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OREWORD

Dear reader,
Thank you for picking up ”Justifiable Discrimination” at Tufts: A History. This booklet explores
the recent history of religious groups discriminating at Tufts University. Besides offering a timeline of
recent events, we also discuss in detail the discriminatory practices of Tufts Christian Fellowship TCF
and its affiliate organization, InterVarsity Christian Fellowship (IVCF). This booklet includes our analysis
of the recent Committee on Student Life decision to create a mechanism for Student Religious groups
(SRGs) to apply for exemptions from the University’s non-discrimination policy based on religious
doctrine and our list of desired outcomes, as well as ways for you to get involved. Ultimately, we hope
this booklet will be an educational resource and inspire you to join us in our fight to create a more
inclusive campus where the Tufts Administration affirms all students’ identities are affirmed by the Tufts
Administration and Tufts Community Union (TCU) recognized groups.
The Coalition Against Religious Exclusion (CARE) was originally formed in the Fall of 2011 to
bring attention to TCF’s discriminatory policies on the basis of religion and sexual orientation. Over the
course of 2011 and 2012, CARE gained new members and continued its work to hold TCF accountable
for its actions as a TCU recognized group. On December 5th, 2012 the Committee on Student Life
(CSL) released their ruling on an appeal brought to them by TCF regarding the group’s derecognition by
the Tufts Community Union Judiciary (TCUJ). This ruling allows SRGs to request and receive exceptions
to the University’s nondiscrimination policy by the University Chaplaincy. Since the creation of this new
policy, CARE has been the leading voice on this issue, actively opposing the policy and working for it to
be overturned.
It should be stressed that although CARE was initially formed to bring attention to TCF’s
discriminatory practices as a TCU recognized group, CARE does not seek the eradication of
conservative evangelical Christianity or of TCF from the bounds of the University. Our ultimate goal is
to create a safe, inclusive, and welcoming environment for students of all religious beliefs and identities.
We strongly believe that religious groups that are recognized by the TCU should be held to the same
standards as all other student recognized groups in regards to the nondiscrimination policy. As a result,
CARE is currently focusing on repealing the CSL Policy that condones and institutionalizes
discrimination on our campus.
Again, thank you for picking up this booklet and taking the time to read it. Share it around and
educate yourself and your friends on the history of discrimination at Tufts, the current policy and
politics, and how you can be a part of the fight against institutionalized discrimination on campus.

Contact Us:
Email: tuftsCARE@gmail.com
Facebook: facebook.com/CAREatTufts
Twitter: @CAREatTufts
Website: tuftsCARE.wordpress.com
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Love and Solidarity,
CARE
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E

xecutive Summary

In the Spring of 2000, Tufts Christian Fellowship (TCF), the campus chapter of InterVarsity
Christian Fellowship (IVCF), forced Julie Catalano to step down from her position as a leader in the
organization because she stopped praying to change her sexual orientation and decided to accept her
identity. Although TCF was originally derecognized by the Tufts Community Union Judiciary (TCUJ) for
violating the University’s nondiscrimination policy, TCF argued at a later hearing that they forced Julie
Catalano to step down not because of her sexual orientation but because she decided to accept her
sexual orientation. Following this second hearing, the TCUJ ruled that the nondiscrimination policy did
not cover acceptance of one’s identity. Many students on campus were outraged by the creation of a
loophole that essentially made the nondiscrimination policy null and void, so they joined together to
form Tufts Students Against Discrimination (TSAD). After failed negotiations with the administration
and several direct actions, including a rally and a letter writing campaign, TSAD occupied Bendetson Hall
for a day and a half. Following negotiations with the administration, the University President finally
affirmed that the nondiscrimination policy does in fact cover acceptance of one’s identity.
In the Fall of 2011, the Coalition Against Religious Exclusion (CARE) was formed to highlight
and put an end to TCF’s continued discriminatory practices. CARE believed a clause in TCF’s
constitution that all its leaders must adhere to TCF’s (i.e. IVCF’s) Basis of Faith was a violation of the
University’s nondiscrimination policy. This clause discriminates against other evangelical (and nonevangelical) Christians whose views differ even slightly from the Basis of Faith as interpreted by the
leadership of TCF. It is important to note that TCF is currently the only evangelical group on campus
and under current University policy only one Student Religious Group (SRG) may be recognized per
religious denomination. The Basis of Faith further discriminates on the basis of sexual orientation
through a requirement of sexual chastity. While heterosexual students are allowed to be leaders in TCF
as long as they do not engage in premarital sex, non-heterosexual students are barred from even having
a same-sex relationship.
In the Spring of 2012, the TCUJ issued a ruling in agreement with CARE’s argument that TCF’s
constitution violated the University nondiscrimination policy. When TCF refused to remove the
offending clause they were derecognized by the TCUJ. TCF appealed, and in December of 2012, the
Committee on Student Life (CSL) created a new policy by which student religious groups can apply to
the Chaplaincy for an exemption from the non-discrimination policy based on religious doctrine.
CARE is currently working to get the CSL ruling overturned, as it institutionalizes discrimination
on campus. Under this policy, groups that bar certain students from leadership can still receive money
from the student activity fee (which every student pays). This policy falsely assumes that religions are
monolithic and gives the Chaplaincy the dangerous power to define groups’ religious doctrines. Some
students have argued that SRGs should be expected to have leaders who share the groups’ belief and
CARE agrees. However, exemptions to the nondiscrimination policy are not the answer; democratic
elections are. Through democratic elections, the members of an SRG can guarantee that the leaders
they elect share the beliefs that are important to the members of the club.
Ultimately, CARE believes Tufts should be a place where students’ identities are affirmed and
not condemned. CARE is therefore working to overturn the CSL policy and create a campus where all
TCU recognized groups welcome students of all identities into their leadership.
@CAREatTufts •
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The Tufts Christian Fellowship (TCF) was first at the center of attention for discriminatory
practices in 2000, when the group kicked a student off of their leadership team because of her sexuality.
The actions that followed, detailed below, bear a disturbing resemblance to recent actions taken by
Tufts University, including the weakening of the non-discrimination policy to allow religious groups on
campus to discriminate in their leadership. TCF’s history of discrimination illustrates that the current
battle over condoning discrimination by religious groups is not simply an abstract argument over
constitutional language; the policies can and do impact students directly.
Spring 2000: Junior Julie Catalano is elected to the TCF leadership. She is later forced to step down
because she accepts her sexual orientation.
April 14, 2000: The TCUJ derecognizes TCF for violating the non-discrimination policy.
May 10, 2000: The CSL orders the re-recognition of TCF pending a new hearing in the Fall
because of procedural issues with the TCUJ hearing.
October 13, 2000: A hearing is held by the TCUJ, where TCF is allowed to have legal counsel represent
them (while Julie represents herself). TCF’s lawyer argues that TCF discriminated against
Julie not because of her sexual orientation but because she accepted her sexual
orientation.
October 16, 2000: The TCUJ puts TCF on probation until the end of the academic year
to revise their constitution to clarify their selection of leadership and the role of ICVF advisers.
However, in this ruling, the TCUJ states that “the University’s [nondiscrimination]
policy as it stood could not be interpreted to protect students’ specific beliefs.” In
response, Tufts Students Against Discrimination (TSAD) forms to protest TCF’s policies
and call for a change in wording and interpretation of the University’s nondiscrimination policy. TSAD
believes the TCUJ’s interpretation of the nondiscrimination policy creates a
loophole that would allow groups to bypass the policy completely.
October 23, 2000: TSAD organizes a protest rally which is attended by over 500
people. The rally ends with the attendees marching to Ballou Hall and delivering over 1,300
letters, signed by students, calling for the University to affirm that the
nondiscrimination policy covers self-acceptance.
November 29, 2000: After an unproductive meeting with President John DiBiaggio earlier in the month
and continued inaction by the Tufts Administration, members of TSAD participate in a sit-in
at Bendetson Hall, which lasts for 35 hours. Following negotiations with the administration,
President DiBiaggio reaffirms the nondiscrimination policy, stating that “the University’s
existing nondiscrimination policy encourages individuals to accept their identity on the basis of their
gender, sexual orientation, race, color, religion, disability, and ethnic origin, and supports individuals in
doing so, and I affirm that the nondiscrimination policy is understood to include such self-acceptance
of identity.” (Note: gender identity and expression have since been added to the policy.)
December 2000: The TCUJ re-recognizes TCF after they re-submit their Constitution with
changes to the election process to prevent undue outside influence on the leadership (specifically from
IVCF). This put in place the requirement that “Leaders must agree to advocate and
conform their lives to the letter and spirit of the TCF’s Basis of Faith.”
@CAREatTufts •
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D

iscrimination at Tufts: A Decade Later

November 19, 2011: Four students submit a complaint against TCF to the TCUJ, alleging
that staff members of IVCF wield undue influence over the student recognized group and that both
organizations engage in discriminatory practices.
Winter 2011/2012: Students rescind the complaint, pending results of an ongoing
investigation by the Tufts Chaplaincy. Since the investigation was announced, no updates on
its progress have been provided.
September 2012: TCF is suspended by the TCUJ as part of the TCUJ’s regular re-recognition
process of TCU recognized groups. This suspension was the result of a clause in TCF’s constitution
which states that leaders of TCF “should support and advocate for the letter and spirit of TCF’s Basis
of Faith.” According to Judiciary Chair Adam Sax “This is a matter of freedom of religion as we’re
looking at it. The parts that need to be changed are parts that [should say] anyone of any faith can be
part of this group and attain any leadership position.”
October 2012: TCF loses its official recognition as a TCU student group after its leaders
fail to revise the TCF constitution so that it fall in line with the University’s non-discrimination policy.
TCF decides to appeal the decision to the Committee on Student Life (CSL).
December 5, 2012: The CSL upholds the TCUJ’s ruling (i.e. the decision to derecognize TCF)
but creates a new policy by which student religious groups (SRGs) can now apply
for exemptions from the non-discrimination policy on doctrinal grounds. This
exemption would then be approved or denied by the University Chaplaincy and, if approved, would
need to be stated transparently in the group’s constitution. Under this new policy, TCF is
granted conditional recognition and is given 60 days to re-apply for recognition.
In response to the decision, a petition is created on Change.org calling on Tufts
University’s administration to overturn the CSL’s new policy. To date, the
petition has over 500 signatures.
December 7, 2012: President Anthony Monaco releases a statement in support of the
CSL policy.
December 9, 2012: After several hours of debate, the TCU Senate fails to vote on a
resolution relating to the CSL decision. The resolution condemned the CSL ruling, called for
it to be overturned, and requested that groups that apply for exemptions from the non-discrimination
policy receive $0 from the Student Activities Fee. TCU Senate President Wyatt Cadley decided to
table the resolution, following a declaration by the TCUJ that the resolution was unconstitutional and
any TCU senator who voted on it would be subject to disciplinary measures, including potentially
being impeached.
December 10, 2012: Two Student Religious Groups, Tufts Freethought Society and Tufts
University Unitarian Universalists, denounce the CSL’s new policy in Letters to the
Editor in the Tufts Daily.
January 27, 2013: The TCU Senate passes two resolutions regarding the CSL Policy. The first
resolution states that the CSL decision is in direct conflict with University’s Mission
statement and that the TCU Government consequently cannot feasibly uphold the
CSL decision. The second resolution takes a more subjective approach, explicitly denouncing
the policy and calling for the University to overturn the CSL policy.
@CAREatTufts •
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CF’s Basis of Faith and Characteristics of a Leader

Section 3 of TCF’s constitution, “Basis of Faith,” states that:
TCF is dedicated to understanding and celebrating the basic Biblical truths of Christianity. We
believe in:
a.
The only true God, the almighty Creator of all things, existing eternally in three
persons Father, Son, and Holy Spirit–full of love and glory.
b. The unique divine inspiration, entire trustworthiness and authority of the Bible.
c.
The value and dignity of all people: created in God’s image to live in love and holiness
but alienated from God and each other because of our sin and guilt, and justly subject to
God’s wrath.
d. Jesus Christ, fully human and fully divine, who lived as a perfect example, who assumed
the judgment due sinners by dying in our place, and who was bodily raised from the dead
and ascended as Savior and Lord.
e.
Justification by God’s grace to all who repent and put their faith in Jesus Christ alone
for salvation.
f.
The indwelling presence and transforming power of the Holy Spirit, who gives to all
believers a new life and a new calling to obedient service.
g.
The unity of all believers in Jesus Christ, manifest in worshiping and witnessing
churches making disciples throughout the world.
h.
The victorious reign and future personal return of Jesus Christ, who will judge all
people with justice and mercy, giving over the unrepentant to eternal condemnation but
receiving the redeemed into eternal life.
TCF welcomes individuals of all religious backgrounds. Questions regarding the interpretation
and application of the Basis of Faith will be addressed by the Vision and Planning Team (see
Article IV).
Section 4 of TCF’s constitution, “Characteristics of a Leader,” states that:

Page

6

Leaders of TCF (1) should support and advocate for the letter and spirit of TCF’s Basis of Faith
and (2) in response to God’s Love, Grace and Truth should seek to exemplify Christ-like
characteristics such as humility, honesty, racial reconciliation, concern for the poor and
oppressed of society, sacrificial love, sexual chastity, respect for lawful authority, respect for
biblical authority, and integrity, through the power of the Holy Spirit. Leaders should strive to
exhibit the Fruits of the Spirit in all aspects of their lives (Galatians 5:22-26).
TCF is currently the only evangelical Christian student religious group on campus, and under the
newly created CSL policy Evangelical Christians (and non-Evangelical Christians) who consider
themselves part of the TCF community but do not agree with the interpretation of the Basis of Faith
and wish to hold a leadership position would be barred from doing so. By requiring its leaders to
“support and advocate for the letter and spirit of TCF’s Basis of Faith,” TCF is discriminating on the basis
of religion. The interpretation of the Basis of Faith is left up to the leadership of TCF, the Vision and
@CAREatTufts •
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Planning Team (VPT). Therefore, a small group of TCF leaders are able to force their own
interpretations of the “Basis of Faith” onto their members by barring non-conforming members from
running for positions.
More subtle in the “Characteristics of a Leader” is the discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation. TCF requires its leaders to be sexually chaste, a characteristic that is applied differently to
straight and queer students. A member of TCF’s Vision and Planning Team stated in The Tufts Daily
article “Chaplaincy considers student concerns regarding Tufts Christian Fellowship/InterVarsity
relationship” that sexual chastity requirements would permit TCF leaders to “engage in heterosexual
relationships, so long as they were not sexually active and were letting God lead the relationship, but
not same-sex relationships.” This clearly violates Tufts nondiscrimination policy which covers
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation.
In addition, two United States Supreme Court cases have been argued that the distinction
between orientation and practice is a false one and cannot be used to facilitate discrimination. In the
2010 case Christian Legal Society v. Martinez, Justice Ginsburg wrote for the majority opinion that the
court “declined to distinguish between status and conduct” making the parallel to the 1993 Bray v.
Alexandria Women’s Health Clinic where the Court held that “A tax on wearing yarmulkes is a tax on
Jews.” Though Martinez was a case which occurred in the purview of a public university (the University
of California) we believe that the spirit of the ruling holds for any all-comers nondiscrimination policy
and that Tufts in its CSL ruling has explicitly diverted from this ruling.
CARE is not looking to force members of TCF or anyone else to alter their religious beliefs;
every student should be granted the freedom to follow whatever religious beliefs they choose.
However, if TCF wishes to receive the institutional benefits associated with TCU recognition, they
should be expected to welcome everyone into leadership positions and should follow the University's
nondiscrimination policy.
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CF and IVCF: An Inappropriate Relationship

Beyond TCF’s constitutional violations, there is concern that IVCF’s staff wields undue influence
over TCF, violating the rules governing relationships between student groups and affiliate organizations.
The influence of the IVCF staff also has the potential to exacerbate the discriminatory policies of TCF.
TCF affiliates with IVCF and in turn receives IVCF resources, such as IVCF staff members on
campus. While many religious groups on campus affiliate with larger national organizations, advisors to
student religious groups are prohibited from exerting a controlling influence. According to The
Relationship Between Established Religious Communities and the Chaplaincy at Tufts, “when electing leaders
and relating to the TCU, student groups will do so within the limitations of their constitution and
without the intervention of advisors or chaplains.” Under TCF’s current voting procedures, TCF’s Vision
and Planning Team (VPT) and a Selection Committee (SC) read over leadership applications and conduct
interviews of applicants in pairs. The VPT and SC then vote on a slate of leaders and if two thirds of
them approve of the slate, the slate is then put to an up or down vote before the entire TCF
membership.
While the TCF Constitution does not stipulate the involvement of IVCF staff, interviews with
TCF members in the Tufts Daily article, “Chaplaincy considers student concerns regarding Tufts Christian
Fellowship/InterVarsity relationship,” illustrate that IVCF members are involved in the leadership
selection process. One TCF member recalled having to meet with a member of the IVCF staff after
submitting his leadership application, while a member of the IVCF staff explained that the VPT
deliberated among itself and with the IVCF before making its decisions. This is in clear violation of the
rules governing the relationship between SRGs and their affiliate organizations.
Beyond IVCF’s involvement, this leadership selection process is problematic because it can be
used to circumvent the University’s nondiscrimination policy. By selecting a slate of leaders in a closed
meeting, rather than allowing all candidates to run and be voted on by the general membership, TCF
leaders have the opportunity to bar candidates based on their identities without the common
knowledge of the membership of the group as a whole.
The influence of IVCF staff members in the selection process only exacerbates this problem,
given IVCF’s homophobic history. IVCF’s Chapter Leader’s Handbook states that it is not okay to have a
homosexual encounter because “immorality as defined in the Bible offends God and brings harm to the
individuals involved—even if that harm is only experienced on an emotional and/or spiritual, rather than
physical, level.” In addition, IVCF has published books with such troublesome titles as Shame and
Attachment Loss: The Practical Work of Reparative Therapy; Gay Children, Straight Parents: A Plan for Family
Healing; The Heart of Female Same-Sex Attraction: A Comprehensive Counseling Resource; Coming Out of
Homosexuality: New Freedom for Men and Women; and A Parent’s Guide to Preventing Homosexuality. One
can expect that staff members of a homophobic organization would not allow TCF’s VPT to place nonheterosexual candidates (who refuse to comply with the sexual chastity imposed upon them in a biased
manner) on the final election slate even if the VPT were to disregard the letter and spirit of the
constitution.
Ultimately, CARE would like to see proper action taken to ensure that IVCF staff members will
follow the rules for affiliate organizations and not interfere with TCF elections. In addition, CARE would
like to see TCF adopt more transparent and democratic election processes to ensure that
discrimination is not occurring behind closed doors.
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hy the CSL Policy should be overturned

Furthermore, this new policy is problematic for the following reasons:
1. While some view the nondiscrimination policy as standing in conflict with religious freedom, it is
still the case that, if a club, whether religious or not, stands for certain values, its membership
will only vote for candidates who adhere to those values. More importantly, however, is the fact
that being a TCU recognized group is not a right, it is a privilege. Many student groups (including
CARE) exist without being recognized by the TCU and the new group application process
makes it clear that not all student groups are entitled to recognition. Just as religious
organizations in the United States are expected to give up their ability to endorse political
candidates in order to receive the privileges of being tax-exempt, so student groups on campus
should be expected to give up their ability to discriminate in leadership in order to receive the
three benefits of being a TCU recognized group (the privilege of using Tufts name, certain Tufts
facilities, and receiving funds from the Student Activities Fee). Groups that do not trust their
membership to democratically elect leaders who adhere to their values and wish to bar certain
people from leadership positions are allowed to do so. However, they should then be denied
the privilege of being a TCU recognized group.
2. We understand that it is important for the leadership of SRGs—and of all clubs—to reflect the
values of the group. However, a specific policy codifying rules for leadership is unnecessary. This
can easily be achieved through fair, democratic elections. If a candidate does not share the
values of a club’s members, one would expect that candidate to not be elected. By allowing a
small group of individuals (i.e. the executive board of an SRG) to apply for an exemption to the
non-discrimination policy and bar a specific group of people from leadership, the CSL is
effectively allowing a small elite to dictate the values of an entire club, rather than leaving those
values up to the club’s full membership.
3. Under this new policy, SRGs that discriminate in their leadership can expect to receive money
from the Student Activities Fee, a fee that all students must pay. Consequently, students will be
forced to pay for their own discrimination, funding organizations that bar them from leadership.
Historically and presently, the TCU Treasury explicitly prohibits groups from requesting funding
from the Student Activities Fee for charity work because of the potential conflict of interest
between any individual student’s values and the values (in the action of donating money to
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CARE is working to overturn the CSL Policy first and foremost because we do not believe
discrimination has any place at our University. The CSL ruling states that religious groups may apply for
a “justified departure” from the University’s nondiscrimination policy in choosing their leaders. We
reject the idea that discrimination can ever be justified; “justifiable discrimination” is still discrimination.
We believe that discrimination is antithetical to our values as a University, as active citizens and as
individuals. The creation of an official policy which allows for exemptions from the nondiscrimination
policy—and which has now been endorsed by University President Anthony Monaco—institutionalizes
discrimination and effectively disavows the administration’s commitment to its own non-discrimination
policy.
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charity) of any group on campus. The CSL Policy ignores this precedent set by the Treasury to
ensure that Student Activities Fee money benefits all students.
The CSL ruling states that “doctrinal justification” must be sought for the granting of an
exception to the University nondiscrimination policy. This is problematic because religious
doctrine is not a finite unchanging document; all religions, even ones with hierarchical
structures, have religious documents that are open for interpretation. Most religions can find a
“religious doctrine” to discriminate against anyone.
The CSL ruling gives the oversight of what is “appropriate doctrinal justification” to the
University Chaplaincy, granting the Chaplaincy an inordinate amount of power over SRGs—
allowing it the power to dictate the nature of the religious doctrine of an SRG which requests
an exception.
Although the CSL policy requires SRGs to be transparent, particularly if they require an
exception to the nondiscrimination policy, the requirement for the information to be “easily
obtained” will come to mean only in the SRG’s Constitution and on the Chaplaincy website.
However, freshmen and other students looking to join SRGs are unlikely to research SRG’s
constitutions or check the Chaplaincy website before joining them. This will effectively allow
SRGs to continue to hide their discriminatory practices from the general public.
Within all religions and religious denominations, there are issues of differing interpretations
among religious members. The CSL ruling prevents students from feeling safe to inhabit the
religious spaces they wish to worship and take part in. The CSL ruling forces students who do
not agree with an already established group to schism, forming a new religious group which
more closely fits their needs. This puts the burden of forming a new group on the shoulders of
the oppressed and does not allow for conversations and organic change to occur within groups.
This perpetuates privilege of traditional groups which would continue to receive funding,
support, and other resources while the new group struggles to create itself, receive recognition
and establish its place on campus.
Lastly, no SRG has yet to publicly come out in support of the policy. In fact, no SRG was
consulted by the CSL before this policy was created and to date two SRGs have already publicly
stated their opposition to the policy.
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Although we find the CSL policy to be problematic for many reasons, our opposition to the policy
ultimately derives from our belief that discrimination, in any form, has no place on our campus.
Therefore, any efforts by the CSL or the Tufts Administration to address some of the issues above while
still allowing religious groups to be granted exemptions from the non-discrimination policy would be
inadequate; this would simply be a case of treating the symptoms of a problem and not the root cause.
Discrimination has no place on our campus.
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ARE’s Desired Outcomes:

1. The repeal of the CSL Ruling:
Our most immediate goal is to see the CSL ruling repealed and the nondiscrimination policy
reaffirmed as truly an all-comers policy, where student groups are prohibited from excluding individuals
from their membership or leadership positions. We strongly believe that the nondiscrimination policy,
as it stood before the CSL ruling, should be upheld with no mechanisms for exemption.
2. The removal of discriminatory policies by TCU recognized groups and the derecognition of groups
that do not adhere to the nondiscrimination policy:
We believe that TCF should be required to remove the “Basis of Faith” and “Characteristic of
Leadership” clauses from their constitution or face immediate derecognition by the TCUJ and the
University Chaplaincy. We ultimately do not wish for TCF to be disbanded as we believe they play an
important role fulfilling many students’ religious needs on campus. However, the University and the
TCUJ should not grant TCF the privileges of using the Tufts name, using certain Tufts facilities, and
receiving money from the student activity fee if TCF refuses to remove the discriminatory clauses from
their constitution. TCF should, however, be free to continue their work as an unrecognized group if they
decide not to remove the aforementioned clauses.
While the current case regarding the nondiscrimination policy revolves around TCF, we
strongly believe that all SRGs should be required to adhere to the University’s nondiscrimination policy.
Any future, or current, discriminatory practices by an SRG must be met with the same standards of
scrutiny and penalties described above.
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3. Free and open democratic elections within all SRGs:
We believe that closed election processes, like TCF’s, are easily susceptible to abuse. It is
impossible to enforce the nondiscrimination policy if the leadership of SRGs chooses a slate of
candidates behind closed doors. Ideally, we would like to see each candidate voted on individually, thusly
allowing the membership of any SRG to voice their values through a fair and open democratic voting
process. In order to have free and open democratic elections within all SRGs, the TCUJ and Chaplaincy
must make sure that staff employed by SRG’s affiliate organizations are not involved in election
processes. Special attention should be paid to IVCF’s relationship with TCF, due to prior incidents of
IVCF interfering with TCF’s leadership selection process. The TCUJ and Chaplaincy should take
necessary disciplinary measures against affiliate religious organizations that violate the Chaplaincy
guidelines that dictate the nature of affiliate religious organizations’ partnership with SRGs.
4. Continued conversations about religious pluralism and non-discrimination
We believe that although the events of the past year and a half have been unfortunate, they have
provided a great opportunity for a campus wide conversation about religious pluralism and nondiscrimination. The conversations over the past year have illustrated that religious groups and religions
as a whole are not monolithic and consist of individuals with a variety of opinions. We hope over
the coming years, Tufts students will continue to discuss ways to further affirm and provide safe and
welcoming environments for students’ of all identities.
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et Involved

CARE’s successes so far would not have been possible if it were not for its dedicated members
and many supporters. We hope this booklet has inspired you to get more involved and join the fight for
a more inclusive University that affirms all identities. Here are just some of the ways you can get more
involved:
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1. Get involved with CARE: CARE will be offering several educational and direct action
opportunities over the coming month to put pressure on the administration to overturn the
CSL policy and address discrimination on campus in a productive fashion. You can stay up to
date by following us on twitter, liking us on facebook, and checking our website (see the bottom
of each page for more information). If you feel inspired to do even more, we encourage you to
contact us via our Facebook page or by email (tuftscare@gmail.com)
2. Educate your friends: The more students know about the issues surrounding the CSL
Policy and the history of religiously-condoned discrimination at Tufts, the more pressure will be
placed on the administration to overturn the CSL Policy and confront religious groups’
discriminatory actions.
3. Talk to your SRG: If you belong to a TCU recognized Student Religious Group on campus,
talk to your executive board about why you oppose the CSL Policy and why they should too.
Encourage them to submit a letter to the editor to The Tufts Daily, stating that your religious
group does not support the CSL Policy and has no intention to use it.
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A. Decision of the Tufts University Committee on Student Life on
Recognition of Student Religious Groups
December 5, 2012
This Fall, the decision of the Tufts Community Union Judiciary (TCUJ) to de-recognize the Tufts
Christian Fellowship (TCF) was appealed to the Committee on Student Life (CSL). As expected, this
matter has received significant attention. The CSL has considered the issues seriously and has reached a
unanimous decision.
Regarding the specific question of whether the TCUJ acted inappropriately, we find no significant fault
with the TCUJ. No human process is perfect, and while variation across decision processes should be
minimized, it is our finding that the TCUJ followed its policy correctly in de-recognizing the TCF. As
such, TCF’s appeal is declined.
TCF’s appeal, however, has demonstrated that the TCUJ process for student group recognition has not
previously addressed the issue of leadership characteristics for student religious groups (SRGs).
Accordingly, the CSL is filling this policy void. These changes are made in the context of TCF’s appeal,
but will impact all student religious groups within the jurisdiction of the TCUJ seeking recognition and
re-recognition from this point forward.
The CSL Ruling:
Membership: SRGs must uphold and adhere to the University’s full nondiscrimination policy
(sometimes referred to as an “all comers” policy) with respect to group membership. This reflects no
change in current policy.
Leadership: It is reasonable to expect that leaders within individual SRGs be exemplars of that
particular religion. Therefore, an “all comers” policy for group leadership may not be appropriate for all
SRGs. Justified departures from the Tufts nondiscrimination policy in SRG criteria for leadership will no
longer present grounds for de-recognition. This reflects a policy change.

“Tufts prohibits discrimination against and harassment of any [individual] because of race, color,
national or ethnic origin, age, religion, disability, sex, sexual orientation, gender, gender identity
and expression, including a transgender identity, genetics, veteran status...and any other
characteristic protected...under applicable federal or state law.”

Page

13

Transparency: To ensure that all potential SRG members are aware of specific requirements for
leadership, all SRGs must explicitly state and justify any leadership criteria that are in conflict with Tufts’
nondiscrimination policy, the relevant portion of which reads as follows:
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If adherence to a particular set of religious beliefs is to be a criterion for leadership, this must be clearly
stated. Additionally, if religious doctrine specifically requires any further leadership criteria that
necessitate one or more exceptions to Tufts’ nondiscrimination policy–such as ones that might be based
on gender, sexual orientation or other categories–they must be explicitly stated and justified in SRG
constitutions and applications for recognition (and re-recognition) by the TCUJ. Furthermore, this
information must be easily obtained by any interested community members (e.g., summarized on the
Chaplain’s official web site). This reflects a policy change.
Oversight: To ensure transparency, the University Chaplaincy will review for accuracy and
appropriate doctrinal justification all departures from the Tufts nondiscrimination policy required for any
SRG leadership positions. The TCUJ will not review applications for recognition or re-recognition until
after the University Chaplain has ensured complete and accurate doctrinal justification. This reflects a
policy change.
De-recognition: De-recognition of a SRG is an appropriate response by the TCUJ if a religious
group violates the nondiscrimination policy when an exception has not previously been approved on
doctrinal grounds by the University Chaplain and/or if the student group has not been fully transparent
(e.g., by using vague language instead of explicit statements). The University Chaplain should be
consulted in SRG de-recognition decisions. This reflects a policy change.
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The immediate outcome for the TCF is that the TCF will remain conditionally recognized while they prepare a
new recognition application under these new guidelines. The TCF has 60 days from this decision to reapply for
recognition.

Please check our website, www.TuftsCARE.wordpress.com, for further readings.
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