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institutions of higher educa-
tion in this country were founded nearly four cen-
turies ago with the recognition that the connection 
between mind and spirit was fundamental to education. 
as articulated by cardinal newman in the nineteenth 
century and victor Kazanjian in the twenty-first, early 
educators saw education as a process of developing the 
whole person (mind, spirit, and body) for civic leader-
ship. as explained by these writers, as well as George 
Kuh, Jill shedd, and elizabeth Whitt, scholars who 
valued the processes of inquiry and discovery began 
over time to feel constrained by christian religious 
dogma and responded by rejecting anything other than 
intellectual engagement in the academy. in both state-
assisted and independent colleges and universities, this 
shift resulted in the marginalization of the emotional, 
social, and spiritual aspects of the lives of all members 
of the campus community (faculty, staff, and students). 

concurrently, the nation’s political birth began with 
the ardent belief that this would be a country where 
the state would neither dictate religious commitment 
nor seek to restrain the expression of it. Kazanjian, as 
well as carney strange and Judy rogers, acknowledges 
that these two developments contributed to the exist-
ing apprehension and resistance to engaging questions 
of spirituality and religion in the academy.

the marginalization of explicit spiritual engage-
ment in the academy happened at a time when the 
religious identities of faculty, staff, and students in us 
colleges and universities were nearly homogeneously 
Protestant christian due mainly to exclusionary admis-
sions practices. using Wellesley college, founded as a 
nondenominational college, as an example, Kazanjian 
notes that even institutions founded to be nonsectar-
ian have been influenced by Protestant christian norms 
and values. as he explains, institutional structures carry 
and communicate norms of religious privilege rooted 
in a Protestant christian past. examples on campuses 
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include physical structures like campus chapels that 
employ Protestant christian architecture and iconog-
raphy, as well as rituals, such as convocation, bacca-
laureate, and commencement exercises that appropriate 
Protestant christian liturgical forms. 

today’s campuses are no longer characterized 
by religious homogeneity. Multiple beliefs and faith 
commitments are held by students, faculty, and staff 
across the campus commons. the question for the 
twenty-first century must not be how to accommo-
date that religious diversity in the academy. We agree 
with Kazanjian’s assertion that the question must be 
instead, “how [do] religion and spirituality enhance 
the education of our students?” (p. 4). approaching 
the topic in this way allows us to engage in the creative 
and innovative processes required for campus transfor-
mation from what diana eck calls religious exclusiv-
ity to religious pluralism. engaging religious pluralism 
and interfaith cooperation in this way encourages a 
renewed commitment to a holistic educational para-
digm that regards mind, body, and spirit as cooperative 
and mutually enhancing aspects of the human experi-
ence. this principle is fundamental to student affairs 
practice and dates back to the american council on 

education’s 1937 landmark publication, Student Person-
nel Point of View. 

enhancinG The caMPus cliMaTe for 
reliGious PluralisM

religious pluralism is not the first 
type of diversity higher education has 

faced. in a 1998 article, sylvia hurtado, Jeffrey Milem, 
alma clayton-Pedersen, and Walter allen advocated 
the necessity of using a multidimensional framework 
for enhancing the campus climate for racial and ethnic 
diversity. their model began with acknowledging the 
institutional legacy for racial inclusion and exclusion. 
next, structural diversity, as evidenced by the pro-
portional representation of diverse racial groups, was 
considered as a product and reflection of the institu-
tion’s legacy. assessing the climate for racial diversity 
followed, with the recognition that visibility of racial 
diversity, or lack thereof, and institutional legacies 
affect how a campus climate is perceived by those who 
are members of racially marginalized groups. these 
scholars also contended that those in the majority, 
whose worldviews and cultural values are reflected in 
the institution’s structures and consequently insulated 
by privilege, often do not perceive the campus climate 
in the same way as members of marginalized groups. 
the last dimension of the model examined relation-
ships among and between different groups on campus. 
increased intergroup conflict is likely to accompany 
an increase in the representation of diverse voices and 
experiences. however, as Parker Palmer asserts, con-
flict is not something to escape, but rather should be 
embraced as the only means of developing meaningful 
and substantive communities that sustain diversity. 

We believe that a similar approach is warranted 
and helpful for transforming campus climates for 
religious and secular diversity because it engages the 
entirety of the campus environment. We also bor-
row from Kathleen Manning and Patricia coleman-
boatwright their idea of moving toward multicultural 
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to accommodate that religious diversity in the academy. 
We agree with Kazanjian’s assertion that the question 
must be instead, “How [do] religion and spirituality 
enhance the education of our students?”



12 
about caMPus / March–aPriL 2011

universities as a model for institutional transformation 
regarding religion, secularism, and spirituality. trans-
formation for engaging spirituality and religious and 
secular pluralism is not a simple matter of recruitment 
and civility. such transformation requires faculty, staff, 
and students to invest in the long-term work of exam-
ining and revising institutional structures to dismantle 
privilege, while contemplating what it means to live 
life together as a campus community, mobilizing our 
beliefs about meaning and purpose to enhance the 
educational journey. throughout this essay, we use 
hurtado and her colleagues’ framework to illustrate 
the levels of transformation from nonsectarian to multi-
faith colleges and universities. We also draw on sharon 
Parks’s model of faith development regarding forms of 
community to help illustrate the nature of community 
at each level of transformation.

froM exclusiViTy To cooPeraTion

we see the transformation of cam-
puses toward multifaith communities as 

a journey of increasing complexity in institutional 
approaches and commitments. We believe this jour-
ney to be most important for nonsectarian institu-
tions given the greater religious, spiritual, and secular 
diversity likely to exist on campus. however, sectar-
ian colleges, particularly those that open admission and 
employment to students, faculty, and staff of diverse 
religious traditions and beliefs, can also seek to resist 
religious hegemony without inherently undermining 
the institution’s guiding religious traditions. 

We envision institutions as located at one of four 
different points. We use the terms apathy, awareness, 
acceptance, and active engagement as place markers for this 
journey. at times, the whole institution may be situ-
ated in one place, while at others, separate units or ele-
ments of the campus environment may be at different 
locations. each location reflects a different worldview 
toward religious and secular diversity in higher edu-
cation and institutional practices concerning it. our 
descriptions of these locations are informed by multiple 
sources, including scholarly writings, but are more so 
meant to reflect the lived experiences of our colleagues 
and students whose stories have been shared in mul-
tiple settings over the last several years. 

Apathy
a religiously apathetic campus is one where dialogue 
about the role of religion, secularism, and spirituality in 
enhancing education for students is muted. the insti-
tutional legacy reflects a mono-religious heritage that is 
unexamined, despite the institution’s possibly nonsec-
tarian posture. on sectarian campuses, the institution’s 
religious heritage regarding the motivation and cir-
cumstances for its founding are not discussed or widely 
known or understood. regardless of the institution’s 
sectarian character, christian religious privilege is 
unrecognized and unchallenged. Members of religious 
minority groups are few in number and those that 
are on campus may characterize the campus climate 
as hostile and unwelcoming. for these students, fac-
ulty, and staff, their differences in religious, spiritual, or 
secular belief and practices are perceived to be a threat 
to the traditional values of the institution’s founding. 
Members of religious majority groups rarely consider 
the religious and spiritual aspects of their identities and 
why they hold the beliefs that they do. friendships 
across lines of religious, spiritual, and secular identi-
ties are rare. for support and community, members of 
religious minority groups form alliances rooted in the 
need to oppose religious hegemony on campus. similar 
to sharon Parks’s forms of community in her model 
of faith development, such campuses are conventional, 
closed to others, and defined by homogeneity. 

campus attendance policies can illustrate such 
apathy by not even acknowledging that the traditional 
institutional calendar may create conflicts for students, 
faculty, and staff whose religious and spiritual obser-
vances are not reflected in the timing of classes or 
holiday breaks. apathetic campuses might espouse that 
they want to include all members of the community 
but fail to acknowledge that differences even exist in 
pathways to meaning, purpose, and belief.

Awareness
religiously aware campuses acknowledge that religious 
and secular diversity exists in their campus community. 
the institution’s history as monoreligious may also be 
discussed or at least included in the story of its found-
ing. ecumenism within a christian framework may be 
celebrated, but other expressions of faith and belief are 
included only to the extent that they can be co-opted 

Transformation for engaging spirituality and religious 
and secular pluralism is not a simple matter of 

recruitment and civility.
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to support christian religious privilege. the awareness 
of difference is enacted by an attitude and atmosphere 
of tolerance as an end goal. as Kazanjian describes, 
tolerance is “little more than conflict arrested” (p. 6). 
although tolerance may effectively squelch incivility, 
Kazanjian notes that it sets up “a glass wall where pro-
tected people can see one another going about parallel 
lives” (p. 6). tolerance functions as an impediment to 
deep and substantive engagement about differences and 
cannot lead to a pluralistic community. 

similar to Kathleen Manning’s characterization 
of color-blindness as a philosophical approach to dif-
ference, awareness and tolerance do not see a role for 
religion, spirituality, and secularism in enhancing the 
educational experience for students, staff, and faculty. 
instead, religious and existential identities are unex-
amined and treated as tangential to the educational 
experience. campuses characterized by awareness and 
tolerance use an additive approach to the representa-
tion of religious and secular diversity in staffing, pro-
gramming, and services. the spiritual practices and 
needs of religious minority groups are accommodated 
when specific requests are made, while institutional-
ized structures that systematically confer religious 
privilege go unrecognized and unquestioned. using 
sharon Parks’s model, inter- and intragroup relations 
at these colleges may be characterized by diffuse com-
munities where any relationship is as good as any other 
because differences are seen as irrelevant and not useful 
in determining how to best communicate and engage 
across lines of difference.

Many colleges and universities today acknowledge 
the rich diverse and multicultural tapestry that char-
acterizes their campus. Whereas a campus might have 
been solely christian or Judeo-christian, there are now 
a multitude of other religious and secular perspectives 
that have to be considered. each of these groups has 
its own sacred calendar, and the result is that the class-
room experience can be greatly affected. Most cam-
puses have policies that allow for a student’s absence 
from class due to the observance of a religious holiday. 
some have forms that the students must submit to the 

instructor(s) in advance of the absence. still others will 
allow an absence if approved by the faculty member. 
although allowing students to miss class accommodates 
their religious or spiritual practices, it does not address 
this part of the student’s identity and how it shapes 
them. the connection of meaning, experience, and 
involvement to the learning process is not examined.

an argument could be made that these attendance 
policies only address the teaching component of the 
educational process. arthur chickering advocates that 
competence in interpersonal relationships, includ-
ing engaging differences across social identities, and 
problem resolution are necessary to help students pre-
pare for a productive career. our campuses need to 
look more at how students learn; excusing a student’s 
absence does not resolve the remaining issue that the 
student is excluded from the learning that continues 
without their input or derived benefit.

on the other side of the teaching and learning 
relationship, alexander astin notes that many faculty 
and staff are on a search for meaning and trying to dis-
cover ways to make their lives and their institutions 
more whole. faculty and staff that need to be absent 
due to religious observances can also be accommo-
dated, but as with students, it is little more than receiv-
ing permission to miss the time from work. faculty 
members are expected to announce such absences on 
their syllabi and to ensure that their courses are cov-
ered. as with student excused absences, bureaucratic 
processes to accommodate faculty and staff absences 
continue to reinforce religious hegemony by mark-
ing those whose beliefs are not part of the dominant 
majority as exotic and/or disruptive. christian faculty 
and staff do not have to announce that they will be 
absent from work to attend services on certain holidays 
because, more than likely, classes are already canceled 
and the institution is closed. 

it is an advancement to acknowledge the diversity 
of a campus through creating accommodating policies; 
however, unless steps are made to go beyond tolerance, 
transformation that leads to pluralism will not take 
place. Pluralism requires the participation and inclu-

Apathetic campuses might espouse that they want 
to include all members of the community but fail to 
acknowledge that differences even exist in pathways to 
meaning, purpose, and belief.
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sion of diverse perspectives and worldviews. therefore, 
intentionally pursuing pluralism also means having dis-
cussions that acknowledge the implications of allow-
ing classes and campus events to continue without the 
inclusion and participation of all its members. although 
it is likely not logistically practical to create a calen-
dar that would equally honor and respect all religious, 
secular, and spiritual observances, there is a difference 
between tolerant awareness couched in bureaucracy 
and pluralistic engagement fostered through intentional 
dialogue. 

Acceptance
campuses characterized by religious acceptance recog-
nize the pitfalls created by only promoting tolerance. 
such colleges and universities seek to incorporate a 
wide variety of religious beliefs, not just ones that rein-
force christian assumptions about the nature of reality, 
deity, and humanity. accepting campuses are char-
acterized by religious pluralism and seek to dismantle 
religious privilege across institutional structures. at 
state-supported and independent nondenominational 
colleges and universities, the history of ecumenism is 
used as a rationale for promoting religious pluralism. 
at sectarian colleges, religious majority students are 
encouraged to experience other traditions and to allow 
those experiences to prompt deep reflection about 
how they have formed their own faith commitments. 
in line with a realist philosophy of identity advocated 
by amie Macdonald and susan sánchez-casal, accept-
ing campuses recognize the epistemic value of religious 
identity in creating knowledge and informing ways to 
approach dialogue across differences. these campuses 
seek to achieve a secular education through the inten-
tional incorporation of multiple perspectives and ways 
of being, uniting intellect and spirit in the pursuit of a 
liberal education. 

relationships between students, faculty, and 
staff of different religious and existential identities are 
characterized by deep respect, empathy, and serious 
engagement of the differences in their perspectives 
and what those differences may reveal about other 
issues of privilege and identity. as Kazanjian illustrates 
with Wellesley, specific structures are created that 
encourage interreligious dialogue, critique of exist-

ing systems of privilege, and collective re-visioning 
of campus traditions and symbols. Members of reli-
gious minority groups can function as partners with 
equal voice in shaping the campus climate, beyond 
merely combating oppression. drawing again on sha-
ron Parks’s model, intra- and intergroup relations at 
religiously accepting campuses may reflect the charac-
teristics of self-selected groups. in these communities, 
individuals seek affiliations with others that support 
a meaning-making system characterized by tentative 
commitments open to re-evaluation and revision.

here we illustrate a few examples of ways in 
which campuses can facilitate and promote religious 
and secular diversity. one example is by providing a 
“spirit Week”—a week of programming, classroom, 
and cocurricular engagement among faculty, staff, and 
students that fosters greater awareness and knowledge 
about diverse religious and faith traditions, as well 
as humanistic philosophies. speakers from within 
and outside the institution can share their expertise. 
Panels can be organized that afford opportunities for 
examination of religion, faith, spirituality, and secu-
larism from a wide range of viewpoints. for example, 
a panel consisting of faculty from disciplines such as 
philosophy, history, political science, biology, and art 
could address how religion, secularism, and spiritual-
ity impact each of their fields. each panelist could 
speak to the challenges and complexities of address-
ing faith development and religious and secular plu-
ralism, as well as how religious diversity can benefit 
their academic discipline and their field. similarly, 
student affairs professionals could convene similar 
panels during “spirit Week” in residence halls and 
student government association meetings or within 
student organizations. students from both traditional 
and unique faith and humanistic traditions could be 
brought together as a panel to talk about the impor-
tance of their belief system, how it helps shape their 
identities, as well as how their beliefs shape their view 
of the world. the panel can also involve students 
who share how spirituality and religion assist them 
in creating psychological and emotional coping skills 
during challenging times, and how spirituality and 
religion shape the manner in which they make mean-
ing in the world. 

Campuses characterized by awareness and tolerance use 
an additive approach to the representation of religious and 

secular diversity in staffing, programming, and services.
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bluffton university provides one example of 
how religious acceptance might look at a denomi-
national college. bluffton is affiliated with the Men-
nonite church, a Protestant christian denomination. 
in its alumni magazine, it describes itself as an “open 
circle” institution, defined as “[one] that maintain[s] 
a strong emphasis on a particular set of religious val-
ues and commitments, but [is] intentionally open 
to people with other religious (or nonreligious) 
commitments.” What makes the open circle model 
distinct is that institutions that subscribe to its phi-
losophy strive to maintain their religious foundation 
and mission yet welcome students, faculty, and staff 
from diverse religious and secular backgrounds and 
see religious and secular diversity as a benefit that 
contributes to the growth of all. bluffton uses the 
open circle model as a way to connect with social 
justice issues and seeks to provide students with pur-
poseful opportunities to connect their varied beliefs 
with ways to tackle global issues like poverty, home-
lessness, and racism. 

there are more specific measures that faculty, as 
well as student affairs staff, can engage in in order to 
support religious and secular pluralism. faculty can be 
cognizant when crafting course syllabi to ensure that 
class meetings, assignment due dates, and other course 
expectations do not conflict with students’ religious or 
spiritual traditions, rituals, feasts, or holy days. faculty 
are encouraged to devise classroom policies address-
ing inequities and allowing students, especially those 
from underserved or nonprivileged traditions, to miss 
class in order to meet their spiritual or religious obliga-
tions without penalty or having to complete additional 
academic requirements. such additional requirements 
essentially punish students for being spiritually or reli-
giously observant. faculty should work collaboratively 
and respectfully with students so that they do not feel 
marginalized for missing class due to religious or spiri-
tual commitments. 

Likewise, we also encourage student affairs profes-
sionals to take steps to reduce conflicts for staff (both 

paraprofessional and professional) with meetings and 
work duties. in order to affirm spiritual and religious 
diversity on campus, supervisors should apply (or 
develop, if necessary) a consistent policy equally to all 
staff, regardless of their religious, spiritual, faith tradi-
tion, or secular philosophies. students and staff should 
not experience negative repercussions due to missing 
class or work obligations because they choose to prac-
tice their faith. faculty and staff must move beyond 
knowledge of only traditional christian calendars and 
keep apprised of other holy days, celebrations, and 
spiritual events that have meaning to those we serve. 
vanessa bing and rosemary talmadge identify spe-
cific exercises and techniques that faculty can integrate 
into key educational moments involving learning and 
growth about spiritual and religious pluralism. they 
included examples such as: (a) faculty reflecting on best 
ways to integrate spirituality and religion into the cur-
riculum; (b) personal exploration of how faculty mem-
bers’ own experiences with religion and spirituality 
impact classroom climates; and (c) establishing a safe 
environment for facilitating healthy and open dialogue 
on religion, secularism, and spirituality, ensuring that 
students’ diverse voices are expressed and encouraged, 
and that faculty avoid taking certain sides of a religious 
or spiritual discussion. 

student affairs staff can infuse these strategies into 
their work with students as well, by being intentional 
about discussing spirituality, religious, and secular 
pluralism during staff meetings, programming, crisis 
intervention services, and everyday encounters with 
students experiencing spiritual identity development 
milestones. Lois calian trautvetter encourages stu-
dent affairs professionals and faculty to examine how 
students’ and staff members’ religious, secular, and 
spiritual identities shape students’ perceptions, values, 
belief systems, and interpersonal relationships. some 
professionals may choose to not integrate questions 
of meaning and purpose from a religious and secular-
ist pluralist perspective into curriculum or staff train-
ing because they may not feel adequately prepared or 

Our campuses need to look more at how students 
learn; excusing a student’s absence does not resolve 
the remaining issue that the student is excluded from 
the learning that continues without their input or 
derived benefit.
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competent to facilitate dialogue on religious, spiritual, 
and secular pluralism. increasing one’s knowledge 
and awareness will positively increase staff and faculty 
members’ capacities to exhibit skills and competencies 
that are affirming. 

Active Engagement
campuses that actively engage religious diversity help 
to promote both religious commitment as well as plu-
ralistic communities. through active engagement, as 
eboo Patel wrote, individuals can uphold common 
values that unite different faiths and beliefs while learn-
ing how those different traditions approach these com-
mon values within the context of specific religious 
sagas and practices. this is made possible by nurturing 
deep reflection about meaning, purpose, and faith and 
by creatively engaging conflict around differences in 
approach to these concepts to develop communities 
based on commonly held values, not commonly prac-
ticed traditions. 

institutions that actively engage religious, spiri-
tual, and secular diversity use the religious and secular 
pluralism described earlier as a foundation for inter-
faith cooperation. interfaith cooperation connects 
religious pluralism with social justice advocacy to 
address local, national, and global issues. Patel’s inter-
faith youth core (ifyc) embraces a service-learning 
methodology to bring together groups of young peo-
ple of different faiths and beliefs for volunteer work 
addressing social issues like hunger, homelessness, and 
poverty to act out their faith while learning about 
the faiths of others. such collective action mobi-
lizes young people to use their faith to define what 
they support, instead of what they reject. further, 
such interfaith cooperation reflects a campus that has 
been transformed as a multifaith college or university 
whose students are prepared to be civic leaders in an 
increasingly diverse and complex global community. 
Parks would likely identify such campus communi-
ties as those open to others, having a desire to engage 
with different beliefs and traditions, creating a “capac-
ity to embrace a more adequate truth” (p. 150). 

community service, as used by ifyc, is an exam-
ple of campuses promoting active engagement with 
interfaith cooperation. Many institutions of higher 
learning have created offices designed to spur student 
engagement in off-campus organizations designed to 
serve a constituency in local, national, or even world 
communities. as Michelle Lelwica points out when 
addressing religious diversity and its accompanying 
challenges, dialogue on religious and spiritual pluralism 
can help students begin to tackle global problems. she 
further sees institutions working to create meaningful 
opportunities for students to gain spiritual insights that 
will embolden them to seek solutions garnered from a 
spiritual, religious, or secular perspective different from 
their own. there is inherent value and worth in learn-
ing about a different religious or faith tradition and 
how people view the world through both similar, as 
well as different, cultural lenses. 

recoMMendaTions for ProMoTinG 
TransforMaTion

transforming any institution to move 
through the four different points mentioned ear-

lier (apathy, awareness, acceptance, and active engage-
ment) can present a significant challenge, particularly 
without institutional leadership and support. Michael 
Kocet and dafina Lazarus stewart have proposed an 
initial model of competencies to engage spirituality, as 
well as religious and secular pluralism. such a model 
aids in furthering the personal awareness, knowledge, 
and skills necessary to become more multiculturally and 
spiritually literate. 

We recommend that faculty and student affairs 
practitioners develop partnerships with outside con-
stituents who focus on religious or spiritual leadership. 
these partnerships may include, but are not limited 
to, shamans, imams, priests, ministers, rabbis, heal-
ers, scientists, philosophers, teachers, and others who 
specialize in religion, secularism, or spiritual develop-
ment. When working with students who are experi-
encing existential disconnection or crises, faculty and 

It is an advancement to acknowledge the diversity of 
a campus through creating accommodating policies; 

however, unless steps are made to go beyond tolerance, 
transformation that leads to pluralism will not take place.
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staff should make strong attempts to reach out to these 
important and knowledgeable community resources. 

finally, in order for religious, secular, and spiritual 
pluralism to flourish at our institutions, it is absolutely 
essential for campuses to have key leaders actively 
serving as advocates who recognize that religious and 
secular pluralism falls under the model of multicul-
tural competence. campus vice presidents, deans of 
students, directors, and program coordinators alike 
must place a high value on having critical dialogue 
on religion, secularism, and spirituality as a necessary 
part of the intellectual, emotional, moral, and spiritual 
development of the campus community. We encour-
age senior student affairs officers, especially at public, 
nonsectarian institutions, to consider creating offices 
of spiritual life that establish councils or committees, 
composed of faculty, staff, and students, whose mission 
is to promote the existential wellness of its members 
throughout the institution and to address inequities in 
treatment, services, or access regardless of the individ-
ual or individuals. such councils or committees could 
be charged with recommending campus policies, pro-
cedures, and services that support best practices in the 
area of spiritual, religious, and secular pluralism. 

conclusion

in order for higher education to 
incorporate, not just accommodate, the diverse 

religious, spiritual, and secular tapestries that cover our 
campuses, an examination of how these issues affect the 
learning process must be conducted. as stated in acPa’s 
and nasPa’s Learning Reconsidered, the construction of 
meaning does not occur only in the academic context. 
if student learning outcomes seek to satisfy the need for 
interpersonal and intrapersonal competency, the issue of 
spirituality, religion, and meaning making must have as its 
primary outcome the holistic and transformative develop-
ment of the student. in turn, this will lead to the transfor-
mation of the entire campus, for it will truly embrace the 
rich, culturally diverse makeup of its entire population.

strange and rogers state that “we are also drawn 
to questions of ultimate purpose in our own lives and 
our desire to share that journey with others . . .” (p. 27). 
they assert that individuals are concerned with ques-

tions about what shapes us and how this in turn affects 
how people relate to their world. throughout its his-
tory, higher education in the united states has shifted 
from one rooted in religion to one that is charged with 
educating a diverse population with multiple beliefs, 
practices, and philosophies. the reality of this diversity 
neither obscures nor undermines the concurrent reality 
expressed by strange and rogers. therefore, institutions 
must reintegrate meaning and purpose into a holistic 
picture of student development. yet this reintegration 
must acknowledge and honor the diverse and multiple 
ways that faculty, staff, and students follow their paths 
toward meaning and purpose. transforming colleges and 
universities into multifaith institutions is a critical process 
informing how effectively institutions are able to take 
that journey with their students. 
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