
Reflections on 30 Years of Coeducation at St. Andrew’s by 
Elizabeth Roach 

 
 
 
In its 75-year history, St. Andrew’s has faced only a few moments of 

major change. In the fall 2004 magazine, Nicole and Nigel Furlonge 

wrote beautifully about the School’s decision to become integrated in 

the 1960s. The next major change occurred when the School decided 

to become a coeducational school in 1973. In both cases, the trustees 

and headmaster Moss looked to the founder’s vision for guidance: 

what would Felix duPont think about these moments of change? How 

would he approach the difficult and complex decision to change the 

existing School? And each time, the answer was similar: Felix duPont 

wanted to provide educational opportunities to young people who 

wanted to learn; Felix duPont wanted to make central Delaware a 

better place; Felix duPont wanted to create a community of learning, 

creativity, faith and humanity. So even though it was a long and 

deliberate process to decide to become coeducational, in the end, the 

decision was quite clear and simple and obvious. The vision and 

philosophy were already in place; the next step was implementing the 

change. 

     Bob Moss was the driving force behind coeducation. He believed 

firmly that the Founder would agree: “There is nothing inimical to 

coeducation in the founding of St. Andrew’s. Mr. duPont’s interests 

were in schools, not in one school…The principles behind St. Andrew’s 

are for a strong community, high purpose, self-reliance, scholarship, 

character, stewardship, faith and learning. Such principles are for girls 

as well as boys, and there is no reason to believe that they cannot be 

achieved in schools enrolling both.” After considerable debate and 

discussion of various options – girls as day students only, a coordinate 



boarding school for girls – St. Andrew’s decided to admit 24 girls in the 

fall of 1973. Again, Bob Moss invoked the vision of Mr. duPont: “The 

whole idea of a Christian school, so dear to the heart of the Founder, 

suggests, I think, a community like a family or a church, which 

contains both males and females.” Against the wishes of several 

faculty members, Bob Moss pushed for coeducation and demonstrated 

– just like his desire for integration – his progressive thinking. Those in 

favor of coeducation argued strongly that the girls would enhance the 

life of this community in all areas – academic, social, athletic and 

artistic – and Moss affirmed that, “the result would be a stronger, 

more natural community life.” 

     So as we visit the reality of coeducation at St. Andrew’s 30 years 

later, we need to ask how the community has been enhanced by girls, 

how the girls have served the School and how the School has served 

the girls, how the boys have been affected by the girls, and finally, 

how the many women who have graduated use their St. Andrew’s 

experience as professionals, mothers, partners, volunteers, students 

and leaders. 

     Before the girls arrived, Bob Moss assembled a planning committee 

to discuss and research coeducation. He was, from the beginning, 

committed to equality. Simon and Nan Mein were members of this 

committee and remember their discussions ranging from dress code to 

treatment of girls in the classroom and the dormitory. They looked to 

Groton which had recently gone coed and their good friend, Ann 

Tottenham, who was the dean of students there, for guidance; Ann 

told them that the girls would hold their own academically but that 

teachers needed to modify their technique – what works for boys 

doesn’t necessarily work for girls, she warned. Indeed the first girls 

were toughminded and independent and rejected or modified most of 



the planning committee’s initial ideas about dress code and other 

issues; they also, as predicted, did very well in the classroom. Marcia 

Moore ’75, in fact, exhausted the math and science courses offered at  

St. Andrew’s and after her junior year went to Harvard to study bio-

chemistry. 

     I arrived at St. Andrew’s in the fall of 1981 after the pioneers had 

graduated but still at a very early stage in the coeducational process. 

From the beginning, the girls admitted to St. Andrew’s were smart, 

determined, creative and athletic – by definition, to be a first girl, you 

had to be ready to fight the early fight, to adapt, to effect change, to 

find a voice, a place, a role in a traditional all-boys school. Elizabeth 

Duggins Peloso ’75, the first girl to apply and be accepted to St. 

Andrew’s wrote: 

 

I think there was a real expectation that we would not be 

able to compete with the boys academically. For several of us, it 

became a mission to prove ourselves not only as good but better 

than the boys, and we would follow the class rankings each term 

very closely. Interestingly, it was an us vs. them thing – it didn’t 

matter which girl was ahead as long as it was a girl. For me, this 

resulted in a real mental toughness – I have never been afraid of 

an academic challenge or my ability to compete…I think we all 

left with a huge sense of accomplishment and self-respect as 

much for surviving as enjoying the experience. 

 

     Chesa Profaci ’80 had similar thoughts: 

 

Girls were just trying to hold their own against a 1:3 (girl to boy) 

ratio; and yet it was this very steady, determined, no frills or 



special treatment that has served me best of all in my 

professional and personal life. 

 

     Because of this ratio, the first girls needed full faculty support. 

Since there were so few women on the faculty at that time, the men 

on the faculty had to readjust their perspective about every area of the 

school. Some men simply could not adapt and actually left the school 

rather than teach girls. Because not all the men embraced the girls 

and their intellectual abilities, those men who did became important 

mentors for these girls. Bill Amos was, as one first girl said, “one of 

the most respectful and challenging teachers I have ever encountered 

anywhere.” And Louisa Hemphill Zendt ’78 remembers Bob Colburn, 

who for 45 years has been an empathetic, caring, fully invested 

teacher: 

 

In 1974, I don’t think Bob realized a major change was made 

at St. Andrew’s.He treated the girls exactly as he treated the 

boys. He defended girls when we were right; he defended boys 

when they were right. He treated every individual the same and 

cared deeply for the health and welfare of each student, 

maintaining the same high expectations and deep pride for us as 

he did for the young men he coached. 

 

     This fair, unconditional support and care was needed in these early 

years of coeducation. The girls also needed women role models, and of 

course, Nan Mein was that role model and continues to be to this day. 

Jenny Kern ’83 writes: 

 



Nan Mein was a senior faculty member who had ‘found her 

voice’ (if everit was lost) and was not afraid to use it. Most 

significant was the combination of what she said AND how she 

said it. She owned her authority and was generous and 

respectful in sharing her wisdom…I also hope that I learned 

something about raising a son in a culture that sends strange 

messages about what it means to be a man. Many gentle and 

thoughtful teachers like John Higgins, Tad Roach and Tom  

 Odden showed us how to listen well and value all students. 

 

     It is no mistake, I think, that Nan Mein and these unique men 

mentioned above (as well as Bob Stegeman, Will Speers and Simon 

Mein) are the enduring figures who have made coeducation successful 

at St. Andrew’s. They all have an intuitive understanding of both boys 

and girls and represent the traditional and non-traditional male and 

female qualities needed for role models for both boys and girls, only 

they embody these qualities in ways not expected 30 years ago: men 

with an empathetic, collaborative, compassionate approach and Nan 

with her independent, strong voice. Of course, they all possess in 

equal measure the other qualities that make them even more unique. 

That is, these men were and still are men who embody traditional 

male and female characteristics; Nan was and still is a woman who 

embodies traditional female and male characteristics. Many of these 

extraordinary people are still important in the lives of our students 

today, but they were absolutely critical during the early years of 

coeducation. Girls and boys needed role models who represented the 

complexity of gender identity. They needed empathy and sensitivity; 

they needed rigor and high expectations; above all, they needed to 

feel respected in every area of school life. And they needed to see 



these qualities in both men and women. Perhaps one of St. Andrew’s 

greatest legacies is the fact that the faculty has been comprised of 

dozens of these kinds of individuals for many years. 

     If Bob Moss initiated coeducation, Jon O’Brien made sure that it 

was working. He formed a committee to examine the issues of 

coeducation in 1983, a decade into coeducation at St. Andrew’s. Our 

own self-study coincided with research being done on girls and 

learning styles by Carol Gilligan. In her book In A Different Voice, 

Gilligan argues that boys are more concerned with issues of autonomy, 

rights, competition and justice; whereas girls concentrate on 

relationships, communication and coping. The committee explored the 

following questions: Are we creating and ensuring an environment that 

encourages self-confidence and creative achievement for all our 

students, female and male? Are we careful to identify and support the 

two voices Gilligan identifies as characteristic of females and males 

respectively? What kinds of careful curricular changes may be helpful 

in developing these perspectives? 

     What is particularly interesting is that this committee was 

interested not only in how girls were developing at St. Andrew’s but 

also how boys were developing with girls here. Clair Colburn ’87 

crystallizes the mission: “For me, the most empowering aspect of 

coeducation at St. Andrew’s comes down to one basic principle: a 

nurturing environment for both boys and girls.” From the beginning, 

coeducation at St. Andrew’s was about the community as a whole, 

about a culture of common humanity that recognized and celebrated 

the similarities and differences of everyone. Just as we used our 

understanding of boys to clarify the needs of girls at this time, we later 

used our understanding of girls to clarify the needs of boys in the 

1990s when Michael Thompson, just as Gilligan had done a decade 



before with girls, asked us to consider more specifically how boys 

develop and learn best. It became apparent that boys needed more 

areas to live communally in the dorm (thus the recent architectural 

changes in Founders Hall), that boys needed women integrally 

involved in their lives as not only teachers but advisors and corridor 

parents (all the boys who have been lucky to live on Joy McGrath’s 

corridor can attest to her enormous influence on their lives). Girls and 

boys, men and women need to learn to work together, play together 

and St. Andrew’s continues to keep this model in mind as we examine 

and reexamine the strengths and weaknesses of the school – the 

“stronger, more natural community” that Bob Moss once imagined 

does indeed require the cooperation, collaboration, complexity and 

tension of a coeducation atmosphere. Plummy Tucker ’83 captures the 

essence and importance of this kind of community: 

 

I came to St. Andrew’s in V Form after having been at an all-

girls school for 10 years. One of the most arresting things, to 

me, as I got used to this new environment was how much more 

‘normal’ it seemed. There are, of course, some advantages to 

all-girls education. You have the benefit of an indoctrination in  

which it is a given that you are the superior sex, certainly the 

smarter sex, and that you can reach any goals you set for 

yourself as an intellectual. Perhaps that put me in a different 

place from other girls when it came to being in the classroom  

with boys. To me, the St. Andrew’s classroom was a more 

normal, less competitive environment than I was used to. Much 

of that had to do with teachers like Tad Roach, Bob Stegeman, 

Bill Amos and so many others. We learned together, we didn’t 

compete. It’s funny but when I think of my growth at 



St. Andrew’s, I think of it not as my growth as a woman, but 

rather as a human being. I think this has a lot to do with 

emphasis on community in the St. Andrew’s education. To me, 

that is the most enduring element of my time at 

St. Andrew’s. I think many schools that are academically 

challenging tend to emphasize academic achievement above all 

else. At St. Andrew’s while academics were a priority, there was 

an emphasis on the importance of being a decent human being. 

I feel like we were taught to deal with each other not as boys 

or girls, men or women, but as people. When I look around the 

country and the world today, I can’t help but think what a better 

place it might be if all adolescents had the benefit of teachers 

and institutions that emphasized personal and community 

responsibility. 

 

     Plummy emphasizes here what is most important about a 

coeducational boarding school – whether we are exploring issues of 

gender, race, sexual identity – fundamentally, it is about respect for 

the individual. Sometimes, it takes time to see the issues clearly, but 

once put into this kind of perspective and because of the strong, 

visionary leadership over the years, the School has a remarkable 

ability to adapt, understand, and accept. 

     Jon O’Brien understood the need for institutional changes to make 

the school more fully coeducational when he arrived at St. Andrew’s. 

There needed to be more women on the faculty, more women in 

administrative positions, a clearer understanding of families with two 

working parents, of day care issues, even maternity leave, which had 

never really been addressed before. Women’s roles in society were 

changing; family structures were changing, and since St. Andrew’s is a 



boarding school, all of these changes and challenges were very real on 

campus – and they were issues that the students were if not fully, at 

least vaguely, aware of. Jon O’Brien began to hire more women and 

put more women in administrative positions; instead of a director of 

athletics and an assistant athletic director for girls, there were two 

equal directors of athletics – one for girls and one for boys; instead of 

one housemaster, there were two housemasters – one for girls and 

one for boys; women were appointed chairs of academic departments. 

To mirror this kind of equality taking shape on the faculty, it became 

clear that student leadership positions also needed rethinking and 

revamping. For the positions of school president, head of honor 

committee, head of discipline committee, head of social activities 

committee – as well as form president and committee members – the 

students elected one girl and one boy. This model insured that girls 

were able to become leaders even though there were fewer girls than 

boys enrolled at the school; it also insured that girls and boys learned 

to work, to discuss and to make decisions together. 

     Many women who wrote to me reflected on their athletic 

experiences at St. Andrew’s, one way perhaps to gauge the success of 

a coeducational program – if girls are succeeding athletically as well as 

academically, then perhaps coeducation as a whole is working; 

inversely, if boys are succeeding in the arts, then perhaps coeducation 

as a whole is working (in fact, with coeducation, theatre became a 

more structured endeavor – not just a club activity – which 

encouraged boys as well to explore their artistic talents more 

seriously). Gail Wright ’83, a phenomenal three-sport athlete at St. 

Andrew’s wrote: “When I was at St. Andrew’s and then at Princeton, I 

used to say that coeducation would not be complete, and equally 

realized, until the girls’ basketball team got to play at 7 p.m. on 



Saturday nights at least half the time. This benchmark says a lot about 

what was important to me at the time – i.e. basketball – but as I 

reflect now, it may still be an essential question – do the girls at St. 

Andrew’s get their time to shine?” 

     From the beginning, the school had the vision that girls should be 

participating in, not just observing and supporting, athletics. Nan Mein 

remembers Louise Dewar ’75 announcing, “I came here to be an 

athlete, not a cheerleader.” And to this day, St. Andrew’s is one of the 

few schools without official cheerleaders; instead, boys and girls 

spontaneously become cheerleaders for each other or dress up in old 

school uniforms and shout out makeshift cheers. So even early on, the 

girls knew that they were not going to be on the sidelines, that they 

too were athletes. 

     As a young coach in the early eighties, I distinctly remember the 

evolution of girls’ athletics here. I would say that when I first started 

coaching field hockey with Karinne Tong in 1981, the girls – even 

though they were very good athletes – did not really believe in 

themselves or define themselves as athletes. They enjoyed sports but 

did not have the same intensity as many of the boys. But gradually, 

with the inspiration and high expectations of several coaches, girls 

began to see themselves just as much as athletes as the boys did. 

They began to distinguish themselves by their toughness, their desire 

to push themselves hard physically, and their determination to 

overcome psychological obstacles. Clair Colburn – one of the most 

intense and talented athletes I have ever coached – also points to the 

importance of sports as a time to be with other girls: “Boarding school 

provides important single sex time such as dorm time and sports that I 

think is essential for girls. I think girls develop an inner strength by 



learning to be comfortable with themselves without the need for boys 

to be present.” 

     With this in mind, it is also important for the girls to feel fully 

supported, respected and acknowledged by the whole community – 

the faculty and the boys. Where the girls used to have to beg for 

support at their games, over the years, I have watched as the number 

of spectator buses and fans has grown to the point where there are 

just as many fans at girls’ games as at boys’ games. We always 

outnumber our opponents’ fans. If you have been to games recently, 

you can feel the full engagement, support and enthusiasm of the 

whole school. Perhaps the best illustration of how far St. Andrew’s has 

come athletically as a coeducational school happened last spring when 

both the girls and the boys lacrosse teams were state champions – a 

remarkable feat in itself – but more so in light of the mutual respect 

and admiration the girls and boys had for each other. After their 

victory, the boys credited the girls for inspiring them. In an interview 

with a reporter from the Wilmington News Journal, Griffen Stabler ’04, 

a captain of the boys’ lacrosse team, claimed the girls’ team was the 

boys’ “role model on campus” and his classmate Neil Gordon simply 

told the reporter, “We used the girls’ for inspiration.” 

     As headmaster, Tad Roach has refined the notion of coeducation at 

St. Andrew’s. In conjunction with his focus on diversity, coeducation is 

about the whole community. It is not a coincidence that diversity and 

coeducation have been of particular interest to Tad Roach from his 

early years of teaching. Perhaps the most difficult piece of coeducation 

early on was how integration and coeducation intersected. The girls of 

color were so few in number for so many years that they felt both 

outnumbered by boys and whites. These were difficult years for 

students of color but particularly so for the girls. And as Nigel and 



Nicole Furlonge documented, these challenges continue to be 

important to address and study in the culture of the School today. 

     During his eight years as headmaster, Tad has appointed women to 

administrative positions; dean of students, director of college 

counseling, director of admission, chaplain, academic dean, director of 

advancement. And he has focused on the complex needs of the faculty 

– men and women, young and old, sick and healthy, single, married 

and divorced, with and without children, recognizing the need to be 

flexible with faculty who are going through different stages in their 

lives. Two significant changes occurred as a result of a study of how to 

recruit and retain good faculty: the building of St. Anne’s School, a 

pre-kindergarten through eighth grade school, and the expansion of 

child care options for the faculty-infant care through four – and five-

year old preschool – and a new child care facility. The child care 

facility, in particular, has offered families options and flexibility that 

few working environments provide. Because the family has become 

such a complex organism and because, once again, this is a boarding 

school where the notion of family is integral to the definition of who we 

are, the School has had to evolve significantly. We have moved from a 

time when Nan and Simon Mein formed the only family model on 

campus with two full-time working parents living in a dorm to a 

campus full of a variety of family structures. As a result, the students 

see many different family models, men and women playing many 

different roles on campus – and they are intimately involved with 

these families. Kellie Mitra Doucette ’88 reflects: 

 

Certainly at St. Andrew’s I gained confidence that I don’t 

think all women are lucky enough to have nurtured in them. This 

confidence allowed me to accomplish many things and to make 



many decisions that aren’t always in the mainstream. Staying 

home with my children has been a wonderful experience for me 

but one that I agonized over early on…a final point that stood 

out to me as I thought about my life now – married almost nine 

years – was how lucky I was to have so many examples of 

positive relationships during my time at  

St. Andrew’s, relationships that displayed a tremendous amount 

of mutual respect. 

 

 Nina Barker ’99 similarily writes: 

 

      One of the most amazing parts of growing up as a woman 

 in the St. Andrew’s community lies in watching women balance 

 their careers with their families – that beautiful, delicate dance  

 that they all seem to do so well…instead of abandoning one role 

 for the other, they would invite us into their homes so that we  

 could be a part of both sides of their real life. 

 

     Because the students and faculty who create this community live 

so intimately with each other, the intensity of life at St. Andrew’s can 

be both positive and negative. It allows for remarkable growth. 

Director of Annual Giving Callen Hurtt ’90, who recently joined the 

faculty, describes the girls of today in this way: 

 

The current culture of leadership among the female student 

population is fantastic. I see strong, confident, tough young 

women who are willing to challenge any boy in the school for 

what they want or think is right. I imagine much of this strength 



in leadership is a result of opening up the committees and school 

presidency. 

 

     But, at times, this intensity can lead to a demand for achievement 

and, more frequently with girls, a need for perfection. One of the 

challenges now at St. Andrew’s, I think, is how to work with girls who 

are such high achievers as they seek to balance the many aspects of 

their maturing minds and bodies. Natalie Reese ’97 writes eloquently 

and honestly about these pressures: 

 

At the same time that we were running around like little kids, 

we were also driving ourselves to new levels of academic and 

personal achievement. We were stretching our minds as far as 

they could stretch, praying that our gawky bodies would catch 

up some time in the very, very near future. We were racing from 

class to class and sleeping little…By the time I made it 

though the craziness of senior year, I felt like I had become an 

academic machine capable of cranking out multiple papers in 

one day. Sometimes, I think that I didn’t collapse merely 

because my schedule didn’t allow me the time to do so. I started 

college capable, confident, and perhaps a tad burned out…I do 

have a slight cautionary warning for the school. My concern 

stems from the darker aspects of my experience and from the 

knowledge that I was not alone…I think that academically, St. 

Andrew’s does an amazing job of encouraging growth. However, 

I think that it is important to remember that a lot of these bright 

minds are still scared, little kids on the inside. A lot of the 

students at St. Andrew’s are high achievers because nothing less 

than perfection is good enough for them. While others 



around them might think that they are doing a great job, they 

could be internally beating themselves up and driving 

themselves to the point of destruction. Furthermore, they could 

be clever enough not to show any of this inner turmoil to 

others…Sadly, some of these over-achievers are most 

at risk for these problems. I think that St. Andrew’s could do a 

huge service by publicizing these issues and making it more 

acceptable for students to talk about them…I guess my final 

thought is that often, our academic development far outpaces 

the rest of our development. High school in general is awkward. 

Boarding school only intensifies the experience. The highs are 

higher and the lows are substantially lower. To be constantly  

surrounded by one’s peers is both a blessing and a curse. Having 

your friends with you to remember every great moment is 

amazing. And yet, being in a fish bowl while dealing with painful 

insecurities can be overwhelming. 

 

     It has become necessary as a result, to address these issues in a 

variety of ways: an expanded counseling and health services program, 

guest speakers and school-wide forums on a range of issues. Every 

Tuesday, there is a Headmaster’s Forum in which students and faculty 

engage in difficult and complex conversations about politics, sexuality, 

race, gender, religion, academics and other topics generated by 

student and faculty interest. We have also had weekends devoted to 

the examination of issues such as service and diversity. More and 

more, there is a culture of openness, exploration, discussion, learning 

and questioning. Halimah DeLaine ’93 writes: 

 



The School was more a forum for the exchange of ideas and 

experiences and less a handbook on what a prep school graduate 

should think and how he/she should act. I believe that the 

coeducational experience had a lot to do with the diversity of 

ideas exchanged at St. Andrew’s. The best way to foster 

a marketplace of ideas is by creating and nurturing an 

environment where the ideas come from both young men and 

women. While at St. Andrew’s I learned how to genuinely 

respect the opinions of my peers both male and female in 

addition to learning how to express and defend my opinions to 

different audiences. To develop that skill as a teenager is a rare 

opportunity. To be able to use that same skill professionally and 

personally is invaluable. 

 

     The past 30 years have indeed been a remarkable time in the 

School’s history – girls have brought new energy, new challenges, new 

questions. During these same 30 years, the world has changed 

radically in its view of women, men, family, race, sexuality. What has 

remained steadfast at St. Andrew’s, however, is the importance of 

community, the need for a place where we can all learn, develop, grow 

and change without fear of exclusion, a place where human beings 

value each other’s differences and support and understand each other 

despite these differences. Rachel Pfeiffer ’97 distills this mission in her 

poignant reflections: 

 

One enters St. Andrew’s whether as a rambunctious III 

Former or a nervous IV Former and is quite literally thrown into 

a layered web of support: roommate,corridor, prefect, big sister, 

dorm parent, teacher, coach. It is a world in which relationships 



are ubiquitous and dense, such that moments of drama like a DC 

or a breakup take on a would-be-comic-if-not-so-vibrantly-

devastating character. It is a community to the truest sense of 

the word. Such intimacy within a community can be 

overwhelming, proves suffocating even for some. But for others 

– and again I speak here as a woman but would venture that the 

boys felt similarly – the community, the sisters on dorm, the 

parents in the faculty, the support system and the advice-givers, 

the motivators and the disciplinarians, all speak to the electricity 

of the human connection and the interdependence that develops 

if only you permit it. St. Andrew’s teaches you to love yourself 

because it teaches you to love one another, despite your 

differences. And it teaches you not just in the chapel, but in the 

words of Toni Morrison and Willa Cather, in the Moose and the 

Brooks Loop, in milk and cookies and indeed in the DCs and the 

breakups.  

My greatest challenge I would have to say was the departure 

from the world of St. Andrew’s. One suffers a degree of whiplash 

when one realizes that humans are not as interconnected, that 

men and women aren’t on the same playing field, that more 

relationships are less real than are real…But my success in life 

and hopefully in my career comes nevertheless from those very 

expectations that the St. Andrew’s community imbued in me, the 

disappointments mentioned above. Because while those things – 

male/female equality, true relationships and willing mentors – 

don’t come easily, they can be found. St. Andrew’s taught me 

that finding those connections and those possibilities is not only 

possible, but imperative. And I have been rewarded for seeking 

them out. 



 

 

 

Author’s Note: In the past few months, I have communicated with several alumnae 

who have shared their memories and insights in powerful and important ways. I 

appreciate their honesty and openness and especially the time they set aside to write 

to me. Through the example of your own remarkable lives, you are clearly inspiring 

others in your communities and families now. You certainly inspired me with your 

reflections. Thank you. 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

  

      

This article first appeared in the Summer 2005 issue of the St. 

Andrew’s Magazine 

 


