accurate. b

“Community and Diversity,” a chapter from My Freshman
Year, deals with the difference between a university’s stated
goals for both community and diversity and their realization on campus, as well as the per-
petual confusion among educators and administrators about why the image and the reality
don’t align. Small investigates low attendance at dorm events, patterns of freshman friend-
ship, and the eating habits of ethnic and gender groups to reach some conclusions about the
reality behind the lofty unmet intentions and the necessity of having such intentions at all.

As a student, you've undoubtedly encountered the call for community and diversity.
It's likely, too, that you've seen this call go unanswered. You are in a unique position to con-
tinue Small’s work on the possibilities of forming community and fostering diversity on the
college campus.
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Questions for Critical Reading

7. What does Nathan mean by “ego-centered network”? As you read the text, develop a
definition of the term by locating passages where Nathan discusses this concept. What
role do these networks play in community? Support your answer with examples from
the essay,

M2



#. Most of Nathan's essay is concerned with the failures of both community and diversity
at AnyU. Read her essay critically to locate passages in which Nathan indicates the main
reasons for the lack of both at her school,

3. Submerged in Nathan’s analysis are the requirements for successfully promoting com-
munity and diversity. As you read her essay, find quotations that provide the tools
needed to promote these ideals.

Community and Diversity

One would be hard-pressed to find words more widespread in university rhetoric than
“community” and “diversity.” As a student, one is immediately enlisted to join the
group, to get involved, to realize that one has become a part of the AnyU “community.”

1t starts during Previews and Welcome Week, We sing the AnyU alma mater with
leaders; we learn the AnyU cheer. At the convocation that commences our freshman
year, we are welcomed to AnyU with some statistics about our class, and then an en-
tertaining PowerPoint presentation with voice-over begins: “In the year that you were
born . . ”—it goes back eighteen years and shows a baby—*“Ronald Reagan was pres-
tent, AnyU was building its South Campus, and the movie that won the Academy
Award was Out of Africa.” We see graphics of all this, and AnyU history, at least for the
past eighteen years, is interspersed with the shared “history” of the audience, which
consists primarily of movies, TV shows, and dramatic historical events. “In 1986,”
the story continues, “the Emmy goes to I.A. Law, and the explosion of the Challenger
saddens the American public.” The presentation takes us briefly through all eighteen
years of the baby-who-is-us.

By 1991 we have torn down the Berlin Wall, constructed the new AnyU library,
and arrived at the same year that Seinfeld begins. There is silence, clapping, or booing
as the event, being described moves us. Our history continues, year by year, to men-
tion, among other things, the end of the TV series Cheers in 1993, the Monica Lewin-
sky scandal in 1998, the beginning of Friends in 1994 (to thunderous applause), and
the September 11, 2001, attack. By 2002 we are eighteen and ready to go to college,
and-—the lights ceme on— here we are, part of the AnyU family.

The presentation works; it is relatively short, and students leave mildly entertained
and energized, having experienced a compressed version of our joint heritage and our
shgred place at the starting line of something new. It is clear what the common heritage
has been constructed to be. What holds students together, really, is age, pop culture, a
bandful of {recent) historical events, and getting a degree. No one ever remembers the
institutional history or the never-sung alma mater,

How Community Werlks at AnyU

Youth, pop culture, and getting a degree are pretty accurately the ties that bind to-
gether a public stale university “community.” Uniess it offers a big-time (and winning)
sports team that draws large attendance and loyalty, there is little in the way of shared
first-year experiences that three thousand or so freshmen will have in common. Anyl
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did have a Freshman Colloguium course that was mandatory for all first-year students.
It was designed to be just such a community builder, one that required students to
complete a sumrner reading assignment—usually a provocative contemporary novel
chosen collectively by the participating faculty —that would be discussed in small
seminars before classes formally began.

The faculty had an ambitious, and what they thought exciting, intellectual agenda
in mind. Students would read the same book, and then their academic career would
start with a stimulating seminar-style discussion with only twenty or so participants.
The entire freshman class would be engaged in the same reading, and thus have a com-
mon basis for debate and dialogue. Freshmen would then meet the book’s author, who
had been invited at great expense to give a talk following their small-group discus-
sions. This experience would jump-start the colloquinm that would follow: a small,
seminar-based freshman course centered on readings about community and citizen-
ship, diversity, environment, and technology, designed to help them explore their jour-
neys as “thinking persons,” including the purpose of the liberal education they had
begun. For the administration, the course was also a way to build a sense of loyalty
and community, and thus, according to official belief, to retain freshmen as paying
students.

I was in one of the last freshman classes to take the course. ¥t was nullified as a re~
quirement because the university faculty and administration concluded_ that it wasn't
working. For one thing, only about a third of the students actually did the summer
reading. My own pre-course seminar was led by an impressive instructor who practi-
cally pulled teeth trying to get a response to questions raised by our reading: “Does
a common enemy help to make people a community? What is a typical American or
an ideal citizen? Can anyone think of places within America that seem like a different
country? Does technology bring you closer to or farther away from other people —does
it separate or connect?” She ended up letting us go a half-hour early because, I sur-
mised, of our silence, Very few in my seminar had read the book, at least “all the way
through,” as one student qualified it.

According to student surveys, many disliked the course that followed, in particu-
lar the idea that they “had no choice and that they had to take it.” but also because it
was abstract and impractical, and they didn't learn anything “related to their inter-
ests.” The 'requirement, designed as the only common academic experience the fresh-~
men would have, was accordingly wiped from the books, leaving an elective course,
chosen separately by each student, in its place.

One can learn from the fate of the freshman seminar. It is a good example of what
happens nowadays when efforts at building community compete with the demand for
choice. The freshman course had been designed and initiated at AnyU as part of a na-
tionwide agenda, begun in the early 1990s, to engage students in their freshman year
and quickly establish a “learning community.” It was one local response to what edu-
cational policy analysts identified as a crisis in community that left the university to
be experienced in *mementary and marginal ways.” “Not only has cultural coherence
faded,” reads the thoughtful and influential 1990 report from the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, “but the very notion of commonalities seems strik-

ingly inapplicable to the vigorous divgrsity of contemporary life.” Titled Campus Life: In
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Search of Community, the report called for a renewal of community in higher learning.
Tts authors wrote:

It is of special significance, we believe, that higher learning institutions, even
the big, complex ones, continue to use the familiar rhetoric of “community” to
describe campus life and even use the metaphor of “family.” Especially signifi-
cant, 97 percent of the college and university presidents we surveyed said they
“sirongly believe in the importance of community.” Almost all the presidents
agreed that “community is appropriate for my campus” and also support the
proposition that “administrators should make a greater effort to strengthen
common purposes and shared experiences.” ’

It is a cry that has been taken up in earnest by university presidents around the
country. Because requiring commaon experiences is vastly unpopular, and efforts often
meet the fate of the freshman seminar. AnyU, like many universities today, encourages
community through elective participation. “If you don't see what you like,” said one
Welcome Week booster, “start your own club.” The 158 registered student organiza-
tions on campus don't tell the full story of the options that confront a student in a single
weel, from salsa dancing night at & downtown club, to the regular pickup game of
coed volleyball, to the Overeaters Anonymous meeting, to the self-defense Jesson. in the
dorm, to the plethara of academic events that are part of lecture and film series.

Every week the hall bulletin boards are plasiered with notices about new events
to attend, new music groups in town, or organizations offering enthusiastic invita-
tions to their open house. The proliferation
of event choices, togethér with the consis- - AnyU, like many universities
tent message to “get involved,” and the ever” . today, encourages community
available option of dropping out, creates . throngh elective participation.

a self-contradictory systerm. Students are

confronted with an endless slate of activities vying for their time. Every decision not
to join but to keep one’s time for oneself is interpreted as “student apathy” or “pro-
gram irrelevance,” and ever more activities are designed to remedy them. Each deci-
sion to join something new pulls at another commitment, fragmenting the whole
even further. Not only people but also community are spread thin.

In my life as a student this process of community building through elective in-
volvement was repeated numerous times and in numerous places within the univer-
sity. On my dorm floor alone, where we had not done much together as a group during
my first semester, the process worked like this. To begin our second semester and usher
in a renewed spirit of community, our enthustastic RA devised an “inierest survey,”
which she administered at the first mandatory hall meeting of that period. (Since it was
second semester, the turnout was decidedly sparse: Only six people attended.) “Let’sdo
more things together,” the RA suggested, and we agreed. It would be desirable, the col-
lective thinking seemed to be, to have more “community” in the dorm.

“What would we like to do this semester?” she asked us. To find out, she distributed
the survey with a written checklist that would assist her in launching new dorm pro-
grams that fit our interests and schedules. There were sixty-four activities suggested on
the checklist in ten categories (community living, health/wellness, soclal awareness,
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Community and Diversity

employment skills, academic programs, relationship issues . . . ), which ranged from
presentation and panels, to group games and activities, to participatory workshops.
We could write in activities if the ones presented did not suit. There was also an avail-
ability section of the form, where we were asked to check our preferred times— which
evenings, which hours—{or the activities. Because the showing st the meeting was
so meager, our RA placed questionnaires under each of the doors on the wing, to be
returned to her by a specified date. I asked whether I could see the final tallies.

A total of 304 selections were made by all hall mates, with eighteen of the sixty-
four listed activities chosen by approximately half of all respondents. The most popular
choice was not an activity at all but an expressed interest in buying floor T-shirts or
boxer shorts. Among activities, several —including swing or salsa dancing and play-
ing board games—were high on the list, but the RA decided to start héi local “com-
munity” program with the biggest vote-getter, “Movie Night,” endorsed by about
three-quarters of the voting residents on the floor.

Movie Night was an activity whereby once every other week we would come to
our RA's room, asin Welcome Week, to watch a movie on video while sharing popeorn
and other snacks provided by the RA or anted up by the residents. The preferred time,
according to the questionnaires, was 8 pm on Tuesday. And so Movie Night was insti-
tuted twice a month on Tuesday nights, and slips of paper appeared under our doors to
announee the first movie. On the first Tuesday, two people showed, besides the RA. The
seconid time nobody showed. The RA moved the night to Sunday. Still nebody showed.
The program was canceled, leaving the RA wondering what she could do to “really
involve” her corridor.

Two organizational levels up from the corridor was the dorm. Here RAs and
dorm officers attempted more extensive full-dorm programs that would get the
residents involved. There were dozens of thexn, in addition to the corvider or floor-
level activities devised by individual R As. The most residents I ever saw attend any
single event in our dormitory, housing about four hundred people, was for the tal-
ent show, where there were about twenty-one people— mostly the talent—and the
“How to Make Edible Underwear” program around Valentine's Day, which drew
twenty-three people.

With varying degrees of success, this was the pattern of “community involvement”
that operated at various levels of the university: a multiplicity of voluntary activities, a
handful of participants at each, and renewed efforts to create new activities that were
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more relevant and atractive, resulting in an even greater proliferation of choices and

fragmentation of the whole.

The American Way: The Individualism in Community

To university administrators my story of Movie Night would be yet one more example
of failing involvernent and community on the contemporary college campus. By 1990
it was already becoming clear that few students participate in campus events; 76 per-
cent of college and university presidents called nonparticipation a moderate to major
problem on. campuses.? An RA might count Movie Night as a personal failure, and
become dispirited by the apathy of residents, or perhaps hear a call to invent more and
better activities. :



Students, I imagine, would see it a little differently. The activities chosen were not
the “wrong” ones, nor were their R As remiss. Nor had students been insincere in their
desire for more community life in the dorm. If you had asked most students what hap-
pened with Movie Night, they would have answered, “I wanted to go, but when the
time came, I didn't,” or “I forgot.” They genuinely want to have a close community,
while at the same time they resist the claims that community makes on their schedule
and resources in the name of individualism, spontaneity, freedom, and choice.

This is exactly how many students talk about sororities and fraternities, Fewer
than 10 percent of AnyU residents are members of either. When I asgked students
whether they'd considered “rushing,” instead of mentioning the “elitism” or “conser-
vative politics” that dominated Greek critique in my day, students complained about
“conformity” and “control of my life.” Judy explained that she had almost rushed but
then changed her mind because “you becomie lost, It's hard to know all ninety girls
in aksorority, You become the same rather than an individaal in a group, It can get,
you know, almost cult-like, and you spend all your time there. You can't live in other
dorms, or meet new people.”

I'found that students’ greatest objections to the Greek system were its steep de-
mands—that it required so much time (“I can't give up that many nights a week to
one organization”) and so many resources (“Why should I pay all that money to'a
fraternity to have friends when I can make Iriends for free?”), all. of them mandatory
(“Idon’t want people telling me what to do and where I have to be all the time”; “Fm an
individual, not a group person”). Yet, the one AnyU student in ten who did jotn a fra-
ternity or sorority was, according to 2003 surveys conducted by the Office of Student
Life, much less likely to drop out of school and wuch more likely to report the highest
level of satisfaction with campus life: ‘

There is a familiar dilemma here. “The very organizations that give secarity to
students,” concluded national policy analysts in 1990, “can also create isolation and
even generate friction on the campus.” More than half of university presidents were
reported to view Greek life as a problem, largely because it creates “little loyalties” that
isolate students, removing them from the matnstream lifé of the university. It is not just
Greek groups that operate this way. They are only illustrative of what one university
president saw as “a great deal of ‘orbital energy’ among the many subgroups, a magne-
tism that tugs at these groups, pulling them away from any common agenda.™

Struggling with community in this way is; as observers of American life have
pointed out, the American way.’ The same things that make us feel connected and pro-
tected are the things that make us feel obligated and trapped as individuals and/or cut
oif from other groups with different agendas. For most students, as for most Americans
in general, the “big community” has a dual connotation that includes both a warm and
fuzzy side, all about “oneness” or “togetherness” or “common purpoese,” and a negative
side that tends to surface with reference to government regulations, Big Brother im-
ages, and fears of conformity. When students talk about their educational commumity,
these contradictory ideas of community are reproduced, bouncing between. an entity
that provides love and a sense of belonging and one that limits freedom and imposes
new obligations.

I initially encountered student thoughts about community on “introduction
sheets,” tellingly titled “ir's art Asout me,” that the RA had asked us to fill out and hang
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on our doors. Aimed at “community building,” the sheets posed questions designed
to acquaint others on the hall with our opinions and personality. After blanks for our
major, hometown, and favorite color, and prompts to name our distinctive qualities,
“the thingsIlike to do for fun,” and “what makes you unique,” was the question, “What
does community mean to you?”

For half the students, community was a somewhat naive amalgam of love, belong-
ing, sharing, and togetherness—all the things we would want cominunity to do for
us with none of its obligations. It was, in their words, “respect; caring, open pecple”
who would be “sharing together, always there for me”; a place where there are “pillows
on the floor” and “everybody leaves their door open,” where you can “crash on your
neighbor’s floor if you're too tired to go home.” My favorite answer in this category was
“Community means being able to fart comfortably,” because it so perfectly ignores the
possibility of being the one at the other end of the farting freedom who has to put up
with her flatulent neighbors. Only one person, in fact, mentioned any kind of respon-
sibility when defining community, stating that she would “pick up garbage when I see
it on the ground.”

The downside of the community coin was also well represented, with some students
balking at the idea of community or making jokes: “Community means Communism”;
“Community means dirt—do you realize how many germs infest close-proximity liv-
ing quarters?”; “Community means I can do whatever annoying habits I want and if
my neighbors don't like it they can move out.”

o -saw in student responses, as well as in student behavior, was a profound
\\Namm;g%fut community life, resulting in a tentative, often conflicted relation-
shipTo the coll

3

he colléctive life of the university. Not only did campus participation suffer from
this conflict, but also it was difficult to create mutual commitments and agreements

among people whose connection to comumunity was so hesitant,

One of the most interesting community ventures at AnyU came in the form of
our second hall meeting in each semester, where we devised our “Commumnity Liv-
ing Agreement.” Initiated by the RAs, these were to be the local agreements that each
wing lived by, the “dos and don'ts” of hall life, fashioned by the residents themselves.
The agreement for the first semester was drafted at a “mandatory” hall meeting at
which seven people on the wing showed, one of whom left almost immediately because
it was her birthday and she was too drunk to pay attention. After pizza, M&Ms, and yet
another icebreaker game, the RA introduced our charge of creating a joint compact
and handed out cards-and pens, asking each person to write down something in the
way of arule or a “don’t” that she would like to obtain for the hall. When we'd finished,
the RA taped an enormous blank sheet of white paper to the wall, stood next to it with
a marker, and said, “Tell.me some of your items.” Reluctantly and slowly, each person
volunteered some rule. “Don’t be too loud at night”: “Close the shower curtain so it
doesn't flood the little anteroom”; “Dort’t leave your hair in the drain®; “Keep your doar
open when you're in your room (unless you're studying/sleeping)”: “Wipe your hair off
of the shower walls”; “Don't take showers too long if there are people waiting.”

There was no real discussion of any of the items, After everyone contributed, the
RA took the sheet off the wall and left us to our candy. About one week later a large
printed poster appeared on the hall, titled “Community Living Agreement,” listing
eight items, half of them pertaining to showers and a few to hair.
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The same process occurred during the second semester, although shower etiquette
had alower priority. Six items were posted in the hall for our second semester commu-
nity agreement:

Keep hair off the shower walls,

Keep doors open while you're chillin'.

Sleepovers and parties on the hall are cool.

Yell “flushing” if there's someone in the shower [because the shower water turned
scalding during the flush].

No writing on the bathrecom stall walls [this was the RA's].

Say “hi” to people to be friendly.

Although the agreement no doubt reflected some important values held by the
residents, including sociability, courtesy, and cleanliness, it was the relationship of the
individuals to the community agreement that interested me most. There had been no
road map for actually creating an agreement, no mechanism for turning individual
opinions into a community document. No one, including the RA, was comfortable
suggesting that we might modify, prioritize, or remove individuals’ suggestions from
the list. While the seven students in attendance were considered to “represent” the
others, because the latter did not show up to participate, there was no means for mak-
ing the “agreement” binding on hall residents. As a result, the list remained posted
for a semester, but each student on the hall decided whether she would abide by the
agreement or not,

Inever once heard anyone yell “flushing” in the bathroom, nor did L ever see a “cool
sleepover” or public party on the hall. It.seemed to me that the same people who kept

/ their doors open prior to the agreement, including me, were the ones who kept their

/
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doors open afterward, There was never any follow-up or discussion about whether our
agreement was being honored.

Community in the American university is paradoxically a private and an individ-
ual decision. As Robert Putnam documents in his history of community in the United
States, Bowling Alone, the private decision to participate in community life is one that

\j:\gndmduais inrecent U.S, history are making less and less. From civic and religious life

to political participation and informal social connections, there is an increasing indi-
vidnalism in American lifs that is evident in our universities as well ¢

In such a historical light, the trends in dormitory living are thought-provoking.
The newest dormitories being built across the country are both higher in amenities
and lower in density than those of the past, It is no longer considered a viable model of
campus life to have a hall full of people sharing a communal bathroom, lounge, and
washing machine. The old blueprint of collective living has given way to much more
individualized and opulent arrangements. Put in student lngo, individualism “rules.”

At AnyU, new dorms are all built “suite-style,” with four students sharing a huge
apartment with four bedrooms and two bathrooms, as well as its own living room,
kitchen, and washer-dryer units. The private bedrooms and semii-private bathrooms
are more écceptable to contemporary students, who are no longer accustomed in
childhood to sharmg aroom with a sibling. In fact, according to AnyU’s Office of Resi-
dence Life, the number one reason why-students move out of traditional dormitories is
that they do not like sharing a communal bathroom. Dormitories, like campus life as
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a whole, are increasingly privatized, well appointed, and focused on an ever smaller
network of people that constitutes the significant living community of the student.

These national trends bring into clearer focus the use of space in my own dormi-
tory, a building constructed in the 1940s for a 1940s student. One can see how new
students with new values have refashioned the existing space. The dormitory includes
big, cushy public spaces filled with overstuffed furniture which appear to be expecting
a crowd, There are lounges on each floor, one with a fireplace and some with large out-
side terraces; they have tables and chairs, community TVs and VCRs.

After using these spaces as a student, [ began to realize something that I subse-
quently checked by monitoring more public lounges in my dorm and others: Fellow

students didn't really use these areas as social space. With the exception of the clean-
ing staff on their lunch breaks, I never saw students bring food and, eat fogether, sit :
and socialize together, or even wateh television together in our local lounge. During

the course of an entire semester, what could be called “community life” or even “social
activity” was extremely sparse. I saw one or two card games in the lounge on my floor,
one simulation game meeting, scattered study groups that assembled in the dorm to
work on a class project, and a Christian group who occasionally used the space to work
on volunteer projects.

My observations of lounges in other dormitories were not significantly different.
These spaces often sat empty. During the day, no one used them at all. On most nights, |
the overstuffed couches and chairs in our largest lounge would be draped with one |
to three students who had positioned themselves as far as possible {from one another.
Interviews with the few students who were in the lounges during my observations re-
vealed that the majority came there to “get away” —from a gathering in their room,
music blasting on the hall, or a roommate with a guest. In other words, the communit;
spaces were often a retreat from social interaction, a way to create morq_prlvate options.
They were no longer, as their builders had probably envisioned, primarity-a place Tor
people to come together and participate in joint activities.

One of my greatest epiphanies about community life in the dorm came on Super
Bowl Sunday. [ had sneaked home Saturday night, intending to stay at my own house
until Sunday night, when I realized that on Sunday afternoon at 2 pm Super Bowl cov-
erage would begin, and Ineeded to be at the dorm. The event had been advertised heav-
ily in the hall for weeks. “"Free Ticket,” the flyers read, and the “ticket” entitled one to
good company, free pizza, and drinks during the game. The large lobby had been set up
with two big-screen TVs so as to accommodate viewers from any vantage point.

I arrived a little early to get a good seat and waited for the lobby lounge to fill,
but by game time there were only five other people in the space. One had tuned the
second TV set to a different program, so I and four others watched the opening kickoff
together. A couple of months earlier, when I had been the only one in the lounge for

the World Series, I simply assumed that the event was under-advertised and that this i

generation had no love of baseball. When I saw that the same no-show pattern had oc- ¢
curred with the well-publicized football event, I decided to investigate further. Where |
were the other students? I left at halftime. !
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Many, I surmised, had gone to sports bars. But as I wandered the floors of my

dorm, I could hear the game playing from mumerous rocms. On my corridor alone,
where there were two open doors, I could see clusters of people in each room eating
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and drinking as they watched the game together on their own sizable television sets. It
seemed telling to me that so many dormitery residents were watching the same game
in different places, the great majority preferring to pass the time with a carefully cho-
sen group of personal friends in their own private space. It spoke in a more general way
to how community really worked in the university.

Rather than being located in its shared symbols, meetings, activities, and ritu-
als, the university for an undergraduate was more accurately a wotld of self-selected
people and events. The university community was experienced by most students as a
relatively small, personal network of people who did things together. This “individual
community” was bolstered by a university system that honors student choice, as well
as a level of materialism in the larger society that, by enabling students to own their
own cars, computers, TV sets, and VCRs, renders collective resources and spaces su-
perfluous. These characteristics of American university life—individualism, choice,
and materialism— stand out even more clearly in chapter 4 [not included here}, where
foreign students at AnyU describe and compare their own educational systems.

AnyU’s Real Community: The Ego-Centered Network

When I asked students in interviews whether they felt they had a “community” at
AnyU, most said yes. But what they meant by community were these personal net-
works of friends that some referred to as my “homeys.” It was these small, ego-centered
groups that were the backbone of most students’ social experience in the university.

On a daily basis these personal networks were easily recognizable within the dorm
and on campus. “Where are you now?” says the cell phone caller walking back to the
dorm from class. “I'm on my way home, so ask Jeffrey and Mark to come, and I'll meet
you at my room at 8.” Such conversations are everywhere. In the dorm, residents can
be heard discussing the timing and location of dinners and after-dinner plans, and
message boards record the social negotiations: “Be home by 5:30. What about Mexi-
can? Call me— P” Creating one's community involved very conscious choices to make
one’s leisure hours jibe with selected others’. There were few open invitations in these
exchanges. Unless the RA had planned an activity, there was no general call to join in
on dinner plans or come watch a video in someone’s room.

Among members of the same network, however, there were constant interactions,
ranging from borrowing detergent and snacks, to arranging social and shopping trips,
to watching TV or videos together, to working out. The commmunications among net-
work members occurred both publicly, like the planning just noted, and privately, as I
saw in student diaries, where frequent cell phone contact and Instant Messaging ses-
sions were the norm.

The intense reciprocity of ego-based groups helped explain a problem about cam-
pus traffic that had long puzzled me. As a professor, I could never understand why cam-~
pus roads were so hopelessly jammed between classes. After all, AnyU had a campus
bus system, and students had parking permits only for the lots adjacent to their dorms.
They couldn't legally park at classroom building lots and would receive a hefty ticket
if they did. When I pasted my student parking pass on my car, I found myself basi-
cally grounded— able to drive off campus and back to my dorm but nowhere else, Why,
then, were the roads so crowded with cars seemingly traveling from dorms to classes?

Community and Diversity

It wasr't long before I saw message boards with reminders such as “Tara, don't
forget to pick me up 10 am at the Social Science building.—L.” Or “Be out in the Educa-
tion Parking Lot at 3:10—Nick.” As Iwalked or took the bus to class, I began to pay
more attention to the non-dormitory parking lots and realized that there was a vast
web of personal relationships activated for dropping and picking up passengers. It was
petwork reciprocity at work.

These personal networks grew in importance to me as I realized their salience in
the life of my fellow students, and in the life of the university. I became increasingly
interested in how friends are made, how groups are formed, and how activities are
coordinated. I built these queries into my interviews and discovered much that obser-
vation along did not tell me.

Student networks, like family relations, are ego based. In a family, even your first
cousin will have relatives that you don’t have in common, and the same is true of two
students Who are in each other’s networks. Pam and Terry are part of the same social
network, but when they separately name their own closest friends, the names are not
exactly the same. Pam includes her boyfriend and his roommate along with Alice and
Marie in her close network, while Terry includes Alice, Marie, and Pam but also a
friend from class whom Pam barely knows. And Pam’s boyfriend shares only a few of
Pam’s friends. One student’s network, although it may overlap with those of others, is
essentially personal; no two people share the exact same group of [riends. This is wha’
is meant by ego based: Even these intimate forms of community are quite individual.
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Most students, I found, had established a network of two to six friends who forrnéd ‘

their core university community. From the “native” point of view, they got togethexr
because “we like each other.” Students regularly named personality traits and at-
titudes to explain their attraction to friends: “They're outspoken”; “We're all a little
weird”; “We like to have fun”; they’re “strong-minded and focused like me”; they're “up
for anything, and pretty laid back”; “We're the same when it comes {0 school, not big
party-ers”; or they're “real friendly, open, responsible people.”

To an outsider, especially an-outsider who is looking at the points of convergence
among a numbegr of students, student networks have less to do with personality than
with shared circumstances and shared demographics. Kyle, a Christian student on the
floor, had a network of close friends for whom being Christian was very important.
They'd met while they were still in high school, after attending several retreats that
happened to be held at AnyU. By the time they came to AnyU as freshmen, they were
already friends. The close networks of five of the six minority students in my sample
contained several other minority students. A number of them had met their closest
friends in an intensive pre-college summer program for first-generation students,
where there had been a sizable percentage of minority students. One of the most sur-
prising findings to me was the discovery that eight of fourteen students interviewed

about the subject of social networks had one or more people in their close personal net-

works whom they knew from high school or their hometown. In all, then, many of the
networks that endured through college were based on experiences before college, and
these were conditioned by demographic characteristics such as religion, race, ethnic-
ity. and/or hometown (itself a function of race, ethnicity, religion, and class).

Once in school, it was also edifying to learn how early the enduring fricndships
occurred in studerits’ college life, and how little they drew on academic interests and
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contacts. Most students whose friends were cultivated after college began had met
their closest friends by virtue of living in the same freshman dorm or floor. Classroom
contacts figured relatively little in the social networks of students; fewer than one-
quarter of my interview students had met a member of their network in an academic
class or in an activity or club related to their major, while almost as many had met a
close friend through ROTC or work.

Despite the belief that coliege expands our social horizens and extends our ex-

» perience to include new and different types of people, the findings suggest other-

wise. The most significant relationships are formed either before college or very
early in one’s college career, most often in some shared affiliation, whether volun-
tary or not, such as freshman dorm assignment, special freshman summer pro-
gram, ROTC, ethnic club, or sorority and fraternity rush.

Diaries and interviews confirmed that for many students, their social lives at the
university consisted of repeated contacts with the same people, who constituted that
student’s personal network, Once networks were formed, usually by the end of the
freshman year, students tended to stay with their groups, maintaining intense and
frequent interactions with their network and more superficial and sparse contacts with
others. The way that student social life is formed necessarily affects tssues of diversity.

Diversity at AnyU?

Student networks may be able to explain, at least in part, the failed diversity efforts at
many universities, and certainly at AnyU. About 22 to 25 percent of AnylU students
are considered “minority” by federal standards, and minority students appear approxi-
mately in these percentages in AnyU dorms and classes. What makes diversity a “suc-
cess” in a state university, however, is not only that the university population reflects
the diversity of the general population but also that students become more involved in
the lives and issues of that diverse population. Part of that diversity ideal is the hope
that all students will develop friends and have important conversations with those of
backgrounds and ethnicities different from their own.

The National Survey of Student Engagement tries to capture this information by
asking a student to self-report as to whether he or she has “had serious conversations
with students of a different race or ethnic-
ity than your own.” In 2003, fifty percent . Most students, bui white
of college seniors nationwide indicated that . students predominantly, ended
they “often” or “very often” had such con-  up becoming close friends with
versations, while only 13 percent said they people of their own ethnicity.

did not. )

This jibed with the information I initially was getting from my interviews about so-
ctal networks, where I was finding that many students named someone from a different
ethnic group within their close circle of friends, The interview information, though,
did not match my direct observations, and this led me probe [rther by fiddtitig with
‘my Titetview questions aud format. I soon realized that il T §tarted, as | had, by asking
‘informants whether they ad close friends from other ethnic groups, the majority of
students would say that they did. If I questioned them further, they would name that

man from a class, or woman on the same intramural volleyball team, with whom they
had close contact and describe how they met.

If, however, I started by asking informants to nare their closest friends and then
later asked them to identify the ethnicity of the named people, it turned out that miost
students, but white students predominantly, ended up becoming:close friends with

people of their own ethnicity. Since I thought that this “names first, ethnicity later”

approach was more accurate, I changed the order of my questions and arrived at a
very different picture. Five out of six white students I interviewed in this way about !

their networks had no members of another racial or ethnic groupin their close social
circle; the networks of five of the six minority students contained one or more rinori-
ties (more on the details of this later). e

One can see from the descriptions of how networks form why this might be true.
Many students are building on contacts developed before they entered-college, con-
tacts that have strong demographic and social components. If many student networks
begin with hometown contacts, what is the likelihood that they will cross class, ethnic,
race, or even religious lines when the United States is demographically divided along
precisely these lines? Although there was one instance in my data of a cross-racial net-
work pair with its origin in high school, the probabilities in this country work strongly
the other way because of de facto neighborhood and school segregation. Ali other ex-
amples I foand of high school or hometown friends in an AnyU network involved a
woman or man of the same ethnicity as the person interviewed.

Even many relationships developed early in college contain a built-in bias. Al- | s

though classes and interest clubs may be ethnically well mixed, this is not where x
students make their earliest school contacts. Freshman dorms are generally well in-

tegrated, but not several of the early programs and events that help introduce and
acclimate new students, inclading Previews weekends designated for particular eth- -

nic groups, pre-college “outdoor adventure” trips that cost extra money, a summer
program for first-generation college students, or the opening round of sorority and
fraternity mixers. Some institutional structures like these may encourage the early
formation of same-ethnicity relationships.

There is no doubt that active racism also plays a part in the lack of diversity on col-
lege campuses. Yet, race or ethnicity is typically ignored as a topic of conversation in
mainstream college culture, treated as an invisible issue and with silence. As Levine
and Cureton (1998} found in their nationwide survey, students were “more willing to
tell intimate details of their sex lives than discuss race relations on campus,”” When the
subject is raised, as in the occasional class, students of color report being continually
expected to educate whites about minority issues or speak “as a representative of their
race.”

Despite the general invisibility of the subject of race in informal student culture,
there was not a single minority student I interviewed who hadn't ex périenced racism.®
Few openly complained, but everyone had at least one story to tell of comments made
in class, rude remarks on the street, or just hostile looks. When I asked Pat, a Hispanic—
Native American woman, whether she had ever considered rushing a sorority, she told
me that she had in her freshiman year, but “I could see that it wasn’t really right for me,
because I'd pass by all the sorority tables—you know how they call out to girls to come
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over and take a look—well, I saw they called out to other girls but not to me. They just
kinda ignored me, not hostile or anything, but not interested either.”

“Ht's juist hpw itis,” another female student explained. “There are some good people
" and some not so good people, and you deal with it.” '

Who Eats with Whom: A Study of Student Dining

My very small sample of student networks and interviews was suggestive to me butnot
convincing that diversity in student relationships was in serious question. So I decided
to conduct a larger observationa! study of students’ informal sociai behavior. T chose
eating as the focus, one of my favorite social activities, and asked the research question

. “Who eats with whom?” This seemed a fair and appropriate inquiry into diversity, to

determine the range of people with whom one breaks bread.

It was my most extensive and longest-running “mini-study” of campuslife, For five
months I directly observed and recorded the dining behavior of fellow studerits during
randomly selected periods of the day at optional dining areas on campus.? Although
some patrons carried out their food, returning to their dorms or outside benches to
eat, many ate and drank singly or in groups at the various tables provided in one of five
eating areas I surveyed. Sitting at a different table in the room, I would record who sat
at each table by gender and, as much as outward appearances can signal, ethnicity.

It is alwdy$ problematic to do research like this, because there is a wide range of
appearances {dr all ethnicities, and many sticky issues. My interest, however, was in
dppearances, dnd in seeing to what extent students chose to share food and conversa-
tion with people who looked like them (or, more accurately, seemed to belorig in the
same broad &thnic category that an observer would attribute to them). Although there
are other kinds of diversity (e.g., age), Trecorded only the data reflecting each person's
gender and, to the extent possible, his or her category of ethnicity such as white non-
Hispanic, Hispanic, Astan, African American, Native American, and. s on. These were
not easy calls. Sometimes I could tell only that someone was riot w}:ﬂ\t@,nb_mg;ﬁigg@
but couldn’tidentify the more specific group to which she or he _belEﬁEed; at other times
Icould not tell whether a person was white and non-Hispanic or something else.

Ip gathering this information I had these questions in mind: To what extent did
informal university activities (e.g., eating together) convey diversity? Did students
eat in shme br mixed ethnic and gender groups? Were there differences ifi the eating
patterns of dominant (defined as white non-Hispanic) and non-dominant (defined as
people of Eolor) ethnic groups? Did any ethnic group or categbry eat alone more often
than othérs?

I Einzglyzed the data with regard to these questions but took care to analyze by per-
son rather than by table in order to try 10 sce the data thrgugh the eyes of the particu-
lar diner: For instance, if there were a table consisting of four people-—a white male,
two white women, and one Hispanic wornan—each would have a diflerent reality at
the table: The male is eating with a table of all women of mixed ethnicity; both white
women are eating at a table of mixed gender and mixed ethnicity; and the Hispanic
woman is eating at a mixed-gender table where everyone is of a different ethnicity from
herself. I recorded the data, preserving the perspective of each diner, and then ana-
lyzed the data in ten different categories that allowed me to examine the relationship
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of each table diner to the rest® In this way, I tracked almost 1,500 examples of dining
behavior.

What I found was interesting. It showed not only an overall tack of diversity, as
national studies report,"! but also the existence of huge differences in the diversity ex-
periences of dominant and non-dominant groups. Minarities (people of color) ate alone
only slightly more often: one-quarter of minority women and more than one-third
of minority men sitting in public spaces ate alone, a rate greater than that for white
women and men by 3 percent and 5 percent, respectively. But of all those who ate with
others, only 10 percent of white men and 14 percent of white women ate at a table
where there was anyone of a different color from themselves, Only. 2.6 percent and
3.5 percent of white men and women, respectively, ate at a table of two or more where
they were the only white person. The statistics were strikingly different for people of
color: 68 percent of women and 58 percent of men ate with “mixed groups.” People of
color were ten times more likely than whites to eat in a group in which they were the
only person of a different race/ethnicity at the table.

The same patterns I saw in the dining spaces proved true in the composition of 7o
personal networks when T compared a group of twelve students on my hall, six whites
and six students of color. Although the networks of Caucasian students included more
whites, and those of people of color more minorities, the total networks of minority
students were primarily “mixed,” comprising people of various ethnicities, including
whites. One student of color was in an all-white network, while another had friends
of only her own ethnicity. By contrast, five of the six white students had networks that
were solidly white: only one white student had a mixed network, and none was the only
Caucasian.

Seen in this context, minority ethnic clubs. dorms, and student unions have a
clearer meaning. Fthnic-based groups are often clouded by perceptions that they, like
the Greek system, remove their members from the mainstream and surround them
with people of the same background. What the data suggest to me is that people of
color are already heavily involved in interethnic and interracial relationships on cam-
pus. In fact, most of their informal dining contacts, as well as personal networks, in-
cluded people who were ethnically different from them. Under these circumstances, an
ethnic-based club— which half of the minorities in my sample thought was important
in their lives—is better understood as a needed respite from difference, a chance to rest
comfortably with others who share similar experiences in the world. 7

It was white students, most markedly males, whose social lives suffered from a lack %
of diversity. When white men did sat with those of different ethnicities, the majority of f{
tables were “cross-gender.” In other words, white men socialized at meals to a greater
degree with nonwhite women or with groups that included nonwhite women. There
was extremely little contact between white and nonwhite men., Only 4 of 489 white
males, fewer than 1 percent, ate with (only) males of a different ethnicity, but 31 ate
in different or mixed ethnic groups in which women were present. Men of color, while
much more diverse in their dining, followed a similar pattern, tending to have fewer
cross-ethnic male-only eating partners (7 of 79) while favoring cross-ethnic tables
where women were eating too (24 of 79}. The same pattern was not true of women. For
both white women and women of color, their cross-color contact was primarily with
other women.

3
[ 1




———

prop(c:;(i;oof t}?c moge (}]listurbing but confusing findings was how féw people of color,
mally, uased the common eating spaces. Onl ’

: ; . y 13 percent of the entire dinj
sample was nonwhite, while 22 percent of full-time students were nonwhite Thi?;gé

fg the- larger percentgge of minority students who enroll in off-campus pro grams. But
ere ls'another possibility that I entertained, which was related to my finding .
more minority students eat alone. T inding that
s Is\/é)cjiemdgnfte his onlyhanecdotal because I didn't formally monitor what thought I
1g. but this is what I noticed. I would obsery, the f
their food and stood in line to chi o o th e 5 people o
pay, watching each person leave th i
he or she went to sit in order iti o et e e where
to mark it in my book. I often found that i
. al instead of goi
to a table, however, a persen of color would go to a condiment area, pack up a ngpk?g

. s . ee:
andt 1€ food in a hag and leave. tseemed to me that a greater proportion of minorities

;izt;;in Zf: s;ttirl;gddown;he readjusted her backpack, took her food, and left. Where is
- 1 asked myself. To meet a friend in a different ? ' ide?

likea stalker as I foilowed her out of ini ot ot the s o7 Ll bit

; the dining area and out of the buildi
the outdoor tables and ke i i o the frestar e Passed
pt walking until she entered one of the f

through the lobby, and up th i e had remony (o, went

dorogh the p the stairs. My guess was that she had returned to eat in her
Twill never know for sure what la i

y behind that one observation, or what I i
to be the larger proportion of students of color who did not stay to eat. But it Ief?frizfixl\i‘:l(li

other paris, and all must be cont i ithi ]

¢ . extualized within thy

is both integrated and holistic, elarger whole Cultue, weargue,

bt tlﬁe;u:y etlrllxcs)tvi\ragf H“_co-g;munitg" and “diversity” are parts of university culiure
ntelligible on their own. As the descripti f st i Y

diversity is one part of colle [ is i Fe to commun & 2ltest

ge culture that is intimately tied to com it;
: : . al munity, anothy
part. And both parts are ultimately conditioned by structures in the larger S;&mericaerf

TG G LSS e

society—including values of individualism and choice, materfalism, and the reali-
ties of U.S. demographics—that may seemmn, at first, to have little bearing on whether
college diversity increases because freshmen Joe and Juan truly become friends, or
whether Jane strengthens community by deciding to attend Movie Night. But they do.
Not understanding this leads to a reality about diversity and community in university
culture that does not match its rhetoric, and a persistent confusion about why this is so.

NOTES
1. Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 1990, 64, 63, *

2. Thid., 48.
3. Tbid., 49.
4. Thid., 50.
5. Varenne 1977,
6. Putnam 20¢0).

7. Levine and Cureton 1998, 72.
8. My brief section here hardly does justice to the urgency of race and ethnicity issues on

campus or, for that matter, to the active discrimination experienced by gay and trans-
gendered individuals. For more on the thoughts and experiences of minority and gay
students, see Lesage et al. 2002 and Howard and Stevens 2000, and see Tusmith and
Reddy 2002 for teachers’ challenges with teaching diversity to students.

9. To mitigate such factors as meal plans and off-campus versus on-campus living, which
may draw differentially on class and ethnicity, I confined my observations to tables
shared in the optional dining areas cn campus where either a meal plan card or cash
was accepted. I made observations only during the day and from Monday to Friday,
when most classes were in session, because these were the times and meals, T figured,
that would be least affected by demographic and economic differences among students.

10. Each diner (“who,” according to gender and ethnicity) and the number at the table
(#) were recorded. Then each person sitting at the table was recorded by gender and
specific ethnicity, where possible. The data were then sorted and analyzed by looking
at the composition of the table from the diner’s point of view and marked as to whether
the diner was eating with: (1) no one (the person was sitting alone); (2) females of
the same ethnic/power group (SF), males of the same ethnic/power group (SM), or a
mixed-gender table of the same ethnic/power group (SX): (2) females (OF) or males
(OM) of a different ethnic/power group, a mixed-gender table comprising members
of a different ethnic/power group (OX); or (3) a mixed ethnic/power group that was
all female (MxF), all male (MxM), or mixed gender (MxX). The term “ethnic/power
group” is used because, for purposes of this section, people’s ethnicities were analyzed
in two broad categories that are more than ethnic designations: dominant {white non-
Hispanic) and minority (pegple of color) groups. More detailed ethnic information
was recorded and reviewed, but the comparisons here focused on dominant and non-
dominant groups.

13, “Walk into the cafeteria in most colleges and universities,” write Levine and Cureton,

“and the tables are separated by race and ethnicity. The larger the campus, the sharper

the divisions” (1998, 86).
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Exploring Context

2. In this selection, Nathan is interested in exploring the gap between her school’s stated
goals for community and diversity and the actuality of these ideals in student life. What
are your school’s objectives in these two areas? Generate a sense of how your school
approaches community and diversity by searching for these terms in your institution’s
website, and then prepare a short report on what you find in this search. Do you find
the same gap between image and reality that Nathan finds at her institution? If not,
what might account for the success of community and diversity at your school? How
does your work on failures of community and diversity from Question 2 of Questions
for Critical Reading apply to your school’s website?

2. Nathan opens by recounting the time line presentation that students at AnyU watch
during orientation. Use the Web to research significant national or world events that
took place at different stages of your own life. Share these time lines in small groups.
Do you and your classmates share the same historical sense? Did you look up the same
years or dates? How might such a time line produce community, and why might you
and your classmates have different events listed? Do the differences in your apprehen-
sions of the past create challenges to forming community? Does the diversity of your
class play any role?

3- At the heart of Nathan’s analysis are the very definitions of community and diversity.
Search for blog entries on “community” and “diversity” using a search engine for blogs.
Based on the blog postings you read, what do these terms mean to people in general?
How do they tafk about them? Do they value them? How are they viewed differently in
the blogosphere and at AnyU? What might account for this difference?

Questions for Connecting

2. How can Leslie Savan’s analysis of pop talk in “What’s Black, Then White, and Said All
. Over?” (p. 435) help explain the failure of diversity on college campuses? What role
might “paying the dues” have in achieving true diversity? Relate your answer to your
work on this issue from Questions for Critical Reading.

2.

Giveri Steve Olson's argurment in “The End of Race: Hawaii and the Mixing of Peoples”
{p- 334) about the end of any genetic basis for race, how important is dlver5|ty> Does
Hawaii serve as a model for college communities? Or does Nathan help explain why
notioris of race persist ever without a genetic basis?

Michaél Pollan examines the complex ecosystems of organic farming in “The Animals:
Practicing Complexity” (p. 373). Might those ecosystems provide a model for commu-
nity and diversity in education? How can individuals serve as “holons” on the college
campus? Use your work on your school's website from Question 1 of Exploring Con-
text il considering your own school as an ecosystem. What might be a holor for your

campus?

Language Matters

T.

2,

Seéntences can be written in either active or passive voice. If you're not sure what these
terms mean, look up dgctive voice and passive voice in a grammar handbook or refereénce
guide. Then select a quotation from Nathan's essay that you think is key to her argu-
ment. Identify whether it is written in active or passive voice, noting how you know this
16 be the case. Then rewrite the sentence in the opposite voice. Is the argument weaker
in passive voice or in active voice? Are concepts clearer in one voice or the other? Why
or why not? Why might you choose active or passive voice in your own writing?

Word choice and tone are important in your writing. Select a significant quotaticn from
Nathan's text, type it inito a blank document in a word processor, and, using a thesau-
tus {the word processor’s, one online, or a printed one), replace every significant word
in the sentence with a synonym. Does the sentence still work? How does word choice
infiuence tone and meaning? Why didn’t Nathan use “fancier” or more “academic” lan-
guage in this text? Based on what you have discovered, what sort of tone do you think
you should use ifi your writing for this class?

Drafting and revising are crucial components of the writing process. We ofien see a
published piece of writing as perfect, but imagine earlier drafts of Nathan's text. How
do you think she started this piece? What areas do you think Nathan revised the most?
Where do you think you shouid do the most revision as you draft your own papers?

Assignments for Writing

T

Nathan notes that despite AnyU’s best efforts to unite the university’s population,
students who make up the different communities within the school would rather bond
within their own social groups than venture outside of them. Assess the situation
Nathan talks about in her essay. Thinking beyond Nathan's findings, write a paper in
which you examine the possibilities of communities becorning fully integrated. Is such
integration even possible in a world made up of so many diverse and differing com-
munities? The purpose of this essay is for you to apply the concepts in Nathan's essay
to your own specific observations and experiences. Rather than simply writing a étory
about your own opinions, you should instead use your experiences and observations
among diverse communities, on an academic campus or elsewhere, o explore the



foo(sgs‘:bdn_le_s c_);a thAI.)f integrated comrmunity. You miay also want to use your response
estions for Critical Reading and Exploring Context in supporting your argtfmeritS

2 N . . .
soacti:';:?fde;ldes that going undercover is the only way to understand why uriiversit
socia I| ed as not become what university presidents want. This reflects her belief)t,hat
the eaders are out oftquch with students’ perspectives on commurity. .So although
: (ljv?:;ty. presidents want the best for their schools, it seems like their ac-tions ha .
ad little impact. Write a paper in which i it .
you examine why it is im iversi
o portant for univer
bundcf:lleie l;:alders to share the same outlook as their students in terms ofcommui:itty
g. To nelp you complete your essa !
' y successfully, you may wi >
bule ’ , y want to closely read
pecific passages from Nathan’s essay that outline the perspectives university);:)resi-

dents and students h hy is i i raant 1o ren N e
ave. Why is it so impo tant t r iff
i ' y P t understand the differe ces in thos

. Ho T . .
3 papv(\;rdicl:es ?dp:\”duahty inhibit community building within diverse populations? Write a
which you assess the potential for balancin i '
4 g the needs of individual
P . als and com-
unities. Use your responses to Questions for Critical Reading as well as to Question

of i i
i3nev$l:)e|st)|ons fc?r Co4nnectmg to support your argument. Are ego-centered networks
nevitable? Are diversity and community mutually exclusive goals?
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STEVE OLSON

ieesesnasmatasescesestthiaTeuseTANEETRRAT AT R EL P ELSaIRGEDARNND

Journalist Steve Olson, who holds a B.S. in physics from Yale
Uniiversity, has reported for the Atlantic, Science, and Scientific
American and has published muitiple books, including Mapping
Human History: Genes, Race, and Our Common Origins (2002),
which was a finalist for the National Book Award, and Count
Down {2004), about teens at the International Mathematical
Olympiad.

In Mapping Human History, the source of the following
selection, Olson studies the path of our species through genes
and continents, tracking all of humanity back to a small group
that lived in eastern Africa, debunking racial myths along the
way. Regardless of what appear to be differences among us,
suggests Olson, biologically we are all basically the same. Our
group origins and differences, which were superficial to begin
with, lose importance as time goes by.

In “The End of Race: Hawaii and the Mixing of Peoples,”
Olson considers centuries of intermarriage between native and
nonnative races in the Hawaiian islands. Afthough this exten-
sive “mixing of peoples” has led some to propose Hawaii as an
example of interracial harmony, Olson acknowledges that such
claims are not entirely true. Though the majority of those born
and raised in Hawail come from a complex racial and ethnic
makeup, social, political, and historical influences have contributed to deep cultural divides
among the various isiand populations. Now, in the aftermath of European colonization, the
preservation of Hawaiian culture and the definition of what it means to be a native Hawaiian
are pressing questions with no easy genetic or biological answers. Thus Olson ultimately
questions whether racial and cultural identity is rooted in biology or affiliation. The “end of
race” is, perhaps, no end atall.

What defines race? And given how complicated such a definition must inevitably be,
how can we end racism and promote racial harmony?
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Questions for Critical Reading

4. What is a “community of descent™? Develop a definition by reading Olson’s text to
locate quotations that define the concept. Offar, too, an example of a community of
descent from your own experience.
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