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'EBSTRACT

P

: ,779art1c;pants in- sorority andcffaternlty rushSQ; Hlami
ygggfgg;veyed about their experiences with that.process, theff&ctors -
Inportant to the ‘decision to pledge or ‘not. to pledge a- Grsa?ﬁgetter o

‘organization, and the effect rush had on a person's. se1f~xiage.,f

Ancther study gquestion was uheggegityggeiggrgfgggf@iffeten@gs in - .
personal backgroind charactetistics between students whofp&edgéd and

. e S e e g fiedgie

thcse who did not. - The study group were men and wcmen

"part1c1pate3 in rush and. pledged a fratermity or soro

.'1whc participated in rush ‘but did not pledge, Students’

Ca o azd not '

v-,g;gﬁggfgigher withdrew voluntarily or were nct prefes 53 by -

- gororities cr fraternities. Anonymous® guestlennair;’ﬁg"”ii; 77777
administer€éd after the formal rush periocd;: & great:;‘lgfgep;gge of :

if' students of both sexes who pleaged agreed that rusfifuds a worthwhlle'

. -

addition to their college experience, felt ccnfcgﬁgbie in "peing

Avities of rush S
‘or making a chbiéé —
fand_the people in

- themselves" during rush, and believed that’ the a

~'period provided them with sufficient information;
- abcut pledging. The, milieu of the fraternal syst

it were the dominant-influences on the dec181c,ste‘pledge. Stndents
.~ who pledged teported that rush._ had a neutraliﬁ’ pé51t1ve effect on -
' their views of themselves, while non—pledges7fnd1cated that it had a

- ‘neutral to negative inpact. (Autﬁor/SH) ' Xf S SO
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|, almost a century, its appeal to students declined during the-19605 and has only

- L . : -t
. - . .

K T RS
7fﬁf Although the fraternal_system has been on the national college scene for |’

recently begun to make a comeback. 'Therefore; -it is important for the leaders'

. .~ of sororities and fraternities — and the persons who advise them — to be aware
_.of the effectiveness of their recruitment methods and the elements of Greek life
~ which are most and least attractive to individuals who actively seek membership, -
in these organizations. It is also-valuable from the standpoint of student v
. development. for educators_to-understand the social and psychological impact
“which involvement in the Greek-selection process has on those who take'part... :
The purpose of this study was ‘to examine the perceptions: of participants in > ' ‘-
sorority and. fraternity Rush about, their experiences with that process, the = .
factors which-were most: important in determining .an_individual's ‘decision either :

‘Rush had on a person's self-image. Al%o investigated was whether there were : -
any differ&nces between students who pledged and_t@bse who 'did not in terms of

. to ‘pledge or not to plédgé,a;Gréék:1éttér,érgéhizatiéh;.éhd<§2é effect which ..

-certain persenal background characteristics; a bkeakﬂﬁﬁﬁ'6?:tﬁis.igformat16n by

© sex-is in the Appendix. | |
~Procedure - Four specific ‘groups of undergraduates were sampled for this -

'survey: men.and women who participated in Rush at Miami this past academic year

o and pledged a fraternity or sorority, -and those  men andswomen who took part in

Rush-but did not pledge. Those students who did not.pledge were essentially of =~
stwo. types: 1) the voluntary non-pledges - who withdrew from Rush prior to pre-

* . or-decided not to pledge; even though he or shé was preferenced by at least.one

“of the organizations for which they bid, and:2) the invojuntary non-pledges —
ho were not preferenced by any of thé,SG?b?itiéSuG?Jfﬁé%é?ﬁftfés'fdf which they

bid. Of the non-pledges, 53 percent of the men and %9 percent of the worien fell
into the latter category. . , .~ - - o L.

- . Alphabetized 1ists of each group were compiled.with the assistance of Mary .
- 'Evans_and Randy Amburgey from the Office. of Co-Curricular Programs and the. ,

-+ executive officers of the Panhellenic Association and the Interfraternity Council;
‘these individuals also offered marly valuable suggestions with respect to the
construction of the. four similar but separate questionnaires used. in.the project.

 Separate ‘numbers between ene .and four were selected randomly for each group im
~the study; and every fourth student*per group: corresponding. to the particular
number was chosen for the survey. This resulted in samples ©f 25 percent::

- 111 women who pledged, 104 women wha,did'ndgiﬁlédgé; 104 men who pledged; and
- 134 men who did not pledge. Because sorority.and fraternity Rush is held in .
- the fall and spring semesters respectively, it was necessary to conduct the data” .

collection for this study at twe different times during the-year. Interviewers
from:the Student Life Research Service indiyidually administered the appropriate

- questionnaire to sorority rushees from November 7 to 21, 1977 and to fraternitv"

ferencing. (the systen by which a riushee is matched with a sororfty or fratermity) . 3 '
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after the comp]et1on<of the formal Rush per]od The anonym1ty of responses
. to the questionnaires was guaranteed. Usable returns ‘were obtained from 96
 of the women who pledgéd.a sorority for a response rate of :86 -percent;’ fféﬁ;/

. 87 of the womeh who did not pledge (84 percent); from 96 _of .the men who 7ﬂ“jf

p]edged a fratekn1ty (87 percent), and from 114 of the men wha did not ( 5

/ percent). ‘Computer processing for this prcaect was pgrformed/by Tucker

Barnhart of Admin15trat1v§ Data Process1ng , o e /,
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L PERCEPTIONS OF THE RUSH PRchss T T
AN of the sugvey part1c1pants were askeﬂ'ﬁo indicaté the extent th'_ P
L jyhlgh ‘they agreed or disagreed with several statements relating to their. o ,f -

i 'Eexper1ence with and reaction.to:the 'Rush process: A ¢hi. square test was =

EE empToyed' to determiné whether there was a’statistically significant .

difference between the responses:of rusheesfwhgfeventua]ly -pledged and- ; y 'i‘rpyh

" their counterparts who-did not (women were compared with women  and men ==, ..
. with men).: The standard .05 Tevel of s1gh1f1cahce was se]ected . Oy

LS .
.
A (I

Yy Rush Exper1ence by Parﬁ1c1pan¢s.Who%

",%“'TéBTé 1 Pencept1on of the Soranit
o P]edged and Those Who Did Not C B
T T \%mng]y T e L O
. Item - . . WRespendént D1sagree D1sa“gree Agree Agreeq@* Xt

" The. act1v1t1es of fhe Rush L P]edged
N period provided me. with PR S R . R -
.- sufficient information fOr CoDidn't a0 T e T T e

. making. a decision whether -~ “Pledge” .12 . 86 37 .. 6 -
to pledge a. soror1ty - S S

_The ideas I had about the  Pledged - 10% . 46% - 35% 9%
sorority system prior to, ., &= .. . . . ¢ ' g
Rush were basically f Didn't -~ - - R
confirmed by what I .7+ “Pledge 12 . 37 . 8T .5
. Jearned during Rush , A e e )
. ‘\ . B : ,‘ . .;' ~; ) . LY ’
" I felt comfortable in . Pledged 16% . 32% 38% {\ 185 . 27.27%%
- "being myself".-and pre-__ .. ~_- - . . T “
-. senting my real personality Bidn't, .. .- __ - . . .. Rﬁ
: aur1ng the Rush per1od .- Pledge -~ 49 / L2 17 5. -
»-_.l . .4: ;.: _‘ - . /w '~ -' : "_: - a . . - ' : | . ? 7 ;To ';
' . < Rush was a worthwhile ~  ‘Pledged 5% - 11%  39% - - 48% \" 14 21**
' addition to'my college .. . L N PR _
, exper1ence~to date — Pidn't ;. 7 ool T
LT S -~ Pledge N9 16 BT 17: - :
e T e SR L oy BN
. — -~
- **-'p"<.01 . ‘l"'- S : ‘ : T o o s .
‘#%% 2001 ' o s : : R o




e oItem 0 ‘:j' Respondent B1ségree Bisagnee;¢
" The. act1v1t1es of thé"Rus‘h Piéagéa B, T

. making a detision wh ther_ . —Pledge *?f"{"iiﬁ; R

3l

“7***p< 001, T e e

;dur1ng Rush
"I felt omfortable in S -'Pledgéd '~'.;; Co8% 3%, 49y 17% ”18‘3&

" Rush per1ed i S

5,

: Table 2 Percept1on of Fraternity Rush Exper1ence by Part1c1qants who ?{; B o
y . ..; .

o P]edged and Those Who D1d Not - i

L

tM

P

. ' ' ~ -‘ ‘. ' ;.' “ 7 ‘ Strong]y . -; L Lo
S

(58 163 10.62%
period provided e with- SN T : :
sufficient i %nformatmn for .' D1dn t’

.to’ p]edge a Fratern1 R A % - &
H ‘ ) : ; ".. . ’ Ei ‘:‘ v ..v : ; ;

e e s N o .
. ." .. . .. ‘, . . L AR L . ' l .
e - ‘ . -

The ndeas I had about the ‘ﬁ',Plédged _;:: 6% T 25% 56% 12

“fraternity -System’ prior to - - e -

Rush .were basically con- "~ Didn g e

firmed by what .1 learned . 'Pledge' L1 3t oass 1l -

%
2l

< ' "being myself" and: EE T e o
" presenting my real: " . - D]dn t R S

personality during the - . ‘Pledge: - :- 19 a0 ” "536'.:'”

R L
A

PR . v ) E : ot . -
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Rush, was -a Worthwh11e\;. ,Piédgéﬂi 'T-,."’ﬁ% . 10% . M9 ! 403 116 62%k*
-addition_to my co]]ege- o L ’ R L o

eﬁger1ence to date N B1§q”t R S
N ‘ ‘,,L;5 "f-_Pledge; Cooo 140 - 13 52;7 S
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ERRRUIRY

o PR S ;-4;7'3777:--" T ol S .
. .~ As:one might expect, a much greater proportion of the students who pledged . . -
. — both:men and women — strongly agdreed that‘Rush was a worthwhile. addition to
~ "their college experience, felt comfortable in-"being themselves" during Rush, .
. _and beliéved ‘that the activities of the Rush period provided them with Sufficient -
+ - information for.making'a decision with regard to pledging.  Although a large :

"' majority of ‘each of: the four.groups.of participants considered- Rush as béneficial, <

S “sthose' .individuals who pledged were the more intgnse. in their feelings.. A solid
*majority of students: of bothfSexesTth'diﬂinat;plédgé'jndigatédjt at they felt

Qs gspecially .-~

1y disagreed

: .~ -, unaasy 'in’ exhibiting their true personality during-Rush. This w
.7 .true, however; among female non-pledges — almost half.of whom st

- with ‘the statement , "I felt comfortable in 'being myself': and presenting my real " l

~ ~personality during the Rush period," .Indeed, nedrly half of those women who

~ ,* ultimately did pledge:a sorority alse disagreed with this item. This. finding =~
. clearly- demonstrates that there are dimensjons of fraternity and sorority Rush )

o Whi;h-jnhibif”many1participants; ﬁ@rtiéﬂl&?]y'Wbméh;”f?émgﬁéihg themselves-:

" "iAlthough there were only slight differences between rushees who did and did
; ﬂOt 7
_fraternal.system were justified, there was one interesting difference between

pledge in terms of the degree to which their pre-conceived views of the .-

“the sexes, on.this potnt, Whereas more than two-thirds of the men who pledged _

~ indicated -that their prior ideas about Greek'life were.confirmed by Rush, the
‘reverse:was true for a majority of the women who.pledged. Hence, most of the = -

- women_who ‘pledged did "s0-in spite of the fact that the sorority system was not - .
.+ what they had antitipated. With one exception; there wére no important differences : -
.. between voluntary and-involuntary non-pledges on these items. A strong majority -
-, " 74" (623), of those men who chose not to pledge‘a fratefnity indicated that Rush
-+ activities-did not give them adequate “information for making a decision on whether. .

... to join; in contrast, most of the péersons who did not receive a bid (64%) felt
'-;(,that“they'QidlEeceiye'suffiCien; information. Herfce, if one removes the invol-
untary non-pledges, .the differences between the men who pledged and those who -

. to join;.in co

+did not on their own volition becomes even greater on ‘the .infoufational factor.’
Ceocaa e T A S

" 11 FAGTORS INFLUENCING THE PLEDGING DECISION = . .

.*" “Rushégs who ultimeteTy pledged a fraternity ok sorority, or those who vol-
*~ “untairily chese not to plédge, were asked tq indicate how important a variety of

-, .- factors were in determining their decisiony Tables 3 and 4 contain a breakdown;
. n the.order of the mean scere, of the responses of women and men who eventually
. ~Pledgpd- a“Greek-Tetter organization. . The items on each 1ist are not exactly o
* '~ Tdentical, given the natural differences between the interests of.men and women, - -

* ..and the'way in which fraternities and sororities operate:at Miami®
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B iéiifi.; _ Net im of k1tt1e Somewhat Very L ﬁéaﬁ
_:;”""f o Important_elmpﬁr 1

Eeﬁgnaﬁ’éompahbﬂﬂy with- 0 ;-‘1 S 4,85 394

.;partlcular soror1ty7 , S g, s §
‘\: o

\ '0pportun1ty to - meet people N 1 6. ’ el 3.85
and . make c]ose fr}endsﬁ1ps ' \§ o s o S
e Prom1se of an active }'- , g 15 43 .m0 - 3,22
L ;SOC1H] 11fe SRR B o , _ o e
T Opportunity: for- future *ff 9 " 19 ' ‘38} - ¥4 - 2.97 a
connectlons and contacts . SRR - B

:.Opportunity for 1eadersh1p,;'i 12 55' :16_ 85 ':-éé. , | 2.90
-Chance.to-meet members.* o _‘ 6 l’,',23f*~ - 50 , .éi" 2,85 -

5of the opp051te Sex. ... ey °
Image or repu§a§19n of 15 ﬂ': 18- . 2 . 2% 2.79

??part1cu1ar sorority. SR S . . L
U N e . A Y
- Need for compan1onsh1p St D13 22 - 81 225 - 2:78

' Emphasis on scholast1c. IR A" S T X 19 268 C
;ach1evement ,f T L L T P R
'prortﬁﬁlty to par;1c1pate I.' 12 - ,’23m7' B2 14 f;“f"é;68"'

~in serv1ce prOJects o ,;,f
g'Impress1ve Rush p@rt1es ':t" ‘ 14;._. ‘18 ;: | 58v.  2 ._'10, ;
5.Persona11t1es of fe]]ow rushees a9  ﬂf 0 '32 o 1§; };

’

13
-\*‘_‘ -
oo £ i
TN N N N
v o .

fd

f?,Persona11ty of Rush Cha1rman e 22 . 37 L 27

Privilege of belong1ﬁ§*to BT TR ) R T IR ,-Z’-.
an exc]us1ve group. - -; Cot e R

X

o _Gppoptunity to have an 1mpact -29 2 ;' . 9 . 2.2

¢ . on. campus’ dec1s1on-mak1ng

0pportun1ty fok academ1c he]p 28 35 . - i' 29 ‘;:Q-7 . ;';2;16' .

"‘.Reasonable cost of- belong1ng 136, . 28 21 s . 2,15
., to-particular sorority - o S o -
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{ of ffqtern1ty house‘ B
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a L S S
of Factors in Determining Dec1s1on to PTegge a Fratern1ty L

g fQ‘{ :.AfA .+ Not 4 Of L1tt1e Somewhat  Very ‘Mean -
- - : lmportgnt Imgprtance Important Important Scere
Perscna11t1es of act1ves ad_;r‘;,‘z‘ R A 8 s

Per§6ha] compat1b1lity Whth "}5\*A§ S 4 f-’ 9. ,:~-80 ,

part1eu1ar fratern1t¥ - . v
I R o ™~ o
: ngortunity,te meet paﬁple o 6. A6 16 73 3.56
}& -and make close fr1ends 1'ps‘ o B S Lo S
Promise of ’ an active soc1a1 11fe' 6 _1'Ff 16 - .“Atlééi : fr; ﬁer 3.13
Chance to meet members ﬂ;?‘ - 4 ‘t e .;,}\@ﬁﬁﬂ‘ Lov32 3,01
of the opposite sex . S R S -
Opportunity to participate > 10 .. 18 - . 43 . .29 2.91°
7 1n athlét1c activ1t1es 7 R L o .
7'Fewer rules and regu]at1ons S L 3«'{2'0':‘~ o K 3 36 "2.90
- than 1n re51dence ha1ls I T T , -
e y 7.';" l . : . "’ o *- o ' i . ‘ ._ N B . 7\‘? .
"Access to better heus1ng 13 0 23 . 33 ...30 2.80
_‘acconmodatwns _ S T o
_ Image or reputat1en'6f A ] 1" 40 -
ar part1eu1ar fratern1ty o o S
Persona11t1es of fe]]ow rushees -'15 21 30
0pportun1ty for,]eadersh1p x ;ﬁé;, 28 < 47
;‘cAccess,to better mea]s : "i , e;id" 28 - 38
."Inadquggy 9f7res1dence 23 . 20 . 32
-hall activities R S B
C : T R Ak o .
, Reasonab]e cost of be]ong1ng B 18 "~ 27 .- 48 . 16 2.53°
' ,to part1cu1ar fratérn1ty SRR o : T
: ) Need for' cempan1onsh1p 19 28 36 fié. 2.52
A 'Emphas1s on schg]ast1c Y 27 32 20 2.51
1;“mch1evément : T '
: 0pportun1ty for future R 23 . 28 “ «'” 28 . 21 5. 47
_ connections ahd contacts PO S Y ..
TN K R . L
~“Physical attract1veneSs = -1 et 4 &9 2.46

i

r

364 .
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. . Table 4 cont. -Importince of Factors in Determining Decision to Plédge a Fraternity -
ol T TE Mot OF Little  Somewhat Very © * wean |

Importance - Important -Important - “Score - *

) [3

"

. > \ -

. 47 ‘ . N . - C i - . ' L . S > »‘*_J'_~ . ) .7 - v';~
‘IhgreséiVE_Rﬁghfpartiés o200 44 0 24« 11  3;_2;27i_5
R o R L,;,-CJ ’ - :4 Lo -;; L, ~...::;' 7 _47 B o
Opportuni y‘tﬁiﬁaitié?ﬁatg“ on 22 3 X 28 oL 219

- inservice projects . [ | o _ . . s
" ', -Opportunity for academic help - 30 3 . .. g . / & 2.3 C
Stature of the national . 43 - 2 43 oy .. gop
fratemnity orgaization . - . o 0 at ST T

LY

Opportunity to have an impict 33 3 .2 - Ca 240,

on campus -décision-making S
 Opportunityto be aiong - 40 - 20 8. 3 . 195 -
. the “in-crowd" on‘campus . 1 - - .. o R

| Mamber of friends who are Gresk 3 . 41 @ . 3 ig

. S

rt B

~within the Uniyersity -

-, Chance tobelong-to . . ... .52 32 g ‘168

-Lfﬁﬁﬁéﬁiunjtyfto-piéﬁdﬁe.chéngé'*' 42 38 o
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. .= The chance to make friends and- to associate with compatible ‘people were

- central to the”decision of both mén and women--to pledge. Nearly.all the women
and an overwhelming proportion df;thé_@éhgfaigafihrggffactors-4=4pérsaﬁa}ity:: B
+ of actives, compatibility with a particular Greek organization, and the oppor-
- ~tunity to meet people and make:close friendships — as very important determinants

| ~of their decision:to pledge. The .promise of an active social Tife and the chance

- Lo meet members of -the opposite séx were very important consjderations fbr many. -
students; as’'was the reputation of the dartieular sotori ty.or fraternity.  The . .

6§§o}tunityffpr:f@turé contacts and connections;- for- leadership, -and for compan- L

* ionship were key .factors in the. decision of women. Athletic .activities; better S

HbﬁsingﬁECCOmmﬁdétiéhS;'thé;b?6§§§6§;6fgféﬁékrrujég{éﬁa;regwjatigngifahd.thé >

pérgbhaljty'df;fé116W-fﬁsﬁéeé_wefe‘paftiCularly'§;rong,indupéménts;fdg_méﬁ;

_There were noticeable differences between: fraternity and sorority plédges I

' in_terms of the importance .they placed dn .certain items. The personalities of -+ .t

+  rushees, the perceived inadequacy of residence hall acttvities, and the believed.

N, lLrodennshlanassk Af $hA ~nAd A€ Lalaliolo. Lo 2 ASos
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fraternity counterparts by the opportun1ty to make future éontacts, to belongf

3?-;f to an alumni, group, to participate in service projects; to eXercise 1eadersh1p,

d 't have a mpact on-campus decision-making. - Komen also were more "strongly.

mnga than were men by the need for companionship, ‘the ‘impressiveness of. Rush

—- . -parties; and faM11y expectations. : Further @vidence that the family " has - greater .
1mpact on the making of a soror1ty woman‘than a fratern1ty man_was provided by '; -
-another question gn the survey. Respondents were ‘asked to indicate, from a . Jist”

‘of individuals; which was most 1nf1uent1a1 in motivating. them-to. participate in. ‘“

‘Rush. _"The h1ghest percentage of women,*excluding those who maintained that'the1r

- Vi WUVINLH g CAMT Rl

RN dec1§19n7to7rush7@aswent1rely self—mot1vated picked the1r parents (27%), with,
..ﬂ“& ¢ollege friends -second (24%). In sharp. contrast, ‘the"number of men _who chose f L

‘,_ their friends in college as-the greatgst source of 1nf1uence (45%)_far outdis-

tanced those who- picked their parents (10%). These findings: c]ose]y approx1mate
the correspond1ng ones fOr men and. women who did. not p1edge e

Students who part1c1pated 1n Rushprutfeyentgallyfchgse not to p]edge‘(or ie
W1thdrew early in the process); -also were asked to-indicate how. 1mportant a
. variety of factors were in deferm1n1ng their ‘decisions. Only rushees-who ' . *
- voluntarily ‘declined to ‘pledge ‘were. asked ‘to respond to the items i jp Tables 5
--and’ 6; -persons who were not preferenced by any of -the fratern1taes or soror1t1es
. ﬁdf"wh1ch théy bad d1d not complete this sect1on of the. survey S
\ . . . _ > ;:{:.;. R ". . \ L
. Tabie=51 Importance of Factors in. Determ1n1ng pécision Not to,EJ:~’; a’ Sorori
: '4;“*:,:7 . ST Net Of Little Somewhat Veby - - Mean .
BE “*-*;_-' 'mgf_ffwlmportént Importance Important Important"' Score .
Att1tudes and behav1or ”“::;;ﬁi'ﬂ.ﬂg" _ Sf_,f; :°:4%f‘ SO ii,;%.,heé;éé S
sofractives | Lt T T, T e Tt
Artificial and superf1c1a1 o101, T @ L a3 S0 T
quaTﬁty of Greek dlife .. S e T L ha R
Soror1tgfe§c1u51veness S 414;4' 4"::14» ;if-:-f¢§§9?§-fvi, 49. - . ',‘3;09[@
~and snobbery P S ST SRS
fAb111ty to make many friends 16 - 1% i;gs'flri 35~ 2.99%)
.‘w1thout be]ong1ng to a soror1ty S s T s e e e e T
+ " Tog fuch "Mickey Mouse" o 20 - 20 w29 o 32,3
o 1n the Rush process R T PR S T
4“Ea1]gre tq receive 1nV1tat1onsf_:x33i,~‘j; 8 - 2:71
_ “to. parties by soror1t1es of AR L Y
- my cho1ce ' S ' o
| | L LE R R
- B1staste for Rush part1es AN 324 P 1 2.71 -
Aty e ‘ e

'TﬁEﬁmﬁ£?1R111+w AF nareanalify oY .- ik
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Iaﬁlégsgééﬁifgglmpcrtance of Factors in Determ1n1ng Dec151on Not to P]edge a Sororlgy
: ? . h : | '?' Not :. OF L1tt1e tSomewhat Very B Mean ”"
e S—— - Important 14portance Important »Important444~5coregf
~ Desire not to become 28 28 'f  ;2&f \f'm 2.49°
_wedded socially to. one - o e RIS
:part1cu]ar group ' - L
Insuffitient time to make = 24 - 31 22 2:43
~choice amdng sororities =~ - - T "

. Discourteous treatment- . 33 . 27 e 17 23 - 2.31
dur1ng Rush ' S S S , BT g S
Dislike of rg]es govern1ng 3. 29 028 124 2.20
.the Rush process N S SR ﬁ} -1 o _

o Insuff1c1ent benef1ts S 33 co29 v 2% 12 E 2,160 .
* ' compared to.costs . L L | T
Adeguacy of res1dence o 41 22 S 0 . 2.0
hall act1v1t1es R LT e 7 R R
Fa1]ure to obta1n a match1ng 5 T I 19 . 2.04
- bid from first preferenced S ' N s o
e soror1ty : o _
Inab1]1ty to afford the costs 53 16 . 22 - .10 ©1.88
of belonging to a soror1ty e _ ! : , v -
“Anti-intellectuai atmOSpherel'f' 45 29 o 22 . a4 1.84
,1n soror1ttes L o - S . . -
‘Poor image or Feputation of 51 26 14 10 . 1.82
Greek organizations on campus S : S S :
‘Lack of separate sorority housing 55 . 22 . V16 8 177
Impact of pledging on = 56 19 - 19§ .. 1.75
grade average = = . ' L .

' Pé?Sdha]ity-éf Rush Eﬁéifﬁéﬁ - 57 E 18 e 22 4- 1.73

' Religious; racial.or ethpic 75 8 - 14 -4 - 1:47
b1ases of sororities S ' _ : i
Pressure from close friends or 82 = & - 10 2 1.31
fam11y members not to pledge , ' IR ' ‘
:Inab111ty tofmggt required 78 14 6 2 .31
grade average for pledging . o : o : 4
desired sorority ' . ' o
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lPiedée a Fraternity’

"+ Table 6. “fnportance of Factors in Determ

Nt Gf,tlttlg, Somewhat Very . Mean
Importantgglmpurtance Important Important ~ Score
o Att1tudes and behavior 2% 100 - 2 . 38 . 2.80 -
.. . of actives: Fo ' N
LT B S P R AL R L SR S N SR I SRR
‘ X Ab111ty to make any fr1ends 22 - 29 3t 27. .. 2.63
_w1thout be]ong1ng to a fratern1ty o R _— :

L Fraternity exclus1veness 22 A 30 2.0 -
and snobbery ' P A | | |

. pgs]re,not,to become wedded | 3.7 18 - ; 25. 28w 2.51
'soc1ally to one- part1cu1ar group A R :
‘Incompat1b111ty of persona11ty 28 . 73 T 3 251 -
w1th ‘the Greek image - ' A L o A

/ﬁArt1f1c1a1 and superf1c1a1 | 26 .20 - 33 . 21 2.49
qua11ty of Greek 1ife - S : o ' L l

Too ‘much "M1ckey Mouse" .. 25. ) 9.7 -25 ;‘ L 2.44
'1n ‘the Rush process , . _ Co ,

Persona11t1es of fe]]ow rushees 3. 200 31 . 2 24
Insufficient time to make = 26 33, . 21 19 . 2.33
choice among fraternities R T
' Impact .of pledging on - 33 19 'f 3 18 2,32
: grade aVerage ‘ o p L
~ Discourteous . treatment » 397 - 28 12, 21 2:16 - -
_ during Rush - - S T ‘ -
Failure to receive invitations _ 44 .25 13- 7 18 . 2.05
to Rush parties by fratern1t1es . . S
. of my choice _ _ e S - |
- Insufficient benef1ts o 43 - 26 . . 16 15 2.03
compared to costs o ; S _ C e
Dislike of rules governing . ~~ 45 27 2z 7 © o 1.90
the Rush process ; L : o, C ‘ ‘
. Anti-intellectual atmosphere ~ 49 25 . - 21 5 1.8
in fraternities - v : 4 I
Inability to afford the costs 56 . - 20 15 10 179

of belonging to a fraternity
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~*" Table 6 cont. Importance of Factors i
- v @Not  Of Little Somewhat Very . Mean

. Impgrtant Importance Important Important  Score

- . Adequacy of residence . - 54 S R T - L7
.. -hall activities, . . S o
e S S #-‘ii T S

* hysical wittractiveness s 8 1k ™ g o173 o

“Distaste for Rush parties - B T T 8 um
~ Poor image or reputation of . 56 23 . . 16 . - 5. . 171
- Greek organizations on campus - R a4

~ of fraternity houses : -

-Religious, racial or ethnic 57 25 " R . .7 . 168
biases of fraternities - ‘ . R e

- Pressure from close friends 7 1 . 7. -7 . 143
or family members not-to pledge : ' s - :

*. Inability to meet requred ~ 78 15 . - 3. 3 13
- grade average for pledging - B :

desired fraternity L . S

'

Ty . - I , . B . -
T LN . : \ r

- Ejgijkéf&fﬁiﬁé”ﬁi]iéu,éf the fraférnailsystém,'as_wéii as the people in it; = - °
were. the most widely-shared reasons for not pledging. A large number of non- -
pledges firom both sexes (but particularly women) indicated that the attitude and'

behavior of actives, the perceived exclusiveness and snobbery of Greek-letter
organizations, the believed superficiality and artificiality of Greek life, the
incompatibility of their own personalities with the Greek image, and -the "Mickey -
Mouse"- of the Rush process were quite’important factors in their decision. A

heavy majority of both groups of non-pledges also were motivated by their confidence -
in their ability to make many friends without belonging to a frateknity or sorority.

Clearly, however, those men and women who chose not to pledge did so Targely because
they were "turned off" by what they saw of the Greek system. Indeed, one could,

- make a strong argument; based on the results in Table 7, that the voluntary non-
pledges were more disenchanted with and hostile toward the fraternal system as a
result of their Rush experience than were those students who were rejected for

" membership.




- Table 7. "Do You Plan To Try To:dain a Sorority (Fraternity)at Miami.in the
. Futwepr o v o T T

™

e s o TN
Sorority -~ .Sorority - . Fraternity - Fraternity

- Voluntary Involuntary. Voluntary - Involuntary
__Non-Pledges . Non-Pledges - ~Non-P1 ~Pledges .

© Yes, probably. - . . 24 \3',-

CNo; probably . 19 -

No“definitely . 57

P — : »

- _ A sharply higher percentage of thase students who were refused-a bid by .
fraternities and sororities maintained interest in joining a Greek-letter \\

. organization at Miami in the future. Less than a fourth of the women; and a .
- third of the men, who turned down bids indicated that.they might attempt to

- Join a fraternity or sorority in the future.

. Although more than 40 percent of the respondents of both sexes felt that

insufficient time to make a choice among particylar’chapters was at Jeast some-.
what important in their decision nut to pledge, men and women differed when asked
- specifically ‘about the length of this year's Rush schedule: 'An outright majority

(53%) of the sorority rushees thought that the schedule was too short for the

number of activities held, while only 22 percent of the fraternity hopefuls felt

~ that the Rush period-should bé'Téﬁgé? than the éﬁ?rent two-week period.:

' " -Satisfaction with residence hall activities and distaste for the Rush parties
‘they experienced were cited by more women' than men as an important reason for their . -
refusal to pledge. A far greater number of fratérnity than _sorority rushees, on- "

the other hand; seemed influenced by the possible .negative impact of pledging on

- their grade averages. The finding with respect to residence hall activities was
2sponses of students who had pledged — that is, more men .

- than women indicated that the inadequacy of residence hall activities was a key -

factor in their decision-to pledge, and a greater number of women who declined to Q_

"Pledge stressed their happiness with the quality, of hall programs.

III. IMPACT OF RUSH?EXﬁékiENéE ON STUDENTS' SELF IMAGES

. As-with many other aspects of a student's college experience, participation

An Rush contains the possibility of disappointment and rejection. A rushee may

find Greek 1ife not to his or her liking, may Tesent the close social scrutiny -
- - candidates are sometimes expected to undergo, may fail to obtain a bid from the -

»
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g\\ part1cu1ar soror1ty or fraternity de51red or may net be invited to Jo1n any

'._“» organization at all. It is reasonable: to expect that; as the .result of this:

precess some students ‘may suffer.bruised egos and 1ower estimations of self=

_\esteem . For this reason, it is 1mportant for staff members whose jobs involve:

" counseling undergraduates to be aware of the possible psydho]og1ca1 1mpact of

Rhsh and the number oﬁ Rush part1c1pants 11ke1y to be. affected

To obtaln an. 1dea of the consequences “which. Rush has on students percept1ons-f':;

- of emse]ves,.beth pledges and non-pledges were asked to indicate whether their

. ' experaence in this process strengthened, weakened or had no effect on their self- .-
- 1mages¥,1n terms of specific personal charagteristics. The f1nd1ngs for both .men -

7 .and women demonstrate-that there were sharp differences between’ the two_ groups - of_nl"

¥

rushees) 'Cohsistently, those stydents who pledged a sorority or fraternity. - . .
oo reported\that Rush had a ‘neutral to positive effect on their view of themse]ves,
o wh11e non'pledges 1nd1cated that 1t had a neutral to negat1ve 1mpact
‘3-_ff'Tab1e 8 ect7Wh1ch the Sgrgr]ty Rush Experlence Had On the- Se]f—Image of :
T 44444————thﬂkﬁﬁiiuuihKELPJEdQES W1th Respect to Certa1n Persona] Tra1ts : o
| N T " RadNo Y
o - weagened Effect Strengthened )
R ' = Your -~ . On Your “Your. - 5 L
Item . ; 'ASelf Image Self—Image Se]f-Image X
" ‘Your ability to'express . Pledged 9% . 25% 663 - 30.25%h,
yourself verbally T T
N oo v . Didn't o0 27 49~ . 24
The attractiveness . Pledged - 12%. S 31% . 57% 7 38.50%k*
of your personality I a T ,
. IR - - bidn't . 48 3. 18 .. .
Pledge .
Your intellectual Pledged 7% 64% 29% 8,4
qua11t1es .
Didn't 3 83 14
Pledge o
v¢ Yogrfabjlltyftg make o Pledged 14% . - 25% - el% 42 Fokkk
a -good impression in - o S S . O
~ a social situation =~ - - - Didn't - 52 30 o o
T © Pledge . )
Your personal appearance  Pledged 14 567 11.48%
Didn't - 35 - . - 47 9 T
Pledge - S
 *p< .05 o BT ,

*kxp 2,001

b |
<
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Table-9. Effect Which the Fraternity Rush Experience flad On the Seif-Image of Lo
‘ ' ersonal' Traits = "
“oo Ui ... " Weakemed ' Efféct. " - Strengthened
T e e ey e - On Yeur s Your |
- Respondent Self-Image ":Sel1f- Self-
.7 N~ ,v.‘,/- e - - - -

= Fledges‘and . Non Pledges, With Respect to Certain P

b1

N R

Item

BT/ AT 43%'-'1-._5,’56% .t..; R

. Your ability to express  Pledged

I S

. Yourself verbally o
S Didn'ts

. The attractivgness of -  Pledged ., 8% .. . 47% t 464 ~  10,36%%%
your personality- .- 0T Tt et o o
o ey . Didn't S v S 85 21

R

A SO

o - S Pﬂ;;fe e SR N I
7o Your intellectual | Pigdged . .42 .78 - 188 342
~ o qualities. . oo g B R R
Co T sy UDAdetE T 11 0 69 T ig
cepe o eoogMedge ot e 0 T T

N A T S S I Do o s : L

~ Youk ability .to mike. ~ - . Pledged S7%c 3% 259% . 27.30%%
-agood impression ina .0 /. LT e

' -social.situation . . . Pidn*t - 31 - T 41 . .28 .

o T T s Pledge 0, T ORI

Your personal appearance ' Pledged 6% | -. 66% - 295 10.94%%

Tl Didn't . 11.: 77 o 11fﬁ L
A Pledge: . .t o o e T '

o

***pg 001, ., S ‘ o o .

. o Do o - -
* - . Y SR
- .

. The distinction between plédges and rion-pledges of both sexes was especially

gréat pn two items (attractivenessof personality and ability to make a good
‘impression in a social situation), and between sorority pledges .and non-pledges
alone on onetrait —— ability of. verbal expression. - There also was ,greater -

¢ . - .disparity between the responses of the. two groups of women to the items in this
’ section than there was between men. Sorority non-pledges were ‘more prone than
‘were their fraternity counterparts to perceive Rush as. having weakened their

confidenca in’the attractiveness of their personality, their ability to make a

good: impression.in a social situation, the ability to express themselves verbally,
_and their personal appearance, While sorority pledges were more likely to view the

' ."Rush experience as having strengthened their self-image on the first two of these

traits. The factor on which there was the smallest degree of difference’ between
- pledges and: non-pledges was the extent to which students' conceptions of their
~+ intellectual ability-were affected by participation in Rush. A large majority
.+ of.all r’esp"ondén'ts indi’cétfed that Rush had 1ittle impact:on their faith in their .,

R
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iﬁtellectua} pbwers (although a. h1gher percentage of sorority than fratern1ty
o p]edges believed ‘that their_ self percegt;ons with respect to th1s character1st1c ‘
* . were strengthened as aggesult of theﬁr exper1enee) S D _ -77 :

,e
W _

One m1ght expect tha Rush would have® a‘more negat1ve 1mpact on the se]f—

'.-\1mages of . students -who ha not been preferenced by ‘any fraternity or sorority
than those who chose not to join. However, there was a clear difference between
e responses of the two sets of rushees -on only one. tra1t‘ ‘a_greater percentage -
of 'men and wormen who were turned down for membérship in.a Greek Tetter organization - -
- {(61% and 34% respect1ve]y) indicated that Rush had weakened their confidence in the o

-attractiveness of their'personality.-. One possible explanation for the high pro-

port1on of womews whose self-image of their personality. suffered as a result of

“ Q? . Rush is the timing of the process. . Freshmen’ onstitute & large majority of Rush
' pait]glpants, and the experience of‘neaect1on _the early weeks of the fall"
- semester (when Sorority Rush is held) may have beam particutarly shattering for -
1nd1v1dua1s who have not had the chance to widely, test their socia Skills or. =
~build up a body of friends at college. A sllghtTy larger proportion of fratern1ty ~
~.participants who were denied btds (39%) developed a less positive view of -their ~ = - .
ab111ty to make a good 1mpress1on in a soc1a1 s1tuat1on as a. resu]t of the Rush
exper1encer v i Lo

. -

o 5

IV CONCLUSION 7
o " Rush; w1th 1ts frenz1ed tWo' weeks of soe1a] act1V1t1es, serves as a mutua]
v examnnat1on process for both Greek-letter organ1zat1ons and prospective pledges.-

It exposes students to the beénefits and liabilities of “doing Greek"; and prov1dess';

- each fraternity and sorority with the opportunity. to. eva]uage the compatibility of:
rushees with its members. That this. process helps participants to-decide whether
or not to affiliate with thg fraternd system was demonstrated by the reaction of
- pledges -and non-pledges to ‘the. Rush experience and their. jnteraction with Greek
“actives. Boosters of fraternities and sororities have always maintained that .

Greek 1ife is not. appropriate for every student, and\the responses of the vol-

untary non-pledges support this thesis. At the. same time; Miami's fraternal

organizations should be concerned with. the number of rushees (including many
eventual pledges) who- 1nd1cated that. they felt uncomfortable presenting their
real personality during the process. Many students,’ for the sake of gaining.
the social advantages and camaraderie associated w1thithe Greek_ system at this-
University, apparently felt the necessity of ”packa91MQF themse]ves in an 1mage
eongen1a1 to the chapters they. uyﬁhed to “impress.

A

More attent1on also needs to %e focused on the c6nse uences of Rush for

- .- 7T=_ T v - -2 _ 77T X vE__TEFTE _ T .

- students who iwere not accepted for membership in- anysyrat irnity or: sorority.

- In addition to suffering the obvious psycholog1ca1 pain and depression which
- results from such a rejection, students appear-to form a less favorable impression

of_themselves in_terms of certain personal character1st]cs Whether this negative
self-assessment_is a short-term effect or. whetherr1t’eolors -a student's remaining -
social; personal -and academic 1ife in college is sHbJect for future research.

But the mere fact that some students are hurt by the ‘Rush process should encourage -

professionals concerned with student development to'explore Ways to treat this -

- igyob]em
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I-éiﬁAEPENEIx SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PLEDGES AND NON PLEDGES

The: andTngs of th15 study produced no: ev1dence that there are sterTng

differences. between plédges and non- p]edges of both sexes at MTami in. terms of

. - .-
- [ ,"{t
'\

fTéBié 10 Percentage of’ P]edges and Non P]edges in Spec1f1c Demograph1c Subgroups;'"

Who Part4c1pated in the Survgy S ] ‘
" Women = . Nomeh th ?Méﬁuii";;ﬁeﬁthb

o S Who = . Did Not “Who '* Did Not
_ - gegg;xgﬁPledggd P]_;gé
: AeAQEMIC DIyISIQN SR S T L
. Arts & Sciences - HumanTtTes S 17% . 0% . - 8% T eg
Arts & Sciences = Social- ScTence T 1. . 220 18 =19
Arts & Sc1ences - Natura] Sc1ence ... o140 7 - 22
Business -+ -, ¢ T S 2 FEY I . 1 S
. Educatien : _". . o2 o1 2 . .=+ &
-Applied Science - -~ o ML o5 . L. .8 7
Fine Arts- - - - S A | o1l s a b
,r_western Co]lege L R 0- 1 -0
T L L T
'.CLASS RANK T .- S ST
Freshman -~ = - . . 7% ¢ 0% 83% 7 90%.
Gthér; S 026 30 - - 17 .- (10
L e : : : o S s
 FAMILY MEMBERS AF,—LIATED~; : | B
WITH FRATERNITY OR SORORITY". ' T
- None 3 ='€"§2%' 27% - 34% 47%
One | 25 e 27 28
“Two - [ ' : C 237 .28 * 26 12
‘More than two : B S { I § | 13 -1
PARENTAL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL .~ - - =+ e o L
.Non-high- school graduate . S 0% - 1% 2% 2%
High school graduate e 5 o6 5 8 ‘.
Some college / T 12 13 . - -9 14
- Baccalauréate degree T ST < M 39,0 - 40
~ Master's degree - o 25 .27 31 - 26
Ph.D. or\?rofeSSTOnal degree e S 24 1 15 11 -
_ 5 L o B _ ‘
PARENTAL INGGME | - E o . .
-Less than $10,000 .. < S vo1% 3% 1y 2%
$10 000 to $19,999 ‘ .13 15 }g s 14 12
~$20,000 to $29,999 | -2 3% A 28 34
. $30,000 or more . 65 - 48 ., 57 - 52
o ﬁ; oo S : N ) ) .
’ £2i2 .
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“Table-10 Cont.,. Percéntage of Pledg

":_Aﬂ7f444f44;43£'Sﬁbgkpups.Who;Pa?ticjbétédfihhthé”SUﬁj@Y';'- L o

| " Women' - Women Who. Mew .- Men Who
. "Who - Djd Not ° Who- .. - Did Not

e e Pledged Pledge . Pledged  Pledge™ -

e R
. CPOLITICAL VIEWS - © .o e =T e
* -, 'Very conservative - .. 3% 1% T B%T 1%,
"+ . .Conservative .. ' - ey, . 20390 0 38 27 -

T .
. 2. .

-Middle-of-the-road . " a4 . a2 ay 42,

-RELIGIQUS -FAITH. : _ o o 5 i e L

. E?‘otéstaﬁt o . ; ) . o - . L 59% . :.o 62% ‘ . ) 43% - 54%
" . Roman Catholic . . = .28 28 23 - 3.
. dewish .77 oo T 3 L9

None - . - 0 0 6 2

PRATS e

Using parental income and educational level as indicators; it appears as

though the socio-economic standing of the familjes of sorority and fraternity
pledges was slightly greater than that of non-pledges (particularly in the case
~of female students); it must be noted; however, that the relationship between

pledges and non-pledges of both sexes on each of the two demographic character-
-istics was not statistically significant. @n:batance, fraternity pledges des-

“cribed theriselves as more politically conservative than did men who did not join -
a fraternity (x2 = 11.04, p<.05); in. contrast, sorority pledges considered

themselves as slightly more 1iberal than did non-pledges. Although there was
~no statistically significant difference between rushees in terms of the.number

- of members of their immediate families who belonged to a social sorority or
- fraternity, slightly more pledges than non-pledges, came from families in .which
- at_least two persons were affiliated with a Greek=létter organization. The
" difference was especially great in the case of men: R

This report §&"a condensation.and interpretation of the complete set of

data that resulted from the survey. For additional information about the

survey contact Michael Keller, Coordinator of the Student Life Research Service, -

- at 213 Waifield Hall or 529-3931.
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