
The Cornerstone brings you excerpts from Kaleb Underwood's extensive research 
project for _Dr. john Boles's seminar in 2010-2011. The author graduated from 
Rice University in 2012. 

Not included in this article are his careful footnotes, which draw on a 
great number of sources; the Rice Threshers from 1916 to 2010 were especially 
rich resources. 

Rice University's Longest Tradition: 
The Honor System 
by Kaleb Underwood 

"On my honor, I have neither given nor received any unauthorized aid on 
this paper. "-Rice University Honor Pledge 

hen new students matriculate today at Rice University, one of the first 
traditions they are taught is the Honor System. During Orientation Week 
students are required to attend an Honor Code orientation, pass an exam 

to demonstrate their understanding of the system, and sign a matriculation 
pledge that states that they have read and support the constitution of the Honor 
System and understand their responsibilities as a student of Rice University. 
These responsibilities include understanding and upholding the Honor Code, 
not violating or aiding others in violating the Code, and reporting all violations 
either seen or suspected to the student Honor Council, a group of students 
elected annually who were responsible for administering and interpreting the 
Honor System. The above Honor Pledge is signed by Rice students on almost 
every assignment they submit while attending the university. Most of them can 
recite it from memory, and it reminds them of their pledge to adhere to the 
guidelines set forth by the professor for that particular assignment and of their 
more general responsibility under the Honor System. 

Learning About the Honor System 

New students learn from upperclassmen that over the next four years their 
exams will be unproctored and most will be completed as take-homes completed 
at the student's leisure outside of the classroom. Students are taught the 
difference between a normal "unpledged" assignment (i.e., one that does not 
require the Honor Pledge) and a "pledged" assignment; on the latter there are 
specific restrictions on the amount of aid a student may receive when 
completing the assignment. The freedoms students are given promote an 
atmosphere of academic integrity and trust between the students and the faculty. 
While these freedoms are commonplace at Rice they are new to the incoming 
students, so special care is taken to ensure that new students understand the 
importance of the Honor System to student life. 

And for the vast majority of Rice students, this is where their instruction 
with the Honor System ends. Aside from those elected to the Honor Council or 
those who have to go through the process of being accused of an Honor Code 
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violation, very few students have interactions with the Honor Council; and most 
are only concerned with the system and its functioning insofar as it pertains to 
their particular coursework. 

Origins of the Honor System 

The Honor System at Rice is an academic honor system that only covers 
students' conduct in the realm of academics. This is an important distinction 
from other systems, like the one at the University of Virginia, which apply to all 
aspects of a student's life. 

When the Rice Institute opened its doors in 1912, honor systems were 
already integral aspects of student culture and self-government at prominent 
institutions throughout the United States where young students were expected 
to be part of honorable communities of trust. The concept was first introduced 
at the College of William and Mary in the eighteenth century; it evolved into a 
formal system in the early nineteenth century and then spread to institutions 
throughout the country. 

There is no agreement on when the honor system was officially established 
at William and Mary. While the university contends that a definitive code of 
honor was established by 1779 when Virginia governor Thomas Jefferson 
restructured the curriculum of the college, a more suitable date for a better 
ritualized system is 1784 when the college required all new matriculants to sign 
and recite a pledge promising that they would "pursue that kind of conduct 
which they think conducive to the honor and prosperity of the institution." By 
1817 the student code said that students would be judged on their honor "in 
cases of dereliction," and in 1830 an "elaborate statute" was enacted whereby 
students who denied an accusation against their honor were presumed innocent 
because "the convention (that is, the Board ofVisitors) is satisfied that no 
student will degrade himself by a falsehood, and that an appeal to this honor 
will never be made in vain." Today the school maintains a traditional honor 
system in which students pledge on 
their honor, not to "lie, cheat, or 
steal in either my academic or 
personal life." Important to 
defining each of the three areas that 
constitute a violation of honor is 
the existence of "intent" or "reckless 
disregard" in the student alleged to 
have committed the violation. 
Students are encouraged to report 
fellow students for alleged 
violations of the Honor Code, but 
only after they have confronted the 
student to see if there is an 
acceptable explanation for the 
perceived behavior. 

No doubt inspired by the 
system in place at William and 
Mary, the University of Virginia 
adopted its honor system in 1842, 
but unlike its predecessor in 
Williamsburg, it only pertained to 
academic conduct in the classroom. 
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Dr.. Edgar Odell. Lovett delivers inaugural address, 191 2 

However, after the Civil War the system at Virginia was 
expanded to include actions outside the classroom; and it 
remains in a similar form today. It remains unique among 
southern schools by having only one sanction for offenders: 
permanent dismissal. 

These two honor systems, in addition to the one at 
Princeton, were the oldest and most prominent ones in the 
United States in 1912. Edgar Odell Lovett, the first 
president of the Rice Institute, was exposed to these both 
as a student at the University of Virginia and as a professor 
at Princeton. A man of "youth, experience, vigor, and 
ambition," Lovett was only 36 when he accepted the 
presidency of the William Marsh Rice Institute for the 
Advancement of Letters, Science, and Art in January of 
1908; he would guide, lead, and serve the institute until his 
retirement in 1946. In his address at the formal opening of 
the school he called for a vibrant system of student self
government that would define student life at the institute. 
This would include an honor system for the conduct of 
examinations and government in the residential halls. 

The Honor System Comes to Rice 

Rice has had an Honor Council since the first year the 
school opened and the student body approved a permanent 
constitution in 1913, making it the longest lasting 
tradition of the student body. During the first year the 77 
members of the first class elected an all-student Honor 
Council that methodically researched and compared the 
honor systems of other universities. This document was 
discussed and revised the following year after members of 
the second class were added to the council. 

The extent of Dr. Lovett's role in crafting the H onor 
System is not clear beyond his initial endorsement, 

although he had some misgivings about whether it could 
be successful at Rice because the school was coeducational. 
In an address to the students in 1916 he acknowledged his 
belief that the system owed its "unqualified success" to the 
fact that men still outnumbered women at the institute. By 
1922 he had modified his speech to attribute the system's 
success to the "homogeneity" of the student body. 
Nevertheless, he stood by the system and in his remarks to 

students in 1920 he placed the system at the foundation of 
the Institute's mission: 

"The very integrity of our standards and standing 
depends upon its faithful operation. The value of the Rice 
diploma is measured by the standards of scholarship it 
represents. And if the tests of those standards be 
dishonestly met, the diploma becomes a forgery and its 
bearer a counterfeit and fraud." 

He also lauded the atmosphere of trust that the H onor 
System promoted and said that it made the high level of 
student self-government possible. "You trust a man and he 
becomes worthy of trust; confidence breeds confidence," he 
said. "The system trusts everybody. We trust every member 
of this institution implicitly." 

Two Constitutions of the Honor System 

The Rice Honor System has existed under two 
constitutions-the first, from 1913 to 1948 which was 
replaced by a more thorough document with detailed 
procedures that remains in modified form today. The first 
constitution was a simple document that enumerated the 
duties and composition of the "student council" as well as a 
brief outline of procedures for handling accusations of 
suspected violations of the Honor Code. It also mentioned 
that the system applied to students both inside and outside 

Rice's Honor System was modeled ofter the one at Princeton, 
among others. 



of the classroom, but the idea that it applied to all aspects 
of life failed to take root at Rice. 

At the conclusion of World War II, the Rice Institute 
entered a period of immense change. Not only did the 
Navy presence on campus come to an end but Dr. Lovett 
finally retired in 1946. His successor, William Vermilion 
Houston, ushered in a period of growth that saw the 
implementation of building projects that included 
Anderson Hall and the Fondren Library. At the same time, 
the Honor System also underwent the most significant 
revision in its history. Beginning in 1946, the Honor 
Council began to discuss the potential revision of its 
constitution after both faculty and students agreed that 
"the system had been weakened during the war." The 
Council contacted several universities with honor systems 
just as the first Honor Council had done. Specifically, they 
requested information from the University of Michigan, 
the California Institute ofTechnology, the Massachusetts 
Institute ofTechnology, the University ofVirginia, and 
Vanderbilt University. The language from these various 
constitutions is reflected in the new constitution at Rice, 
and the matriculation pledge signed by students at Rice 
and Vanderbilt is virtually identical. 

After two years of 
discussion, the 
lengthened document 
was approved by the 
faculty with the 
stipulation that three
fourths of the student 
body must also ratify it. 
In addition to the more 
detailed constitution, the 
conduct of examinations 
and by-laws sections 
were expanded and a 
comprehensive "hearing 
and trial procedure" was 
created. This procedure 

Hugh S. Cameron clarified, and in some 
circumstances revealed 

for the first time, details of how the Council processed 
accusations and listed specific rights given to accused 
students. 

After an initial slow voter turnout, 82 percent of the 
student body cast their ballots in the election with 
88 percent approving the proposed constitution. However, 
the measure still fell 36 votes short of the three-fourths of 
the student body required by the faculty. Despite the 
shortcoming, Assistant Dean for Student Activities 
Hugh S. Cameron and the executive committee of the 
faculty believed the vote was "in the spirit" of their 
recommendation and subsequently approved the new 

constitution. This constitution remains in effect today. It 
has been revised roughly 19 times, most recently in 2011; 
some of the revisions have been grammatical alterations, 
but other revisions were significant changes to the fabric of 
the system. 

Changes in the Honor System 

Significant additions to the system include the creation of a 
formal appeals process in 1965, the inclusion of an 
impartial ombudsman to proceedings in 197 4, and the 
addition of a clause that allows a student accused of a 
violation to withdraw from the university for two semesters 
without proceeding with a hearing. 

Throughout its history the system has proven able to 
evolve and adapt to the constantly changing atmosphere of 
the university because it is in the hands of students who 
witness its operation on a daily basis. Over the last 40 
years, there has been an increased interaction between the 
Honor Council and the university administration. As the 
school grew and changed the way it operated, the Honor 
Council became responsible to the university, which made 
certain that any changes they made were in compliance 
with university policy and were legally sound. While there 
has been a somewhat antiestablishment attitude among 
students, the administrators have served in an advisory 
capacity for the Council and a point of appeal for students, 
but the operation of the Honor System has remained 
entirely in the hands of the students. The Honor Council 
has been composed entirely of annually elected students, 
and they have been elected and hailed as the cornerstone of 
student self-government at Rice since 1912. 

Educating Students and Faculty about the 
Honor System 

The Honor Council has always been 
responsible for educating new students 
and faculty about the system but they 
have not been consistently successful 
with this obligation. It was customary 
for President Lovett to address the 
incoming freshmen class at the 
beginning of each school year, 
discussing the Honor System and its 
importance. However, the Honor 
System still remained one of the least 
understood traditions at Rice despite 
its being the first ever established by 
the students at the Institute. A 
concerted effort was finally made to 

Charles Arthur 
Herbst 

educate first-year students in 1931 when Honor Council 
Chair Charles Herbst addressed every math and physical 



education class in order to reach students in small groups. 
He taught them the procedure of the Council, how 
potential violations were processed, and concluded by 
emphasizing the importance of the system at Rice: 
"No matter how your name is spelled, it means Character 
and Personal Honesty." Through the 1940s and 1950s 
Council members would address each section of English 
100, students would write themes on honor, and they 
would have small breakout groups to discuss the system. 
In 1955 all freshmen were required to take an Honor 
System exam for the first time to make sure they 
understood "a minimum of necessary information" about 
the system. Students still take the exam today although the 
content is much different. 

Various other methods have been employed to 
familiarize students with the Honor System. For many 
years, letters and handbooks were sent to new students the 
summer before they matriculated, but this practice was 
phased out with the digitization of the handbook in the 
late 1990s and early 2000s. All students must also sign a 
matriculation pledge according to the constitution. 
Originally, this was done on a small pledge card at 
registration, but this procedure was discontinued for 
logistical reasons and now students accept the pledge 
online prior to registration. As the university instituted 
more extensive orientations, the Honor Council was given 
a position in the Freshmen/Orientation Week schedule, 
but the days of addressing small groups in class were over. 
Several times it has been suggested that upperclassmen be 
reoriented in some fashion, but each time the idea failed to 
gain popular support and its feasibility was questioned. 

The Honor Council has the responsibility for 
familiarizing the faculty with the system in addition to 
instructing the students, but it has failed to establish a 
consistent method of faculty orientation. In the past the 
Council fulfilled its obligation by sending letters to the 
faculty reminding them of the exam rules,. but no formal 
orientation process for new or returning faculty was ever 
created. Faculty support for the system has ostensibly 
remained strong despite this lack of familiarization. While 
there are always a few faculty members who occasionally 
raise their voices in protest of the system, just as there are 
students, over time both groups support the system and 
work to correct its weaknesses. 

Role of Women 

The Honor Council, like Rice, has been coeducational 
from the beginning, but evidence suggests that women 
were not treated as equals on the Council in the early years. 
William Max Nathan '16 served on the Honor Council 
from 1914 to 1915 and wrote a critique of the system 

William Mox Nathan, 1916 Jeon Sloter; I 9 3 7 

based on his experiences that included several comments 
about the role of women. He wrote, "Men refuse to debate 
these issues in the presence of women. They feel a certain 
amount of chivalry when it comes to discussing in an open 
and frank manner matters that are of an immoral nature, 
and conduct that is unbecoming a gentleman." He 
suggested that women should have a separate council of 
women to deal with cases involving women. It is not clear 
how long this attitude persisted, but a woman did not hold 
the position of chair until 1937 when Jean Slater served as 
chairman. 

Role of Graduate Students 

The size of the Council remained at nine undergraduate · 
members until the 1960s when the position of graduate 
students under the 
Honor System was 
questioned. In theory, 
all students at Rice 
were covered under the 
system but due to the 
lack of graduate student 
representation, it was 
perceived as primarily 
an undergraduate 
institution. Following a Kenneth Pitzer 
graduate student case in 
1964, Dean S. W Higginbotham wrote to President 
Kenneth Pitzer suggesting that something be done. He 
described the relationship of graduate students to the 
Honor System as "anomalous," because technically their 
work is covered, but they do not traditionally sign the 
pledge and many graduate cases were handled by the 
departments. After consulting with the faculty and 
reviewing several options, Pitzer ordered that course work 
done by graduate students be explicitly placed under the 
Honor System beginning the fall of 1968, but "purely 
graduate areas" (i.e., dissertations, theses, language 



exams, etc.) were not. The 
Graduate Student Association 
could appoint two representatives 
to the Council by 197 4, and in 
2001 the constitution was 
amended to allot them four to 
10 representatives in order to 

maintain the correct proportion 
of undergraduates to graduate 
students in relation to the student 
body. Today, there are up to 
14 seats reserved for graduate 
students. 

Changes and Procedures 

As the residential college system 
grew to be the defining aspect of S. W Higginbotham 

student life, the Honor Council 
and other groups had to decide whether to elect 
representatives based on class year or based on their 
residential college. The Council tried three separate times 
to add college representative before succeeding in 1996. 

The Honor Council has expanded over time in order 
to accommodate the increased caseload created by a larger 
student body. More members also increase the visibility of 
the Council and its actions on campus, which allows 
information to be communicated to the student body more 
efficiently and effectively, reducing the aura of secrecy and 
mystery that surrounded the Council in its earlier years. A 
larger, more diverse membership ensures that the Council 
considers a variety of opinions concerning the proper 
administration of the Honor System. 

The Honor Council's procedures to investigate and 
adjudicate suspected violations has maintained a constant 
structure with minor modifications and additions made to 
streamline the process, make it more transparent, and 
safeguard the rights of accused students. The structure is 
comprised of a preliminary meeting to present the 
accusation to the accused student, followed by a formal 
hearing a few days later in which official testimony is 
received from the accused, accuser, and witnesses; all are 
questioned and the Honor Council reaches a decision and 
recommends a penalty to the administration. Today the 
Council's procedures are significantly more streamlined 
and transparent than they were in the beginning and the 
Honor Council Handbook details the exact steps for 
conducting an investigative meeting or hearing. 

The penalties assigned by the Honor Council have 
remained academic in nature throughout its entire 
existence, involving course or assignment grade 
alternations, suspensions, and dismissal but not monetary 
fines or other restitution methods. From the inception of 

the system until 1951, the by-laws stated that the 
minimum penalty for an Honor Code violation was a one
year suspension from the institute, but since that time 
there has been a noticeable trend toward increasing the 
flexibility given to the Council to determine an 
appropriate penalty for each individual case. 

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s there was no 
articulated method of how the Honor Council reached its 
decisions, and penalties became more diverse and lenient. 
Between 1962 and 1973 the penalties assigned by the 
Council ranged from reprimand to indefinite suspension 
and include some odd stipulations such as loss of credit on 
the assignment, rewrite of a paper, psychiatric care, and 
"loss of credit in subsequent courses." 

In September of 1983 the Honor Council published 
its first consensus on penalties, which recommended 
penalties for particular violations in order to maintain 
consistency, increase transparency, and increase the 
efficiency and fairness of the process. The Consensus 
Penalty Structure (CPS) broke violations down into the 
following categories: 

TYPE OF ASSIGNMENT MAXIMUM CONSENSUS PENALTY 

Individually eledged homework Loss of course credit (LC) 

Plagiarism LC + optional suspension 

Take-home Exam 

The Council was not bound by this structure and could 
still recommend a variety of other penalties including 
reprimand, a re-working of the assignment, a failing course 
grade, or several semesters of suspension. Per the by-laws, 
the CPS is reevaluated every fall semester by the Honor 
Council and the student body. A "tiered" system like the 
one above remained in place throughout the 1980s and 
1990s. In 2002, the Council shifted to an "untiered" or 
"blanket" structure in which the consensus penalty for all 
violations was set as failure of the course in which the 
violation occurred and a two-semester suspension from the 
university. This was done as a further attempt to give the 
Council more flexibility but also to create a system that 
was more consistent and fair to Rice students. An 
"untiered" structure remains in place in 2012, although it 
no longer includes the "starting" penalty of a two semester 
suspension. The move to a blanket structure ensured the 
Council would both provide greater consistency in 
penalties and give them more leeway in deciding penalties 



because they were not constrained by the type of 
assignment involved. 

The flexibility to determine the appropriate penalty for 
each individual case acknowledges degrees of cheating exist 
and that there can be "gray" areas in some violations. 
However, with flexibility comes the possibility of 
inconsistency since the Council's institutional memory is 
short. If the number of possible penalties becomes too 
extensive then consistency becomes more difficult. 

Appeals of the Honor Council's decisions have always 
involved the administration in some manner and over time 
have been characterized by the Council not understanding 
or being fully informed of the reasons behind the 
administration's decisions if they decide to accept an 
appeal. First of all, the Honor Council's penalty is a 
recommendation to the administration which could 
modify the penalty if it found it necessary. Under the first 
constitution, if the president did not see any reason to 
change the penalty, it went into effect three days later. This 
continued until a formal appeal process began in 1965. 
Specific reasons a student could make an appeal were 
added in 197 4; they are procedural error, excessive or 
unjust penalty, incorrect verdict, or defective deliberation. 

Strengths and Weaknesses 

On the whole, Rice students and faculty have historically 
embraced and cherished their Honor System and the 
freedoms it promotes, although through the years there 
have been some criticisms of the system. The earliest 
critique of the Honor System, and in fact the earliest 
document mentioning the system outside of Dr. Lovett's 
address at the formal opening, is a memorandum written 
by William Max Nathan dated March 31, 1916. He 
accuses the students of allowing politics and popularity to 
creep into elections and the Honor Council members for 
not taking their job seriously. They "talk entirely too freely 
about affairs" so many students know details of every case 
and are too lighthearted during proceedings. He also 
reveals that the system was not originally structured to 
cover only examinations: 

"It was originally intended that its functions should 
reach to the students not only in the matter of 
examinations, and the general moral conduct about the 
place, but that it should also exert an influence on them 
out of the Institute grounds proper. In regard to the first 
point, the Council has significantly failed, that is in the 
general moral conduct about the place, because there exist 
conditions at the Hall that should be remedied by the Hall 
Committee is supposed to take care of conditions 
pertaining to the Halls, but when it fails to take notice of 
these conditions, it then should become the duty of the 
Honor Council to adjust these affairs .. .If the influence of 

the Council is to be felt, why not let it extend to these 
cases, and why not let it do something for the student body 
which is of just as vital importance as the matter of 
dishonesty in examinations?" 

This explains the clause in the first constitution that 
the Honor Council "shall not only handle matters of honor 
of students in the class rooms but elsewhere," which was 
later interpreted to refer to assignments completed outside 
of class. Since trial records from this period are lost, it is 
not known how many cases unrelated to academics the 
Council heard; but Nathan does allude to a case handled 
involving the "unbecoming conduct" of one man at a 
dance. Nathan attributes this failure to a lack of proper 
education of the younger classes by the upperclassmen, a 
shortcoming that would plague the Council until the 
1930s. 

Other published criticisms centered on the fact that 
freshmen and sophomores were more likely to cheat on 
exams than upper classmen because it was a commonplace 
activity in their high school communities, especially those 
in the Houston area. Some even recommended abolishing 
the system for the first two classes and reserving it for the 
more mature juniors and seniors. In 1919, one student 
described the Honor System as the institution at Rice 
about which the least was known, and he argued that the 
Council should strive to keep this tradition alive by 
reminding students of it and not allow the student body to 
grow unaccustomed to it. Student apathy and ignorance 
continued as the Honor Council failed to adequately 
educate incoming classes, and students were unwilling to 
report fellow students for cheating, with most accusations 
originating from the faculty. These problems were 
discussed at length during the spring of 1928, and the 
consensus drawn from those debates were that the 
problems were primarily the result of a lack of cohesion 
and communication between the Honor Council, the 
faculty, and the students; and if each would do their job 
and if minor adjustments were made to the current system, 
then the Honor System would flourish. 

The duty of the Honor Council to keep matters 
confidential has also raised questions over the years: where 
exactly should the secrecy line be drawn? Student concerns 
about secrecy declined significantly after the specification 
of the Honor Council procedures in 1948 and the 
institution of Ombuds in 197 4. For most of its history, the 
Honor Council published results of cases in the Thresher 
and abstracts of the cases in the residential colleges. These 
abstracts included the details of the case and the reasons for 
the Council's decisions, but removed the names of the 
accused students. After 1985 the specific name of the 
course was also removed. Abstracts continue to be 
published and posted on the Honor Council's website, but 
publishing case summaries in the Thresher has fallen by the 



Rice University's Longest Tradition: 
The Honor System (continued from page 7) 

wayside. In more recent decades the Honor Council has 
published yearly statistics detailing how many students 
came before the Council, the conviction rate, etc., to keep 
the student body informed of their actions. 

"Stand by the Honor Council, support the Honor 
System, and by so doing, build up the already high moral 
standards of Rice Institute." -Edgar Odell Lovett 

The Honor System at Rice continues to be a 
completely student-run system after almost one hundred 
years of operation, albeit with increased input and advice 
from the administration today than in its early years. This 
should not be viewed negatively, but rather as a healthy 
cooperation in which each side can learn from one another 
and work together to achieve a common goal if proper 
lines of communication are utilized. The Honor Council of 
the 2isr century has much more to deal with than the 
members of the first council in 1912 could have ever 
imagined, such as cases involving cyber-cheating and 
programming. It is not just copying from a book or 
looking over one's neighbor's shoulder during an exam 
anymore, although that has not disappeared. 

The Honor System is a dynamic institution that 
evolved over time and will continue to respond as new 
obstacles reveal themselves. The years of discussion, 
debates, initiatives, and effort dedicated by students, 
faculty, and administrators to maintaining and improving 
the system reveal the Honor System's continued 
importance and permanent place in the fabric of Rice 
University. The system has proven that it is able to evolve 
at the direction of the students to meet the constantly 
changing atmosphere of the university. Procedural details 
and other details of the system are much different than 
they were in 1912, but the same spirit and ideals provide 
the cornerstone of a system that is still very much alive. At 
the end of the day, the story of the Honor System is the 
story of the students who created it, molded it, criticized it, 
revised it, and lived their academic lives under it. Every 
student who has attended Rice has conducted his or her 
work with the trust and respect from their peers and 
professors. 

Kaleb Underwood's complete 53-page paper is available in the 
Woodson Research Center at Fondren Library. 

The Houston Seminar Celebrates 
Rice's I OOth Birthday 

During the fall of 2012, in observance of Rice University's 
centennial, the Houston Seminar will present four lectures 
and a campus tour. The lectures will be held on three 
Wednesday evenings, October 3, 24, 31, and one Thursday 
evening, October 18, in the W Kyle Morrow Room, 
Fondren Library, 7-8:30 p.m. The campus walking tour 
will be on Saturday, November 3, 10 a.m.-noon. The tour 
will meet at the Sallyport. 

October3 
Kate S. Kirkland will speak on Captain James A. Baker and 
the origins, founding, and early years of the Rice Institute. 
She is the author of Captain James A. Baker of Houston, 
1857-1941 and The Hogg Family and Houston: 
Philanthropy and the Civic Idea; she holds a Ph.D. in 
history from Rice. 

October 18 
John B. Boles will discuss Edgar Odell Lovett, his vision 
for the Rice Institute, and his presidency, 1908-1946. 
Dr. Boles is the William Pettus Hobby Professor of 
American History at Rice, editor of the Journal of 
Southern History, and the author of University Builder: 
Edgar Odell Lovett and the Founding of the Rice Institute. 

October24 
Melissa F. Kean will delve into the more recent history of 
Rice and the many changes between the end of World 
War II and the present. She is Rice's Centennial Historian 
and holds a Ph.D. in history from Rice. 

October31 
Stephen Fox will present an illustrated architectural history 
of the Rice campus. He is the author of Rice University: An 
Architectural Tour and lecturer in Rice's School of 
Architecture. 

November3 
Stephen Fox will lead an intensive, two-hour walking tour 
of the campus. 

For more information, see http://www.houstonseminar 

You may register at the door, on the website, or telephone 
713-666-9000. 



The Rice Travel Program 
by Mary Dix 

ose Sundin, architect of so many memorable Rice 
alumni trips over the past 28 years, retired from her 
position at the Office of Alumni Affairs in June. She 

plans to do some traveling! 
The occasion of Rose's retirement provides an ideal 

moment to look back on the development of the Rice 
travel program, which was launched in December 1970, 
the trip a celebration of New Year's in Majorca--one week, 
"round trip air, ocean-front accommodations, daily 
breakfast and dinner, gratuities, porterage and transfers, 
one sightseeing tour, barbecue, sangria party, cocktail party 
and farewell banquet"-total cost: $369 per person! 

Although the program expanded in the '70s-London, 
Peru, Russia, Brazil, Greece, Egypt, Kenya-not until 1981 
was a staff member assigned to work with a volunteer 
committee to oversee the travel program. The volunteer 
committee continued to select itineraries until 2001, when 
staff began to orchestrate all aspects of the trips. 

Each year the number of destinations expanded, many 
accompanied by Rice faculty with expertise to share. 
Records show that many professors enriched the trips--in 
1982 John Boles lecturing on the Historic South aboard 
the Delta Queen; in 1983 Frank Fisher leading a group to 
Baja California to encounter Gray Whales; in 1985 
Katherine Brown sharing her joy of French cathedrals and 
chateaux. As years went by, the number of trips increased, 
the itineraries embraced the 
globe. Fred von der Mehden of 
the Political Science 
Department led seven 
adventures to Southeast Asia
Indonesia, India, Thailand, 
Vietnam, Cambodia. 

So many places to visit, so 
little time! Rose produced a list 
of the Rice Alumni Travel 
program, 1970-2012, that 
virtually circumnavigated ( or 
aired) the world. Oh, to be 
with Frank Fisher viewing 
Monarch butterflies in Mexico, 
with Richard Smith, and later 
Steve Lewis, experiencing a 
rapidly changing China. 

Kimbell Museum in Fort Worth. Some trips drew so many 
enthusiastic travelers that additional tours had to be 
offered. Other trips had to be cancelled, some because 
fewer signed on than necessary, and others because of 
world tensions, as happened in the mid-East in 1991 and 
2003. One other time 53 travelers looking forward to 
hearing John Boles's lectures on the South had their trip 
cancelled because of a virus infecting the ship. 

John Boles and his wife Nancy win the crown for 
alumni trips hosted, 14 in all, some repeated by popular 
demand-Lewis and Clark, Antebellum South, and a 
current favorite, the France of Thomas Jefferson. 

As Rose observed, it is difficult for faculty to 
accompany a group and it has be especially hard for John 
Boles, who has a very demanding schedule with his 
teaching, writing, large roster of graduate students, and 
editorship of The journal of Southern History. Somehow he 
manages and remarks that he has really enjoyed the travel 
companions and has formed many "solid friendships in the 
course of trips together." 

The writer has been on several Rice travel adventures 
( Campus Abroad in the Cotswalds, Canterbury, the Czech 
Republic, and Sicily, and in 1985 the tour of the great 
cathedrals and chateaux of France). I am one of many, 
many alums and friends of Rose Sundin who wish her hon 
voyage. 

Some trips were swift, 
rewarding visits to Dallas for a 
Pompeii exhibit, to New 
Orleans for King Tut, or to the 

Rice travel group with Prof John B. Boles, on a Lewis and Clark trip, canoeing along the Missouri River. 



CENTENNIAL PUBLICATIONS 

4 Edgar Odell Lovett and the Creation 
of Rice University. After a lengthy 
introduction, this book reprints Dr. Lovett's 
famous address of 1912, "The Meaning of 
the New Institution," that outlines the 
purpose and character of the new 
university. 

=~.i~ 

Rice's Owls 
=~~'i)-.,.-... -. 

Robert .Flatt 

l A University so Conceived: A Brief History 
of Rice University. The text is expanded through 
the spring of 2012 and is published in a larger 
format with additional photographs and maps. 

2 Rice's Owls. Inspired by the arrival on campus of two 
Great Horned owls, photographer and author Robert 
Flatt chronicles the growth and adventures of this real
life owl family. He includes images of other Rice owls 
and takes a look at additional wildlife on campus. 

3 Rice University: One Hundred Years in Pictures. 
A collection of 300 unique images supplemented by 
brief narrative, explanatory captions, and text sidebars 
is contained in this full-color publication. 



t t we a k 8 

5 Captain James A. Baker of Houston, 
1857-1941-lawyer; banker; businessman, and civic 
leader-unraveled the plot to murder William 
Marsh Rice and plunder his estate. He saved Rice's 
fortune, championed the wishes of his deceased 
client, and established the Rice Institute for the 
Advancement of Literature, Science, and Art 

6 William Marsh Rice and his Institute. This 
new edition, incorporating new and important 
sources, returns this fine biography to print 

7 University Builder: Edgar Odell Lovett 
and the Founding of the Rice Institute. 
This updated paperback edition contains 
16 additional pages based on some 
22 manuscript boxes of new manuscripts 
discovered after the original publication of 
the book in 2007. 

8 HIWl:RICE, a crowd-sourced 
collection of photographs and written 
testimonials, is a collaboration 
between HOUSTON. IT'S WORTH IT. 

and Rice University in celebration of 
Rice's centennial. It is the third book 
published by Houston. It's Worth It 
andTtweak. 



The previous article by Kaleb Underwood on the history of 
the Honor System at Rice mentions some criticisms of the 
system in the early days of the Rice Institute (pages 5 and 7) 
by William Max Nathan, a member of the original class who 
served on the Honor Council in 1914-15. In 1936 the 
Houston Chronicle ran an article about another first in the 
Nathan family: 

First Child of Four-Year 
Graduate Enters 
A milestone in the progress of Rice Institute was set this 
year with the matriculation in the freshmen class of 
Charles Nathan, the first child of a four-year graduate to 

return to his Alma Mater. His father, William M. Nathan, 
local lawyer, entered Rice when the institute first opened 
its doors in 1912, and graduated with the 

(le~ to right) Edmund Dupree, first Rice student and first graduate; 
Captain Baker; Charles Nathan, first graduate whose father was a 
member of the first class; William Max Nathan, in first class 

first class in 1916. He later studied at the 
University ofTexas and Harvard. Mr. Nathan 
was the first Rice graduate to finish with the 
distinction for scholastic standing. 

He was prominent in campus activities 
at Rice, serving as business manager of the 
Campanile, the yearbook, a member of the 
Riceonian Debating Society, and as vice
president of his class. 

Margaret Ellen Williams, the first child 
of a Rice graduate to enter the institute, 
enrolled last year. Her mother, the former 
Margaret Ellen Schultz, was a transfer 
graduate, however, having spent her first two 
years in college at the University of Texas. 
Mrs. Williams transferred to Rice in 1914 
and graduated with the first class in 1916. 

Rice has claimed three other second 
generation students. The son of one of the 
best all-around athletes that Rice has ever 
known, according to institute officials, was 
matriculated last year. He is Hardy Jackson, 
] r., of La Porte, whose father entered Rice in 
1916 but left the following year to enlist for 
service in the world war. Other second 
generation students are Rosanne and Violet 
Elizabeth Stephen, whose mother, the late 
Violet Stephen, was one of the first students 
to matriculate when Rice opened its doors 
for the first time in 1912. Mrs. Stephen was 
married and left Rice before graduating. 
Rosanne is a senior this year and Violet 
Elizabeth, a freshman. 
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Letter from James A Baker to William M. Nathan, June 7, I 940 
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