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RESIDENCE HALL SOLICIT&TIQN SURVEY
INTRODUCTION' ‘ < ’ -

- v 3
B

Presently, the University maintains a restriqtive,solicitation policy'in |
residences halls and married student housing areas. Except for news~
paper sales and official university business, solicitation is prohibited.
Solicitation 16 defined as door-to-door contact for the purpose of saliciting
funds or sales, recruiting members or support for an organization or
cause, and compiling data for surveys, programs or other purposes The ‘
- policy's objective is to protect the privacy and security of students.
- "W 4 .
The purpose of this study was to elicit student opinion concerning the . e
degree of restriction desired in USC's solicitation policy. Student ' oy
reaction was sought to 'several types of solicitation, n%nwly political,
religious, financial, and membership recruitment. In addition, students .

were asRed to differentiate between student and nOn-student solicitation.

It was expected that single and married residents alike_would‘favor CTT—
- a more restrictive policy. This hypothesis was‘EaséB\qn\tEerbelief
that students placed high value on their privacy and'would‘p eIer\to\ / *

preserve that privacy It was also expected that solicitation by

students would be more acceptable than non~-student solicitation. Finally, X ’

),'\

"it was expected that the type of visitation plan in effect .in single

student housing would be closely,related,to the degree of restriction ' \\\;‘
favored. Specifically, the more open the visitation plan, the more ?\\i\
lenient & Solicitation plan the students would support. T Y

N . . .

METHODOLOGY S R
* During the 1974 Fall Semester//é residence hall solicitation survey
was developed by the Researc Office Division of Student Affairs. Every

'‘Residence hall staff disfributed and collected ‘the SurVeys within their .
respective housing areas. Usable responses were received from 421 students

for a response rate of 7%, . .

lDue to,a lack of response by’ students living in married student dﬁsing,
data oﬁ married students are not reported. - L Yo
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FINDINGS . T X T

Coe The data 'in Tablé 1 sﬂow that a majority of students favored some form
of restriction (complete or limited) on all types of solipi;gtion studied.
Students_were somewhat less® opposed to political and organizationai ’
solicitation than tﬁey were to financial and religious $olic1tétion.
These results alsp show that students, as predicted, were more open to
solicitaéion&%y students than by‘non—stddents. In fact, a majority of

students favored complete restriétion of solicitation by non-students

in every cage. | - . .
Wﬁen-compar{pg responses by sex, male students were somewhat more likely -
than females to favor complete restriction or non-restrictioh of solicita- ) /’

. L] -
-tion. (see, Table 2) Conversely, in every instance, fenales were

more likely than males to favor limited. restriction. . °

.

Table 3 shows that younger students were less restrictive, more opén

.

to solicitation than older students. This possibly reflects a more
. serious upperclass a;udeht; one wn values pRivacy more. Olde¥ students

were especially negative toward noa—studentvand religious solicitation.
The‘relatiénships concerning visitation plans’| proyed to be far more

complex than predicted. As predicted, there was a greater percentage of
students in Bates West favoring open solicitation; however, there was ,- r s

also a larger percentage of studéhtsaliving in this coed apartment complex

) who favored complete restriction of gsolicitation. Students under open ‘ .

ZThe four open housé alternatives are as follows (hours subject ta-
change): ..
"Plan A. .No open house hours; visiters alloweéd only in lounges and
. lobbies. * o
Pldn_B. Open house hours restricted to weekends on the following .
: schedule: . Friday and Satirday, 12:00 noon to 2:00 a.m.:
¢ Sunday, 12:00 noon to 11:30 p.m.
Plan C. Open house hours daily, on the following schedule; Sunday
through Thursday, 12:00 noon to 11:30 p.m.: Friday and
1 Saturday, 12:00 noon to 2:00 a.m. °
“Plan D. Apartment plan (Bates West): open house hours regulated yy .
, . residents of each apartment.

Q ‘ b . 2_, .
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) . ‘ . ‘si _‘l/_,.'/’ R
\ 'house plan A, the moet restrictive visitation plan, were generally the
. most supportive of sol‘:tcitation.3 In fact, students on Plan A strongly
}/' - supported a loosening of restrictioig\on soliﬂitation. _In contrast,

stu@ents on Plan ¢, the most liberal visitation g}an other than Bates

West, were the most restrictive in regard to solicitation, : ¢ o
_,--"’/ , ]
- 4 .
One possible explanation, for this unexpected finding was the j&int process . “

under which students and thedir parents selected a visitation glan. Under
this system a student's choice must be in keeping with parental wishes if
the student is under 21 years of ag..“ Accordingly, students who chose . : N
. Plan A primarily because their parents wanted them t® be under a more
. ’¢¥éj“ restrictive picn may have been expressing their desire for the increased //

~ freedon which they would have chosen for themselves under another visit-
‘7 ation plan, , . ,

CONCLUSIONS: S :

' ‘ . - ) ’ P
- e :

Although support for solicitation varies with different groups, dtrong ‘

support for solicitation does not exist at USC. Students did not fsvor ) .., ;

the complete removal of restrictions on anry type of solicitation, es- \

pecially solicitation by non-students. The data seemed to indicatd

potential support for some liberalization of policies concerning student

solicitation while still retaining strong ‘control over non-student

* . solicitation.
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3Note: The small sample size repres.enting Plan A (n=ll); however,
only 88 students were living under Plan A during Pall 1974

4 Student age under this pélicy has si%ce been r&duced to 18.
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PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS SEL‘ECTING VARIOUS LEVELS OF RESTRICTION

TABLE 1:
ON SOLICITATION AT USC, FALL 1974, BY TYPE OF SOLICITATION"
\ COMPLETE | LIMITED "NO
: RESTRICTION =~ | "RESTRICTION — ~ RESTRICTION
(No Access } (Complete
at any Time) , Access)
.TYPES OF -
SOLICITATION -
N~
POLITICAL: . -,
) L .
Canvassing .
for elections coef A
by Students 36.1 46.8 X 17.1
Canvassing’ , o '
for elections : ) .
by Non-Students 67.2 25.4 T4
RELIGIOUS: N '
RELIGIOUS:
Canvassing . .
by Students 50.8 39.9 i 9.3
Canvassing ‘ ‘
by Non-Students 75.5 19.2 o 5.2
FINANCIAL: ) t
~ ‘m.
Student " .
Vendors ; 41.6 ! 42.8 : 15.7
] ‘ '
Non~Student 5 :
Vendors 1.7 22.8 i 5.5
HMEMBERSHIP N 5
RECRUITMENT : : i
O \ t
' | '
Student ¢ X ;
Organization 5 33.5 45,4 21,1
| . .
“Non-Student | R | -
' 4o f 29.0 ; 7.6

Organization .

-
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TABLE 2: PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS SELECTING VARIOUS LEVELS OF RESTRICTION
ON SOLICITATION AT USC, FALL 1974, BY TYPE AND SEX

COMPLETE ~ : ‘LIMITED NO .

P Y : RESTRICTION ,  RESTRICTION RESTRICTION
i . (No Access ' ; (Complete
. i © at any Time) ' Access) .
TYPES OF i o - . t
SOLICITATION | Male Female ' Male Female Male Female
. < T ) - .
i )
POLITICAL: }
’ ) .
i ) ~ . -
Canvassing Vo .
for elections ! . : D '
by Students | 410 31.6 |42.9 50.0 15.7 18.4
Canvassing - ' ‘ L | .
for electioms ' / - - .
by Non-Students | 9 7 64.0 |%1.5 28.9 | 7.9 7.0 .
RELIGIQUS: o 7
T |
Canvassing . ! )
by Students 52.9 49.1 |35.6 T 43.9 1115 7.0 .
. Canvassing } - ‘
by Non-Students 77.0 74.6 '16.8 < 21.5 6.3 3.9 .
- 3
FINANCIAL: . | i
Student
Vend'ors i 47-6 ) V36’0 3601 48-7 1692 U|4 ad
Non-Student f o - )
Vendors i 75.4 68.4 119.4 . 25.9 ! 5.2 5.7 °
MEMBERSUIP ' H T
RECRUITMINT: ! !
l ]
Student ! ! i , o -
Organization | 37.7 29.4 [41.9 48.7 20.4 21.9°
’ ‘ ‘ ' \ i )
Non-Student -+ | . | | -
Organization | 66.5 60.5 iZS.l 32.5 : 8.4 7.0
‘ Males N= 191 v -
N . Females N= 228
. 7 Missing Ne 2 ’
5 L]
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COMPLEIE + HO
RESTRICTION RESTRICTION RESTRICTION
(No Access (Complete
) at any Time) Access)
TYPES OF = AGE _AGE ‘- AGE AGE AGE AGE
SOLICITATION i7-19 20-22;, 17 ~-19 20 -22 17 - 19 20 - 22
POLITICAL: l
-Canvassing ' ’
for elections . i
by Students 32,2 39.9 , 50.5 43.2 | 17.3 16.9
, L I
Canvassing |
for elections - ; .
by Non-Students - 62.0 72.3 | 32.7 18™ 5.3 9.4
! . . -
" RELIGIOUS: ]
Canvassing / ! . .
by Students 42.8 58.7 | 47.1 32.9 10,1 8.5
: N PR B ' >
Canvassing ‘ .
by Non-Students 69.7 81.2 { 25.0 13.6 -_ 5.3 5.2
!
FINANCTAL: i
v i
Student ! .
Vendors 39.9 43.2 i 40.4 _ 45,1 19.7 1.7
Non-Student '
Vendors 69.2 74.2 1 25.0 -20.7 5.8 5.2
‘ _/ - | ’ 13 N . -
MEMREHTP ' -
RECRuY "I NT: - :
, .
Student - 1 . )
Organtzst ion 29.3 37.6 ' 46.6 4,1 ¢ 24,0 - 18.3
) . s ,
Non-Stu-ent, ‘ 1 _ l ‘
Organiz.. .on 58,7 6.1 .  32.7 25.4 ¢ 8.7 6.6
. , ' L4
~ \- .
s 19 or younger: N=208
8 . 20 or older: N=213
6

TABLE 3: PERCENTAGE OF S

LOMITED

RDENTS. SELECTING VARIOUS LEVELS .OF RESTRICTION
ON SOLICI%‘ATION AT USC, FALL 1974, BY TYPE AND AGE
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i ) TABLE 4: PERCENTAGE OF STUDE1S SELECTING. VARIOUS rm<mﬁm OF RESTRICTION ON SOLICITATION
- AT USC, FALL 1574, BY TYPE AND VISITATION PLAN , -

. ‘

A}

. ' COMPLETE RESTRICTION LEMITED RESTRICTION NO RESTRICTION
| , (8o Access - ’ {(Complete' _°*
: -~ at any Time) - ' Access)
N TYPES OF ; LANS x "PLANS . % PLANS x
SOLICITATION A B % C BHW A B C BHW A Be C BHW
. - N A \— -~
. \ ’ ; ; : - * 7 |
~ POLITICAL: : . o
) ’ Canvassing . CT . ) ) V
. for elections - ] N ,
_by Students 27.3 30.7 39.7 40.6 - 54.5 50.3 44.4 43.8  18.2 19.0 15.9 15.6
| e < { .
Canvassing . : ' < \ . ’
. for elections o N | .-
\ by Non-Students - 27.3 64.4 69.2 81.3 . 63.6 28.8 3.4 9.4 9.1 6.7 7.5 9.4
] XELIGIO0S: - . . 3 ,
; . £ : ,
Canvassing \ - , o
. by Students 27.3 47.9 51.4 68.8 . 54.5 44,2 38\8 21.9 18.2 8.0 9.8 9.4, N
R omadmmmwwam ) | , o oo ,/ » . '
by Non-Students 54.5 74.8 75.7 84.4  36.4 21.5 18.7 6.3 9.1 3.7 5.6 9.4
[ - " ! ~
e ,  'FINANCIAL: . T I
¥ Student . , , . , ’ ’ -, .
- Vendors . 36.4 38.7 45.3 31.3 ' 36.4 45.4 40.2 50.0  27.3 16.0 14.5 5.8
ot v ' g o . ‘
: | Non-Student’ b . ’ - h g
Vendors T~ .54.5- 70.6 73.8 68.8 . 45.5 24.5 22.0 12.5 0 4.9 .4.,2 18.8
: e N : N :
. . ) * P , ,
| m .4 “
. . , Lo : | e
. T : - —
< ’ ~ ¢ 5\ . /, ? E
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Table 4:

RECRUITMENT =

X
Student .
Organization
zosnmnmamsn
onmmsunmluon

#

a
/nonmuncmm

9.1 31.3 35.5 37.5

AN

54.5 - 58.9 67.8 59.4

wmb.m 46.6 43.5

|

’

j18.2 33.1 27.1

50.0 36.4 22,1 21.0

25.0 27.3 8.0 5.1

) TN

HN.Im

15.6

|
o

|
!
|

L4

)
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Plan A-=femmmemme=N= 11

Plan B---= N=163
Plan C-—--—m=m==e=N=214
Missing--~==w—=ee=N~ 1
*Bates” House West--N= 32

.

O

l C )
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

.




