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Abstract

During the late 1960s and throughout the 1970s, methods for educating Deaf students
began to shift from an oral/aural approach to an approach that incorporated sign language and
other forms of pedagogy. This shift resulted in intense controversy between veteran teachers of
Deaf students and the Deaf community. The University of Utah, home of a nationally and
internationally recognized oral/aural deaf education program, was the battleground between the
“oralists” and the “manualists” in Utah. This paper explores this historical controversy, the key
individuals involved, and the impact on the education of deaf students in Utah.

As is convention in the field of Deaf Studies, the term Deaf, with a capital D, will be used
to represent the community of deafened individuals who use sign language and accept the norms,
behaviors, customs, and culture of the Deaf community in which they live. The term deaf, with a
lower case D, refers to the general population of deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals who
choose to speak and not become involved in the Deaf community. Both terms are used
throughout this paper.

Advent of Teaching Methods

While education for deaf children began as early as the middle ages, formal education is
credited to Charles Michel de I'Epee, a French priest who founded the first school for the Deaf in
the late 1760s (Lane, Hoffmeister, Bahan, 1996). He learned sign language from the Parisian
Deaf community and used these signs, albeit with some modifications incorporating written
French forms, to teach his pupils (Lane, 1984). Almost two decades later, Pierre Desloges, a
Deaf bookbinder, published a book in 1779 in defense of sign language, which was being
attacked by a hearing teacher who advocated the teaching of speech to Deaf children (Moody,
1987).

During this same period, Samuel Heinicke of Germany, and the secretive Braidwood
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family of Scotland, established separate monopolies on oral education of the deaf, emphasizing
speech and oral skills and forbidding sign language. They would not share their teaching
methods with outsiders and the Braidwoods kept teachers under bond to protect their monopoly
(Lane, 1984).

From the late 1700s through the 1800s, these two methods spread throughout Europe and
the United States, finding regional footholds in different countries. Throughout France and the
United States, for example, sign language was the primary method of instruction, whereas
Germany, Scotland, and Great Britain utilized oralism. In 1880, however, the Second Universal
Congress to Improve the Lot of the Deaf convened in Milan, Italy, and proclaimed that only
spoken language should be taught in schools for the Deaf. The Milan Congress, as it came to be
known, resulted in the firing or dismissal of Deaf teachers throughout Europe, and later
throughout the United States. As an example of the impact of the Milan Congress, there were 26
American schools for the Deaf in 1867, all utilizing American Sign Language (ASL) as the
primary communication mode. By 1907, there were 139 schools and all of them used spoken
English as the primary communication mode. Likewise, the percentage of Deaf teachers shrank
from 42% to 17%, with those remaining Deaf educators teaching only the manual trades (Lane et
al., 1996).

Research during the 1960s and 1970s consistently showed that Deaf children of Deaf
parents had greater academic achievement than Deaf children of hearing parents (Israelite,
Ewoldt, Hoffmeister, 1989). By the 1970s, the use of sign language began to return as a
communication method in the classroom. This time, however, it was not the natural sign
language of the Deaf community. Instead, it was an invented Manual Code for English (MCE),
borrowing ASL signs and many invented signs corresponding to English forms such as prefixes

(pre, pro, anti, etc.), suffixes (ed, s, ing, etc.), auxiliary verbs (is, are, was, etc.), and articles (am,
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to, be, etc.). With greater academic achievement as the goal, some teachers at schools for the
Deaf began learning MCE and utilizing a new teaching method called Total Communication.
Total Communication (TC), as an educational philosophy, includes using “every means of
communication available to communicate with the deaf pupils: manual language, finger-spelling
with the manual alphabet, writing, speech, pantomime, drawing—whatever” (Lane, 1999, p. 133-
134). In practice, however, teachers would primarily use speech and include signs, if they knew
any at all, and call it TC.

The Controversy

The University of Utah established a Teacher Training Program, Area of the Deaf, in the
Department of Special Education, in 1961 (Utah State Board of Education, 1973). Dr. Grant B.
Bitter, a former teacher of the deaf at the Utah School for the Deaf and Blind (Utahn, 1963),
coordinated the program on a part-time basis from its inception until 1971, when he became a
full-time faculty member at the University of Utah (Summary Report for Tenure, 1985). In 1963,
the program received a “commendable” review by the Conference of Executives of American
Schools for the Deaf (Survey of Program for Preparation of Teachers of the Deaf at the
University of Utah, 1963), a time when oralism had a stranglehold on education of deaf children
in the United States.

Dr. Bitter, a proponent of oralism, incorporated oral teaching strategies in the Teacher
Training Program. He was so committed to the perspective that deaf people should learn to
speak, that he established the Oral Deaf Association of Utah (ODAU). His views included
separating the signing Deaf from the oral deaf, recommending genetic counseling of Deaf
parents, and counseling to develop proper behavior “attitudes and expectations” (Grant B. Bitter
Papers, 1970). The Utah Deaf community, apparently aware of Dr. Bitter's views, anonymously

sent him a disparaging note, accusing Dr. Bitter of establishing the ODAU for financial gain (see
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Appendix A).

With the increasing recognition of TC, the Utah Deaf community, led by Dr. Robert G.
Sanderson, a former President of the National Associatjon of the Deaf (1964-1968), began
making their views known to Dr. Bitter. In a letter to Dr. Bitter in January or February of 1970,
Dr. Sanderson expresses “concern with guidance and counseling for the hearing-impaired” and
the “history and problems of deafness” (R.G. Sanderson, personal communication, 1970). Dr.
Bitter responds and offers to “confer with [Dr. Sanderson] in an effort to provide opportunities
for you to give some meaningful presentations td University students” (G.B. Bitter, personal
communication, March 3, 1970). While no direct mention of TC is included in this
communication, it appears Dr. Sanderson was concerned that students in the Teacher Training
Program were being taught that the signing Deaf community was a divergent group, with
multiple problems and needs for counseling. Perhaps Dr. Sanderson was simply responding to
Dr. Bitter's views mentioned previously, that Deaf parents should receive genetic counseling and
change their attitude to conform to the hearing majority. Dr. Sanderson may have wanted to
correct this misconception by presenting or teaching on this subject.

At the Utah School for the Deaf, meanwhile, a dual track existed for students [or more
appropriately, parents] to have a choice between oralism and TC. Parents were encouraged to
place their children in the oral track and only consider the TC track if progress was not being
made. When this occurred, students were labeled oral failures (Lane, 1999), a label which
undoubtedly had a deleterious effect on the students. Students in the oral and TC programs were
kept separated through Junior High School, so that the TC students would not infect the oral
students with their signing (USBE 1973). In fact, the Utah State Board of Education, at a
meeting on November 12, 1970, moved to keep oral and TC students separate while also

reinforcing the basic teaching practices of lip-reading, auditory training, and physical
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punishment (USBE, 1970). Physical punishment, in the form of students being forced to sit on
their hands and hands being slapped with a ruler if students were caught signing, was a regular
occurrence during the 90 years of oral dominance (Lane et al., 1996).

The adult Deaf community—most graduates of USDB, perhaps noting that the University
of Utah did not include TC pedagogy in the Teacher Preparation Program—apparently brought
this concern to the Utah State Legislature, because during this same year (1970), Legislative
Subcommittee #4 was established to investigate the oralism versus TC issue. Dr. Sanderson, Dr.
Erdman, Chairperson of the Department Special Education at the University of Utah, Mr. David
Mortenson, President of the Utah Association of the Deaf, and Dr. Jay J. Campbell, Deputy
Superintendent of the Utah State Board of Education, were key participants on this committee.
Dr. McKay Vernon, a noted expert on Deaf education, presented to the Subcommittee in support
of the TC method. Dr. Bitter sent the Subcommittee a letter in opposition to Dr. Vernon's
presentation (G.B. Bitter, personal communication, August 5, 1970), stating that there was no
research that TC was a viable method, and clarifying that it is n;)t a method, but a vague
philosophy which only serves to confuse students.

This Subcommittee, headed by Representative Della Loveridge, received letters from the
community in support of both methods. Notably, Dr. Bitter solicited letters from Legislative
leaders in support of the oral program. The Deaf community received support from Britt M.
Hargraves, Director of the Teacher Training Program at Western Maryland College, in support
of a TC program (B.M. Hargraves, personal communication, August 17, 1970). Dr. Hargraves
evidence of the failure of the oral program at USDB was that there were only two graduates of
USDB at Gallaudet College [now University] in Washington, D.C. In an interesting but obscure
turn of events, the Deaf community received a letter of support for establishing a TC program at

the University from the Utah State AFL-CIO (AFL-CIO, personal communication, September 2,
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1970) only to have that support retracted three months later. The AFL-CIO took a neutral stance
until all members could fully understand the issue (AFL-CIO, personal communication,
December 9, 1970). The reason for this retraction deserves further exploration, however, it
reflects on the intensity of the controversy at the time.

One issue that the Subcommittee discussed was establishing a TC program at Utah State
University (Subcommittee #4 Minutes, October 28, 1970). However, it was moved, and
seconded by Dr. Erdman, that such a program not be established. This issue was raised again
before the controversy faded and will be discussed later in this report.

After many meetings lasting several months, Subcommittee #4 compiled a list of 17
recommendations for adoption by the Utah State Board of Education. Some of these
recommendations supported the continuance of the oral and TC tracks, with more formal
procedures. Other recommendations included an orientation for parents that included the
different communication methodologies; the vocational placement program be expanded and
function in harmony with both oral and TC programs; establishment of procedures to hear from
concerned citizens and take action on those concerns; and certification requirements for teacher
preparation programs for the deaf include some form of manual training (Subcommittee #4
Recommendations, 1970).

The final recommendations of Subcommittee #4 were objected to by Dr. Bitter on several
grounds. These included, 1) the study was not undertaken properly with respect to guidelines,
procedures, and conditions, 2) there Wwas no representation by some groups, 3) some persons
spoke as authorities but were not, 4) there was a delay in the selection of members to the
committee, 5) the committee became a grand jury, and 6) information was released that should
not have been (G.B. Bitter, personal communication, December 18, 1970).

This controversy seems to have quieted down during the year 1971. However, Mr. Lloyd
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Perkins, Chairperson of the UAD Educational Committee, sent a letter to University President
Alfred C. Emery asking for a review of the Teacher Preparation Program (L. Perkins, personal
communication, no date). On December 6, 1971, Dr. Erdman, in response to the letter received
by President Emery, sent a confidential letter to faculty in the Special Education program calling
for discussion of the Teacher Preparation Program during the December 13 meeting (Dr.
Erdman, personal communication, December 6, 1971). Dr. Stephen Hencley, Dean of the
Graduate School of Education, responded to Mr. Perkins, affirming that there would be changes
to the curriculum, incorporating a sign language component to the Teacher Preparation Program
(S. Hencley, personal communication, December 16, 1971). Mr. Perkins replied positively to that
letter (L. Perkins, personal communication, December 23, 1971) and Dr. Hencley was compelled
to reply, reaffirming support of the changes (S. Hencley, personal communication, January 7,
1972).

On July 23, 1974, Dr. Jay J. Campbell, the husband of a sign language interpreter,
inquired to Dr. Erdman for a report ensuring that TC was being implemented in the Teacher
Preparation Program. Dr. Erdman replied that in 1972, Mr. Gene Stewart was hired to teach a
sign language course (SPA 782, Basic Communication and Counseling of Deaf Adults) and a
counseling course (SP ED 624, Guidance and Counseling of the Hearing Impaired) as a required
component of the Teacher Preparation Program. Dr. Erdman's letter also included the new
policy: “All students who are preparing to become teachers of the hearing impaired are required
to master the basic manual communication competencies through involvement in one or both of
the above described classes or be able to demonstrate those competencies if they have already
had previousl manual communication experiences and/or coursework in that area” (Dr. Erdman,
personal communication, p. 2, August 15, 1974).

There was a divergence of opinions between the view of the Deaf community and that of
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the Special Education department regarding the extent to which TC courses would be offered in
the Program. Apparently, the Deaf community expected a complete TC program but the Teacher
Preparation Program disagreed with this expectation. The University established a Committee to
Study Personnel Needs in Programs for the Deaf. In the final report from this committee, one of
the conclusions was that establishing a TC program would “not be economically feasible, since
new staff would have to be employed and additional administrative costs would be incurred”
(Committee to Study Personnel Needs in Programs for the Deaf, p. 3, June 6, 1974). However,
the controversy again quieted down from 1974 to 1977.

On August 12, 1977, Ms. Myrna Burbank, former President of the Parent Teacher
Association of the Oral Department at the Utah School for the Deaf,, received an unsigned letter
against oralism and supporting TC (M. Burbank, personal communication, August 12, 1977).
The anonymous author of this letter states that Ms. Burbank is “trying to hurt Jay J. Campbell
and Robert Sanderson because they are for total communication.” The letter goes on to threaten
that Ms. Burbank's daughter will be convinced that TC “is the best way...” The letter concludes
with the implication that Ms. Burbank is paternalistic. The origin of this letter and how it ties in
to the debate at the University of Utah deserves further exploration. Additionally, an 8.5 by 11
inch threat that “Jay J. Campbell will put Burbank down. Power is UAD” was disseminated (see
Appendix B & C).

Along a similar vein, Mr. Boyd Nielsen, a staff member of the oral department of the
Utah School for the Deaf, received threatening letters, one explicitly from UAD and one
anonymous. The first, dated August 15, 1977, implies that “J.J. Campbell and R. Sanderson will
throw Boyd Nielsen out of job in Utah, in America, and out of this world. UAD is Deaf power.”
The other letter, actually a drawing of Mr. Nielsen with a noose around his neck, appears to be

from 1970 but without any explicit reference to the oralism versus TC controversy (J.B. Nielson,
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personal communication, 1970). The mystery of this latter item is intriguing and deserves further
investigation (see Appendix D & E.).

In either late August or early September, 1977, representatives from the UAD met with
Dr. Pete D. Gardner, Vice President for Academic Affairs at the University, to present a 10-point
list of concerns regarding the Teacher Training Program (see Appendix F). During this meeting,
Mrs. Lloyd Perkins functioned as the sign language interpreter for Mr. Lloyd Perkins and other
UAD members. The UAD wanted to meet with President Emery to present their concerns.
However, in response to this meeting, Dr. Gardner sent a letter addressed to Mrs. Lloyd Perkins
(see Appendix G), explaining that a meeting with President Emery would be unproductive and
that Dr. Bitter had not violated any academic standards (P.D. Gardner, personal communication,
September 14, 1977).

Mr. Lloyd Perkins responded to this letter with disappointment. He clarified the role of
Mrs. Perkins as the interpreter only, and that, by responding to Mrs. Perkins by letter, he was
handling the situation in a patronizing way. He stated “We want to be dealt with directly, not as
second class citizens” (L.H. Perkins, personal communication, September 27, 1977). This letter
shows that Dr. Gardner did not, in fact, fully investigate the issue nor understand that Mrs.
Perkins was not a key player in this controversy (see Appendix H).

Meanwhile, Dr. Bitter prepared a lengthy response refuting the “slanderous” charges
made by Mr. Perkins (see Appendix I). He lists the individual charges and provides a additional
material supporting each of his responses (G.B. Bitter, personal communication, October 10,
1977).

The University delegated the responsibility of handling this situation to Cedric I. Davern,
Vice-President for Academic Affairs. Dr. Davern sent a letter to Mr. Perkins detailing that the

Utah State Board of Education was conducting hearings on the oralism versus TC controversy
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and that a report would be available soon (see Appendix J). He refused to make any changes
until that report became available (C.I. Davern, personal communication, October 28, 1977).

Mr. Perkins response was that, up to this point, there have been no specific issues or
concerns laid out, only general concerns. The UAD hoped to be more specific in a meeting with
President Emery (see Appendix K). The response also reflects that Dr. Davern was not fully
informed of the issues regarding the discussion before the State Board of Education nor was he
knowledgeable of the program at Utah State University, which does not have a Teacher
Preparation Program for the Deaf. Mr. Perkins concludes the letter by reiterating that the UAD
would like a meeting with the administrators of the University (L.H. Perkins, personal
communication, November 7, 1977).

The controversy became public in November, 1977, when members of the UAD, led by
Mr. David Mortensen, protested outside the Utah State Board of Education office (Chaffin,
November 19, 1977, p. 30 A) and in front of the Park Building on the University campus (see
Appendix L & M). The Deseret News printed a letter to the editor from M.J. Lewis, purporting
that “Dr. Bitter has so brainwashed and put fear into parents, that their children will never be
able to function as normal human beings” (Lewis, November 28, 1977). The Daily Utah
Chronicle had articles on the protest (Hunt, November 29, 1977 & Hunt, December 2, 1977) as
well as a letter to the editor in response to those articles. In this letter, S.C. Sundstrom states to
Lisa M. Hunt, the author of the Chronicle articles, that there is “...no evidence here that you
have investigated the viewpoints or rationale of these [Deaf] individuals” (S.C. Sundstrom,
December 6, 1977).

The Battle Wanes
In early 1978, the UAD brought their concerns to the University of Utah Institutional

Council. Dr. Bitter, again, denied the charges against him. He stated that some members of the
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Deaf community charged:

that I disparage the ‘...deaf community... its members... its organizations...including the

deaf religious community...” This assertion is unwarranted. The deaf community as a

whole is composed of people who want to live their lives in their own way. They are very

talented, industrious, and honest. They are much like other citizens in our communities,
but many of them have been led to believe by some of their advocates that I am their
enemy; that I am endangering their society; that I am abolishing sign language and
collapsing their communication system. This kind of hearsay reporting is, indeed,

unethical. (G.B. Bitter, personal communication, March 6, 1978)

On April 20, 1982, the Utah State Board of Regents granted approval to Utah State
University to establish a Teacher Preparation Program with an emphasis on Total Commuication.
At that time, however, no budget was approved for the program. After this time, there were no
further issues raised by the UAD or the Deaf community concerning the University of Utah
Teacher Preparation Program, Area of the Deaf. Four years later, in 1986, the program was
threatened with elimination due to budget constraints and the fact that the program had the
lowest enrollment in the entire Special Education department (G.B. Bitter Papers, 1970).

Dr. Grant B. Bitter, having dealt with years of turmoil under the oralism versus Total
Communication controversy, retired on June 30, 1987. While Dr. Bitter, throughout his
correspondence and actions, projects a professional and civilized demeanor, one can’t help but
wonder exactly what his perspective of signing Deaf people is. In at least three of his documents,
he quotes David Hume:

Among well-bred people, contempt is controlled; authority concealed, and attention is

given to each in its turn. An easy stream of conversation is maintained without

vehemence, without interruption, without eagerness for bickering, or without any air of
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superiority.

To the Deaf community, this quote appears quite hypocritical, as Dr. Bitter takes on an
“air of superiority” in his response to the recommendations of Subcommittee #4 as well as his
unwavering stance against incorporating a more complete Total Communication program at the
University of Utah.

The oralism versus Total Communication controversy has never completely waned.
Parents are still not being given the complete picture of the educational methodologies available
to children today (J. Buzianis, personal communication, April 26, 2005). However, with greater
educational options available today, and more awareness of American Sign Language as a

complete and natural language, it is quite likely that the controversy will never rise to the level of

the 1970s.
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Appendix A
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Appendix B



August 12, 1977

¥s. ¥yrna Burbank
. 1306 Third Street
ogden, Utah 84404

Dear Ms. Burbank: -

There are many things you do not understand
about the deaf, You do not understand what it is
like to be deaf. ILet me make an example. Try to ™
imagine that you are black, TYou cannot imagine what
that is like, can yjou? 7You alsc cannot imagine what
1t is like to be deaf, because you are not deaf. But
deal people know what 1t is like to be deaf because
they ARE deafl,

. i ‘

S0 even though vou do not know what it like to™

. be deaf, you still want to make the deaf 1live in the
. hearing society. Well, deafl pecple don't want to. o
Just asg black people want to live with others of their
kind, so do the deaf people want to be with their own
klnd.where there 55 signing that hearing people donit”
understand.” The blacis ana the deaf want to get along

WITH other people but not live In thelr society.

"You think I don't know but I do. I em deaf and I
. . had an oral education., Sure, I learned good language
but I was deafened and then used heering aids. Many deaf
people do not want to be bothered with hearing aids.” They
want signing and English as a second languege. But you’
don't ever try to understand thet.  HMany born deaf need
sig,nlnO to Xknow meaning, then they can learn Emglis“.
YOu are trying to hurt Jay J. Campbell und Robert
.Sarniderson because they are for Total Communication. Jhy
don't you try to undertand what they are doing for the =
deaf instead of trying to stop signing. Jay J. Cammbell
is only trying to help us. He will make a camittes that
will understand that Total Communicatlon is the best way.
.. Dr. Bitter and you can help the oral iIn public schocl, but
.leave Jay J. alone to help the School for the Deaf in’ Total
Communication., We wlll convince your daughter that this is
the best way and she will tell you so. Wait and see,

Let the oral go'in the public schools. The ¥ will ¢ ome
back to the school for the Deal for Total Communication when -
there are separate schools. Parents should follow Jay J. Campbe!
and go to Total Communication when thelr children are small.
.They do not do this because they are ashamed of deaf and think
deaf people are inferior. I say this is pure paternalism,

l;-‘_ P

. ™ Ybur ‘friend
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Appendix C
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Appendix D
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Appendix E
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Appendix F



Uiaﬂ Association for the Deaf -

Incorporated

Th° deat 'teachor tra:mlncf p*‘oo'ram is biesed to'.»ards o*aJ.

education with absolutely no resoerch ,]ust1f1c9t10*z —_ nardly
a unlvers:Lty cmoept'

’I'he director of teacher tra_mmg doos ro* 1md~_rst:and deain&s e
and the deaf community that he "teaches" 2bout; he camnot . :

| communicate with deaf adults, and indeed tries to force deat

. adults into his mode of communication — ha:tdly a ccm'mm.ty

- _"coopamtlve" tecnnlque _- e LT T ._-,7' T

" Dr. Erdman and Dr. Hercley promsod tho State Board of ,.cmcat.on N

that the deaf program under its director be fair .and equal in his

. training of teachers for both systems of education — oral ang

. total commnication. But in fact he has only provided three hours

of sign language instruction vhile keeping zbout 15 hours of .

- speech training — hardly equality, since three howrs of - " - .
. instruction would not bz sufficient to qualify anyone at th=a -
.- university level for any foreign language. There are several

" .discrepancies in the set—up of the “three" hours of sign

. Jenguage training. Two hour classes are only one hour CI?S:ES
"with the director of deaf training taking ovexr the last hour to -

deerphasize the first hour of sign language itraining. There is

- misuse of university funds in paying someone to teach sign

languzge under contract :Eor "ten" hours of mstruct:x.on when only
5hours.a:ceused. : - _

The d::.rector, Grant Bltter, is biased aga:mst dea:E a,c‘u;!_ts a.ud Lha :

‘use of total communication. He has actually itried to force deaf

adults in his classes to go to the back of the classroom with an

-~ interpreter so the xest of his students would not see the sign

1anguage‘.! ) P

ermBand4abovels:ceasoqtomﬂxn_tacaﬁplmt‘cothe”_ :
university's professional practlces co'mxrttee under chsc::c;um_na,~ -

- tory practlces ethics.

The teacher trammtr pmg:am Adv:sory Comttee (whlc:n nvy now

be defunct) is '"loaded” with psople who are xeceptive to an Oxral
program. The deaf commnity is not represented. Ve balieve -
that more professional deaf psople from the commnity should be
on the Deaf Progrzm Spscial Education Advisory Co:rrruttee at least
in equal proportlons to the hearmg peo;ple. :

.
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Appendix G



>~

September ll'i; 1877 -

B . e .

Mrs. Lloyd Perkins - _
2684 Vest Appleton Drive
Salt Lake City, Utah 34119

., -

Dear 3rs. Perkins: : _ _ ST e T
. Subsequent to our earlier meeting, I tried to acguaint hyself -

a little more fully with some of the issuzs discussed at that tine.
I spoke with Dean Erdman, a2mong others, in an efifort to acguire 2
better sense of the history of the disagreement regarding-teachine
the deaf, and to determine 1f a meeting with Presidenit Gardnexr =
might be productive. ' : S

. Much as I appreciated the patience youv and the others demonstrat
in the nini-course you so kindly providecd me, ¥ feaxr that a similar
meeting with the President would not achieve your desired soal. ¥Fo3
the same reason that President Imery was unable to help with your
efforts to champion total communication for .the education of the de:
president Gardner would not be able to lend support, irrespective o:
how personally cormittee he might be. The reason is very simply th:
fact that it would be inappropriate for him to publicly adopt an -
institutional position in this controversy. Worse still, he woulid
also be unwilling to sanction Professor Bitter in any w2y foxr the
professionzl qualifications in this area, he is behaving quite - ...
properly by traditional academic ethics in publicly expressing his-

- opinions regarding the education of those having hearing losses._
Moreover, by those very academic principles (know historically
as academic freedom) President Gardner has a responsibility to gdefe
Professor Bitter's right to express his considered opinion in matte
falling within his areas of professioral training and skills _
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September 14, 1977 -~ -~ . - .
Page 2 of 2, L.t T e s R

e o toa s b ’ e

I am truly sor-*y that 1 camot pro*nde t}ve r‘:e'sptm"sa~ you 'gn:ce
expecting. . While I have no doubt that a meeting of you and your
_ colleagunes with the President would be 2 pleasant expzrience For -
"1 ail, I also have absolutely no doubt that it would do little morn'
-'tha-'z create P“’patta'tlon ::h:.ch could or'ly 1ead 'tc. d:.sappo:n ent, 3

_H

Orce a?am, b tha*ﬁc you all for the tim» ycu spent’ With me - -
: ana. :Eo:r the contr:.butmn tnaL session m.ade to m}r aeneral e&ncat:z.on..-

T ;- r A e £
; R e Tu.a:c-y truly yours, )
. A Pe te D Ga'*dner .
v . Vice President Loxr - o
‘ : Acnden::.c A‘fa:r.rs = :.': z s
. - " . .
: T . . T
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By Dr Pete D. Garonnr ' ' R ‘i e e OF
Vice President for Academic Aflall‘s L e u\r\’ﬁ..a-“ .
University of Utah L B ot L
. 205 Park Building o L A s . __.- AL
© - Salt Leke C:L’cy, Ttah 84112 Con T e e e
"Doa:c Dr. Gardner._ T _’ : _'-{‘.'ij- ST T

- ~I am in recelpt of your letter of UEDtEfED“I' 1 1877. I was m:);.;.. o
- disappointed with its contents because X balleve you ha.ve mssaa '

' several pomts that we were attempiing ‘to mzke.. .

: ,Fnst, youx letter was addressed to Mrs. Lloyd Perkms. She"wag""f"
there in one cepacity and one capzcity only. That .was to serve ag
. . an interpreter for you as vell as us. She was ass::s‘t.mo' uSs deat
* people so that we could have our concerns commuaicated to you ang

 in turn mnderstand your reactions back to us. By your 2ddressing:

your letter to Mrs. Perkins instead of Mr. Lloyd Perkins is a2gain |
- a patronizing vay of bendling the sitwation and I went to eall it 'to '
- your attention. We wani to be dealt w1th dz:rectly, not as second

,classcrt:.zens. , . . o I e T "

) _ My second concern has to do Wl'th your statemen ‘ﬁ’. i’résideni: SR
Gardner would not be able to lend support, irrespective of how °
personally committed he might bs. The reeson is very simply the ?_ Lo

. - Fact that it would be :mappropnate for him to publicly adopt an*
~ institutional position in this controversy.” X camnot accept tbis

" The University of Utah has already gone on record through Dr. Hencley
and Dr. Erdmen at a Stzte Board of Education meeting on July 13, ig73.

At that time they stated thet the teacher training program Tor 'l:he

deaf at the University of Utah would include training for *"total
commnication” as a part of their curriculun for pmsp%tlve teachers
‘The one course in "sign lancruzge" certainly does not mweet that - -
comudttizent. Tois doss not in any way make the dnstitution, the
president, or you take.sides in the controversy. It would n}a_ke o

- sure that Dr. Bitter's prozram has both 51des as his sucenors .
prom:.sedtheStateBoard - e e

" Thlrdly, no one alt our meeting cha.llenged Dr. Brtter s acadamc | -. .
- freedom. All we ask and expsct is that he follow pohcy and respact:
the rlgbts of others. 'Ihls he h2s not done. - L o



.Pag'e 2 - Vice President Gardner

' At our meeting with you‘v‘.e handed you a list of our ooncerns th:it' o ‘
we wanted to discuss with the President. Non2 of these concemns -

' were dealt with in any detzil when we met with you. Ve planned om

going into detail with the President. None of those issves were . ..

- mentioned in your letter. Your letter seamed to indicate that your
felt the matier was now settled and the case closed. We do not - o

accept this.” If the President does not want to handle the caaplaints

. in person, have him delegate the responsibility to you or som= other -
- person so we can have a fair hearing of our ccmcla:nts and amve L

- N at sat,sxactory solutlons

. I am enclosmcr a chpy of. tho COoncerns e handed you These are only
stated in generzl temms. We plan to go into specifics vhen we meet -

" . again. Please let us know who we can take our concerns to. Ve have

‘. wanted to go through administrative lines of aunthority. I you are
- “refusing to deal with us we will take our coucerns to L.he a’opmpn‘_ta

_ governlng boards. oo PR AT v
Please no te- Your secretary anparem.]_y had sore dlfflcul"'y in Iocatm:r
my phone murber and address. My phone nurber is: Home -143—-644.,
. Office 322-1688. My address is: 2934 V. Appleton Drlve (h-anoer
-~ Utah 84119. - : o L e e e DR

Smcvrely, o h

et

S Lloyd H. Perk:u:zs Chadixmen e L
' UAD Educational Committee T
- ‘ce: Dave Mortensen, President UAD

e T e L P
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October 10, 18]

Don R. Logan

Chairman

Department of Special Education
227 -M8it

University of Utah

Salt Lake City, UT Shii2

Dear Professor Logan:

The ten charges made against me by Mr. Lloyd Perkins are . “ous in

nature, based on hearsay with the intent to discredit my professional

integrity and credibility. This is an approach characteristic of Mr. Perkins!

militant attitude over many years past.

My response to each one of the charges is as follows:

'

The-deaf teacher training program is biased towards oral education

with absolutely no research justification -- hardly a university

concept!

The course content of the teacher education program, area
of the deaf, is to provide a learning environment whereby students
can develop knowledge, skill, competency in tea;hing strategies
in speech, language, reading, and listening skills (Auditory Training),
curriculum methods, counseling, and guidance, human relations, |
manual communications, anatomy of the ear, and speaking mechanisms,
hearing tests and measurements, linguistics, phonetics, and a student
teaching practicum (Standards Analysis, pages 10-14, ITEM V).

There is a great deal of ''research justification' and consumer
inforwation which justify the position of the presént teacher education
program (see research material provided - Iteh I, personnel needs

study report - ltem !l Recommendation of Self-Study Committee - Item

.t



2.  The director of teacher training does not understand deafness and the

deaf community that he ‘'teaches'' about; he cannot communicate with
deaf adults, and indeed tries to force deaf adults into his mode of

communication -- hardly a community 'cooperative' technique.

Obvionly, Mr. Perkins assumes that because | am not
"deaf,'" | do not understand deafness. This, of course, is an
erroneous analogy.

My professional and.my‘pefsona] world is one made up of many
meaningful relationships with persons with hearing differences
throughout the world.

At no time have | ever coerced hearing impaired adults into
my ‘'‘mode of communication."

My contacts with the hearing impaired are continuous as a pro-

feés?ona],. as a parent advocate, and as a coalition Buj]dér
(see enclosed materials) regarding coalition with the International
- Association of the Parents of the Deaf (total communication
advocates - ltem V).

3. DPr. Erdman and Dr. Hencley promised the State Board of Education that the
deaf program under its director be fair ahd equal in his training of
teachers for both systems of education -~ oral and total cdmmunication. But
in fact he has only provided three Eours of sign langquage instruction
while keeping about 15 hours of speech training == hardly equality, since
three hours of instruction would not be sufficient to quality anyone at
the univgrsity level for any foreign languége.. There are several discrepan-
cies in the set-up of the ''three' hours‘of sing language training. Two
hour classes are only one hour classes with the director of deaf trainng
taking over the last hour to deemphasize the first.bour of sign language
training. There is misuse of university funds in paying someone to teach

sign language under contract for 'ten'' hours of instruction when only 5

hours are used.



At no time have promises been made that the teacher education
program would be both total and oral; however, for many years !
i have required all students to be become proficient in basic manual
communication and devote field time to working with parents and
professionak in the total communication community and the deaf

community, as well as with theadvocates of the oral approach.

Mr. Perkins is'quite mixed up in his explanation of time
allocations regarding the class in manual communication. He is
completely inaccurate in his statement that | *~ke '"over the last
hour to de-emphasize the first hour of sign 1angqag( “ining."

The instructor of Special Education 531 is a vigorous . .le of
‘total communication (Mr. Gene Stewart); he has full academic freedom
as an instructor in the program (Program Description and. Standards
Analysié: Pagé 10, Spécfa] Education”SSQ, item V). ‘

Mr. Perkins misconstrue3the meaning and intent of Dr. Erdman's
and Dr. Hencley's remarks. The position of the Department of Spec%al

Education-Area of the Deaf- was reaffirmed by Dean Erdman as noted in
the minutes of the In-Study Committee (See | tem |1; paées_Bfé Board
minutes ).

The director, Grant Bitter, is biased against deaf adults and the use

of total communicatioﬁ. He has actually tried to force deaf adults in his
classes to go to the back of the classroom with an ihterpreter SO

the rest of his students would not see the sign language!!

The statement that ! am 'biased against deaf adults and the use
of total communication' is without legitimate foundation. | am
concerned that educational options be provided for hearing impaired
children and adults that will best meet their learning styles and
individual needs (see State Board presentation, April 15, {977, and

Auqust 19, 1977, ltem VI).



“am,

His statement is presumptuous and false that | 'force deaf

adults...to go to the back of the classroom.., (see Geofge Wilding
communication for further elaboration on this one, and the Dorothy
Young letter and correspondence regarding "discrimination." (17EMS VIII, IX)

Please note also that the total population of deaf adults who have
children enrolled inUtah's educational program is less than 7% (see
enclosed statistical information, ltem VII).

Furthermore, it was | who recommended'to the Superintendent of
Public Instruction-Dr. Walter Talbot-that parent representatives of
both oral and total communication philosophies be repreccnted on
the State Advisory Committee for the Handicapped,

This recommendation was approved by the State Board of
Education recently. |
Items 3 and 4 above is reason to.submit a complaint to the university's

professional practices committee, under discriminatory practices ethics.

On the contrary, Mr, Wilding .has comp]ete];

misrepresented the facts. Note that his letter -

of "discrimination" was written two years after the event ‘'supposedly

took place. EeeltemeIlL-George Wilding correspondence,)

The teacher training program Advisory Committee (which may now be
defunct) is *loaded" with people who are receptive to an Oral program,
The deaf community is not represented, We believe that more professional
deaf people from the community should be on the Deaf Program Special
Education Advisory Committee at least in equalyproportions to the

hearing people.



This committee to whizh Mr, Perkins refers is the
Self - Study and Advisory Committee
which is ongoing. It includes Mr, Cochran who is deaf-mute, a member
of the deaf community and the parent of a deaf child. He has equal
voice and access to the affairs of the t ~mittee as any of the
Committee members (see attached material: “he committee and its

conclusions, including the report of the ac of Mr. Cochran,

Item IX, Cochran letter, Nov. 17, 1976 and my : and Dorothy
Young letter andmemo from Dr. Byrne).
7. Biased training of the teacher training program is favoriug day

schools, not residental schools,

Mr. Perkin's statement is inaccurate. Our student teachers are
placed in residential, day classes, and regular pub]fc'c]asses -
a unique and meaningful placement which many university programs

do not provide.

8. The deaf community is proposing that the University of Utah set up
a separate special education department in Total Communication with a

person favorable to Total Communication as director.

The costs for such a program would be prohibitive and unnecessary.
The present manpower needs assessment would not justify such
action.
The vast majority of the employment requests that have come
to me are for students prepared in auditory/oral programs. |
cannot begin to meet the demands for teacher placement each year

(see copies of employment requests, Item X). .




9. The Utah Association fr the Deaf is seriously concerned about the
professional practices of an assistant professor at the University and

wishes to discuss this with the President, himself, inasmuch as &forts

to resolve several issues within channels have not been productive, and

have received no responses whatever,

This statement is very vague. My professional colleagues at
this University, other universities and programs throughout the
United States and the world will vouch for my professional integrity.
May it be known that Mr. Perkins has not followed ‘''channels."

7 On occasions in the past, | have invited Mr, Perkins, and Mr.
David Mortensen, President of UAD to openly discuss issues. Only
once dfd they come several yeafs ago. ‘No invitation.has.come from
thém to-me. ' i -

Conflict mamagement is possible when people will be fdrthright
and honest in intent and purpose where mutuaj. trust and confidence
are present. (see my enclosed article, From Conflicts to Coalition,
Volta, September, 1977) ITEM XI

10. There is a question of the use of University time and materials for

personal use.

| f Mr Perkins will present documented evidence of my
abuse of university time and money, | can then respond appropriately,
and rectify what ever wrong which 1 have committed regarding time
and materials for personal use - if, in fact such is'the case, for
I have always endeavored to comply strictly with uniyersity regulations
‘regarding the use of time and ﬁaterials as relates to the university

responsibilities.



Summary Comments:

To some members of the ''deaf community,” | can do nothing right. I am
the scapegoat for their frustrations and anxieties, Some of their leaders and
advocates both hearing persons including interpreters and 'deafened’adults
such as Dr. Sanderson, Mr. Perkins and others, intentionally or unintentionally
keep some members of the deaf community constantly afire’ with accusations
and intimidations against me.

Please be assured that | am constantly endeavoring to cooperate, be
fair and just in my dealings with the various populations with whom |
work as a professional and as a parent, a parent advocaté, and disability
group advocate.

The Teacher Education program has an excellent reputation nationally and
internationally. Students from both Asia and Europe are drawn to our

program because of this.

One of our students from Japan received a national scholarship of
$5,000 from the Women's League of Japan to study at an American University
last year--Miss Yoko Kitano selected our graduate program. This year

Miss Helena Nieminen from Finland is studying with us on a Rotary Scholarship.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84112

VICE PRESIDENT
FOR ACHLDEMIC AFFAIRS

October 28, 1977

Mr. Lloyd H. Perkins, Chairman
UAD Educational Committee

2984 West Appleton Drive
Granger, Utah 84199

Dear Mr. Perkins:

I have now received the responses to the points raised
in your letter of September 27 addressed to Vice President Gardner.
These responses were obtained from the Dean of the Graduate
School of Education, Chairman of the Department of Special
Education, and from Dr. Bitter. While I can understand your
commitment to total communication, I have found no basis for
those items that directly attack the professional standing,
competence and fairness of Dr. Bitter.

The remaining issues have been, among others, discussed
in a series of hearings conducted by the State Board of Education.
I understand that the outcome of these hearings are to be embodied
in a report soon to be available. I feel it would be premature
for the Graduate School of Education to modify its responses to
the various and considerable pressuwes upon it im the area of
education of the deaf until its deliberations can benefit from
the content of that report.

I am informed by the Dean of the Graduate School of

Education that the State Board of Higher Education has not fully
resolved the role assignment in the area of the deaf and hearing
impaired. However, Utah State University prepares educational
audiologists, some of whom in fact are working with deaf chil-
dren utilizing the total communication approach. Thus, it can
be said at this time that the State is attempting to meet your
needs as well as those of the other deaf constituencies.

Sin ly yours,
LA P

Cedric I. Davern
Vice President for
Academic Affairs
cc: President David P. Gardner
Dean Robert L. Erdman
Dr. Donald R. Logan

B o P8 Conmnd+s D D+ nan
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§. | Utah Association for the Deaf

Incorporated

November 7, 1977

Cedric I. Davern

Vice-President for Academic Affairs
University of Utah

Salt Lake City, Utah 84112

Dear Mr. Davern:

It is difficult to understand your most recent letter of October 28, 1977,
in answer to my letter of September 27, 1977, addressed to Dr. P.D. Gardner,
Vice-President for Academic Affairs. Frankly, the University of Utah's
administration is giving the deaf people the "run around" that we have
been getting for years and years.

In my letter of September 27, 1977, we included some concerns. We told you
in that letter that, ''these are only stated in general terms. We plan to go
into specifics when we meet." How could you ever expect to do an objective
evaluation of our concerns if you have not even had the courtesy of sitting
down with us and finding out what they were in specifics? It seems to me
that this is a very shabby job of investigation on your part and it would
appear to me to be what I would consider to be a cover up.

You have said you received the responses to the points raised in my letter
of September 27th. Again you did not have the courtesy to tell me what
those responses were. 1 am hereby officially requesting that I be provided
with a copy of those responses.

You also mentioned that the issues remaining have been discussed in a series
of hearings conducted by the State Board of Education. Again I must point
out to you that you are uninformed. The issues before the State Board of
Education are concerning the School for the Deaf and what their educational
philosophy and programs will be there. There has been no discussion with
them at this point in time as to the University of Utah and its role. 1t
is true that the University of Utah made a commitment to the State Board
of Education which is in official Board minutes but the matters being
discussed now before the Board of Education do not concern the University
of Utah even though Dr. Bitter has met with the Board of Education on at
least three separate occasions and has met with the Administration of the
State Board of Education on occasions too numerous to mention.

Utah State University has not been given any role in the preparation of
teachers of the deaf. You implied that that may be so in your last para-
graph. Again I would ask that you become more informed on the issue.




Page 2 - Uoid, Davem

let me reiterate that we are asking for a hearing with the administration
of the University. It is not acceptable for you to continually send us

a new letter saying that you have looked into the matter and everything
is cleared up. Everything has not been settled and if you refuse to give
us the hearing we will make requests of your Governing Board to have a
hearing before them.

If I have not had an answer by November 20th I will assume you are ignoring
the deaf people's requests.

Sincerely,
Lloyd H. Perkins, Chairman
UAD Educational Committee

2984 West Appleton Drive
Granger, Utah 84119

cc: Dave Mortensen, President UAD
President David P. Gardner
Dean Robert L. Erdman
. .Dr. Donald R. Logan
Dr. Grant B. Bitter



Utah Deaf Education 25

Appendix L



L A

Pickets cutside state board offices protest teaching methods for the deaf.

ram Qld

By Lavor K. Challin
Deseret News education editor

Two controversial issues — educuliux\ of the deaf
and a major change in teacher liceqsmg — were
advanced by the State Board of Education Friday.

In a day-long session, the board gave teugative
approval to a two-lrack system for the eclug:atnon of

. deaf ehildren.,

It gave full approval lo a teacher E‘cCCl:LiI}l?MIOﬂ
program which granls eredit for such~ zxc.lem'cs_ as
travel and participatio in schiool accreditation visis,

As the board deliberated the controversial issues,
more than 10U spectators, mostly deaf persons,
crowded the board chambers and spilled vver 1;110
adjacent roums  and  ballways. Plaeard-carrying

\ e el e e nen b i fecant af the State

wlyele

NOVEMBER 19, 1977 . ‘

B2

Most of the signs called for reliance on the “total
cominunication”’ methodology of instructing the deaf
or prptcstc(l the *‘oral” methodology used in teacher
traiing programs at the University of Utah. Dr.
Grunt Bitter, who directs the U. of U. training
pregram for teackers of the deal, is a strong advocate

Pt —

and spoknsm.'in for the "oral” method.

The controversy between those who favor the total
system of teaching the deaf (using all medes of
communicalion, including sign language) and thosg:
who support the orial method (FEACHING THE
DEAL 'TO SPEAK AND VIRTUALLY PROMIBIT-
ING SIGN LANGUAGE( HAS PERSISTED FOR

BECADES. In Utah it hus been cspecially heated
since Jast March, aud it bas becn on the agenda of

" While the board has yet to give full approval to a

policy statement recommended Friday by Dr. Waltei
D ‘Ta!bot, state superintendent of public instruction,
it indicated -strong support. Talbot will refine the
statement’ and bring it back to the board for final
approval, probably in December.

The 17-point statement includes these provisions: -

" _“Two distinct programs of instruciion shall be
conducted at the State School for the Deaf in Ogden,
Oral and Tota}l Communication.

A procedure shall be established for diagnosis,
evaluation and placement of students according to
their needs, and such placement shall require the
approval of parents or guardians.

A long-range research program shall he instituted

to determine the characteristics of students for whom
certain programs work best,

—Students in oral and total programs at the school
shall Lbe separated through junior high school.

—The school shall have an advisory committee.

—The school (and the School for the Blind) shall
report to the board’s Office of Instructional Services.
(This means that if the policy is adopted, school
superintendent Robert Tegeder will report to As-

- sociate Superintendent Lerue Winget, rather than to

Associate Superintendent Jay J. Campbell. ~

—School faculty members (and also members of
the state board staff) are constrained from taking
sides in disputes regarding methodology.

In companion actions, the board called for studies

"to determine if a total program of teacher prepara-

tion is needed (presently the only teacher preparation
course in the state is an oral programn at the U. of U.)
and the desirabiity of appointing a local board of
control for the School for the Deaf and the Blind.

'Appo'intment of an advisory committee was
deferred.



xller distributed on the Unlversxty ;;1
of Utah Campus,Monday, November

28, 1977 and Friday December  IEAR YE, HEARYE
2,7 1977. _ |
- ! OF U ADPINISTRATION TURSS A EAF EAR TO THE [EAF

THREE M SIN'H-!S AGO THE FOLLOWING POINTS WERE PRESENTED TO VICE PRESIDENT GARDNER BY LEALERS
CF UTAH S DEAF..COMMNITY., THE UNIVERSITY HAS SINCE FAILED TO ANSWER THESE POINTS FULLY
AND ABOVEBOARD... ANY RESPONSE THAT HAS BEEN RECEIVED HAS BEEN VAGUE, AMBIGUCUS, AND INCON—
CLUSIVE AT BEST. AS TAXPAYERS AND CONCERNED CITIZENS WE DESERV‘: AND DEMAND SOME ANSYERS!.

1.

The deaf teachef training program is biaSed_toward oral-only education‘with ABSOLUTELY

— NO RESEARCH JUSTIFICATION -- hardly a university concept.

2.

The director of the teacher training program does not understand deafuness nor the deaf

- community that he 'teaches' about; he cannot communicate with deaf adults and,. indeed,

tries to force the deaf into utilizing his own inefficient mode of communication -—-
hardly a 'cooperative' community effort.

Drs. Erdman and Hencley promised the State Board of Education that the deaf teacher
training program under its director would be fair and equal in its training of teachers
for both systems of deaf education -- the time proven total communication method and -
the experimental oral-only method. But the director has; in fact, provided only three
hours of sign language instruction (necessary for the total communication method) while
scheduling 15 hours of speech therapy training...hardly equal, since three hours of.
instruction would not be sufficient to qualify anyone at the university level for any
foreign language. There are several questlonable practices being followed in the make-
up of even this 'three hours' of sign language training. Each two-hour class actually
contains only one hour of instruction, followed by one hour of classroom time being

used by none other than the program director to deemphasize the Ffirst hour of sign lan- -
guage instruction.,  This constitutes a blatant misuse of university funds in paying some-
one to teach under contract for 'ten' hours when only five hours' instruction is given.
This director, Grant Bitter, is biased against the deaf community and the use of the
total communication method of teaching. He has actually tried to force deaf persons

who use interpreters to go 'to the back of the class' so that the rest of his students
cannot even see the sign language in use,

Items 3 and b4 above are ample reason to submit a complaint to the unlver51ty S pro-
fessional practices committee due to the unethical and discriminatory practlces being
used by Grant Bitter.

The teacher training program Advisory Committee (possibly disbanded by press tlme) is
staffed entirely by hearing persons who are receptive to an oral-only program. The deaf
community is wholly unrepresented We feel that more proressional deaf people from the
community should be contained in this Advisory Committee in order Lhat the ratio of

deaf and hearing people be more equal.

Further clearly biased direction of the teacher tralnlng program is favoring day schools,
rather than the more effective residential school now in use,

The deaf community is proposing that the University of Utah set up a separate special
education department teaching Total Communication with someone who is favorable to this
method of instruction as its director. : '
The Utah Association for the Deaf is seriously concerned about the professional practices
of an assistant professor at the university and wishes to discuss the matter with the
president himself, inasmuch as efforts to resolve several issues through chaznnels have
not been productive, and have brought no response from the university whatsoever. These
practices involve the misuse of university time and materials for personal endeavors.

WE THE DEAF PECPLE OF THE STATE OF UTAH INVITE YOUR SUPPORT IN REQUIRING THAT ANY TRAINING
PROGRAM TO PRODUCE TEACHERS FOR THE DEAF CHILDREN IN UTAH BE FORMULATED UPON PROVEN EFF-

ZCTIVE METHODS, IN ORDER THAT THESE DEAF CHILDREN MAY GRO4 UP WITH THE BENEFIT OF THE BEST
ZDUCATION THAT CAN BE PROVIDED FCR THEM., THE END RESULT OF A GOOD EDUCATIGN SHOULD BE, AS

BLWAYS, A HAPPY, CCNTRIBUTING MEMBER OF SOCIETY, NOT A BURDEN TO SOCIETY. YEARS OF RESEARCH

{AVE SHOAN THAT THE METHODS BEING SHOWN TO THE TEACHER TRAINEES ON TH U OF U, CAMPUS ARE NOT
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