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FOREWORD -

Since the mid 1960's many young Americans have expressed pro-

.. found dissatisfaction and disillusionment with a society and political
system which for many reasons often makes little sense to=thep. Young
people across the country‘have become more issue conscious, politicized,

- polarizeq, and alienated. Entering the decade of the 70's, the young
had become'politiéal activists, politically minded, ané often poli-
tical footballs. (Many remained simply apathetic.) Many young people
expressed the attitude that the system was not addressing their per-
ceptions of America's needs and priorities, while those in "the system"

%
told the young to work within that system. Many people continue to

'-mbf.;r\‘g

believe that this was just a bad generation, and that the young should

be thankful for what they have and remain silent. Hoﬁever, many also -

feel that the young were then and continue to'b% a positive force in

the American political process. 1t was this desire to include the

N

N

young more directly in the~political process that led to a push for
an eventual ratification in l971fof the‘twenty-sixth ameﬁdment giving
18~-year-olds the right to vote.

Campus activities and student social and politiéal activities had,
and continue to have, a significant impact upon the attitudes and

directions of this country. 1In the past such impact was made outside

-

of the political process per se. The twenty-sixth amendment, however, <

<

g, now provided the young, and students in particular, the opportunity to
11
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make an even| greater ;ﬁgect from within "the system" on election day.
. # The question then became how and to what extent would the youth vote
y be felt, and how would studeﬁt§ exercise their newly won opportunity?
i In a very. real way the Uni>g<?ity of California Student Lobby is
/ in the business of injecting ideas\ipto the political process which
serve to benefit the needs ;nd prioriéies of a const;tuency which
includes many who are profoundly alienated and many more who are dis-
turbingly apathetic to the présent‘political\process. So in early
November 1972, we were holding our breath, perhaps ﬁore than anyone
else, waiting to see how students and the young qufd'utilize their
new-found politiqil tool-- the vote. \\

This study bégan as a survey of how students at éhg\University

d

of California campuses exercised their recently realize olitical

—~—
i muscle. This examination continued to grow as we became more inter- -
ested in what the impact of the student vote was in Californi Before

going any further, we should note that the student vote is onl>\a part

of the 18-24 age group "youth vote". Our study is a look at the stu-

dent vote and should not be interpreted as the results of how the

18-24 age group voted. A look at the California student vote in spéf\\\

-

cific is particularly valuable for several reasons. First, over
- 40% Sf those in the 18-24 age group in California are students.
Secend, studenis, particularly those in California, compose a politi-
cally significant segment of the state's population in terms of
numbers and political activism. ' Third, California offers a great
+ number and diverse variety of college campuseé and student popula-

tions which can be studied. Fourth, orne need only ask several state

%} legislatoxrs, who suffered'ratheg(aiose calls, to understand that the

)

\
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student vote made a significant impact in California. VFifth, the state

£

of California has had its share of campus unrest and student activism;
it is particularly valuabie to examine how students thfoughout the
state chose to be heard in éarly November in gaining iﬁsight %nto
nation-wide trends.

With these ideas in mind, we expanded our study to include a
. comprehensive analysis of the student vote at all University of Cali-
fornia campuses, 12 of the 19 campuses of the California State Uni-
versity and Colleges éystem, and several colleges and universities of
the private sector. We are also presently in the process of comparing

the student vote in California to 10-15 colleges and universities

nationwide. The national data’will be available in supplemenEary form

in the near future. We did not develop any data on thg voting patterns

-~ of community college students or high=schbol seniors. ‘The largely

Sy,

"commuFer" nature of their student bodies makes it impos§ible to iden-

tify how students vote. Students who attend the colleges are not
conéentrated in a few precincts but dispersed widely in thé surrounding
community: Nor does our study thouroughly examine the voting patterns

of the entire 18-24 age group. We have, however, made some educated o
: deductiéns as to how these groups voted. Hopefully, our study can

; —~serve as a startiéj point for further, more thorough work in these are;s.

The narrative of the study ie in two pafts. The first presents
H
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and discusses the data frém over thirty college and university campuses

; throughout California. In that discussion ‘we’ have also attempéed to

look at the various factors which have an effect on how students vote. .
The tables serve gs.summafies of the ddta and as reference tools for

i ; the narrative. The second part of the narrative is a more subjective,

applied examination of several key state legislative races where the
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student vote had a significant impact. The student vote had substan-
tial impact upon several races throughout the state, and the examination
of these rac?s is valuable in understanding new political variables
presen£ duq/éo éie/student vote.

) We stiould point out that the factors which influence how students
vote and which candidates and issues students choose to support are
complex questions and difficult to precisely ident&fy and impossible

to stereo~-type. We do, hqyever, believe that in the first general
elettion in which students cast their votes, students have revealed
that they plan to voice théir attitudes rather loudly and with signi-
ficant impact. Much remains to be learned about how,students behave -
in the voting booth; "however, if the student vote.in California 1972

is any iq@ication, it appears that students are going to continue to
visit polling places in large numbers; they are determined to be heard.
The student has now been integrated into "the system”. The political

system must now begin to listen to what the young are saying both on

the campus and in the voting booth.

Bruce Fullér

Mike Gilson o
Lin@a Bond

January, 1973
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The Study Itself
¥

Before we discuss what we found, we perhaps should explain how

the study was designed. As in any.research that involves collection
of data, the method and form in which the data is collected and ana-
lyzed has significant effect upon the meanihg and vaiidity of the data
and subsequeng conclusions. Therefore, in discussingﬂhow the data was

p

collected and analyzed we have noted what effects the research design

ﬁas on th; statistical findings.

We wanted to examine a large sample of students in California,
and at the same time look at differences between campuses. These
motjivations, along with practical problems with regard to data col-
lectiqn technique, led us to utilize a precinct analysis method. By
analyzing the voting returns of precincts which contain very ?lose to
100 percent student populations we were able to obtain a very large
total sample (54,000 students) and were able to examine the data-.in a
variety of ways. 1In all, voting data was examined from all nine cam-
puses of the University of Calif;:hia, 12 of the 19 campuses of the
California State University and Colleges system, and seven private
universities and collég;s in California. Data is presently being
collected from fifteen schools nation-wide.

There were a few variables that were introduced.by’ looking at
student precincts. Student populations in campus areas vary accord-
ing to the enrollment and the housing situation at a particular

campus, Thus, theé number of voting precincts with 95-100 percent

student populations also vary significantly from campus to campus.

e e e e e 2 g e b e e e e e e e e iy
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For instance, UC Santa Barbara with a large student population in

-

nearby Isla Vista has ten student precincts, whereas Cal State Los
Angeles serves primarily commuting students and, thereforé, no voting
precincts can be isolated as being composed of 95-100 éercent student
populations. Thus, valid data from a few of the state universities
and colleges was not available since no student precincts could be
isclated. In some instances student populations are in one precinct;
however, the tot;l precinct population has non-students as well.
These precincts were examined; however, the data is not incorporated‘
into the data summaries.

It should also be noted that examining student voting patterns
through a precinct analysis also affécts=wﬂ;t type of student sample
you obtain. Concentrated student population on or near campus include

dormitcries, fraternities and sororities, and student apartments.

Precinct analysis does not include information for the most part on

how commuting students voted. Factors such as age, proximity *o

campus, and whether a étudent lives at home or in a student area may
affect how a student votei and thus, have consequences on how valid

" our sample is. However, we believe that to a great extent these
factors are o%ten offsetting and most often not E;gnificant yith
respect to the large student sample which we have analyzed. ‘

All precinct data was obtained from county registrars and ana-
lyzed with the help of housing information from the various campuses.
Voting return information on a precinct by precinct basis is available
for each of the campuses included in the analysis (see Table 1). (For

such information contact the UC Student. Lobby Office in Sacramento.)
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Part I - The Student Vote: The Results

In compilirg the summaries »f the voting data (see Tables 2, 3, 4)

' only those campuses where at least one identifiable precinct with

95-100 percent student population were included. The summaries’were

developed from the campus precinct data and were compiled for the
University of California, California State University and Colleges,

and private sector in the threeatables. To make comparisons possible
between the UC and CSUC systems, the campuses included in the summarie’s
were weighted according to enrollment, and estimates were then calcu-

lated as to how students in the two public segments voted state-wide.

Although the ballot included a large number of important state

"propositions, we thought propositions 2, 19, 20, and 22 would be par-

ticularly valuable in examining student attitudes and political
feelings. Data from most campuses ogipropositions 14‘and 15 was also
ex§9ined. (See Table 14)

_In order that differences between campuses could be closely

studied, a canpus political attitude (CPA) index was developed. The

index is very useful in Soﬁbarinq the relative political attitudes of

different campuses. Almost all campuses reglected'consistantly

liberal politidal attitudes. There are, however, significant differ- <
ences between campuses as to ho& the students voted. The CPA Index

clearly showe these differences.

The attachment of the .terms "liberal" and "conservative" are

C— ¢
most often more convenient than accurate; nowever, the terms remain

useful in describing political attitudes, and thus, we will use them
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» in comparing the campuses and in utiliziang the CPA Index. The index
was obtained by calculating the mean of the percentage vote for Senator
McGovern, for proposition'19, for proposition 20, and against proposi-
tion 22. Therefore, if on a hypothetical campus McGovern received 100 .
percent of the vote, propositions 19 and 20 were supported by all, and
proposition 22 was opposed by everyone who voted, then the campus would N

3 have a CPA Index of 100.0 and would be viewed as a highly liberal cam-
pus. Thg McGovern vote and the three ballot propositions were chosen
because they were state-wide issues and could be vieged in most re-
spects as liberal or conservative options. Certainly they were ﬁot
entirely black and white, liberal vs. conservative choices; however, .
they are distinct and valuable in comparing.relatiVe liberal and con-
servative differences between campuses. Such differences revealed by

data will be discussed later on, and are shown in the tables.

Voter Turnout .

Turnout by étudents was slightly lower than the general popu- .
lation in terms of percentage voting of registered voters. Howevér, e
it does appear that in terms of eligible voters (California citizens
over 18 years of age), student turnout had greater percentages than
the general population state-wide. Massive voter registration .
campaigns on campuses throughout the state were responsible for -
registration of around 80 percent cf eligible student voters. Thus, oo
while turnout in student precincts of registered véters was slightly
lower than the general population, voter turnout in student pre-
cincts as a percentage of student of voting age was higher than the

general population. In addition, a substantial number of students

were registered at their parents' home address and not registered in
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the precincts which we examined. Such absentee balloting further
increased the voter turnout of eligible voters figure, but it was-
impbssihle to measure the exact amount of increase.

The sample precincts of University of California students ex-
amined reveal that an estimated 72.4 percent of registered‘stuééﬁts
voted. This combareS/to an.estimated voter turnout of ?l;é percent
for students at the'éalifornia State University and Collegesx The
state-wide survey éf 94 student precincts including the private uni-
versities and coliéges shows a 73.8 percent campus average registered
voter turnout. These figures compare to a 82.1 percent voter turnout
of registered voters and 63.0 percent of eligible citizens of the
general population state-wide. Voter turnout was highest at Sonoma
State College (58.8%), UC Santa Cruz (84.0%), and UC San Diego (81.4%).

Greatest voter apathy was displayed at San Francisco State with a

turnout of 63.4 percent.

Presidential Results ™

The student .precincts examined reveal widespreéd student prefer-
ence for Senator George McGovern. Students in California consistently
supported McGovern over Richard Nixon. However, the degree of support
among students varied significantly.

‘ University of éhlifornia campuses on the average voted 77 7 per-
ceﬁt for McGovern and 21.l~pencent f9r Nixon. When camgus figures are
weighted in'proportion to campus contribution to total UC enrollment,
the estimated vote of UC students for McGovern is 75.4 percent to 23.3
percent for’Nixon. This slight drop is caused by signi/icantly
smaller pluralities for McGovern at UCLA (70.2%) and ﬁC Davis (66.6%).

UC Santa Cruz gave McGovern the strongest support of any campus of the

state with 94.5 percent of the vote with only 4.0 percent for Nixon.
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UC students showed little preference for the American -Independent

Party candidate (0.5%) or the Peace and Freedom candidate‘(0.8%).
Students at California State University and Colleges also sup-
ported McGovern in great numbers; however, the degree of support was
significantly less than that of UC students. Weighted figures show
that an estimated 62.4 percent of CSUC students voted for the Demo-
cratic candidate for President while 35.4 percent cast their ballocts
for Nixon. Such figures éeveal that CSUC student support dropped
13.0 percentage points from UC student balloting .for McGovern. Nixon
received the majority of tﬂe student vote &z~ Cal Poly San Luis Obispo
(53.7%) and Cal Poly Pomona (54.0%). The percentage vote for McGovern
~at CSUC campuses ranged fr9m§42.2 percent at Pomona to 83.6 percent
at Sonoma State. CSUC students showed slightly greater preference in
Spock and Schmitz, both receiving 1.0 percent of the vote.
An examination of private universities and colleges also reveals
a strong preference for McGovern. Stanford University and Occidental
College probably ranked at the top of pro-McGovern private schools
with the Democrat getting 78.7 percent and 80.5 percent of the vote
respectively. Of the sample, the University of Southern California
was the least pro-McGovern with the Democrat receiving 58.8 percent of
the vote to Nixon's 39.4 percent. Church affiliated colléges were
apparently less supportive of McGovern based upon the student vote for
McGovern at the Universities of San Francisco (67.3%) and Santa Clara
(66.9%). For this reason it appears that of studegﬁ; attending pri-
vate universities and colleges in California, 65-68 percent voted for

George McGovern,

- AP AP AT T Y e b




-10-

UC students showed little preference for the American Independent

Party candidate (0.5%) or the Peace and Freedom candidate (0.8%).

Students at California State University and Colleges also sup-
ported McGovern in grezt numbers; however, the degree of support was
significantly less than that of UC students. Weighted figures show
that an estimated 62.4 percent of CSUC students voted for the Demo-

_cratic candidate for President while 35.4 percent cast their ballots
for Nixon.” Such figures reveal that CSUC student support dropped
13.0 percentage points from UC student balloting for McGovern. Nixon
Eeceived the majority of the student vote at*Cal Poly San Luis Obispo
(53.7%) and Cal Poly Pomona {54.0%8). The percentage vote for McGovern
at CSUC campuses ranged from 42.2 percent at Pomona to 83.6-percent
at Sonoma étate. CSUC students showed slightly greater preference in
Spock and Schmitz, both receiving 1.0 percent of the vote.

An examinztion of private universities and colleges also reveals
a strong preference for McGovern. Stanford University and O¢cidental
College probably ranked at the top of pro-McGovern private schools
with the Democrat getting 78.7 percent and 80.5 percent of the vote
respectively. Of the sample, the University of Southern California
was the ;éast pro-McGovern with the Democrat receiving 58.8 percent of
the vote to Nixon's 39.4 percent. Church affiliated colleges were
apparently less supportive of McGovern based upon the student vote for
McGovern at the Universities of San Francisco (67.3%) and Santa Clara
(66.9%). For this reason it appears. that of students attending .pri-
vate univergities and colleges in California, 65-68 percent voted for

_~George McGovern.




-11-

In the 94 student precincts examined 69.0 percent voted for
McGovern and 29.3 percent for Nixon. This figure should not, however,
be interpreted to mean the to£al state-wide student vote for McGovern.
The survey does not include samples from the smaller state colleges,
and it only includes precincts from eléven private schools. Most
importantly the survey does not ikclude student vote data from com-
munity (twojyear) colleges or from high schools. In California a
total of 326,000 full-time day students attend community colleges and

95,000 are enrolled in private universities and colleges. Antici-

g%ting a further drop in support for McGovern among community college

and high school students, we estimate that of the total student vote
in california McGovern received 58 percent of the vote with Nixon
polling 41 percent ¥ 2.0 percent.

i

\
4 .
Congressional, State Senate, and Assembly Ragces

Students statelwide, with few exceptibns, favored Democratic
candidates in legislative races. As with the genefal populétion across
the country, there was a great deal of ticket splitting by student
voters. In almost all cases Richara Nixon received a larger percentage
of the vote than any other Republican on the ballot. There was also
good indication that students did not consider party affiliation only
when choosing local legislative candidates. Congressman Pete McCloskey
and Senator Milton Marks of San Francisco, both considered liberal
Republicans, received substantial support from students.

Precinct breakdowns of the university and college campuses ex-
amined (see Table 1) are available for all congressional, senatorial,

and assembly races. (see Tables 8-13)
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State Ballot Propositions

An examination of student voting patterns on severalrof the
California ballot propositions is vaiﬁable in examining student
opinions in general and on specific issues. wé feltﬁproposition 19¢'
which sought to legalize marajuana, proposition 20, which enacted
several significant measures for protecting the California coastline,
and propesition 22, which would ha;e gréatly iimited the labor unioni-
zation of the California farmworkers, ali reflected political*atti-
tudes, and thus, they form\the core of the CP§ Index. The etudent vote
on propositions 2, 14, and 15, reléting to bondshfor the University
of California, tax reform, and staté employees salary setting,\respec-
tively, were also.examined. The data show "liberal" drop-offs on

many of the ballot propositions as was seen in the presidential voting.

Such differences can be seen in the summary tables.

? .
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Part II - Pactors Affecting How Students Vote

There are significant differences between groups of campuses and
individual campuses in fegard to student voting patterns. Mechanisms
sﬁch as the: CPA index are useful in identifying liberal-conservative
attitudes with substantial precision. The next logical and most
difficult gquestion thén becomes what are the causes and factors which
effect differehces in student voting patterns.

Throughout our study we have attempted to isolate numerous
factors; however, it appears that there is no single factor or group
6f factors which can be isolated as statistically significant in
affecting how relatively conservative or liberal an indiridual campus

will vote. We have examined the following factors.

ES )
-- Population, size, and density and degree of isolation of the

student community. The most significant factor appears to be the

effects paused‘by a numerous and'attitudihally dominant peerléroup.
Those campuses which have la:ge'on- or near-campus student com-
munities ar; in most cases the most liberal. Such trends are
probably the resuf; of more constant and cénsistent peer group
pfessuxes and liberal attitude reinforcemént. The degree of iso-
latioh which the student community is situated with regard to the
sufroupdinq community is also a related factor. The effects of

such factors can be seen in the differences between the UC and

CSUC campuses as groups. Many more students live on- or near-

campus who attend the University of California as compared to the
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number who live near CSUC campuses. The larger and more .dense

A4
4

student populations certainly aré a factor in explaining the drop-
off of 9.1 percentage points in the CPA Iﬁdex from UC student to
i CSUC students. Those individual campuses which have a dense and
somewhat isolated student community or student ;::fto area aigo
tend to vote moré liberal, as can be seen in the percent variance
from the d?A Index mean at UCSC, (+ 15.3%), UCSB (+ 8.7%), UCSD
1 (+ 5.0%), and :Sonoma State College (+ 17.7%). Standford University
also reflects such factors with a hithEPA Index of 85.8 percent.
This set'of factors, however important, cannot be isolated as a
dominant factor. This factor, like the others, does act in concert

- v

with other causes and factors.

--Selectivity of the college and academic characteristics of the

L

R L R

e

student body. Colleges and universities can be ranked according

to selectivity and academic characteristiqs of the student atte;d-
ing, an ipdividual campus ﬁy?examining different_measuriqg devices. .
Utilizing the mean SAT scores of .the entering freshman class as

such a device, a positive correlation does exist between overall

»

academic ability of the school and to what -degree thé campus re-

O T T W AN M SR T P T ¢

ROGY
]

flects politically liberal attitudes. As said before, however,
‘this factor by itself is not statistically significant. It is
valid, nevertheless, to pinpoint this selecﬁiéigy-academic ability
factor in explé}ning the differences in UC and CSUC campuses as

groups and differences between individual campuses. For example,

. UC Santa Cruz, which is highly Selective&apd serves students with
NI

%% . very high grade point averages from high school, has a CPA Index

i . 2

of 96.5 percent. Campuses with very high admissions requirements
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(SAT scores and high school grade point averages) tend to select

A

students from a very narrow portion of the sta.es high school grad-

uating seniors. This group tends to be from families with income

and educational backgrounds significantly higher than those of the

state as a wholé. Thus, by definition, highly seiective schools n

have student populations significantly different than those of less

. selective (more open) institutions. That these students vote in a

manner different than other students or/the state as a whole is to

L

be expected. ) /

/

.. /

/

--Urbanization factor. It i# valid to s#y that schools located in

large metropolitan areas or close to #;ban areas tend to vote more
- /

!

liberal than those distant from urba7 regions. Thgre is a positive
e S

P -

correlation; however, this factor is/relatively weak and more often.

2
4 R

than not is off-set by a stronger factor.

--Geogfaphic/régional location of thJ campus. University and .college
. c

studeants in California tend to reflect differences in political,
4
attitudes between different geographic and regional areas of the

state. Such differences cloéely para]ié} attitudinal differences

+

reflected by the géneral population i ifferent areas. Students

%

at campuses in northern California tend!to be a bit more politi-
cally liberal .than those in southern California. This factor is
most clearly seen in the California State University and Colleges.

This factor is most often off-set by more dominate factors at UC

)
3 *':@% szf?ﬁwmmmgrmﬁ Bl toi i arih e

campuses and private schools. /

|

< 4

3; -~Family income. Family income is very positively correlated be-
&8

tween liberal political attitudes of the parents and academic

success of the children. For both these reasons family income

.

A
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appears to be a very signifiéant factor in the relative liberal
attitudes of different campuses.

In general, the political attitudes of students, as reflected
by the way in which thcy vote, are direc;ly related to their parents
situation in terms of financial resources. ﬁowever, most likgly the
dominant factors upon student voting patterns involve environmental/
peér group pressures within the student community. The intensity
and attitudinal complexion of °such environmental situatiohs most
directly affects how students will vote. In examining any of these
factors, however,‘it must be remembered that none of them can be’
isolated as the cause or the dominant factor. Instead, these factors

-~

AN
tend to act concurrently and with varying impact from campus to cam-

pus ) "
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'Part III - The Effects of the Student Vote in California

An examination of a few key California races points to the
tremendous ‘>tential of the student vote. Little data is available

to compare the results of the November election with preceeding

~contests in which the youth vote was a factrr; therefore, the fol-

lowing observationi remain just that-- observations.

In addition to the Presidential race, there were 80 assembly
seats and numerous congressional and stgfe'senate seats involved in
the 1972 general election. Many representatives were elected with

the help of the student vote; a small portion were treated rather

hafshly by the student vote; a few politicians were defeated by the

* student vote. 3 i’ : -

The student vote is not an easy?vote to understand. An analy-
sis of this voice remains difficult, %specially if one returns to

! \
traditional guideposts or relies on conventional methods of cam-

paigning. It would be difficult, for éXample, for anyone who spends «
’ \

the major portion of his time in Sacramento, and who relies on the R

\
daily newspapers for his information abogt students, to successfully
motivate those voters to support a parti%ular candidate or proposi-

tion. We will attempt to demonstrate thé importance of a vidorous
\ .

campaign, which is taken directly to students, organized primarily

E)

by students, and which does not take for é;anted the fact that stu-

dents will automatically vote in a particqlar manner. .
J 3
At Stanford University, the same students who voted for McGovern

c
78.7 percent to 20.6 percent for Nixon vﬁted for the Republican,

Paul McCloskey, 69 percent to 31 percent;over his liberal Democratic

i
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challenger. Students at the UniQersity of California at San Fran-
cisco cast 60 percent of their ballots for George McGovern and only
"40 percent of their votes for Richard Nixon, but backed Republican
State Senator Milton Marks 61 percent to 39 percent over his Demo-
cratic opponent. The University of San Francisco students supported
Marks 57.56 percent to 42.43 percent, while also backing McGovern
67.32 percent to 30.50 percent. San Francisco State University gave:

Marks 55.5 percent of their votes to 44.4 percent for his ogpénent,

meanwhile, voting 69.2 percent to McGovern to 27.6 percent for Nixon.

In both the Marks and McCleoskey campaigns students favored
McGovern but were at least minimally satisfied with the Republican
candidate, and did not vote for the Democrgt simply because he was
a Democrat. Clearly, the students felt that the Republican incum-
-bent had done a fairly good job representing their interests.

Students attending University of California campuses at Santa
Cruz, Davis and Santa Barbéfa, on the other hand, voted quite
heavily against their incumbent legislators. At, Santa Cruz Repub}i-
can State Senator Donald Grunsky received only 8.6 percent'of the
vote to his challenger, Suzanne Paizis' 91.4 percent. At Santa
Barbara, Assembly Democratic challenger Gary Hart garnered 96.2 per-
cent of the student ballots to Assembly incumbent W. Don MacGilli-
vray's 3.8 percent. At Davis there was a §}milar story-- Democratic
insuggent George Shaw received 80.6 percent of the vote to incumbent
Ray Johnson's 19.2 percent. Both Hart and Shaw came within 750 votes

of defeating their Republican opponents.

&
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At Santa Cruz, Santa Barbara, and Davis the campaign of the
Democratic challenger was very powerful-- visibly much stronger than
even the McGovern campaign on those same campuses. ¥ The campaigns
combined a vigorous campaigner who spent a great deal of time on the
campus with students who could easily b= characterized as the
"opinion leaders" of that campus, resulting in continual press cover-
age by the campus newspaper (which is much more widely read by
studénts than an outside newspaper). In all three campaiéns there
was a clear difference between the challenger and the incumbent. The
vote was not the result of students flocking like sheep, as one
leadiné professional campaigner has recently suggested, but rather
the combination of a vigorous campaigner joining with skey students
to challenge an incumbent whose views they felt were contrary to their
own. It is acknowledgedhihat the high density of the living areas
lended itself quite gicely to campaigning; almost all campuses, how-
ever, contained in the enclosed data have some high density areas--

. -

and the results were not nearly the same.

In three very close assémbly races the student vote was quite

xpossibly the difference. In San Diego, first-term Assemblyman

Kapiloff garnered 77.4 percent of the student vote in his upset vic-

‘tory. In Eureka, Barry Keene received 78.75 percent of the student

vote, in what was otherwise a very close race. At UC Riverside
freshman Assemblyman Ingalls received 85 percent of the student vote,
in what was thought to be a close race. fhe slightly smaller per-
ceﬁtage of the vote for Keene and Kapiloff, versus that of.Shaw and
Hart, may be a reflection of the dlf@lculty of campaigning to Call-.
fornia State Unlversity students who\gé\érally live in slightly less

densely populated areas-- often in thé center of a city. The student

ld
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communities of both Davis and Isla Vista are virtual islands unto
themselves. In addition, the Hart and $haw campaigns involved a
large number of students who have become identified with eleFtions
in the student community.

Oﬁgfr factors were significant in the Hart Qnd Shaw campaigns.

Both campaigns were run by people around 25 years of age who easily

identified with the student community. Both campaigns conducted

viébrous voter registration campaigns designed to encouﬁiggmstudents
to register. Often a campaign cannot afford to rely o/’oéher sources
to register people who would‘likely be voters for their candidate.
Probablf the most important factor in the Hart and Shaw cam-
paigns, and the Keene, Kapilof§ and Paizis campaigns as well, was
that not one of the candidates took anything about the student vote
for granted. They did not assume that somebody else would register
the voters, they did not presume that students would favor them--
just because they were the Democrat. They did not assume that stu-

dents would involve themselves in their campaigns without having

some voice in that campaign. Most importantly, none of these candi-

‘dates presumed for one moment that they would corner the student

vote without working very, very hard for it.
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TABLES

The following list and tables should serve to summarize the
vast amount of data involved in the study coming from 39 universities
and colleges in California. The lict of campuses includes those
California Colleges examined in this study and the fifteen schools:
nationwide currently being studied. Raw data from student vote
returns is broken down by precinct from each campus and becomes par-
ticularly valuabie in examining local legislative races and differ-
ences in voting patterns between campuses. This precinct irformation
is currently'avaiiéble from the UC Stuvdent Lobby.

Voting return and registration summa:ies by campus, grouped for

University of California campuses, California State University and

Colleges, and private universities and colleges have also been de-
o

‘'veloped. These sumﬁiry tables are useful in comparing- campus differ-

ences and in comparing variations overall between the three groups.
Simple mean averages for all three groups for voter turnout, presi-
dential balloting, ballot propositions, and the CPA Index are shown
in the tables. For the UC and CSUC groups, individual campus d&ta
has been weighted to reflect differences in campus enrollments and
‘an estimated state-wide mean for each group has been calculated.
These weighted means indicate how students state-wide registered and
430ted in the University of California and California State University
and Colleges. The Campus Political Attitudes Index (CPA) and the °

variance calculated for each campus are useful in comparing.compre-

hensive differences in political preferences and attitudes between

schocls, and between UC and CSUC as groups.



Table 1

. Colleges and Universities Included
in Student Vote Analysis1

* California

University of California Campuses
Santa Barbara .
Berkeley
Davis
Santa. Cruz
Los Angeles
Riverside
Irvine
San Diego
San Francisco (~60%)

Calif. State University and Colleges
Humbolt:
San Luis Obispo
Chico
Sonoma.
Sacramento
San Diego
San Jose
Fullerton
Nor thridge
San Francisco
Pomona
Long Beach.
Hayward (40%)
San Bernardino (-50%)
Fresno (70%)
Bakersfield (30%)

Private Universities and Colleges
‘University of Southern California
University of San Francisco
California Institute of Technology
Occidental College

" University of Santa Clara
Claremont Colleges
Stanford University

in the near future.

Nationwide?

Oklahoma State University
Michigan State University

Western Illinois University
University of Connecticut
Concordia College (Minnesota)
Lewis and Clark follege (Oregon)
University of Orpgon

University of Alabama

University of Colorado

University of Florida

Harvard University

University of Southern Mississippi
Columbia University

SUNY Buffalo

University of Rochester (New York)

1., The student vote data analyzed was ccmposed of returns for precincts
.* with 95-100% student populations with the exception of those schools
_ which are followed by a parenthesized percentage. This figure indi-
cates the estimated percentage made-up of students in relation to the
entire population of the preciiict data for that individual campus.

"2, Student vote precinct data is presently available for the first seven
schools., Data collection for the latter eight schools has not been
completed. Information on these campuses will, hopefully, be available

#
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Table 5

gr Voter Regisgration Summary )
Five Campuses of University of California
Campus Democrat Republican Peace & Freedom
UC San Francisco 65.1 25.1 . 0.9
UC Berkeley ~ 70.5 15.5 1.3
UC Irvine 65.3 18.1 1.2
UC San Diego 64.7 17.6 1.9
uc Los‘Angeles 64.8 ' 20.2 1.7

Mean Average 66.1 19.3 1.4

{ ‘Weighted Mean--

State~wide Estimate 67.0 18.1 1.5

Democrat/Republican = 3.7/1

0.1

0.1

0.0

8.8
12.2
13.8
14.3

12.4

12.3

12.5




Table 6

-

—

Campus
Sacrémehto\
San Diego

San Jose
Fullerton
Northridge
{?an Francisco-
Ponuna

!

Long Beach

Mean Average

Weighted Mean--
State-wide estimate

Voter Registration Summary
Eight Campuses of California State University & Colleges

Amer In

Democrat Republican Peace & Freedom
65.8 . 23,0 1.0 0.3
57.7 30.3 0.9 0.0
65.6 18.2 3.2 --
) [
61.2 22.2 - 1.3
62.0 22.0 . 2.0 0.8
70.9 17.3 1.2 0.2
50.0 37.6 - 0.8
55.1 30.7 1.8 --
61.0 25.2 1.3 0.4
6l1l.1 T 24.8 1.4 0.3

Democrat/Republicah = 2.5/1

DS

7.0
10.5
11.8
14.6

9.2
10.4

8:3

11.8
10.4

10.5

—
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Table 7

Campus

University of
Southern Calif.

»

Stanford -

University of
San Francisco

Calif. Institute
of Technology

Claremont Colleges

Occidental College

University of
Santa Clara

Average "

Voter Registration Summary

Seven Private Universities and- Colleges

Democrat Republicaér Peace & Freedom Amer In

!' N

|
55.3 25,9 -- -

!
61.9 26.9 0.5 -
69.6 17.5 0.9 0.1
54.3 26.7 1.1 —
64.1 22.9 0.8 -
65.5 17.5 1.1 0.2
70.8 17.6 0.7 0.4
63.1 22.1 0.7 0.1"
4

18.5

11.2

11.7

17.9
10.8

14.7

13.5
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Table 8

Campus

UCSB

UcCra

UCR

ucsC

ucb

UcCB

UCI

* UCSD

Note:

STATE ASSEMBQY ~ UC CAMPUSES

Republican

MacGillivray
3.8%

Priolo

27.5%

Hunter

15.0%

Murphy
5.0%

Johnson

19.4%

Balen

13.0%

Badham

17.4%

Stull
16.5%

Democrat

Hart

96.2%

Diamond

72.5%

Ingalls
85.0%

Faitz

95.0%

Shaw

80.6%

Meade

87.0%

Thorpe
82.6%

Garvin

83.58%

Votes Cast

6804

2398

426

1707

2817

1351

657

898

Data from UCSF is not included as the results were only
found in mixed (student-nonstudent) precincts, hence, the
data is unreliable.
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Table 9

Campus

UcsB

UCLA

UCR

ucscC

ucD

ucB

UCI

UcsD

STATE SENATE

Republican

No Contest

Stevens

l6.8%

No Contest

Grunsky
8.6%

No Contest

Miles

11.8%

~ NO Contest

Schrade
13.9%

5

- UC CAMPUSES

Democrat

O'Neill

81“6%

JPaizais

91.4%

Petris

ilr 88.2%

Gillis
86.1%

4

Votes Cast
2480
1718

3]
1345
928

Note: Data from UCSF is not included as the results were only

found in mixed (student-nonstudent) precincts, hence, the
data is unreliable.
A
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Table 10

San Luis Obisbo

Chico
sSonoma
Sacramento
San Diego
San Jose
/
Fﬁllerton

Northridge

_—

CSUC - ASSEMBLY

Republican

Antolini
21.2%
Nimmo
58.0%
Jchnson
29.5%
Bagley
44.08 |,
MacLean
19.1%
Barnes
22.6%
Browne
18.6%
Briggs
31.8%
Cline

30.4

Democrat

Keene
78.8%
Williams
42.0%
Shaw
70.5%
Moore
56.0%
Greene
80.9%
Kapiloff
77.4%
McAlister
81.4%
Shipkey
68.2%
Gallagher
69.6%

Votes Cast

1299

963

1524

157

570

1101

1369

85

671
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Table 11

Campus

Humboldt -
San Luis Obisbo

Chico

sSonoma

Sacramento

San Diego

San Jose
Fullerton
Northridge

%
San Francisco

Republican
;

Rogers
22,6
Grunsky
59.4¢

No Contest
Rogers
27.8%
McKinley
19.7%

No %entest
Hart

14.5%
Whetmore
32,2

Cusanovich

27.0%
Marks

55.6%

1

CSUC - STATE SENATE

Democrat

Collier
77.4
Paizis

40.6%

Collier
72.2%
Rodda

80.3%

Alquist
85.5%
Lacayo

62.1%

(AI-5.7%)

Burke
73.0%
Pelosi

44.4%

119

Votes Cast

652

1216

802

1739

82

677

637




RSSOV G AT T Y

_

9

AR,

Table 12

Campus

usC

USF

Cal Tech

Occidental

Univ. of Santa Clara

Claremont

étanford

" PRIVATE SCHOOLS - ASSEMBLY

+

Republican

Seeba

11.4%

Lanterman

38.3%

Collier
20,3% !

Fargher
23.9%

Lancaster -

28.7% .

Hayden
23.6%

Democrat Total Votes
. B. Greene

N00.0% 483~

Foran

88.6% 763

Ridenour

,61.7% 253

Regnier

79.7% 359

Vvasconcellos

76.1% 1547

Axelrod

71,.3% 1051 ™

Friar

76.4% 4297
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Table 13

b4
¢

Campus

uscC

USF

Cal Tech

ey

Univ, Santa Clara

Claremont College

Stanford

Occidental

PRIVATE SCHOOLS - STATE SENATE

Republican

Taggert
27,0%

Marks

57.6%

Richardson

31.1%

Harmer

21.5%

Hart
14,5%

Whetmore
30.6%

———

No Contest

Democrat

Dymally
73.0%

Pelosi

42.4%

Hart

68.9%

Rifken
78.5%

Alquist
85.5¢

Lacayo

69.4%

Total Votes

530

879

283

340

1499

1044




Table 14

BALLOT PROPOSITIONS

Proposition 2- This proposition asked for state authority to sell
$156 million in bonds to finance the construction of
health sciences teaching facilities at the Unlver51ty
of California.

Proposition 14- This was the so-called "Watson Innitiative." It
sought to set a constitutional limit on proverty taxes
and increase sales and other taxes to make up for lost
revenues. :

Proposition 15- This proposition would have taken away the Governor's
power to veto pay increases for -state employees and
given state employees a measure of collective bar-
gaining privileges.

Proposition 19- This measure would héve de-criminalized marijuana
‘ possession.

Proposition 20- This measure sought to enact a series of actions de-
signed to limit coastline development in California.

{ Proposition 22- Thiz measure would have established a labor relations
act for farm workers in California. It was opposed
by several farm workers unions including that of
Caeszr Chavez.

LA




