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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1.1 Introduction 

Background 

This report presents the findings of an evaluation of the Student Vote Program (SVP) during the 41st 

federal general election. The study was commissioned by Elections Canada to determine the 

effectiveness of the SVP in achieving its objectives related to improved civic education outcomes among 

elementary and secondary school students, teachers and parents. The SVP is administered by Student 

Vote and aims to create greater participation of young Canadians in the electoral and political process 

by providing quality hands-on civic education experiences in schools. 

 

Methodology 

The research methodology involved collecting survey data from participant and control groups in order 

to measure the program’s impact. Surveys for participants were administered by Student Vote, while 

Elevate Consulting (Elevate) surveyed the control group and produced the final report. The participant 

group included pre-program surveys of students and post-program surveys of students, teachers and 

parents. The control group included surveys of randomly selected students and teachers from schools 

who did not participate in the 2011 SVP.  

 

The data collected for the participant group are derived from:  

• 14,754 pre-program and 3,780 post-program student survey responses 

• 1,341 teacher post-program survey responses 

• 341 parent post-program survey responses  

 

Data collected for the control are derived from:  

• 1,071 student survey responses 

• 106 teacher survey responses 

 

Analysis as part of this study included a review of relevant literature and program documentation, a 

comparison of survey results among respondent groups and regression analysis using a series of 

exploratory variables. Statistical analysis focused on measuring program impacts using a number of 

indicators linked to program success, including increased knowledge, interest, discussion and 

appreciation of political and electoral issues, as well as increased confidence and critical thinking and 

decision-making skills.  

 

1.2 Key Evaluation Findings  

Program Impacts and Strengths 

The SVP in 2011 was successful on several fronts. The SVP was well received by teachers, who praised its 

materials and the support they received from Student Vote. Teachers value the experiential learning 

opportunity that the program provides students, as well as the quality of materials that made teaching 
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civics and holding mock elections easier. Teacher satisfaction with the program was very high, with 95% 

of participating teachers saying that they would very likely participate again.  

 

Both teachers and parents believe that the SVP had significant, positive civics-related impacts on 

students. Parents also felt that student participation in the program had a positive impact on them as 

parents, with over 60% reporting increased political interest and knowledge, two important factors 

known to be linked to turnout. Surveyed parents further stated that the program provided their family 

with increased learning and discussion opportunities.  

An extensive communications campaign was also used to promote and deploy the program. As a result, 

more schools participated in the program compared to 2008, with a considerably higher number of 

registered schools reporting parallel election results.  

 

A major positive influence of the program was the number of activities that participants were involved 

in compared to non-participants. Program participation also led to an increase in the number of sources 

that students consulted to learn or discuss politics, with participants reporting one additional source 

more on average compared to the control group. Overall, participating students reported being satisfied 

with the program, with over 65% reporting that they would like to participate in another SVP.  

In terms of impacts, the results of this study show that participation in the 2011 SVP had a significant 

positive impact on most of its stated outcomes. Notably, the study found a significant positive impact on 

students’ knowledge of politics and the electoral process, particularly students at the elementary level. 

The program also increased engagement by students in political discussions with parents. Experiential 

learning, a key feature of the SVP, was found to have a significant positive impact on interest in politics 

for students. For secondary students, program participation also had a strong positive effect on 

students’ sense of voting as a civic duty.  

 

On three outcomes – self-reported intention to vote, confidence in expressing views on politics and 

critical thinking – the results indicate that program participation had either no significant impact or, 

inexplicably, a negative impact. It is not clear, however, whether these findings are a true reflection of 

the program’s impacts or the result of certain methodological issues. Notably, survey instruments 

sometimes lacked question specificity and were overly complex and long, especially for younger 

students.  

 

It should also be noted that SVP participants were compared against a particularly strong control group 

– i.e., students who were taking or had taken a course on civics or government during the school year. 

Since enrolment in a civics course was not a requirement for SVP participation (the program is open to 

all students), this might explain why some effects appear to be insignificant or negative compared to the 

control group. Other possible explanations are discussed in the report; however, it is clear that further 

investigation is required.  
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For the variables explored in the regression models, past program participation increased knowledge 

scores in elementary students but decreased the likelihood of them being interested in politics. Previous 

participation was also associated with an increase in elementary student scores for joining in political 

activities, as was agreement that it is a civic duty to vote in secondary student scores. The number of 

information sources consulted had a positive impact on all outcomes, with the exception of confidence. 

 

Interestingly, when measured as a dichotomous variable (participation versus no participation in 

experiential learning), experiential learning was found to lead to decreases in certain outcomes – 

namely, intention to vote, agreement that it is a civic duty to vote and confidence in expressing views 

about politics. Additional analysis using a count variable (effect associated with the number of activities 

undertaken) and participation in a parallel election alone led to different results, with experiential 

learning having a positive impact on these outcomes. Confounding effects suggest that data collection 

and validity issues with the measure “experiential learning” are at play. 

 

Gender was also a significant factor in most outcomes. Boys at the elementary level scored higher on 

knowledge questions than girls and were more confident in expressing views. Boys at the secondary 

level reported higher interest in politics than girls. Boys also engaged in more discussion about politics 

with family and friends. Girls, on the other hand, were more likely to agree that it is a civic duty to vote; 

they also showed higher intention to vote and openness to join in political activities, including joining a 

political party or volunteering for a campaign. 

 

Overall, results from the surveys and regression analyses provide numerous relevant findings that can 

be used to better understand and improve the impacts of the SVP. Many of these indicate that the SVP 

is having an important positive impact on increasing civics outcomes in students, as well as teachers and 

parents. Teachers report that the quality of civic education in schools is being positively impacted by the 

availability of quality materials and SVP activities and that they feel more confident about teaching 

politics and the electoral process.  

Areas for Improvement 

Given the unexplained weaker findings for three program objectives (increasing confidence in students, 

use of critical thinking skills and intention to vote in the future), it would be useful to monitor those 

elements of the program designed to affect these outcomes, as further evaluation with more refined 

tools is needed prior to making program recommendations relating to these findings. 

Survey results also show that a primary reason for non-participation in teachers is lack of awareness 

about being invited to participate in the SVP. This suggests that communications are not always reaching 

their intended audiences, particularly teachers, who are its most ardent advocates. New civics teachers 

(those who have taught for two years or less) were a large percentage of non-participating teachers, 

making them an important demographic to target as part of future recruitment efforts. 

Some issues with the 2011 SVP were also raised by participating teachers, including the length of the 

program and the level of effort required to integrate it into their curriculum. The need for materials that 

are more grade-appropriate was also cited, as were concerns with Student Vote’s online strategy – 
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namely, finding the resource library on the website and access issues, given Student Vote’s high reliance 

during the last election on social media sites (school servers limit access to YouTube and other sites like 

Facebook, which further has an age restriction).  

Teacher feedback requesting more student-focused, interactive and engaging content on the website 

and as part of the program is supported by findings that interest in politics is not significantly higher for 

participants compared to non-participants and that students rely mostly on television (audiovisual 

stimuli) to learn about the election. Unlike the 2008 SVP, the 2011 SVP did not include a DVD.  

Another critical gap identified by teachers in the program was access to political parties and resources to 

help teach students about their platforms. Teachers also expressed a desire to see leaders reaching out 

to students and talking about the issues that affect them. 

An exploration of the information sources that students rely on most to learn about or discuss the 

election shows that school and family are virtually tied for second place with television. Given its already 

extensive presence in the classroom, the SVP should explore how it can increase the engagement of 

parents in future programs. Research on habit-forming behaviour and other similar civic education 

programs supports the need to reach out to parents, given the pivotal roles they play in forming 

democratic habits in their children. Engaging parents as stakeholders in the program will, at the very 

least, build awareness in parents. It may also create a more positive environment at home for children 

toward political and electoral issues.  

1.3 Evaluation Recommendations 

The following summary of recommendations is presented to assist Student Vote and Elections Canada in 

improving the SVP and future program evaluations. Detailed recommendations are provided in Section 6 

of the report.  

Recommendations for Student Vote 

Recommendation for Marketing and Communications 

1.) It is recommended that Student Vote review and refine its recruitment and communication 

processes to ensure key that stakeholders and decision-makers are informed about the SVP, 

notably civics and social studies teachers, who are strong advocates of the program.  

 

Recommendations for Program Materials 

2.) It is recommended that Student Vote provide teachers with more time, fewer materials or more 

direction to complete the program, including clear instructions that guide teachers to the right 

activities based on objectives and length of time required to complete activities.  

 

3.) A significant number of teachers indicated that current materials were either too easy or too 

difficult for students and needed to be adapted. It is suggested that Student Vote undertake a 

review of program materials in consultation with teachers to ensure that they are grade-

appropriate, particularly in the intermediate range.  
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Recommendation for Online Strategy 

4.) It is recommended that Student Vote review its online strategy and reduce its dependence on 

social media by providing access to all online content through a more interactive website with 

easy-to-find resources and a dedicated student section.  

 

Recommendations for Making Program More Engaging for Students 

5.) It is recommended that Student Vote engage official parties to develop simple educational 

explanations of their platforms for students and videos of party leaders addressing student 

participants.  

 

6.) It is recommended that Student Vote make better and more extensive use of audiovisual 

materials to communicate information to students and that greater focus within these AV 

materials be placed on the importance of voting and the issues that resonate with students.  

 

Recommendations for Improving Program Impacts  

7.) It is recommend that Student Vote place greater emphasis on creating an environment that 

enables and supports habitual change in students, which includes a blending of the classroom 

and home environments. Promoting engagement of parents in the SVP as primary influences 

over voting behaviour in children is suggested, including asking parents to take their children 

with them when they vote and implementing a pledge card as part of the program.  

 

8.) It is recommended that Student Vote use the evaluation findings to inform program delivery, 

including incorporating aspects of the program that are having positive impacts (like the number 

of information sources consulted) and addressing or monitoring those where impacts may not 

be fully achieved, including increasing confidence, intention to vote and critical thinking skills. 

 

Recommendations for Elections Canada 

Recommendation for Improving Civic Education Between Elections 

9.) It is recommended that Elections Canada explore options to provide civic education and 

experiential learning opportunities for students through partner organizations between official 

election periods.  

 

Recommendation for Improving Future Evaluations 

10.)  It is recommended that Elections Canada ensure that a robust evaluation methodology with 

randomized sampling across all groups be implemented for future SVP evaluations, including the 

use of a control group for parents and pre-program surveys for teachers and parents. It is 

further suggested that the firm selected to develop the control group be confirmed as early as 

possible to facilitate data collection after an election.  
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11.)  It is recommended that a review of survey instruments be undertaken to ensure greater 

question specificity for measuring outcomes, as well as the use of simplified language and 

consistency across respondent groups.  

 

Recommendations for Learning More About Civic Education Program Impacts 

12.)  It is recommended that Elections Canada use the large amount of data collected as part of this 

evaluation to conduct further analysis on the nature of the SVP’s impacts, including unexplored 

relationships among and within respondent groups.  

 

13.)  In order to assess the impact of the SVP in creating future voters, it is recommended that 

Elections Canada undertake research to determine the impact of the SVP on voting behaviour 

through a longitudinal study or, alternatively, through voter surveys or comparative analysis of 

data linking young voter turnout and SVP participation in schools by geographic area.  

  

14.)  It is recommended that Elections Canada enhance its own youth-focused civic educational 

materials and market them more extensively. Few teachers were aware that Elections Canada 

provides civic educational materials; of those who knew, few referenced them.  
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2 INTRODUCTION 

 

This report presents the results of an evaluation of the impacts of the Student Vote Program (SVP) on 

program participants for the 41st federal general election held on May 2, 2011. The report is based on 

the findings of a research study conducted by Elevate Consulting (hereafter “Elevate”) using survey 

results from program participant and control groups.  

 

The data collected as part of the evaluation are used to assess the overall impact of the SVP in meeting 

its stated outcomes – namely, improving civics outcomes for participating teachers, students and 

parents. These outcomes were identified in advance by Elections Canada and are based on the Program 

Logic Model (Appendix D). An evaluation plan and analysis methodology were developed in consultation 

with Elections Canada to meet evaluation objectives.  

 

The evaluation’s research was divided into two parts. Student Vote was responsible for surveying the 

participant groups (pre- and post-program). Elevate was responsible for creating and surveying the 

control group, then comparing the data and summarizing the findings in a final report, as well as 

providing recommendations to improve the SVP and future evaluations.  

 

2.1 Background Information  

In 2004, Elections Canada partnered with Student Vote, a not-for-profit, non-partisan organization that 

aims to build the capacity and commitment of young Canadians to participate in their democracy. The 

SVP is the cornerstone of Student Vote’s educational initiatives. It gives students the opportunity to 

learn about democracy first-hand by analyzing a current election in their classroom and then 

participating in a simulated election vote in their school. The “parallel election” provides an experiential 

learning opportunity for students who are not yet old enough to take part in the official election. 

Programs of this nature are supported by a growing body of research emphasizing the effectiveness of 

hands-on learning opportunities in creating future voters. The long-term goal of the SVP is to instill a 

habit of voting in students.  

 

Canada, like many Western democracies, has been experiencing a sustained decline in the number of 

young people who exercise their right to vote. This situation is generally attributed to a lack of political 

knowledge, interest and engagement among younger generations. In response to this, Elections Canada 

has established several partnerships with groups working in the area of democracy education, including 

Student Vote.  

 

Since 2003, over 2.5 million students and 5,000 schools have participated in 11 Student Vote parallel 

elections: four were federal, five provincial and two municipal. In the 2011 federal SVP, 3,750 schools 

participated, and 563,498 ballots were cast. In the parallel election, student results showed the 

Conservative Party forming the government and the New Democrat Party (NDP) the official Opposition, 

similar to the official election results.  
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To examine the relevance and effectiveness of the program, in 2009–2010 Elections Canada undertook 

an independent evaluation of the SVP for the 2008 federal general election; it focused in large part on 

program delivery and relevance. In the July 2010 evaluation report, it was recommended, among other 

things, that more objective means be used to assess the impact of program participation, including the 

establishment/use of a control group of teachers and students. In response to this, the 2011 program 

evaluation was designed to measure the impact of the program through the use of a non-participating 

control group and appropriate methods of statistical analysis. 

 

2.2 Research Objectives  

The purpose of this SVP evaluation is to assess the overall impact of the SVP in the context of the 41st 

federal general election and to provide findings that will enable Student Vote to improve the SVP for 

future parallel elections. To this end, Elections Canada outlined a number of objectives that it sought to 

have addressed by an independent firm as part of the evaluation process. These objectives are linked 

primarily to measuring the impacts of the program to determine its efficacy in achieving its desired 

outcomes, as well as identifying program successes and weaknesses. Stated objectives included: 

 

A) Comparing survey results from participating and non-participating schools to determine the 

extent to which the SVP achieved its immediate outcomes for participants. These outcomes 

included: 

Students 

i) Increased knowledge and understanding of the political and electoral process. 

ii) Increased interest in political and electoral issues. 

iii) Increased engagement in political discussions at home and with friends. 

iv) Increased appreciation of electoral participation and intention for future electoral 

participation. 

v) Increased confidence to participate in political, civic education and/or community 

activities. 

vi) Improved critical thinking and decision-making skills around the electoral process. 

Teachers 

i) Increased knowledge and understanding of the political and electoral process. 

ii) Increased confidence in teaching civics/government. 

iii) Intention to continue to teach democracy with experiential approaches. 

 

B) To evaluate the impact of the SVP on family members of participating students. Immediate 

outcomes are: 

i. Increased knowledge and understanding of political issues and the electoral process. 

ii. Increased engagement in political discussions. 

iii. Increased intention to vote. 

iv. Compare teacher and parent perceptions of the program’s impacts on students. 
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C) To evaluate teacher and student satisfaction with SVP campaign activities and resource 

materials, as well as teacher satisfaction with the SVP campaign website and Student Vote 

communications and support. 

D) To uncover the main reason why teachers approached to participate in the SVP decided not to 

do so and what motivated those who did to participate. 

E) To develop a basic profile of participating and non-participating schools. 

F) To compare the results of the evaluation with the results of a previous third-party Student Vote 

evaluation submitted to Elections Canada in July 2010. 

G) To develop baseline indicators for future SVP evaluations. 

 

2.3 Significance and Benefits of the Study  

This study provides findings that enable stakeholders to better understand the impact of the SVP. This 

includes measurable differences in achieving outcomes between participant (pre- and post-program) 

and non-participant groups, as well as findings regarding key strengths of the program and potential 

areas for improvement.  

 

Key benefits of this study include, but are not limited to, the rigorous collection, analysis and reporting 

of data, as well as the clear and objective charting of program successes and challenges, upon which 

recommendations are shaped. Stakeholders can use findings to make informed, evidence-based 

decisions regarding the program. The study also offers confidence that an objective, thorough analysis 

of a federally funded program is in place to ensure continued relevance and identifies opportunities for 

improvements.  

 

2.4 Scope of the Study 

The research scope is limited to the research topic, objectives and project deliverables as commissioned 

by Elections Canada. The evaluation scope is limited to the participant and control groups from the 

2010–2011 school year in the context of the May 2 federal election. Findings regarding outcomes are 

tied to survey questions used to measure program objectives, which were determined in advance by 

Elections Canada. The results of this evaluation explored the impact of Student Vote participation but 

also the impact of variables such as gender, past participation and the use of experiential methods and 

information sources to further isolate the program’s impact. More analysis of the data sets provided to 

Elections Canada as part of the evaluative process may yield additional findings valuable to the program. 

The study’s recommendations are based on the findings and data collected, as well as research 

conducted into similar programs. 
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3 RESEARCH METHODS 

 

3.1 Data Sources and Treatment 

This study uses both primary and secondary data sources. Primary data was mostly quantitative and 

collected from surveys given to participant and control groups. The data were analyzed statistically to 

measure how the Student Vote Program (SVP) impacted participants. Secondary data was mostly 

qualitative and gathered from in-print and online material. A documentation review was conducted of 

relevant materials provided by Student Vote and Elections Canada. This included past SVP evaluations, 

Elections Canada and Student Vote information material, websites and additional information collected 

as background information. Information collected helped position this study within a broader context of 

youth democratic education and inform the recommendations presented to improve the SVP and future 

civic engagement initiatives. 

 

3.2 Research Questions  

An underlying assumption for the existence and support of the SVP is that participation in the program 

will result in improved civics education outcomes for students and teachers, even after controlling for 

other variables. It is also surmised that the SVP has positive civics-related impacts for family members of 

participating students. To meet the objectives of this study and test the validity of this assumption, four 

broad research questions were developed to guide the data collection process and subsequent analysis 

methodology. The research questions are: 

 

1) Are SVP participants and non-participants different from one another in terms of response 

patterns? 

 

2) Is there a statistically significant causal relationship between SVP participation and expected 

program outcome measures? 

 

3) Are participants satisfied with the SVP? 

 

4) How can the SVP be improved? 
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3.3 Research Methodology 

3.3.1 Overview 

The methodology was developed primarily to capture and measure differences between SVP 

participants and non-participants through the use of surveys. Survey questions were designed to 

capture information indicative of program success. Responses were reviewed and analyzed to 

determine whether participants showed improved results in a number of civics-related areas. 

Survey instruments were also developed to capture demographic characteristics of respondents, overall 

program satisfaction and general program feedback.  

The analysis included: 

• Developing a profile of survey respondents providing descriptive statistics to summarize 

demographic characteristics of respondent groups. 

• An examination of group differences in survey responses (frequencies) to determine whether 

participants (pre- and post-program) and non-participants (control group) are different from 

one another in terms of response patterns (Research Question 1). 

• Multivariate analysis of the SVP’s expected outcomes regressed against a number of predictors, 

including one key independent variable (SVP participation) and a number of control variables 

(Research Question 2). 

• Systematic review of teacher comments in open-ended survey questions, relevant documents 

(online and in-print) and literature to compare and present findings regarding program 

strengths and areas requiring improvement (research questions 3 and 4). 

 

3.3.2 Sampling – SVP Participant Group 

Student Vote used anonymous surveys to collect primary data from students, teachers and parents in 

the participant group. Both in-print and online formats were available in either official language. 

Students were invited to complete pre-program surveys in order to establish a baseline. After the 

program, schools with students that completed the pre-program surveys were also asked to complete 

post-program surveys. Teachers and parents were surveyed only after the program was finished.  

 

Student Vote used the 4,333 schools registered in the 2011 SVP as its population sample. Student Vote 

recruitment was based on a list of Canadian schools purchased in 2004 from Scott’s Directories, a 

company that provides online databases. Since then, the list has been edited by Student Vote on an 

ongoing basis to increase its accuracy. In 2011, the list had a total of 15,122 schools.  

 

With the exception of the three knowledge-testing questions (different difficulty level for elementary 

and secondary) and a few program-related questions in the post-program survey, the pre- and post- 

program survey instruments were identical to permit an accurate measurement and comparison of the 

results. Questions used as part of this evaluative process were also consistent overall with the previous 

SVP evaluation. 
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Recruitment for the Student Vote Program was done through multiple channels by Student Vote, 

including contacting schools, teachers and school boards, as well as through the media and advertising. 

The participant group consisted of 14,754 pre-program student respondents and 3,780 post-program 

student respondents, 1,349 teacher respondents and 341 parent respondents.1  

 

The margin of error for survey results in the participant group cannot be accurately calculated since a 

random selection process was not employed. This limitation is partially mitigated by the large number of 

responses in the participant group. 

 

3.3.3 Sampling – Control Group 

Elevate used anonymous surveys to collect primary data from students and teachers who did not 

participate in the 2011 SVP. There was no parent control group. The survey was open to students and 

teachers who had taken or taught civics or a course related to Canadian government (including social 

studies in some provinces) in the 2010–2011 school year. The thinking behind this requirement was that 

individuals in the control group were likely to have taught/studied the federal election as part of the 

school curriculum.  

 

This requirement provided for a more consistent comparison since both groups – participant and control 

– would likely have been exposed to some education about the election. At the same time, it was a 

more stringent one since Student Vote participants would be compared to students and teachers who 

studied or taught civics specifically. The SVP is open to students of all grade levels regardless of whether 

or not they are enrolled in a civics class at the time of an election. In light of this, the “all-civics” control 

group provided a particularly high standard of comparison; this should be kept in mind when 

interpreting the results.  

 

Elections Canada provided Elevate with a list of 10,790 non-participating schools, which came from 

Student Vote’s master list, minus currently enrolled SVP schools. After eliminating institutions with 

students over the age of 18 or those that did not have government or civics programs, 10,436 eligible 

schools remained. Stratified random sampling was used to ensure that the sample population was 

representative of the Canadian student population according to region, school type and language of 

instruction.  

 

The sampling strategy involved contacting randomly selected schools and requesting participation from 

principals. Interested schools were then sent information packages explaining the study and its purpose. 

Schools who confirmed participation were sent e-mails containing links to the online survey with a 

secure access code, as well as an offer to receive in-print versions of the surveys.  

 

                                                 
1
 Pre-program student surveys were administered April 11–April 25

 
(online survey closed on April 19, but paper copies were still 

being administered during the week of April 18–22). Post-program student surveys were conducted May 11–June 15, team 

leader surveys May 26–June 24 and parent surveys May 17–July 11. (June 10 was the original deadline, but it was pushed back 

to June 15 and then to July 11 due to the mail strike.) 
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Survey instruments were available in both official languages in either print or online formats. As with the 

participant group, elementary and secondary students were given identical surveys, with the exception 

of the knowledge-testing questions.  

 

A total of 1,071 students and 106 teachers in 88 schools completed the surveys.2 The following table 

provides margins of error based on student survey responses by region: 

 

Table 1: Student Control Group Survey Responses and Margins of Error by Region 

Region Control 

Sample 
Margin of 

Error (%) 

Atlantic 178 7.35% 

Quebec 43 14.90% 

Ontario 397 4.92% 

Central 249 6.25% 
BC 85 10.65% 

North 119 8.95% 

Total Canada 1,071 3% 

The control group has a national margin of error of 3%, with all margins displayed with a 95% confidence 

level. This is based on data available for public schools’ total enrolment from Statistics Canada. It was 

not possible to calculate the margin of error for teachers in the absence of reliable statistics regarding 

the number of civics teachers provincially or nationally. Further details on the sampling process are 

provided in Appendix B. 

 

3.3.4 Survey Instruments 

Survey instruments were developed by Elections Canada. Researchers were given an opportunity to 

provide feedback; however, changes to the instruments were limited since participant surveys (pre- and 

post-program) had already been deployed and control group surveys needed to remain consistent to 

permit comparative analysis. For the purpose of this study, students in grades 4 to 8 were considered to 

be elementary students; those in grades 9 to 12 were surveyed as secondary students. 

 

Identical survey instruments were used for all student groups with some variations: 

• Post-program participants (compared to pre-program participants) were asked questions about 

their experience in the SVP.  

• Knowledge-testing questions were the same for all three groups, with different difficulty levels 

for elementary and secondary students.  

• Control group surveys had no questions relating to the SVP except to capture past participation.  

 

Surveys for non-participant teachers were less extensive than the participant group, as Student Vote 

sought program-specific feedback from teachers involved in the program. Teachers in the control group 

                                                 
2
 Control group surveys were conducted between May 25 and June 15, 2011.  
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were asked about their motivations for not participating in the SVP and openness to doing so in the 

future. 

 

Questionnaires developed for parents of student participants were designed specifically for this 

population group, with similar questions as those used for participating teachers.  

 

3.3.5 Weighting Rationale and Method 

Data resulting from the control group survey were weighted in order to achieve several key objectives. 

The initial sampling plan needed to be adjusted to oversample from specific strata groups with small 

population proportions to ensure that they were represented in the final sample. Conversely, other 

strata groups with large proportions were under-sampled to accommodate this and maintain a 

reasonable overall sample size. As a result, not all members of the population had an equal opportunity 

for inclusion in the final survey. To permit unbiased estimates and reduce sampling error, the final non-

participating student data were weighted using known population proportions for three key variables: 

school type (elementary and secondary schools), language of survey completion (English and French, 

which serves as a proxy for language of instruction) and region. Student data from the pre- and post-

participant groups were not weighted as these samples were not drawn through random-sampling 

techniques. For analytical purposes, these records were assigned a sample weight of 1. 

 

The final student control sample was divided into 24 strata cells. Each of these cells received a unique 

weight, which was the product of the cell population proportions3 for type of school by language of 

instruction and by region. The final sample was also divided into the same 24 strata cells to determine 

the proportion of the final sample categorized into each cell. Dividing the population proportion by the 

sample proportion resulted in the weight, which was assigned accordingly to each member of the final 

non-participant sample. A review of weighted and unweighted responses showed no significant 

differences overall. In the few cases where results were significantly affected, it was noted in the 

findings. 

 

3.3.6 Analysis  

An analytical methodology designed to meet the research objectives was developed in consultation with 

Elections Canada prior to collection of data from the control group. The first component of the analysis 

methodology involved comparing profiles of survey respondents through analysis of frequency tables of 

valid responses for each variable included in the survey. Separate profiles were developed for 

participant respondents (pre- and post-program) and control respondents, including sub-sample profiles 

                                                 
3
 Population proportions for type of school were obtained through Statistics Canada, Elementary-Secondary Education Survey 

(ESES) data for 2008/09. Regional enrolment head counts for grades 4 through 8 and 9 through 13, where applicable, were 

combined and compared to total enrolment head counts for these grades to determine proportions. With the exception of 

Quebec, population proportions for language of instruction and region were calculated using data for 2008–2009 presented in 

the Statistics Canada Research Paper, “Summary Public School Indicators for Canada, the Provinces and Territories, 2002/2003 

to 2008/2009,” available at www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/81-595-m/81-595-m2010088-eng.htm. Quebec figures were obtained 

based on proportions of French- and English-language instruction in 2006–2007 from the document ”Statistiques de l’éducation 

Enseignement primaire, secondaire, collégial et universitaire,” available at: 

www.mels.gouv.qc.ca/sections/publications/publications/SICA/DRSI/StatEduc_2008.pdf. 
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containing cross-tabulations of variables by demographic characteristics such as age, birthplace, region 

and gender.  

 

A series of T-tests for continuous variables and chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests for categorical variables 

was used to determine statistical measures of group difference, with 95% confidence intervals included 

when possible. For student comparisons, all chi-square tests were significant, likely inflated due to the 

large sample size among participants. Most indicators for teachers were also significant; exceptions have 

been noted in the presentation of frequency tables. Data presented in frequency tables are based on 

valid responses only. All “Don’t know” responses have been removed from the analysis, except in those 

cases where “Don’t know” was considered a valid response to the question (e.g. knowledge questions).  

 

The second component of the analysis focused on determining whether or not participation in the SVP 

(independent variable) led to better outcomes (e.g. higher levels of interest or knowledge in politics) 

than conventional educational practices. Outcomes were based on those specified in the SVP logic 

model and outlined by Elections Canada in the Statement of Work. Multivariate analyses taking into 

account the effects of potentially intervening variables (controls) were also employed.  

 

Two types of regression analyses were used to determine whether a causal relationship could be 

inferred between SVP participation and outcomes. Depending on the nature of the dependent variable 

operationalized, some models were estimated using Ordinary Least-Squares (OLS, also known as linear) 

regression, while others required the use of binary logistic regression methods to account for the 

categorical nature of the variables to be predicted. Regression models were estimated for all student 

outcomes related to Objective A, as well as two outcomes for teachers.  

 

A standard two-model process was undertaken for each dependent variable to determine whether 

Student Vote participation was a significant predictor of civics-related program outcomes. First, a 

regression model was computed to assess the degree to which SVP participation, on its own, affected 

the outcomes in question. Next, the model was rerun including a variety of control variables. Control 

variables were chosen on the basis of their theoretical relevance as potential alternative explanations 

for the variance in the dependent variable. Only the full models (including controls) are presented in the 

findings of this report.  

 

Linear regression model coefficients were interpreted as the change in units of the dependent variable 

for each unit increase in the independent variable. Logistic regression model coefficients were 

interpreted as odds ratios comparing the likelihood of the dependent variable for different categories of 

independent variables. To help with interpreting the results, key findings from logistic regression models 

have been presented as expected probabilities, which can be interpreted as the percentage increase or 

decrease in the likelihood of an outcome for one group compared to another (e.g. girls versus boys, 

participants versus non-participants).  

 

Regression analyses to assess the effect of program participation were not possible for parents given the 

absence of a control group. Inconsistencies between surveys used with participant teachers and control 
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group teachers limited the examination of some teacher outcomes with regression analysis. Control 

variables for students and teacher regression models are described in the Research Findings section. 

 

To assess the effects of living in one region versus another, within the limitations of the statistical 

software available (SPSS), regional analyses of continuous dependent variables were assessed separately 

through analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures because generalized linear models, which would allow 

for the contrast of effects across regions failed to converge. Thus, region was excluded in instances 

where OLS regression was used to estimate student outcomes. In these cases, results of ANOVA 

procedures are presented. Region was included in logistic regression analyses and reported upon when 

significant.  

 

Finally, an analysis of general survey responses and relevant documents was undertaken to satisfy the 

remaining evaluation objectives. The master school list and Student Vote participation data were used 

to develop a basic profile of participating and non-participating schools, whereas teacher responses to 

the survey question “Why did you participate/not participate in the SVP?” were coded and analyzed to 

develop recommendations for recruitment messaging for teachers. 

3.3.7 Control Variables – Students  

Regression models were estimated for all student outcomes related to Objective A. Depending on the 

nature of the dependent variable operationalized, some models were estimated using OLS regression, 

while others required the use of binary logistic regression methods to account for the categorical nature 

of the variables to be predicted.  

 

Regressions were estimated in two steps. First, a simple regression model was estimated that measured 

only the effects of program participation on the outcome in question. Next, a model was estimated that 

examined the effects of program participation after a number of control variables were accounted for. 

Control variables that were considered for inclusion as part of the analytical methodology are: 

• Age 

• Gender 

• Birthplace (within or outside Canada) 

• Past participation in an SVP 

• The number of classroom activities undertaken that comprised: 

o Discussions 

o Research 

o Experiential learning 

• The number of information sources that respondents consulted when looking for information 

about the 2011 federal election 

 

Initial models showed problems with multicollinearity primarily related to age and birthplace. Since 

birthplace was non-significant in most initial models, it was dropped from further analyses. Age was 

significantly related to the outcomes; however, because it was collinear with past participation, a 

control variable of particular interest, age was dropped from the model as well. To address this, student 
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results were also analyzed separately at the elementary and secondary levels. Differences in these 

groups are presented when results differed and were significant. 

  

Finally, the variables measuring discussions and research activities were collinear with the variables 

measuring experiential learning, so the former were dropped from the model in order to more 

accurately isolate the effects of experiential learning. The following activities were used to assess the 

variable “experiential learning”: 

• Performed the role of a candidate or participated in a mock debate on the election 

• Participated in an in-class town hall 

• Interviewed electoral candidates in riding 

• Voted in a parallel federal election at school 

• Acted as an election official 

 

Thus, the control variables included in the final student models were: 

• Gender 

• Past participation in an SVP 

• Experiential learning activities (same for both students and teachers) 

• Number of information sources consulted  

• Region (logistic regressions only)  

It should be noted that the variable “experiential learning” was developed as part of the evaluation 

process and was not validity-tested prior to survey deployment or analysis of the results. Initial models 

demonstrated that while both were significant, the dichotomous variable (experiential learning, yes/no) 

had a slightly larger effect than the count variable (number of experiential activities); therefore, the 

dichotomous variable was retained for the final analyses. When results were reviewed, regression 

models showed that experiential learning had a negative impact on three student outcomes; additional 

analysis was conducted using two additional models (count variable and participating in a parallel 

election alone) for these outcomes to better understand the effect of this variable.  

 

3.3.8 Control Variables – Teachers  

Regression models were estimated for two of the teacher outcomes: increased knowledge and 

understanding of the political and electoral process, and increased intention to continue to teach 

democracy with experiential approaches. These models required the use of binary logistic regression 

methods to account for the categorical, dichotomous nature of the variables to be predicted. The third 

teacher outcome, increased confidence in teaching civics/government, could not be measured through 

regression analyses because equivalent questions about confidence had not been asked on participant 

and non-participant surveys.4  

 

                                                 
4
 Participants were asked whether their confidence in teaching civics increased as a result of the SVP, whereas non-participating 

teachers were asked how confident they felt teaching civics in general. 
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Regressions were estimated in two steps. First, a simple regression model was estimated that measured 

only the effects of program participation on the outcome in question. Next, a model was estimated that 

examined the effects of program participation after a number of control variables had been accounted 

for. Control variables included: 

• Gender 

• Region 

• Past participation in an SVP 

• Whether or not classroom activities were undertaken that comprised experiential learning 

• The respondent’s school type 

• The number of years the respondent had been teaching civics or a related social studies subject 

 

3.3.9 Study Limitations 

Every evaluative study is unique, and regardless of methodology, process and participants, each will 

have limitations. Some of the key aspects of uniqueness in this study are that three separate bodies 

were involved in research design and delivery. In particular, two different organizations and sampling 

methodologies were used, and survey instruments were developed within a short period of time. The 

method of analysis was also developed after the participant surveys had been administered. Some of 

the evaluation objectives could not be fully measured due to limitations in the survey instruments, 

which in some cases lacked specificity. Also, some questions in the participant and control surveys were 

not easily comparable or were used as indirect measures of outcomes. Overall, the strength of the 

control group may also have impacted research findings, with those randomly invited to participate 

having studied or taught civics during the school year. This requirement provided an exceptionally 

strong baseline against which to measure the impacts of SVP participation.  
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4 RESEARCH FINDINGS 

 

4.1 Section Overview  

This section provides an analysis of the data collected from the participant (pre- and post-program) and 

control group surveys to assess the extent to which the program is meeting its objectives. The analysis 

also draws upon a number of relevant program documents to provide a qualitative assessment of the 

effectiveness of the Student Vote Program (SVP), as well as its main strengths and weaknesses.  

 

Survey results are presented in the form of frequencies to identify program impacts and group 

differences. When the data permitted, regression models were used to identify causality. Qualitative 

analysis of open-ended survey questions was also conducted to assess satisfaction with the program and 

to provide recommendations on how to strengthen recruitment efforts in the future.  

 

The section begins with a comparative analysis of survey results to assess the effectiveness of the SVP in 

achieving its immediate outcomes for students and teachers (objectives A and B). The findings rely on a 

combination of frequency and regression analysis. Results of parent surveys are based exclusively on 

frequency tables given the absence of a control group. 

 

Findings related to the program’s impacts are followed by an analysis of teacher and student satisfaction 

with the program (Objective C), a review of teacher motivations for participating (and not participating) 

in the SVP (Objective D), the basic profiles of participating and non-participating schools (Objective E), a 

comparison of results with the previous SVP evaluation (Objective F) and, finally, suggested indicators 

for future evaluations (Objective G). 

 

4.2 Objective A: Student and Teacher Outcomes 

Compare survey results of participating and non-participating students and teachers to determine the 

extent to which the SVP achieved its immediate outcomes during the 41st federal general election 
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4.2.1 Student Outcomes 

 

i) Knowledge Outcome 

Does participation in the SVP lead to increased knowledge and understanding of the political and 

electoral process?  

Survey Results 

Student knowledge was measured in the participant (pre- and post-program) and non-participant 

(control) groups using three knowledge questions consistent across all groups. Questions asked of 

elementary students were less difficult than those asked of secondary students. The questions and 

combined results are as follows:  

 

Elementary Knowledge Questions 

1. What is the leader of the federal government called?  

2. a) Which party forms the government in Canada’s House of Commons? (pre-program survey)  

b) Can you tell me which party won the federal general election held on May 2nd? (post-

program and control group survey)  

3. How old do you need to be in order to vote in Canadian federal elections?  

 

Figure 1: Combined Results of Elementary Knowledge Questions by Respondent Group  

 
Secondary Knowledge Questions 

1. a) How many political parties had elected members in the House of Commons before the election 

  was called? (pre-program survey) 

b) How many political parties have elected members in the House of Commons since the federal 

general election held on May 2nd? (post-program survey and control) 

2. Who is the leader of the official opposition in the House of Commons? 

3. Which level of government is responsible for education? 
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Figure 2: Combined Results of Secondary Knowledge Questions by Respondent Group 

 

Overall, survey results demonstrate that Student Vote participation leads to increased political 

knowledge. Percentage of correct responses to survey knowledge questions increased significantly 

between pre-program and post-program participants (15 percentage points for elementary; 11 for 

secondary). There was also a marked difference in correct responses between the post-program (86%) 

and control group (75%) respondents for elementary students. For secondary students, there is no 

significant difference between correct responses in the post-program and control group, likely due to 

the strength of the control group (civics students during the school year).  

 

Students were also asked how many information sources they consulted to learn about or discuss 

politics. On average, post-program participants consulted one additional information source (5) 

compared to the control group (4).  

 

Table 2: Number of Information Sources Consulted by Respondent Group 

Number of Sources 

Consulted 

Post-program 

Participant 

Non-participant 

Control Group 

8 -9 13% 8% 

5-7 45% 37% 

2-4 30% 33% 

1 or less 12% 22% 

 

Knowledge Model Regression Analysis 

The dependent variable in the regression model, knowledge, was based on the three questions that 

tested students’ knowledge of the Canadian political system.5 These questions were combined in an 

additive scale ranging from 3 to 9 to comprise the variable.  

                                                 
5
 Elementary and secondary students were not asked the same questions. However, these questions could be combined 

because the measure accounted for correct or incorrect answers, not the content of the answers per se. These questions were 
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For all students combined, participation in the SVP was related to an increase in knowledge, increasing 

scores by 1.2 point (18%) on the scale even after other control variables were taken into account, 

including the specific effect of experiential learning,6 which is a fundamental component of the SVP. The 

other control variables included in the model were gender, past participation in the SVP and the number 

of information sources consulted.  

Elementary students were most affected by participation, with increased knowledge scores by 2.2 points 

(32%) on the scale.7 Experiential learning was an important factor in increasing knowledge among both 

elementary and secondary students; the relationship between experiential learning and knowledge was 

stronger among elementary students, where receiving experiential learning was associated with a 

1.2 point increase (18%) in knowledge (for secondary students, this value was under 1 point). 

Furthermore, for younger students, participation in the program improved knowledge above and 

beyond the effect captured by experiential learning alone (an increase of 2.2 points on the knowledge 

scale even after controlling for other variables, including experiential learning), suggesting that for 

younger students in particular, the SVP as a package is important for improving knowledge outcomes. 

Gender was significantly related to knowledge scores in elementary students, with boys scoring just 

under half a point (6%) higher than girls. Past participation in the SVP was associated with an increase of 

2 points (31%) compared to those who had never participated, driven largely by the impact of previous 

participation on knowledge in elementary students. Knowledge scores also increased slightly for every 

additional information source that respondents consulted.  

 

The relationship between region and knowledge was tested using analysis of variance (ANOVA). There 

was a significant relationship between region and knowledge outcomes (F=16.422; p<0.001). This 

statistic does not take into account the effect of other controls, but does suggest that there was regional 

variation in students’ knowledge overall. Further analysis would be required to detect the specific 

nature of the regional differences. 

 

ii) Interest Outcome 

Does participation in the SVP lead to increased interest in political and electoral issues?  

 

Survey Results 

Student interest was measured in the participant (pre- and post-program) and non-participant (control) 

groups using the question “How interested in politics do you usually feel?” 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
coded so that a correct answer was worth 3 points, a “Don’t know” answer was worth 2 points and an incorrect answer was 

worth 1 point – on the assumption that honestly answering that one does not know is a demonstration of higher knowledge 

than incorrectly answering the question either because of misinformation or because of guessing. 
6 

Activities considered experiential for this study include: Performed the role of a candidate or participated in a mock debate on 

the election; Participated in an in-class town hall; Interviewed electoral candidates in riding; Voted in a parallel federal election 

at school; Acted as an election official. 
7 

Please note that all regression tables are available for review in Appendix C, including combined student tables and separate 

elementary and secondary tables.  
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Figure 3: Interest in Politics by Respondent Group 

Q: How interested in politics do you usually feel? 

 

Overall, 57% of all students expressed that they were either very or somewhat interested in politics. This 

ranged from a high of 59% among post-program participants to a low of 56% among pre-program 

participants. A total of 618 students (59%) in the control group expressed that they were very or 

somewhat interested in politics. These differences are small and not statistically significant.  

 

Interest Model Regression Analysis 

The regression model measuring student interest in politics and electoral issues was measured using a 

dichotomous (interested/not interested) variable. Interest in politics was not affected by participation in 

the SVP overall (combined elementary and student regression model), nor was it significant in either the 

elementary or secondary student models run separately. However, there is evidence that experiential 

learning, which is a key component of the program, did affect interest, increasing the odds by 60% that 

participants who engaged in experiential learning would say that they were interested in politics for 

both age groups. The number of information sources consulted was also a significant predictor of 

interest.  

This suggests that while it is not the SVP’s unique way of packaging learning activities that increases 

interest, these experiential learning activities, which are part of the program, are nevertheless effective. 

This suggests that while the SVP may not, on the whole, increase interest, it is at the very least 

incorporating activities that are related to student interest.  

Gender was also significant, with boys being 54% more likely than girls to express interest in political 

and electoral issues than girls. Interestingly, past participation was associated with decreased odds of 

reporting interest; past participants were 42% less likely to report being interested in political and 

electoral interests than those who were not past participants. It may be that interest is related to 

“newness”: those who have participated in a previous SVP may be encountering less new material than 

those who have not had such experiences, and they are thus reporting less interest in material because 

it has become more familiar. This, of course, is purely speculative and based on principles of 

habituation.  
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Although region had a significant effect on interest overall, there were no significant differences 

between individual regions and the reference group, Northern, identified by the regression model. This 

suggests that there are untested regional differences among the other five regions; future analyses 

should explore this more thoroughly. 

 

iii) Engagement Outcome 

Does participation in the SVP lead to increased engagement in political discussions at home and with 

friends?  

Survey Results 

Student engagement in political discussion at home and with friends was measured in the participant 

(pre- and post-program) and non-participant (control) groups using three questions. The first two 

questions asked respondents in all groups about their frequency of discussions about politics with family 

and friends. The third question was asked only of post-program participants and control group 

respondents, asking students how much they discussed the federal election with their parents.  

 

Figure 4: Frequency of Discussions about Politics with Family 

Q: On average, how often do you speak with your family about politics? 
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Figure 5: Frequency of Discussions about Politics with Friends 

Q: On average, how often do you speak with your friends about politics? 

 

Figure 6: Amount of Discussion about Politics with Parents 

Q: How much did you discuss the federal election with your parents? 

 
For both questions regarding frequency of discussions, there were some small increases between the 

pre- and post-program respondent groups. There was a significant decrease in the percentage of 

students in the post-program participant group compared to the pre-program group who reported 

“never” engaging in political discussion with family and friends, especially with friends (10 percentage 

points). A significant difference of students in the post-program participant group (+7 percentage points) 

report speaking about the election “daily” or “at least once a week” with their friends, compared to the 

non-participant group.  

 

For the third question related to the amount of discussion with parents, the two largest categories, 

“Somewhat” and “Not very much,” occupy the first and second largest group for both. However, for the 

participant group, the third largest response belongs to “A great deal,” whereas in the control, it is “Not 

at all.” Survey results indicate that program participation is associated with an increase in amount of 

discussion with parents and friends.  
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Engagement in Political Discussions Regression Analyses 

Engagement was measured through two separate regression models: the first looked at the amount of 

time respondents spent talking about politics with their families and friends, and the second separately 

examined how much respondents talked specifically about the election with their parents. The first 

model was measured on a combined scale (2–10) of the first two discussion indicators, ranging from 

“never” to “daily”; the lowest point on the scale indicated that students never talked about politics, and 

the highest point on the scale indicated that students talked about politics to both friends and family 

daily.  

With regard to the first model, SVP participation per se was not significant overall, and experiential 

learning seemed to have a small negative impact, opposite to what would be expected – those who had 

received experiential learning scored about 1/3 of a point less (3%) than those who did not. Girls are 

slightly less likely to discuss politics with family and friends. 

Among elementary students only, experiential learning also affected discussions with family and friends, 

and this negative effect persisted. Elementary students who had received experiential learning scored 

almost half a point (4%) lower than those who did not receive such learning. One possible explanation 

for this finding is that elementary students may have had a harder time understanding the question; 

younger students may indeed be talking about what they have learned in school (e.g. electoral 

participation) but may not realize that by doing so, they are talking about politics. Neither participation 

nor experiential learning had a significant effect for secondary students.  

ANOVA was used to determine whether region was significantly related to the continuous engagement 

measure; it was (F=1.607; p<0.001). 

In the second engagement model, students were asked how often they specifically discussed the 

election with their parents; this was dichotomized into an “often/not often” variable. Overall, SVP 

participants were 55% more likely to discuss the election with parents compared to non-participants. 

Upon closer examination, SVP participation was significant among secondary students, but among 

elementary students it was not. For secondary students, SVP participants were 61% more likely to 

discuss the election with their parents than non-participants. Election issues are likely more salient 

among older students, who are probably more cognizant of some of the complexities of election issues 

and who are closer to being of an age where they can vote. Region was not significant. 

For both elementary and secondary students, experiential learning was positively related to discussing 

the election with parents, leading to a greater probability that students would talk to their parents. For 

the elementary students, then, it may not be that the SVP has unique features that relate to increased 

engagement in discussion, but that the learning activities that comprise a part of the SVP (namely, 

experiential learning) are effective. However, for secondary students, there was a clear effect of SVP 

participation on the odds of students talking to their parents about the election, and it went beyond the 

effect of experiential learning alone.  
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iv) Appreciation Outcome 

Does participation in the SVP lead to increased appreciation of electoral participation and intention for 

future electoral participation? 

 

Survey Results 

Impacts of the SVP on student appreciation of electoral participation and intention for future electoral 

participation were assessed using three survey questions directed at the three student respondent 

groups (pre- and post-program and control). First, students were asked to state the extent to which they 

agreed that it was their civic duty to vote. Second, students were asked whether they would have voted 

in the 2011 election if they had been eligible to do so. Finally, students were asked whether they would 

join in political activities in the future (join a party or volunteer for a campaign). The results of these 

indicators are presented below.  

 

Figure 7: Student Agreement with Civic Duty to Vote Statement by Respondent Group  

Q: Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement: It is a civic duty for 

citizens to vote in elections. 

 

*Weighting in the control group significantly affected results for this question; both weighted and unweighted 

frequencies are presented as a result. 

For the level of agreement with the statement “It is a civic duty to vote in elections,” there is a small but 

significant difference (7 percentage points) in the percentage of respondents in the post-program 

participant group who totally agreed with the statement as compared to the pre-program group. Even 

with the anomalous impact of weighting on the control group, there are no significant differences 

between respondent groups in the number of respondents who totally or somewhat agreed with the 

civic duty statement (pre-program 87%, post-program 88% and control 90%). 
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Figure 8: Student Self-Reported Intention to Vote by Respondent Group 

Q: If you had been eligible to vote in the federal general election that was held on May 2nd, would you 

have voted? 

 
Post-program participants (90%) reported the highest level of intention to vote, eight points above 

control group respondents. There was also a small but significant increase between pre- and post-

program respondents.  

 

Figure 9: Likelihood of Joining a Political Party by Respondent Group 

Q: How likely would you be to do any of the following activities? Join a political party. 

 

Respondents in the post-program participant group are more likely (very or somewhat) to join a political 

party (7 percentage-point increase) as compared to respondents in the control group. There was no 

significant increase between the pre-program and post-program participant groups.  
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Figure 10: Likelihood of Volunteering for a Political Party by Respondent Group 

Q: How likely would you be to do any of the following activities? Volunteer for a political campaign. 

 

In terms of volunteering, respondents in the post-program participant group are more likely (very or 

somewhat) to volunteer for a political campaign (6 percentage-point increase) as compared to 

respondents in the control group. There was no significant increase between the pre-program and post-

program participant groups.  

Appreciation Regression Analyses 

Appreciation of electoral participation and intention for future electoral participation was measured 

using three different regression models, each based on a separate question. First, students were asked 

to state the extent to which they agreed that it was their civic duty to vote. Second, students were asked 

whether they would have voted in the 2011 election if they had been eligible to do so. Finally, students 

were asked whether they would be likely to join in political activities in the future –namely, joining a 

political party or volunteering for a campaign.  

Overall, SVP participation was not a predictor of whether students thought it was their civic duty to 

vote, but the number of information sources consulted was; those who consulted an average number of 

information sources (4.4) were 53% more likely to agree it was their civic duty to vote compared with 

those who didn’t. Gender was also significant, with girls being more likely than boys to agree with the 

statement. Those who received experiential learning actually had a lower probability of agreeing that it 

was their civic duty to vote; however, secondary students who undertook more experiential activities 

(count variable as opposed to yes/no) showed a substantial increase in the likelihood of agreeing that it 

is a civic duty to vote. 

Among elementary students, SVP participation was not significantly related to agreement that it is a 

civic duty to vote; nor was experiential learning. It could be that elementary students did not find the 

question very meaningful; younger students may have a harder time understanding an abstract concept 

such as “civic duty,” particularly if their teachers adapted the language of the program and did not use 

that specific phrase when teaching.  
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A different picture emerges for secondary students. Participation in the SVP did affect the likelihood that 

a student would agree that voting was a civic duty. In fact, secondary students who participated in the 

SVP were over two times as likely (68%) to agree as students who did not participate.  

A similar finding for experiential learning is present for both elementary and secondary students with 

regard to intention to vote; in the combined model, as well as in both age groups separately, those who 

received experiential learning were less likely to state that they would have voted. However, secondary 

students who undertook more experiential activities (count variable) were more likely to state that they 

would have voted if they had been eligible. 

It is not clear whether experiential learning is having a negative impact on students’ sense of civic duty 

or intention to vote, especially since for other outcomes it has generally been positive. It is possible that 

there are other factors, which were not measured, that are affecting program participation, experiential 

learning and the outcomes, such as factors related to teacher, classroom or school characteristics. It is 

also possible that the survey data or experiential learning variable is not robust enough to clearly 

identify patterns for these indicators; if marginal relationships are present, a small number of cases 

could cause the data to fluctuate in inexplicable ways.  

Participation in the SVP was not related to intention to vote for secondary students, but it was for 

elementary students; among younger students, SVP participants were 31% less likely to express an 

intention to vote. This finding is odd and may be due to the difficulty for elementary students in 

understanding the question, specifically the concept of eligibility.8 It may also be that more of a social 

desirability bias was present in the control group.  

Gender was also significantly related to intention to vote, with girls being more likely to say they would 

have voted. The number of information sources consulted was also a significant predictor of intention to 

vote, with those consulting an average number being 56% more likely to say that they would have 

voted. Region was not significant. 

Finally, respondents were asked how likely they would be to join a political party or volunteer for a 

campaign. These two questions were combined in a scale ranging from 2 to 8. The lowest score 

corresponded to answering that they were not at all likely to do either activity, and the highest score 

corresponded to answering that they were very likely to do both activities. Overall, neither SVP 

participation nor experiential learning had any effect.  

Here again, though, there were important age differences. Among elementary students, these variables 

were non-significant. Among secondary students, however, both of these variables were important. 

Students who had received experiential learning were more likely to join in political activities, but 

                                                 
8
 Students may have failed to understand the question (if you had been eligible to vote …) or understand the difference 

between the mock election and the real one. Response fatigue may also have been a factor. “Participated in a parallel election” 

is item 18 of 22 in a check box list of activities that students were asked to select as part of a survey question. Going through a 

22-item list requires a lot of commitment from children; elementary students may have become tired, and the secondary 

students may have become bored; therefore, responses may contain errors. Data collection issues surrounding this indicator 

are further illustrated by the response rate: only 53% of SVP participants selected “Participated in a parallel election” (although 

all should technically have selected it), and almost a quarter (22%) of non-participants did so as well.  
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program participants were less likely to (just under half a point lower on the scale) – a reversal of the 

findings for other appreciation (civic duty) and intention to vote variables. The findings regarding joining 

in political activities suggest that it may not be appropriate to consider joining in as the same sort of 

outcome as appreciating voting as a civic duty or stating an intention to vote. Students may see voting 

and other political participation as very different concepts; this might explain why the findings seem to 

contradict each other.  

Gender was a significant factor, with girls scoring higher than boys on the scale. Elementary students 

who had participated in a previous SVP also scored higher on the scale (11%) for joining a political party 

or volunteering for a campaign. The number of information sources consulted had a small but positive 

impact on joining in political activities.  

ANOVA models showed that there were statistically significant regional differences in the reported 

likelihood of joining in political activities (F=26.934; p<0.001).  

 

v) Confidence Outcome 

 

Does participation in the SVP lead to increased confidence to participate in political, civic education 

and/or community activities? 

 

Survey Results 

All survey instruments for participating (pre- and post-program) and non-participating (control group) 

students included a question about confidence. The question was, “How confident do you feel 

expressing your views on politics to your friends and/or family?” While expressing views on politics is a 

different concept than confidence to participate in political, civic education and/or community activities, 

it was the only survey question that specifically addressed confidence in students.  

Figure 11: Confidence in Expressing Views on Politics with Friends and Family by Respondent Group 

Q: How confident do you feel expressing your views on politics to your friends and/or family? 
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There were no significant differences between the pre- and post-program participants or the control 

group feeling “very or somewhat” confident in expressing views on politics. There is a sizeable 

difference in the percentage of students who indicated “very confident” as their responses in the 

control group (30%) compared to either the pre- (10%) or the post-test respondents (11%). Available 

data do not allow us to explain why this is the case.  

  

Regression Analysis – Confidence Expressing Views on Politics  

As with intention to vote, program participation and experiential learning seemed to have had a 

negative effect overall on students’ confidence. SVP participation was not related to confidence in 

expressing views for younger children, but it was for secondary students; participants were 34% less 

likely to express confidence than non-participants.  

 

For both elementary and secondary students, those who had received experiential learning were less 

likely to feel confident than those who had not. This effect was consistent when measuring experiential 

learning using a dichotomous variable (confident/not confident) or a count variable. However, when 

measured alone, participating in a parallel election had a significant positive impact on student 

confidence in expressing views about politics. 

 

Gender was significant in elementary students, with boys feeling more confident than girls in expressing 

their views about politics. The number of information sources consulted had a negative impact on both 

elementary and secondary students’ confidence in expressing views; in all other models, the number of 

sources consulted had a positive impact. Region was not significant. 

Again, it is unclear why the effect of program participation and experiential learning (with the exception 

of participating in a parallel election) would be counter to expectations for this particular outcome. As 

previously mentioned, there could be issues with the robustness of the data. Confidence is a complex 

attribute that is difficult to capture adequately through a survey and may be better explored using more 

qualitative instruments.  

A hypothesis worth exploring is the possibility that participation in the learning activities associated with 

the SVP exposes students to a more complex perspective on politics and electoral issues in Canada, 

making them more tentative/less confident in the short term as they learn to integrate the new 

information and develop new understanding of how politics work.  

Another factor which may be affecting results is the control group, made up entirely of students 

enrolled in civic education during the school year (60% during data collection period), which may have 

led to a control group feeling more confident than the average SVP participant.  

 

vi) Critical Thinking Outcome 

 

Does participation in the SVP lead to improved critical thinking and decision-making skills around the 

electoral process? 

 



38 

  

Survey Results 

Student critical thinking and decision-making skills were measured in the participant (pre- and post-

program) and non-participating (control) groups using three questions asking about their agreement 

with the following statements: 

1. When you join in political conversations, you find yourself tying the arguments to discussions 

you had in class. 

2. After you hear about an important issue on television or the radio, you like to dig deeper and 

find out more. 

3. You are interested in obtaining different opinions before you make up your own mind on 

important political issues. 

 

Figure 12: Tying Arguments to Class Discussions by Respondent Group 

Q: When you join in political conversations, you find yourself tying the arguments to discussions you had 

in class. 

 

 

With regard to tying arguments to discussions had in class, there are no significant differences in the 

percentage of students who said they “totally” or “somewhat” agreed with the statement (pre-program 

71%, post-program 72% and control 75%).  
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Figure 13: Obtaining Different Opinions Before Making up One’s Mind by Respondent Group 

Q: You are interested in obtaining different opinions before you make up your own mind on important 

political issues. 

 

There are no significant differences in the percentage of students who said they “totally” or “somewhat” 

agreed with the statement about obtaining different opinions (pre-program 76%, post-program 76% and 

control 78%).  

 

Figure 14: Digging Deeper to Find out More about Important Issues Heard on TV or Radio 

Q: After you hear about an important issue on television or the radio, you like to dig deeper and find out 

more about it.  

 

For the question asking students whether they like to dig deeper to find out more about important 

issues, there are no significant differences in the percentage of students who said they “totally” or 

“somewhat” agreed with the statement, although respondents in the control group did show the 

highest level of agreement (pre-program 64%, post-program 62%, control 67%).  

 

Critical Thinking Regression Analysis 

Differences among groups in critical thinking and decision-making skills were analyzed through 

regression using the above three questions (tying arguments to class discussions, obtaining different 
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opinions and doing additional research). The questions were combined into a scale (312), on which the 

lowest score indicated that respondents strongly disagreed that they did any of these things, while the 

highest scores indicated that respondents strongly agreed that they did all of these things.  

SVP participation was related to critical thinking and decision-making skills for both age groups, but once 

again, this relationship was counter to what was expected: overall participants’ scores were about half a 

point lower than those of non-participants overall; for secondary students, this difference was greater (–

0.72 points, or 7%). The number of information sources consulted had a small positive impact on critical 

thinking outcomes. Gender was not a significant factor. 

Overall, experiential learning was associated with a modest increase in scores for secondary students, 

where students who received experiential learning had skill scores that were about half a point higher 

(5%) than students who did not. This is an interesting finding since it suggests that while the key 

component of the SVP, experiential learning, has a positive impact on critical thinking and decision-

making skills, the effect of the program beyond this is actually negative. It is not at all clear why this 

would be happening, and further investigation is needed.  

The absence of significant differences among respondent groups for questions tied to critical thinking 

and decision-making skills suggests that the program is either not focusing enough on this aspect of 

learning or that survey questions used to measure it were not well suited to capture differences in 

groups. Tying arguments to discussions had in class is also a fairly complex concept that younger 

students may not have fully grasped.  

 

ANOVA analyses showed a statistically significant relationship among region and critical thinking and 

decision-making skills (F=6.880; p<0.001). 

 

4.2.2 Teacher Outcomes 

 

i) Knowledge Outcome 

Does participation in the SVP lead to increased knowledge and understanding of the political and 

electoral process? 

 

Survey Results 

There were no questions in the teacher surveys that tested their political knowledge and understanding 

of the electoral process. The question used to gauge teacher knowledge was based on the self-reported 

response to the question, “How informed about politics do you usually feel?” 
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Figure 15: Feeling Informed about Politics – Teachers 

Q: How informed about politics do you usually feel? 

 
Chi-square tests showed no significant differences between participant and control groups for this 

variable. It may be that the relatively small number of teachers in the control group did not provide a 

strong enough reference category. While results are unreliable, likely due to sample size, actual 

frequency totals are almost identical for both groups (feeling informed versus not feeling informed). 

While there is no marked increase in knowledge in participating teachers, it suggests that SVP teachers 

who filled out surveys feel equally informed to those in the control group; this may be a positive sign 

given that all teachers in the control group were civics teachers with more years of experience teaching 

civics than those in the participant group. 

 

Teacher Knowledge Regression Analysis 

A regression model was run to determine whether program participation led to increased knowledge of 

the political and electoral process among teachers. The dependent variable was based on the question, 

“How informed about politics do you usually feel?” Student Vote participation was not significant. The 

number of years teaching civics was significant, with those having taught civics an average number of 

years (3–5 years) feeling more informed. Male teachers were 72% more likely to report feeling informed 

than women.  

 

Overall, school type was significantly related to the outcome; specifically, elementary school teachers 

were statistically different from the reference category (other school types), being considerably less 

likely (83%) to say that they felt informed about politics. Region was not significant.  

 

In the absence of actual knowledge-testing questions, asking teachers to rate their knowledge and 

understanding of politics and the electoral process on a scale could lead to more reliable results. Asking 

teachers a question similar to the one posed to parents (“Did your knowledge and understanding of 

politics and the electoral process increase as a result of the SVP?”) would also provide another measure 

by which to evaluate this expected program outcome. 

 

ii) Confidence Outcome 

Is participation in the SVP associated with increased confidence in teaching civics/government? 
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Confidence in teaching civics was measured in the post-program group, with participating teachers 

being asked the extent to which they agree that their involvement in the SVP increased their confidence 

in teaching issues related to politics and Canadian government. For their part, non-participating teachers 

were asked the extent to which they feel confident in teaching issues related to politics, Canadian 

government and civics. Confidence in teaching civics/government could not be measured through 

regression analyses because equivalent questions about confidence were not asked on participant and 

non-participant surveys. Frequency results are provided below.  

 

Figure 16: Teacher Confidence Teaching Civics by Respondent  

Participant Group Q: To what extent do you agree with the following statement: “Your involvement in 

the Student Vote Program has increased your confidence in teaching issues related to politics, Canadian 

government and civics”? 

Non-Participant (Control) Group Q: To what extent do you agree with the following statement: “I feel 

confident in teaching issues related to politics, Canadian government and civics”? 

 

A large majority (85%) of participating teachers either “strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that 

participating in the SVP increased their confidence in teaching civics. This is a strong and reliable 

demonstration of the program’s success, especially given the large number of teachers in the post-

participant group who answered this question (1,349).  

For the control group, 65% of surveyed non-participating teachers “strongly” or “somewhat” agreed 

that they feel confident teaching civics. This is surprising since all teachers in the control group were 

civics teachers, suggesting a need for more curriculum support such as that provided by Student Vote.  

iii) Experiential Approaches Outcome 

Does Student Vote participation lead to increased intention to continue to teach democracy with 

experiential approaches? 

 

There was no direct question in the surveys asking teachers whether they intended to continue to teach 

democracy with experiential approaches. Instead, teachers in the post-program participant and non-

participant control groups were asked about their future likelihood of participating in the SVP, which is 

based on experiential approaches.  
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Figure 17: Teacher Likelihood of Future Participation in the SVP 

Q: In the future, how likely would you be to participate in a Student Vote Program? 

 

Almost all participating teachers (99%) indicated that they were very or somewhat likely to participate in 

the SVP in the future, with 95% indicating that they were very likely to do so. In the non-participant 

group, 26% of respondents said they were “very likely” to participate in the SVP. Overall, 93% of non-

participating teachers indicated that they were “very” or “somewhat” likely to participate in an SVP, 

which indicates openness to teaching democracy with experiential approaches. 

 

Intent to Participate in Future SVP Regression Analysis  

One regression model was run to measure teachers’ intentions to continue to teach democracy using 

experiential approaches. This was an indirect measure, with teachers being asked directly about their 

likelihood of participating in the SVP in the future. The original variable had four response categories 

(“very likely,” “somewhat likely,” “not very likely” and “not at all likely”); these were collapsed into two 

categories so that the variable could be treated as dichotomous (yes/no response).  

 

SVP participation is the only variable included in the model that was significantly related to the 

outcome. Not even the use of experiential learning activities was statistically significant in the model 

that contained controls. This suggests that the question regarding intention to participate in an SVP is 

not a good measure of intention to use experiential learning activities overall. Rather, the findings 

simply demonstrate that those who have just completed the program are more likely to believe that 

they will use the program again.  

 

4.3 Objective B: Parent Outcomes 

Evaluate the impact of the SVP on family members of participating students, according to immediate 

outcomes 

Parents of program participants were surveyed as part of the 2011 SVP evaluation. A total of 

341 parents with children in the 2011 SVP took part in the parent questionnaire. Regression models 

could not be run since no control group was tested. A pre-program questionnaire was not administered.  
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i) Knowledge outcome  

Increased knowledge and understanding of political issues and the electoral process 

 

Parent knowledge and understanding of the political and electoral process was measured using a 

question asking parents how informed they feel about politics. Interest levels were also captured using 

the same question format. Parents were also asked whether they agreed that their child's involvement 

in the 2011 SVP increased their own knowledge and interest of politics and whether it provided their 

family with the opportunity to learn more about politics and elections. 

 

Figure 18: Parents’ Feeling of Being Informed about Politics  

Q: How informed about politics do you usually feel? 

  

About 80% of parents reported feeling either “very” or “somewhat” informed about politics. Two thirds 

stated that they felt somewhat informed.  

 

Figure 19: Parents Interested in Politics 

Q: How interested in politics do you usually feel? 

  

A total of 77% of parents indicated that they usually felt either “very” or “somewhat” interested in 

politics. Over half (53%) indicated that they felt “somewhat” interested. 
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Figure 20: Increased Parent Interest/Knowledge of Politics Because of 2011 SVP 

Q: To what extent do you agree or disagree that your child's involvement in the Student Vote 2011 

Program increased your … 

 

The majority of parents “strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that their child’s involvement in the SVP 

increased their knowledge (61%) and interest (68%) in politics. A participating teacher comment 

supports this finding: 

“I had many parents talk to me about how their son/daughter now knew more about politics than they 

did and that they were learning through their children. Pretty exciting! I even heard one student say to 

another that politics was their favourite subject.” 

Figure 21: Parent Agreement – SVP as Opportunity for Family to Learn More about Politics  

Q: To what extent do you agree or disagree that the Student Vote 2011 Program provided your family 

with the opportunity to learn more about politics and elections? 

 

The vast majority (84%) of parents either “strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that the SVP provided their 

family with the opportunity to learn more about politics and elections. Only 7% of parent participants 

disagreed with this statement. 

ii) Engagement Outcome 

Increased engagement in political discussion 

Engagement in political discussion was measured by asking parents how often they discussed politics 

with their child. They were also asked whether they believed that the SVP had an impact in motivating 

their child to discuss politics with family and friends.  
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Figure 22: Amount of Parent Discussion about Politics with Child 

Q: During the election, how often did you discuss politics with your child? 

 

Over one third (35%) of parents said they discussed politics with their child five or more times during the 

election. An additional 29% mentioned said they did so about three or four times. In total, 91% of 

parents with children involved in the SVP report having discussed the election with them. 

Figure 23: Parent-Reported Impact of SVP – Motivating Child to Discuss Politics  

Q: Thinking of your child’s participation in the Student Vote 2011 Program (SV), to what extent do you 

feel it contributed to the following? – Motivating my child to discuss politics with family and friends. 

 

A total of 86% of parents believed that Student Vote had an impact (either significant or somewhat) on 

motivating their child to discuss politics with family and friends.  

iii) Intention to Vote Outcome 

Increased intention to vote 

 

Parents were asked two questions about their voting intentions. The first asked them whether they 

were able to vote during the recent federal election. The second asked whether their child's 

participation in Student Vote positively influenced their decision to vote. 
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Figure 24: Parent Ability to Vote During the Federal Election 

Q: Many people don’t vote for a variety of reasons. Where you able to vote during the recent federal 

election? 

 

Overall, nearly three quarters (73%) of parents indicated that they were able to vote in the recent 

federal election. This is considerably higher than actual national voter turnout of 61% (although a more 

accurate comparison would be Statistics Canada May 2011 Labour Force Survey self-reported turnout, 

at 70%9). There could be subtle differences in interpretation as this question does not ask specifically 

whether the participant voted, but rather whether they were able to vote. Additionally, questions of this 

nature often result in social desirability bias, whereby a participant provides a response to place them in 

a favourable light rather than provide the truth. 

 

Figure 25: Impact of SVP Participation on Parent Decision to Vote 

Q: Did your child's participation in Student Vote positively influence your decision to vote? 

 
Although 72% of parents indicated that their child’s participation in the SVP did not influence their 

decision to vote, 20% of parents reported that it did. This suggests that student participation in the SVP 

is indeed having an impact on the reported intention of some parents to vote.  

 

iv) Comparison of Teacher and Parent Perceptions 

Compare teacher and parent outcomes of the program’s impact on students 

 

                                                 
9
 Labour Force Survey (May 2011), Statistics Canada, Reasons for not voting in the May 2, 2011 federal election, commissioned 

by Elections Canada, retrieved October 17, 2011, from www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/110705/dq110705a-eng.htm. 
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Participating teachers and parents were asked to rate the SVP’s impact on their students or children. 

The question explored seven areas of impact focused on increases in democratic understanding and 

current and future civic engagement. The following figure summarizes the results:  

 

Figure 26: Teacher and Parent Perception of SVP Impact on Students/Child  

Teacher Q: Thinking specifically of the Student Vote materials, activities and overall process (SV), to what 

extent do you feel they have contributed to achieving the following? 

Parent Q: Thinking of your child’s participation in the Student Vote 2011 Program (SV), to what extent do 

you feel it contributed to the following? 

 

Responses in diagram depict strength of agreement (strongly and somewhat agree combined) by 

respondent group.  

 

Comparison of the above results clearly indicates that both teachers and parents feel that the SVP has a 

significant impact on youth. The largest difference in perception was of confidence, with significantly 

more teachers (92%) than parents (77%) believing the students’ confidence to participate in civic 

education or activities had increased. The smallest variance is related to knowledge, where teachers 

(98%) and parents (92%) believe students’ knowledge of Canada’s electoral process is increased as a 

result of the SVP. Interestingly, this mirrors actual evaluation results for participating students, whereby 

knowledge was increased as a result of participation; although it is less clear what impact the program is 

having on student confidence, parent perceptions appear more accurate than teachers’ given that no 

positive impact was measured for this outcome as a result of participation. 
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4.4 Objective C: Teacher and Student Satisfaction with the SVP 

Evaluate teacher and student satisfaction with SVP campaign activities and resource materials, as well 

as teacher satisfaction with the SVP campaign website and Student Vote communications and 

support. 

 

4.4.1 Teacher Satisfaction 

Teacher satisfaction with the program was shown to be very strong across a number of indicators. The 

following section presents results from five teacher satisfaction-related questions as well as quotes from 

open-ended survey questions.  

 

Table 3: Resource Ratings for SVP Materials 

Q: How would you rate the following resources available from Student Vote for the 2011 federal 

election? 

Resource  Excellent 

% 

Good 

% 

Fair 

% 

Poor 

% 

Activity resources 54% 41% 4% 1% 

Campaign calendar 45% 46% 8% 0% 

Elections operations manual 62% 36% 2% 0% 

Electoral district maps 74% 23% 3% 0% 

Poster 69% 26% 4% 0% 

Ballots 88% 10% 1% 0% 

Ballot boxes and voting screens 91% 9% 0% 0% 

Student Vote website 50% 44% 5% 1% 

Student Vote online resource library 46% 48% 6% 1% 

Student Vote campaign site on Facebook 45% 43% 8% 5% 

Student Vote communications 57% 38% 4% 0% 
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Overall, the majority of Student Vote resources were highly rated by participating teachers. In fact, all 

resources were rated “excellent” by a majority of respondents except for the Campaign Calendar and 

the Student Vote online resource library, both of which received a majority rating of “good.” The 

website was rated “excellent” by half of the respondents. The Student Vote campaign site on Facebook 

also received a less favourable rating compared to the other resources. Ballot boxes and voting screens 

(91%), ballots (88%) and electoral district maps (74%) received the highest ratings.  

Results further reveal that the SVP website was used most by teachers to view results (57%), download 

program resources (36%) and check campaign news, updates and blog (28%). It was least used to 

connect to social media (4%), to view online videos or as a lesson aid (21%). Interestingly, almost a 

quarter (24%) of all participating teachers report not using the website at all.  

Just over two thirds (61 %) of participating teachers said they encouraged their students to visit the SVP 

website. The same proportion (61%) of non-participating teachers report encouraging their students to 

visit the Elections Canada website. 

Many teachers also provided positive comments about program materials in response to open-ended 

teacher questions about the program. 

“The ballots, ballot boxes and voting screens looked very official! The other resources like the posters and 

the district maps were both useful and beautiful. The election day operations manual was very clear and 

straightforward – it made running the election very simple.” 

 

“Students who went to vote with parents commented the following day that our election booth was the 

same – authentic materials.” 

 

Program logistics were also assessed as part of the teacher surveys, with a number of questions 

regarding election timing, program support and integration of materials into curriculum. 

 

Table 4: Teacher Agreement with Program Ease of Implementation  

Q: Thinking about your participation in the Student Vote Program, to what extent do you agree or 

disagree with the following statements?  

Statement Strongly 

Agree 

% 

Somewhat 

Agree 

% 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

% 

Strongly 

Disagree 

% 

Received program information 

early enough 

54% 32% 10% 4% 

It was difficult to integrate 

program into curriculum 

14% 37% 22% 27% 

It would have been easier to 

integrate the program in 

another part of the school year 

12% 21% 33% 34% 
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It would have been easier to 

implement the program if I 

had more SVP support 

2% 6% 24% 68% 

 

Teachers “strongly” or “somewhat” agree (86%) that program information was provided early enough. A 

substantial number (51%) also reports some difficulty integrating the program into the curriculum. The 

timing of the election does not seem to have been an issue with 67% of respondents. Positive opinions 

about program support are also expressed, with 92% of participating teachers disagreeing that it would 

have been easier to implement the program if they had more SVP support.  

 

Overall, teacher comments support findings regarding the effectiveness of program logistics. One 

recurring theme at odds with the above findings is that some teachers did not have sufficient time to 

implement the materials and follow the suggested calendar, either because they received materials 

several weeks into the election period or the amount of information was simply too large to cover. 

Comments representative of these concerns include: 

 

“There was too much information in the curriculum and operations manual so I did not end up using 

them as searching for the basics of what I might need was too time-consuming. The e-mail updates and 

links that were sent were much more useful.” 

 

“There was way too much in the resource – would have taken considerably more time to do in class – 

only picked a few from the whole book that were manageable to complete.” 

 

“There was a lot of material. We didn't manage to use everything, but I appreciated the fact that it was 

all organized and easy to use.” 

 

Another important indicator of program success is the rating that SVP support received from 

participating teachers. 

 
Table 5: Participating Teacher Rating of SVP Support 

Q: How would you rate the general level of support you received from the Student Vote Team throughout 

the campaign?  

Response Percent 

Excellent 54% 

Great 34% 

Good 11% 

Fair 1% 

Poor 0% 

Total 100% 
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A large majority of respondents were highly satisfied with SVP support, 88% of them rating it as either 

“excellent” or “great”. Almost all teachers (99%) rated SVP support as good or better.  

 

Table 6: Participant Teacher Likelihood of Future SVP Participation  

Q: How likely would you be to participate in a future Student Vote Program? 

Response Percent 

Very likely 95% 

Somewhat likely 5% 

Not very likely 0.4% 

Not at all likely 0.3% 

 

Almost all respondents (95%) indicated that they would likely participate in a future program. This is a 

very strong indicator of teacher satisfaction with the program. 

Teacher comments strongly support findings regarding future likelihood of participation in the SVP, 

including: 

“Don't know what to say.… It is a fantastic idea, and has clearly counteracted my students' apathy and 

ignorance of Canadian politics. They felt the mock election was one of the highlights of their year.” 

 

“Thank you for the resources and materials. I organized a parallel election before Student Vote was 

available and found the task time-consuming. Now that SV does the ballot printing and provides 

classroom materials the job is greatly easier. Thank you!” 

 

The majority of participating teachers (85%) said that they “strongly” or “somewhat” agreed that they 

were more confident teaching civics because of SVP participation. This reported increased in confidence 

in teaching civics can also be interpreted as a measure of satisfaction with the program. 

 

Areas requiring improvement identified by teachers 

A number of constructive comments were also shared by teachers, including concerns related to the 

difficulty levels and appropriateness of some materials, particularly for elementary students and those 

in the intermediate range: 

 

“The activity resource had some excellent ideas but the presentation of the material was more oriented 

towards secondary students so I adapted it to meet the needs (format and reading level) of my 

elementary students.” 

 

“Perhaps a simple package with a narrower focus may be of some use to intermediate students at the 5, 

6, and 7 level.” 

 

“Some of the text-based material could be written at a more accessible level for intermediate students.” 
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Other comments focused on the need for more involvement of political parties and candidates and 

greater links between the SVP and official party platforms. Notable comments included: 

 

“When it is a provincial or federal election I would like to see a list of the basic platforms of each party 

stated 'simply' so young children can understand it. I spent a great deal of time sifting through party 

platforms and changing the language to make it kid friendly and relevant to their lives.” 

 

“I would like to have seen some party platform comparisons either in the booklet or on your site in much 

the same way you did for the BC provincial election. Something more at a grade 4–5 level. The media info 

was too advanced for many of the students in a grade 4/5 class.” 

 

A number of teachers stressed the importance of creating more engaging visual and online material for 

students. Comments included: 

 

“Fun videos for younger students explaining the electoral process. Incorporate more visual, hands-on 

activities rather than worksheets and written ones.” 

 

”More visual advertisement. More video commentary online. Participation of the federal party leaders in 

the form of a short video addressed to students. Have them convince these students. Most students feel 

that their voice is too small and that is why nobody will listen. Short appropriate activities or access to 

resources.” 

 

”Any informational, student-centred CDs/DVDs would be helpful/with teacher guides.” 

 

Receiving support from school boards and education administration was also encouraged: 

 

”Student Vote needs to contact senior Board administrators (Director, Superintendents) and sell the 

importance of Student Vote.” 

 

”Student Vote is an excellent program. I do think it could be strengthened by working with those in 

administration as well. Encouragement and support from the district and school administrators could 

bring all subject areas into the program. Ideally, the Ministry of Education would also officially 

encourage participation in these kinds of activities.” 

 

Finally, a number of teachers identified challenges with SVP’s online strategy – namely, the inability of 

youths under 13 to access the Facebook page due to age restrictions and the need for a more user-

friendly and interactive website. In some cases, social media sites such as YouTube and Facebook were 

blocked by safety protocols imposed by school servers and could not be accessed. This limited 

participants’ access to important information. Also, some teachers had difficulty locating teachers’ 

resources on the Student Vote website without the hyperlink sent by e-mail – in particular, the resource 

library section.  
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Overall Teacher Satisfaction  

Based on questions related to program materials, logistics and support, as well as the impact of the SVP 

on their confidence in teaching civics and likelihood of future participation, survey responses indicate 

that teachers are highly satisfied with the SVP. This is corroborated by numerous positive comments by 

teachers provided in response to open-ended survey questions. 

 

Improvement opportunities identified by teachers include reducing the amount of time necessary to 

cover materials, adjusting difficulty levels of various resources, creating links with and greater 

involvement of parties and candidates, support from school boards, the need for greater visual and 

interactive material and an improved online strategy.  

 

4.4.2 Student Satisfaction 

SVP-participating students surveyed were not asked directly how satisfied they were with the program 

or its materials. They were, however, asked whether they enjoyed learning about politics through the 

program and whether they would like to participate in another SVP.  

 

Table 7: Student Enjoyment Learning about Politics Through the SVP 

Q: Overall, how much did you enjoy learning about politics or the Canadian government through the 

Student Vote Program?  

 

Response 

Post-program  

Participants 

n=3,606 

% 

A great deal 25% 

Somewhat 42% 

Not very much 18% 

Not at all 11% 

Don't remember 6% 

Total 100% 

 

A majority (66%) of student program participants stated that they enjoyed learning “a great deal” or 

“somewhat” about politics or Canadian government through the SVP. Enjoyment is an indication of 

satisfaction, especially since it is tied, in this case, to learning about politics.  
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Table 8: Student Desire to Participate in Another SVP in the Next Election 

Q: Would you like to participate in another Student Vote Program for the next election?  

 

Response 
Post-program 

Participants 

n=3,605 

% 

Yes 65% 

No 14% 

Not sure 21% 

Total 100% 

 

A similar majority (65%) of students answered that they would like to participate in another SVP. This is 

another positive indication that participating students were satisfied with the program.  

 

As a point of interest to stakeholders and to ensure alignment among the information sources used as 

part of the SVP and those most relied upon by students, below are survey results showing the sources 

students use most to learn about or discuss politics. 

 

Table 9: Information Sources Most Relied Upon by Students by Respondent Group 

Q: Of the following (maximum 3), which ones would you say you rely upon most to learn about or discuss 

politics?  

Pre-program 

Participant 

n=14,702 

Post-program 

Participant 

n=3,689 

Top Three Information 

Sources Relied Upon Most 

% % 

Non-participant 

Control Group 

n=983 

% 

Newspapers/ magazines 30% 22% 22% 

Television 69% 56% 56% 

Radio 29% 23% 19% 

Media websites 12% 8% 10% 

Social networking 17% 11% 10% 

Family 52% 40% 39% 

Friends 24% 17% 9% 

School, classroom, teacher 50% 52% 42% 

Government websites/ 

political party website 

9% 6% 34% 

None of the above 3% 2% 3% 

Don't know 5% 2% 2% 
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Overall, the information sources that students rely upon most to learn about politics (or discuss it) are 

television, school (classroom/teacher) and family. The media, government and social media websites 

received the least responses. Since the SVP is delivered in schools, this is consistent with one of the most 

relied-upon sources by students – the classroom. Family member involvement and television (in the 

form of a DVD or videos, or more generally through watching news, political debates, etc.) are part of 

the program, but it is unclear how much the program makes use of television (or audiovisual material) 

generally and the degree to which it solicits family member participation. Interestingly, websites of 

organizations (like Student Vote) were not offered as a choice. 

 

Finally, students in the post-program and control groups were asked to cite the activities they undertook 

during the election and then select the top three activities they enjoyed most. The table below presents 

the activities that were most popular for each respondent group. 

  



57 

  

Table 10: Activities Done and Most Enjoyed During the Election by Students by Respondent Group 

Q: During the recent federal election, did you do any of the following activities? If so, which activities did 

you enjoy doing the most? (maximum 3) 

 Activities Done Top Three 

 

Activities 

Post-program 

Participant 

% 

Non-participant 

Control  

% 

Post-program 

Participant 

% 

Non-participant 

Control  

% 

Discussed 2011 federal election 

during class 

86% 72% 52% 41% 

Discussed Canada's electoral 

system during class 

68% 54% 17% 20% 

Discussed different 

responsibilities of federal, 

provincial, municipal 

governments during class 

64% 56% 12% 16% 

Researched political parties and 

candidates 

63% 29% 12% 7% 

Watched the political party 

leaders' debates on TV 

48% 31% 18% 17% 

Did in-class activities, 

presentations or written 

assignments on candidates 

52% 26% 10% 10% 

Tracked media coverage on the 

election 

33% 22% 5% 7% 

Performed the role of 

candidate or participated in 

mock debate on the election (e) 

21% 14% 3% 6% 

Hosted a candidates' meeting 

at school 

20% 7% 3% 2% 

Analyzed political ads 29% 19% 5% 5% 

Discussed the election at home 56% 56% 17% 21% 

Discussed the election with 

your friends 

46% 38% 9% 11% 

Did homework in relation to 

the 2011 election 

42% 20% 5% 3% 

Participated in an in-class town 

hall (e) 

16% 15% 2% 10% 

Shared info about 

political/electoral issues with 

33% 16% 2% 2% 
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(e) Activities considered experiential for analytical purposes in this study. 

In reviewing the above table of activities that students participated in during the election and enjoyed 

the most, a number of relevant findings are expressed, including: 

• SVP participants compared to non-participants experienced a considerably more diverse 

education about the election based on the number and types of activities undertaken.  

• Students in the post-participant group were more likely to do each of the activities presented, 

including all those considered experiential (e).  

• Activities with the largest differences among groups included: Researching political parties and 

candidates; Doing in-class activities, presentations or written assignments on candidates; and 

Voting in a parallel election. 

• Over half of SVP participants selected voting in a parallel election, and almost a quarter of non-

participants did so as well, suggesting that there may be a lack of understanding about this 

term.  

 

Additionally, participating students most enjoyed doing the following activities: Discussing the 2011 

federal election during class (51%); Voting in a parallel election (22%); Watching the leaders’ debates on 

TV (18%); Discussing the election at home (17%). 

 

For their part, non-participating students in the control group most enjoyed: Discussing the 2011 federal 

election during class (41%); Discussing the election at home (21%); Discussing Canada's electoral system 

in class (20%); Discussing responsibilities of federal, provincial and municipal governments during class 

(16%). 

 

Overall Student Satisfaction  

Based on reported levels of enjoyment and their stated desire to participate in the SVP again, student 

survey responses indicate general satisfaction with the program. An open-ended survey question 

prompting students for feedback about the SVP would likely have yielded important information and is 

suggested for future evaluations.  

 

students 

Interviewed electoral 

candidates in your riding (e) 

13% 4% 2% 1% 

Made general announcements 

or posters about the election 

21% 8% 3% 2% 

Voted in a parallel election (e) 53% 22% 22% 15% 

Acted as election official (e) 22% 5% 7% 2% 

Analyzed the election results 

afterward 

39% 29% 8% 8% 

Encouraged parents to vote 40% 30% 7% 9% 

None of the above 11% 12% 8% 12% 
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4.5 Objective D: Teacher Motivations for SVP Participation 

Uncover the main reasons why teachers participated and didn’t participate in the 2011 SVP  

To improve its recruitment efforts and messaging aimed at teachers, surveys of post-program and 

control groups were designed to uncover the main reasons why teachers chose to participate in the 

2011 SVP or not. This input enables Student Vote to reach out more effectively to the 70% of schools in 

Canada that did not participate in the 2011 SVP.  

There were a total of 1,275 teacher responses for the 2011 survey and 454 in the 2008 survey. 

Responses could be included in multiple categories. The figure below presents the main reasons why 

teachers decided to participate in the SVP as part of the 2008 and 2011 federal elections. 
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For participating teachers, responses to the open-ended question, “What motivated you to participate 

in the Student Vote 2011 Program?” were reviewed and coded into 16 categories. Categories were 

developed as part of the previous SVP evaluation based on main themes expressed by teachers. The 

same categories were adopted for this study to permit a comparison of the results. 

Survey data show that teachers value the SVP and the impact it has on students. Teachers already 

familiar with the program use it and endorse its methodology. Survey results point to a high likelihood 

(95%) that participating teachers will participate in the SVP in the future. Program quality and teacher 

satisfaction are strong motivating factors for continued participation in the SVP. Comments in responses 

to open-ended questions repeatedly praise the quality of the program and the curriculum.  

Figure 27: Teacher Motivation to Participate in the SVP (2008 and 2011) 

Q: What motivated you to participate in the Student Vote 2011 Program? (multiple answers allowed) 

 

An analysis of teacher comments shows that the main reason why teachers participated in the SVP in 

2011 was to help develop citizen engagement and interest in politics for students. This is consistent with 

teacher comments regarding student apathy toward politics and voting in general (e.g. “We want to 

encourage students to be more active and less apathetic about politics”) and the increased focus on 

students’ interest in politics during the 2011 federal general election.  

In 2008, the most common motivating factor reported was the program’s usefulness in educating 

students about government, elections and voting. Other notable findings include: 
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• The largest difference between 2008 and 2011 is regarding curriculum, with a much higher 

percentage of teachers (17%) for 2011 compared with teachers (8%) in 2008, indicating that the 

SVP was built into the curriculum.  

• Hands-on or experiential learning also saw a large increase in 2011, with 22% of teachers 

indicating that they participated in the program to provide students with real-life experience, 

compared to 2008 teachers (13%). 

Overall, the most popular motivating factors for SVP participation in both elections were consistent and 

can be summarized in the following general themes, which should be used to increase the relevance of 

recruitment messaging: 

Table 11: Motivating Factors for Teacher Participation 

The SVP … 

1) Helps students develop a sense of civic duty, engagement and interest in politics 

2) Provides ready-made tools to help educate students about civics, politics and voting; these can 

complement teacher resources 

3) Provides realistic, hands-on, experiential learning opportunities  

4) Helps increase the likelihood that students will become voting adults 

 

Recruitment messaging can also benefit from an understanding of the reasons why teachers did not 

participate in the SVP. To do so, teachers in the control group were asked: “Q: Were you aware of your 

school receiving an invitation to participate in the Student Vote Parallel Election Program prior to the 

May 2, 2011 Federal Election this year?”  

Table 12: Non-participating Teacher Awareness of Invitation to Participate in the SVP  

Response 
Percent 

n=36 
Response 

Percent 

n=48 

Yes 43% No 57% 

 

Results show that over 55% of respondents were not aware that their school had been invited to 

participate. This is in contrast to the fact that Student Vote conducted four mailings to all schools in the 

country targeting principals and/or teachers, including one from the Chief Electoral Officer of Canada 

encouraging participation. Student Vote also reached out (based on the province) through school 

boards, teacher federations, etc. This suggests that correspondence material sent to schools is not 

always reaching the targeted teachers. The 36 non-participating teachers who answered that they were 

aware of the invitation were then asked why they didn’t participate in the SVP. The most commonly 

stated responses are reproduced in the following table.  
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Table 13: Non-participating Teachers – Reasons for Not Participating in the 2011 SVP 

Q: Below are some reasons that may explain why some teachers did not participate in the SVP for the 

federal general election held on May 2nd. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each one as a 

reason why you did not participate in the SVP?  

 

Reasons for Not  

Participating  

Strongly 

 Agree 

% 

Somewhat 

Agree 

% 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

% 

Strongly 

 Disagree  

% 

I did not have time to implement the 

SVP – the federal election happened 

too late in the school year. 

45% 33% 18% 3% 

I didn’t have room or flexibility in my 

teaching plan or curriculum. 
23% 40% 26% 11% 

I already taught civics earlier in the 

year. 
27% 27% 17% 30% 

The resources and teaching 

approach I used were suitable 

without the SVP. 

21% 45% 30% 3% 

I was not made aware of the SVP 

soon enough to integrate it into my 

teaching plan. 

27% 33% 24% 15% 

 

The above most commonly stated reasons for not participating in the SVP suggest that recruitment 

messaging for teachers should focus on the fact that the SVP: 

• Has many options for implementing the program based on time availability 

• Complements existing teacher resources and is easy to implement into curriculums 

• Has materials that can be accessed at any time and that can be integrated into teaching plans 

 

In addition to using the above themes in messaging aimed at teachers, it is recommended that:  

1) Messaging point out that many teachers across Canada already include the SVP and its activities 

as part of their curriculum as they are quality, ready-to-use resources. 

2) Positive teacher testimonial quotes be included in recruitment materials aimed at teachers and 

that teacher champions of the SVP be used to recruit new teachers.  

3) Communications be tracked, analyzed and followed up to ensure that they reach their intended 

audiences and are reviewed/adapted to ensure continuous improvement of methods. 

 

4.6 Objective E: Profiles of Participating/Non-participating Schools 

Develop a basic profile for participating and non-participating schools 
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Introduction 

Profiles for participating and non-participating schools are derived from the total of 4,333 schools that 

registered in the 2011 SVP and the 10,790 that did not. Researchers examined the characteristics that 

are most often associated with participating and non-participating schools, including: 

• What provinces have higher percentages of participating schools 

• The types of schools most likely to participate (elementary, secondary, middle, etc.) 

• The language of instruction of participating and non-participating schools  

• Whether or not schools in each group had previously participated in the SVP  

 

A review of these characteristics provides an indication of the basic profiles for a participating and non-

participating school. This information helps understand where adoption of the SVP is most prevalent 

and where recruitment efforts can be improved. Detailed profiles have also been created for 

participating and non-participating survey respondents (Appendix A). 

 

Provincial Participation 

In 2011, the provinces that had the highest number of registered schools in the SVP were Ontario 

(1,752), Alberta (709), BC (584) and Quebec (322). As a total of schools in the province, Prince Edward 

Island (51%), Alberta (38%) and Saskatchewan (35%) had the highest participation rates; Quebec (10%), 

Nunavut (18%) and Newfoundland (28%) had the lowest, below the national average.  

Table 14: SVP Participation as a Percentage of Schools in Province/Territory 

Prov./ 

Territ. 

Total # 

Schools 

Schools 

Registered 

% 

Registered 

Prov./ 

Territ. 

Total # 

Schools 

Schools 

Registered 

% 

Registered 

1) PE 69 35 51% 8) MB 822 257 31% 

2) AB 1,848 709 38% 9) NT 49 14 29% 

3) SK 794 280 35% 10) YT 31 9 29% 

4) NS 460 162 35% 11) NL 289 82 28% 

5) NB 343 120 35% 12) NU 39 7 18% 

6) ON 5,412 1,752 32% 13) QC 3145 322 10% 

7) BC 1,821 584 32% CDA 15,122 4,333 29% 

 

School Type 

In terms of total participants, elementary schools make up the largest participating school type. From a 

total of 4,333 schools registered to participate in the SVP in 2011, a total of 2,188 were elementary 

schools (51%). Secondary schools make up the second largest group, with 1,107 (26%), followed by 533 

combined schools (12%) and 282 middle schools (7%). 

 

As a proportion of total schools by type, high schools are most likely to participate in the SVP (49%), 

followed by middle schools (39%), combined schools (32%) and elementary school (24%). 
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Language of Instruction 

The language of instruction10 for the large majority of schools registered in the 2011 SVP was English 

(80%), followed by French (12%) and finally those defined as bilingual (9%).11 Francophone schools make 

up only 12% of SVP-registered participants but account for 22% of schools in Canada.  

 

Table 15: Language of Instruction 

Participating 

Schools 
Non-participating 

 Schools 
Proportion of Total  

Schools Language 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

English 3,459 80% 6,478 60% 9,937 65% 
French 506 12% 2,854 27% 3,360 22% 

Bilingual 368 9% 1,277 12% 1,645 11% 
Unknown 0 0% 181 2% 181 1% 

Total 4,333 100% 10,790 100% 15,123 100% 

 

Previous Participation 

In 2011, the majority of schools registered in the 2011 SVP were previous participants (69%). New 

participating schools accounted for 31% of participating schools, with Ontario (317), BC (275), Alberta 

(232) and Quebec (186) having the greatest number of new participants. Proportionally, Nunavut (86%), 

Quebec (58%), Yukon (56%), Manitoba (53%) and BC (47%) had the highest number of new participating 

schools.  

 

Among all non-participating schools in 2011, 32% had previously participated in the SVP. Quebec, 

Ontario, BC and Alberta had the most schools that had never participated. Proportionally, Nova Scotia 

(46%), Ontario (46%), Alberta (38%) and the Northwest Territories (37%) had the highest number of 

non-registered previously participating schools. The table below provides a summary of new and 

previously participating schools for 2011. 

Table 16: Profile by Past Participation 

 Participating Schools Non-participating Schools 

Province/ 

Territory 

New 

Participant  

Past 

Participant  

Total 

Schools 

% 

New  

Never 

Participated  

Past 

Participant PP  

Total 

Schools 

% 

PP 

NS 36 126 162 22% 161 138 299 46% 

NB 45 75 120 38% 149 74 223 33% 

NL 34 48 82 41% 143 65 208 31% 

PE 9 26 35 26% 22 12 34 35% 

QC 186 136 322 58% 2,530 292 2,822 10% 

ON 317 1,435 1,752 18% 1,950 1,712 3,662 46% 

MB 89 168 257 53% 376 189 565 33% 

                                                 
10

 Language of instruction is determined by the language of materials requested by schools registered in the SVP and the name 

of the school if it was not in the list provided by Student Vote (see Appendix B for process used to assign language in sampling). 
11

 Bilingual is commonly defined in reference to English and French but also includes one official language of Canada and an 

Aboriginal language. 
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SK 109 171 280 39% 328 185 513 36% 

AB 232 477 709 33% 700 439 1,139 38% 

BC 275 309 584 47% 870 367 1,237 30% 

NT 5 9 14 36% 22 13 35 37% 

NU 6 1 7 86% 22 10 32 31% 

YT 5 4 9 56% 14 7 21 33% 

Total 1,348 2,985 4,333 31% 7,287 3,503 10,790 32% 

 

Another characteristic of participating schools is that a large majority (87%) reported results in 2011. 

Table 17: Percentage of Registered Schools Reporting Results 

Year # Schools Registered # Schools Reporting  

Results 
Turnout 

% 

2004 2,324 1,168 50% 

2006 3,080 2,504 81% 

2008 4,309 3,032 70% 

2011 4,333 3,750 87% 

Conclusion 

Based on the above characteristics and participation totals, the basic profile of a participating school is: 

• A previously participating (SVP) English elementary school from Ontario  

 

The basic profile of a non-participating school is: 

• A francophone school from Quebec that has never participated in the SVP 

 

Basic profile notes (proportionally):  

• Secondary schools are most likely to participate in the SVP; almost 50% of secondary schools in 

Canada participated in the SVP in 2011. 

• Schools where English is the language of instruction are more likely to participate in the SVP. 

• Schools in Prince Edward Island and Alberta are most likely to participate in the SVP, while those 

in Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador are least likely to participate, with provincial 

participation rates below the national average (29%). 
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4.7 Objective F: Comparison with 2008 SVP Evaluation 

Compare the results of the evaluation with the results of a previous third-party Student Vote 

evaluation submitted to Elections Canada in July 2010 

 

In July 2010, an evaluation report on the effectiveness and impact of Student Vote’s 2008 federal 

election SVP was completed. The evaluation focused on identifying and confirming the rationale and 

relevance of the program, reviewing its design and implementation, and assessing the impact/success of 

the 2008 SVP. The findings were reported on data gathered from literature reviews, stakeholder 

interviews, site visits, and student and teacher surveys. The evaluation was able to present findings with 

regard to the first two objectives, but was considerably hampered in its ability to measure the program’s 

impact given the amount of time that had elapsed between the evaluation and the election, and the lack 

of a student control group. 

 

In contrast, the present evaluation of the SVP was conducted shortly after the May 2, 2011, election and 

was designed specifically to measure the efficacy of the program through the use of student and teacher 

control groups. Review of survey responses and statistical analysis of survey results was the primary 

method of inquiry. A review of literature and relevant documentation was also undertaken; however, 

researchers did not interview individuals involved in program delivery or review operations.  

 

It should be noted that in the 2011 evaluation, the size of the control group (106 civics teachers) is 

smaller than was targeted, largely due to the timing of the data collection period (end of the school 

year, late May to mid-June). This is in contrast to the teacher participant group (1,341). No pre-program 

questionnaires were administered among participating teachers.  

 

Evaluation findings are first compared looking at general findings, followed by a review of findings 

associated with the program’s efficacy in achieving immediate outcomes in teachers and students.  
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Table 18: Comparison of 2008 and 2011 SVP Evaluation Findings 

GENERAL EVALUATION FINDINGS 

 

2008 SVP Evaluation Findings 2011 SVP Evaluation Findings 

High teacher satisfaction with program and 

support 
Confirmed: Very high teacher satisfaction and 

rating of program materials and Student Vote 

support.  

Program is relevant  Confirmed: The program is designed to increase 

young voter turnout and build civic engagement in 

youth; this is in line with the mandate and need of 

the primary funder (Elections Canada). A body of 

literature and the existence of similar programs 

internationally confirm the relevance of civic 

education programs for youth and the use of 

experiential approaches. Measurable achievement 

of some outcomes in students confirms program 

relevance as well. 

Need for greater involvement of families, and 

parents in particular, in influencing views of youth 

in relation to democratic participation 

Confirmed: 2011 survey results confirm that the 

family unit is a primary source of information 

about elections and politics for students. Review of 

the literature and similar socialization programs 

supports findings regarding the importance of 

culture and the home environment. Although a 

thorough analysis of the activities that engage 

parents in the SVP was not undertaken, initial 

analysis indicates that the program would benefit 

from further integration of this component. 

Critical gap noted regarding program’s inability to 

reach students on ongoing basis between elections 
Confirmed: Independently confirmed given that 

federal elections do not occur every year and may 

happen every four to five years. Logistical issues 

identified regarding the deployment of the 

program by teachers suggest that ongoing 

activities by Student Vote (as opposed to election-

based) could improve delivery. 

Need for more rigorous and objective evaluation 

of program outcomes, including use of control 

groups 

Confirmed: This finding was acted upon by 

Elections Canada. An independent evaluation of 

the program’s impacts was undertaken as part of 

the 2011 election, and the creation of control 

groups in students and teachers was undertaken. 

Some challenges were associated with developing 

a control group late in the school year. Future 

evaluations should build on the current success 

and also include pre-program surveys for parents 

and teachers, a control group for parents and a 

more methodological and consistent approach to 

survey deployment. 

Importance of measuring long-term impact of SVP Confirmed: Determining whether participating in 
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on increasing voting behaviour in young adults the SVP leads to increased voter turnout in young 

adults in comparison to non-participants needs to 

be assessed using either a longitudinal study 

(ideal) or: 1) surveys of young adults to assess 

impacts of participation and 2) analysis of young 

voter turnout in geographic areas tied to schools 

with high/low SVP participation (by polling division 

or electoral district) while controlling for other 

influences. Leveraging academics or using the 

open data concept to facilitate analysis by 

interested parties can help minimize costs. 

Teachers and parents report the program as 

having a significant impact on students 
Confirmed: In each evaluation, both groups 

overwhelmingly report that the program is having 

positive civics-related impacts on students.  

TEACHER OUTCOME FINDINGS 

 

2008 Program Evaluation Findings 2011 Program Evaluation Findings 

Increased knowledge and understanding of 

political issues and the electoral process 
Not confirmed: Participating teachers do not feel 

significantly more informed about politics than 

non-participants (as determined by analysis of the 

question, “How informed about politics do you 

usually feel?”). The survey instrument did not ask 

participating teachers whether they felt more 

knowledgeable about politics and the electoral 

process as a result of the SVP, nor did it prompt 

teachers to rate their level of knowledge. 

Increased confidence in teaching 

civics/government 
Confirmed: A strong majority of participating 

teachers (85%) report that Student Vote 

participation increased their confidence in 

teaching civics. 

Intention to continue to teach democracy with 

experiential approaches, including a willingness to 

use the SVP in the future 

Confirmed: As determined by their willingness to 

participate in the SVP again (95% very likely), 

participating teachers intend to continue to teach 

democracy using experiential approaches.  

As perceived by teachers, greater political 

attentiveness (political interest, attention to 

politics in the media and political knowledge) 

among participating students and their family 

members 

Confirmed: Participating teachers report that the 

program leads to students’ greater interest and 

knowledge about politics and more discussion with 

family and friends. Survey results confirm that 

program participation leads to greater use of 

information sources by students and more 

discussion with parents. Parents confirm that the 

SVP has positive impacts on family knowledge.  

Improved quality of civic education at 

participating schools 
Confirmed: The majority of participants rate SVP 

resources as “excellent”. Teachers also feel more 

confident in teaching civic education as a result of 

the program. Participating students involved in the 

program report doing a much higher number of 
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activities related to the election. SVP materials are 

being saved by teachers for later use and are 

becoming increasingly a part of the school 

curriculum. A large number of teacher comments 

support the finding that SVP improves the quality 

of civic education. 

STUDENT OUTCOME FINDINGS 

 
 

2008 Program Evaluation Findings 2011 Program Evaluation Findings 

Increase in participating students’ knowledge and 

understanding of the current electoral process and 

political issues that were discussed during the 

campaign 

Confirmed: Participation in the SVP during the 

2011 federal election is a significant predictor of 

knowledge outcomes in students, primarily at the 

elementary level. 

Increase in participating students’ interest in 

political and electoral issues 
Partially confirmed: Participants do not report 

significantly higher levels of interest in politics 

compared to non-participants; however, 

experiential learning and the number of 

information sources consulted (both of which are 

increased as part of the SVP) are significant 

predictors of interest outcomes. Teachers also 

report higher levels of interest in students as a 

result of the SVP. 

Increase in participating students’ engagement in 

political discussions at home and with friends 
Confirmed: Participation in the SVP leads to an 

increase in engagement in political discussion with 

parents and with friends.  

Increase in participating students’ appreciation of 

electoral participation and intention for future 

electoral participation 

 
Increase in the appreciation of the importance of 

voting and the value of democratic participation 

among participating students 

Partially confirmed: SVP participation leads to 

greater agreement by secondary students that it is 

a civic duty to vote. Frequency results show that 

post-program participants are most likely to intend 

to vote, but this finding disappears in the 

regression model with controls. SVP participants 

were not more likely to state that they would have 

voted if they had been eligible compared to non-

participants; elementary student participants were 

actually less likely to state that they would have 

voted (although this may be a caused by a lack of 

understanding of the question – specifically the 

term eligibility).  

Increased confidence among participating 

students to participate in political, civic education 

and/or community activities 

Not confirmed: SVP participation is not a 

significant predictor of increased confidence in 

expressing one’s opinion about politics.  

Increased interest among participating students to 

participate in political, civic education and/or 

community activities 

 

Partially confirmed: Post-program participants 

were not more likely to join in political activities 

(secondary students were actually a bit less likely), 

but previous participation does lead to an 

increased likelihood of joining in political activities 

for elementary students. 
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4.8 Objective G: Baseline Indicators for Future Evaluations 

 

Develop baseline indicators for future SVP evaluations  

Identifying baseline indicators is vital to any program or initiative because they define the criteria to 

measure success. Well-developed indicators that closely match program objectives and have strong 

justifications for their selection are important to ensure that any assessment is accurately evaluating a 

program’s effectiveness. 

 

In selecting indicators, it is important to choose ones that can be definitively answered with a high 

degree of certainty. The best way to do this is to choose indicators that can be directly answered in 

quantifiable data. Ambiguity or issues that are open to wide interpretation should be avoided. Strong 

indicators include numerical changes, such as the increase in hours worked or decrease in widgets 

produced, and cognitive or behavioural changes, such as increases in job satisfaction or decreases in job 

performance. With indicators such as these, evaluations can objectively measure the degree to which a 

program has had its desired impact. 

 

Additional baseline indicators have been developed for the SVP based on the findings of this research 

study. These indicators can be used in future evaluations. The following presents these indicators 

grouped into the four categories of students, teachers, family members and schools. A commentary on 

current indicators follows.  

Table 19: Suggested Future Indicators 

Suggested Indicators – Student 

 

Indicator 1: The volume and quality of student traffic to dedicated student section of the Student Vote 

website and/or time spent online learning about politics/election as an indicator of interest 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Free software application such as Google Analytics can be added to each page of a dedicated 

student section on the Student Vote website 

2. Survey question in pre- and post-program and control group surveys of students, asking them to 

quantify how many times/hours per week they spent online related to politics and the election 

(researching parties and issues, watching election-related videos, reading election news, etc.) 
Issues for consideration: 

• Facebook page has built-in analytics; however, students’ access to social media may be 

restricted due to various reasons (age restrictions, school servers, etc.) 

Indicator 2: Student satisfaction with the program 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct question and open-ended question in post-program surveys, “Did you enjoy participating 

in the SVP?” (versus enjoy learning about politics through the SVP), and opportunity for 

comments  

2. Student focus groups 
Issues for consideration: 

• Focus groups would provide an opportunity for students’ feedback about the program and the 
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impact it has had on their civic behaviour and intention to vote 

• Direct account of randomly selected students on the impact of the program could provide 

information that is more rich and more reliable in some instances than survey instruments 

Indicator 3: Voter turnout of past SVP participants compared to non-participants 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Longitudinal study of SVP participants over 10–20 years 

2. Sample survey of voters, asking whether they voted and whether they participated in the SVP 

3. Comparative geographic study on young voter turnout in electoral districts or polling divisions 

with schools with high/low SVP participation while controlling for other influences, using similar 

methodology to Kids Voting USA, as conducted in Kansas12 
Issues for consideration: 

• Longitudinal studies can be costly and raise concerns for privacy; however, ethical procedures 

for receiving informed consent are well established 

• Isolating SVP impact in comparative studies of geographic areas poses challenges and is less 

conclusive, but remains valid as scientific research method when carefully developed 

Indicator 4: Level of enjoyment/excitement during election periods 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct question not tied to learning about politics or elections, but instead measuring how much 

students enjoy election periods or find them exiting in general. "Do you find election periods 

exciting?” (pre-program) and “Was the election period exciting?”(post-program/control group) 

Suggested Indicators – Teacher  

 

Indicator 1: Amount of Student Vote materials used to teach civics education 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct questions included in pre- and post-program teacher surveys 

Indicator 2: Percentage of Student Vote materials that teachers had to substantially modify before 

delivery 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct questions included in pre- and post-program teacher surveys 

2. Teacher focus groups 

Indicator 3: Teacher involvement or likelihood of involvement in civic or political activities 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct questions included in pre- or post-program and control group teacher surveys 

2. Teacher focus groups 

Suggested Indicators – Parent  

 

Indicator 1: Level of importance or interest in civics and politics in the family unit 

 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct questions included in pre- and post-program parent survey 

2. Family members focus groups 

3. Students’ assessment of the importance or interest placed on civics and politics in the family 

unit (by their parents) 

                                                 
12 

Linimon, A. and Joslyn, M. (2002). Trickle up political socialization: the impact of Kids Voting USA on voter turnout in 

Kansas. State Politics and Policy Quarterly 2(1), 24–36. DOI: 10.1177/153244000200200102. 
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Indicator 2: Parent involvement or likelihood of involvement in civic or political activities 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Direct questions included in pre- and post-program and control parent surveys 

2. Parent focus groups 

Suggested Indicators – School  

 

Indicator 1: School level of civic engagement as determined by availability of civic engagement 

opportunities  

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Measure the number of civic activities available to students such as student councils, young 

parliamentarian groups, volunteering, debate clubs or civics organizations 

Indicator 2: Percentage of registered schools reporting results 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Use database statistics 

Indicator 3: Percentage of repeat schools and school attrition rate from one election to the next 

Measurement suggestions: 

1. Use database statistics 

 

Existing Indicators 

Current indicators used to determine whether the program is contributing to increased voter turnout 

and civic engagement in young people are relevant. However, proper measurement of these indicators 

was not always possible because there was a misalignment between the outcome-based indicators and 

the survey questions that were asked to measure them.  

 

For example, a student objective was to determine whether students experienced “increased 

confidence to participate in political, civic education and/or community activities.” However, the survey 

question used to measure this objective asked, “How confident do you feel expressing your views on 

politics to your friends and/or family?” This question used to measure confidence is limited to 

discussion, and many students may not be confident expressing opinions, even if they generally feel 

more confident about participating in civics activities as a result of the SVP. For teachers, willingness to 

participate in the SVP again was used as a proxy for willingness to continue teaching democracy using 

experiential approaches. 

 

Another obstacle to assessing the current indicators is that the survey knowledge questions were 

sometimes too easy or difficult to provide an accurate measure. For example, a knowledge question 

asked secondary students, “Who is the leader of the official opposition in the House of Commons?” 

However, students’ general exposure to the media and advertising before and after the election would 

likely have made them aware of Michael Ignatieff (pre-program) and Jack Layton (post-program) without 

the SVP. It is also unclear why questions were used to measure only factual knowledge and not 

understanding of politics and the electoral process (e.g. “Do you need a majority of members of 

Parliament to form the government?”). 
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Some survey questions were too difficult or unnecessarily complex, especially for younger students in 

grades 4 and 5. For example, one question asked, “If you had been eligible to vote in the federal general 

election that was held on May 2nd, would you have voted?” A simplified question such as, “Will you 

vote when you are old enough?” would have provided a much more accurate measure. Another 

example is the concept of civic duty, which may not have been grasped by elementary students; asking 

students whether they agreed with the statement “It is important to vote” would have made the 

concept easier to understand while still achieving the same purpose. 

 

Also, in a few cases some questions were not consistent across the survey instruments (pre-, post-, 

control). These issues (lack of question specificity, use of indirect questions to measure outcomes, 

question difficulty, use of complex language for young respondents) in the survey instruments 

presented significant obstacles to measuring the indicators in this study. Addressing these issues so that 

survey questions are not open to multiple interpretations but instead ask direct questions of what needs 

to be measured will enhance reliability of results and future studies.  
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5 CONCLUSION 

5.1 Program Impacts and Success 

Students 

The 2011 Student Vote Program (SVP) was evaluated with a view to measuring the impact it has on 

improving civics outcomes in students. These outcomes are based on the program’s stated objectives, as 

identified in the program Logic Model, which range from increasing student knowledge, interest, 

discussion, confidence, participation and appreciation surrounding politics and electoral issues, including 

intention to vote to having similar effects on teachers and parents. Among students, a look at the 

evidence suggests mixed results, but the overall picture is one of positive effects on most program 

objectives.  

The number of correct responses to knowledge questions in the surveys by post-program participants 

was significantly higher compared to those from the pre-program participant and non-participant 

control groups. Regression analysis shows there is a clear predictive relationship between participation 

in the SVP and increased knowledge of politics in elementary students.  

Experiential learning and past participation were also significant predictors of increased knowledge 

outcomes. Post-program participants also consulted a higher number of information sources; this is 

associated with higher knowledge scores.  

For interest in politics, participation was not significantly related to an increase in student interest; 

however, experiential learning, a key component of the program, was found to increase interest 

significantly in both elementary and secondary students. The number of information sources consulted 

also had a significant positive impact. Past participation seemed to have had a negative effect, likely due 

to previous participants encountering fewer new materials and experiences. 

For engagement in political discussion, SVP participation led to significant increases in the likelihood that 

students will engage in discussion about politics with their parents. Moreover, respondents in the post-

program group were less likely to report never speaking about politics with their friends than those in 

the pre-program or control ones. Overall, experiential learning and the number of sources consulted 

also had a positive effect on engagement in political discussions.  
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Results surrounding appreciation of electoral participation were mixed. Secondary students who 

participated in the SVP were twice as likely to agree that it is their civic duty to vote compared to non-

participants. The number of information sources that students consulted also had a significant positive 

impact on the likelihood of agreeing with this statement.  

Voting intention was also tested. Students were asked if they would have voted in the federal general 

election held on May 2 if they had been eligible to do so. Survey results showed a small but significant 

difference, with post-program participants showing a higher self-reported intention to vote. In the 

regression model with controls, no significant program impact was detected. In elementary students, 

participation actually had a negative impact, although this was maybe due to lack of understanding of 

the term “eligible” or confusion between voting in a parallel election and voting in the real one. The 

number of sources consulted had a positive impact on the likelihood that students would have voted.  

For joining in political activities, neither program participation nor experiential learning had any effect 

overall. Program participation actually had a small negative effect on secondary students, while 

experiential learning had a small but positive impact. Previous participation in the SVP in elementary 

students had a positive impact.  

For confidence expressing views about politics, SVP participation was not significant for elementary 

students. For secondary students, the effect was negative, with participants being less likely to express 

confidence than non-participants. Those who had received experiential learning or consulted an average 

number of information sources were also less likely to feel confident than those who had not. It may be 

that the SVP exposes students to a lot of new information and perspectives on politics and makes them 

less confident in the short term as they learn to integrate the new information.  

Regression results also indicate that the SVP had a negative impact on critical thinking and decision-

making skills. This is contrary to expectations but may be related to the nature of the survey questions, 

which were either too complex for younger children (tying arguments to discussions held in class) or 

focused on students doing additional work (such as additional research or obtaining different opinions), 

which program participants may have been less receptive to (because of activity fatigue) after spending 

considerable time in class learning about politics.  

In short, while the SVP appears to be meeting some of its objectives, the nil or negative findings for 

some objectives highlight the need for further investigation and better evaluation tools. In particular, a 

lack of specificity of some questions may make them less precise measures of the intended outcomes. 

Some outcome variables, such as the one used to explain student confidence, were only indirectly 

measured by the question asked. Difficulties in understanding the survey, particularly among younger 

students, may have led to misunderstandings; and sampling differences between the participants and 

non-participants will have introduced error in the models, making them less reliable. Thus, it is possible 

that methodological issues with the data are behind the lack of clarity for some outcomes.  

Notwithstanding these methodological factors, the program is achieving measurable results in some 

important objectives. The relative strength of the control group (composed exclusively of students 

enrolled in civics during the school year), exemplified in a number of indicators by the relative strength 
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of the control group compared to the pre-program participant group, adds to the value of these 

findings.  

The majority of participating students also reported enjoying learning about politics through the SVP. 

They also expressed the desire to participate in it again. Participants also reported doing more learning 

activities associated with the election, which at the very least provided a more diverse civic education. 

Teachers and parents also believe the program has a considerable positive impact on civics outcomes in 

students.  

When dealing with survey results in students, who may fail to understand the questions or take them 

seriously (as seen by many frivolous remarks, including oddities and obscenities in participant responses 

to open-ended questions), the first-hand accounts of adults closest to them are often a more reliable 

source of information.  

Teachers 

Measurement of program impacts on teachers through regression analysis was limited due to lack of 

question specificity and consistency between the participant and control group. For knowledge, 

teachers in the participant group did not report feeling significantly more informed about politics than 

those in the control group. This was the only indicator used to measure knowledge in teachers and was 

not conclusive. A large majority of teachers (85%) did report feeling more confident teaching civics as a 

result of the SVP. An even larger majority reported being very likely to use the program again; this 

implies a willingness to teach democracy using experiential approaches.  

Overall, the SVP is well received by teachers who praise its materials and the support they receive from 

Student Vote. Teachers value the experiential learning opportunity that the program provides students, 

as well as the quality pre-developed materials that make teaching civics and holding a mock election 

easier. Teacher satisfaction with the program is very high, with 95% of participating teachers saying they 

are very likely to participate again. 

Parents 

Parents surveyed in follow-up to their child’s participation in the SVP reported increased levels of 

interest (68%) and knowledge (61%) as a result. They believe the SVP had a positive impact on their child 

in all program objective areas and provided their family with an opportunity to learn more about 

politics. A total of 86% of parents believe Student Vote had an impact (either significant or somewhat) 

on motivating their child to discuss politics with family and friends. Although most parents indicated that 

their child’s participation in the SVP did not influence their decision to vote, 20% of parents reported 

that it did. Student participation in the SVP is having an impact on the reported intention of some 

parents to vote.  

Other Key Program Strengths  

Over 90% of teachers rated SVP resources as either excellent or good. Program logistics also received 

high marks, including materials being received in a timely fashion and overall ease of implementation. 

Student Vote support of the program was also ranked very highly, with 99% of teachers saying it was 

good or higher. A review of teacher motivations for participating in the SVP also reveals a significantly 
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higher incidence of teachers reporting that the SVP was part of the curriculum in 2011 as compared to 

2008. This suggests a lasting positive impact from the previous election.  

There was also a modest increase in the number of schools that registered to participate in the 2011 SVP 

compared to 2008. A sign of improved organizational effectiveness is the percentage of registered 

schools reporting results (87%); this reflects a 17 percentage-point increase compared to 2008. 

5.2  Areas for Improvement  

This study showed weak results on three program objectives: increasing confidence in students, use of 

critical thinking skills and intention to vote in the future. However it is unclear whether these findings 

are a true reflection of a program weakness or simply the result of methodological issues with the study 

itself. Elements of the program designed to affect these outcomes should be monitored, as further 

evaluation with more refined tools is needed prior to making program recommendations relating to 

these findings. 

Resources made to improve teacher knowledge of politics and the electoral process may also be needed 

(particularly for elementary and new civics teachers) since participation in the SVP was not associated 

with reported increases in teacher knowledge. More effective ways of measuring this outcome are also 

needed in future evaluations. Survey results also show that over 50% of non-participating teachers were 

unaware that their school had been invited to participate in the SVP. This suggests that communications 

are not always reaching their intended audiences, particularly teachers, who are the program’s most 

ardent advocates.  

Some logistical issues were also raised by participating teachers, including 51% who agree to some 

degree that integrating the program in their curriculum was challenging. This is perhaps related to 

another commonly stated concern – namely, the sheer volume of material and time required to 

complete the program. Finding the resource library on the Student Vote website also proved challenging 

for several teachers. Others found that materials were either too easy or too hard and required 

modifications.  

Student Vote’s online strategy was also called into question by teachers who experienced access issues 

given that school servers limited access to sites like YouTube and Facebook. Moreover, age restrictions 

for the social networking site Facebook (minimum 13 years) prevented some participants from 

experiencing the benefits of its content. More student-focused interactive content on the website was 

also thought to be lacking, as well as more engaging audiovisual materials in general.  

Another critical gap identified by teachers in the program is access to political parties and resources to 

help teach about their platforms. Lack of student interest in politics was flagged by teachers who see a 

greater need for leaders reaching out to students and talking about the issues that affect them. 
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6 RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Recommendations for Student Vote 

 

The recommendations presented below are based on a review of survey data, including statistical 

analysis, open-ended teacher survey comments and relevant documents and literature. They are 

presented to assist Student Vote and Elections Canada enhance the Student Vote Program (SVP) and 

future program evaluations.  

 

Recommendation for Marketing and Communications 

 

1.) Review and refine recruitment and communication processes to ensure that key stakeholders 

and decision-makers are informed about the SVP, notably civics and social studies teachers 

Student Vote’s recruitment strategy is extensive and includes reaching out to many 

stakeholders, including principals, superintendents, school boards, teachers and others by 

various means. A number of participating teacher comments suggest that these efforts need to 

be more targeted and sustained, as teachers sometimes hear about the SVP through indirect 

channels. A number of non-participating teachers (over 50%) also reported being unaware that 

their school had been invited to participate in the SVP. Because civics and social studies teachers 

report very high satisfaction rates and are strong advocates of the program, it is recommended 

that Student Vote review its processes to ensure that communications are reaching teachers, as 

this will increase participation in the SVP.  

Related considerations: 

• Map the communications process: In order to ensure that key messaging is reaching 

stakeholders (teachers opening their e-mails, mailed information being noticed, 

administrators following up with principals and appropriate teachers), it is suggested 

that Student Vote map its current communications processes to identifying breakdowns 

and modify them as required. 

• Develop and maintain an integrated communications plan: An integrated 

communications plan will ensure that stakeholders are being reached with the media 

and messaging that are most appropriate to them. The plan should be maintained, with 
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communications tracked and analyzed for effectiveness with target audiences to ensure 

continuous improvement.  

• The human element is an important factor to secure participation: direct contact by 

phone or in person has strong impacts on individuals, as do suggestions from peers. 

• Incentives for teacher participation, like appealing prizes, may capture the attention of 

recipients and increase participation, and should be explored.  

• Maintaining and updating a database of key contacts in each school (name, phone 

number and e-mail, if possible), including new civics teachers; this can be done anytime 

during the school year (and in the lead-up to elections). 

• Including teachers in program development and being responsive to their feedback as 

stakeholders, not just administrators, will also help instill long-term support for the 

program and could provide opportunity to maintain engagement between elections. 

 

Recommendation for Program Materials 

 

2.) Provide teachers with more time, more direction or less material to complete the program  

This was one of the most common responses from participating teachers. The amount of 

material to deal with required a far greater amount of time than teachers were willing to devote 

to the program. This is likely due to the fact that Student Vote undertook considerable 

curriculum efforts to provide teachers with more diverse activities to choose from in response 

to previous evaluations. The ten-day and five-day program options were too long for teachers 

who had fewer days available to dedicate to them. Deploying program materials early (before 

an election is called) can help address this, as well as providing shorter activities. Overall, easy-

to-follow instructions that guide teachers to the right activities (or sets of activities) based on 

the time they are prepared to allot would be beneficial. 

Additional considerations:  

• Making contact early in the school year and securing interest in participation in advance 

of elections will increase participation; this will be easier with fixed election dates. 

• Fixed election dates may also allow Student Vote to reach out to teachers when they are 

most receptive to receiving information to incorporate into their curriculum.  

• Streamline instructions by time and objective (i.e. if you have only two days to dedicate 

to the program and want to achieve this, use activities x, y and z). 

 

3.) Review and revise program materials to ensure that they are grade-appropriate 

A significant number of teachers indicated that current materials were either too easy or too 

difficult for different grades and that work was required to adapt the material. In particular, 

materials available for elementary students were too easy for some older elementary students, 

while those designed for secondary students were too difficult for them. Developing materials 

of an appropriate comprehension level in the mid-range would likely address this concern.  
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Additional considerations:  

• Teacher consultation and focus groups will help address relevance and difficulty issues. 

• If SVP materials are meant to be deployed as progressive programs building on previous 

levels, Student Vote should review education curriculums and accreditation standards to 

align or complement existing curriculums.  

• Note: Some teachers stated that students would like to see SVP results presented by 

grade level. This may not be possible; however, providing a breakdown by level (i.e. 

elementary/secondary) may be feasible, and the effort would be appreciated. 

 

Recommendation for Online Strategy 

 

4.) Review online and social media strategy and develop a more interactive website 

Student Vote’s website is viewed as an important tool and resource, and considerable efforts 

were made in the last election to use the web (including social media) as part of the program. 

While appreciated on the whole by participating teachers, a number of concerns were 

highlighted. A primary one was access; social media sites such as YouTube and Facebook were 

often blocked because of safety settings on school servers. This limited access to important 

program information, notably the Facebook site, since this was used heavily for student 

outreach. Facebook also has an age restriction (minimum of 13 years), which prevents younger 

students from using the platform. A review of social media tools and the extent of their use in 

proportion to effort invested should be undertaken, particularly since research findings suggest 

that students rely more heavily on other sources of information during an election than social 

media (see Table 9: Information Sources Most Relied Upon). Teachers also expressed concern 

that it was difficult to find program resources on the Student Vote website and that website 

content is not interactive enough.  

 

It is recommended that:  

• Student Vote decrease its dependence on social media, given access issues, ensuring 

that all resources accessible through social media sites are also available on the Student 

Vote website. 

• The resource library section be highlighted on the website so that educators do not miss 

it.  

• A more interactive student corner on the website be created (with videos, games, 

information, animations, etc.)  

• Student Vote encourage participants to visit the Student Vote website as part of the 

program and the (clearly identified) “student lounge/corner”.  

• Analysis tools such as Google Analytics be used on the Student Vote website to track 

activity according to page views, visitors, visits, location and duration of stay. This will 

allow Student Vote to better understand student interests and how to tailor its activities 

and materials. 



81 

  

• Student Vote carefully track developments regarding online voting and consider the 

implications for the program.  

• If Student Vote develops programming between elections, it can consider providing an 

online voting tool for schools. 

 

Recommendation for Making the SVP More Engaging for Students 

 

5.) Seek greater participation of political parties in providing Student Vote with materials, 

including videos from leaders and party information/platforms written at student levels of 

comprehension 

A number of teachers stated that students felt politicians were not representing their 

(students’) interests or speaking to them directly. Another repeated teacher concern was the 

absence of materials presenting grade-appropriate summaries of each party’s political platform.  

 

Although Student Vote did provide an opportunity for participants to connect with local 

candidates and links to official party websites on the Facebook page, it is recommended that 

Student Vote engage parties to provide simple explanations of their platforms for students and 

videos of party leaders addressing students/SVP participants. It is important to note that to 

ensure a completely non-partisan federal SVP, Elections Canada currently places explicit and 

specific limitations on these types of resources. In light of the expressed need, it is 

recommended that opportunities be explored that will both meet the informational needs of 

participants and maintain the integrity of a non-partisan program.  

 

Additional considerations:  

• Videos from party leaders will help students feel more connected to the election.  

• Materials produced need to be educational and not aimed at trying to persuade 

students to vote for a specific party. 

• Looking at party documents and platforms will help develop critical thinking: teaching 

students to question what they read and find out more is an important objective of the 

SVP. 

 

6.) Develop program materials that will engage students, such as more audiovisual content  

Many teachers surveyed stated that Student Vote needs to make better use of visual materials, 

including more targeted, relevant and age-appropriate videos about voting and politics. DVDs 

previously produced by Student Vote were appreciated, even if their quality was sometimes 

questioned, as was their ability to be understood by younger students. Engaging students means 

reaching out to students using media that appeal to them, and television (audiovisual) is cited by 

most students as their primary source of information about politics. Connecting politics and 

voting to the issues that resonate with them is also important to engaging students, as 

referenced repeatedly by teachers in survey responses.  

 



82 

  

Additional considerations for audiovisual content: 

• Use videos and humorous animation as a method to connect with youth and explain 

concepts. Consider making short “how it works” and “how to” videos for youth (e.g. 

how elections work, how to research parties, how to make an informed opinion about 

issues, etc.).  

• Consider recruiting celebrities (musicians, actors, sports figures) to create short clips 

addressing Student Vote participants and the value of voting. Rock the Vote has used 

this approach extensively in the US as part of its campaigns; Apathy is Boring has done 

so to some degree in Canada. 

• Connecting to youth fads, which are very transient, poses risks, as trends move quickly. 

When making videos to appeal to youth, show children who are one to three years older 

than the target audience. Exploring options to partner with other organizations to 

leverage their materials as part of the SVP should also be explored to reduce costs and 

duplication. 

• Student Vote DVDs prepared as part of the program are valid only for a period in time; it 

may be more effective to create a generic video, especially during periods of minority 

governments, that can be complemented by election-specific videos. 

• Hold a contest for youth to produce videos about what voting means to them and why it 

is important. Offer appealing prizes for top entries; this is a relatively inexpensive way to 

develop videos that can be used as part of the program. 

 

General survey findings show that lack of interest in politics is one of the primary reasons why 

individuals do not vote. In this study, students who said they would not have voted most often 

cited a lack of interest in politics. Combatting student apathy is also a major reason why 

teachers chose to participate in the program. Students who participated in the SVP also did not 

show significantly higher levels of interest in politics. This suggests a need (beyond using the 

media and forms of communication that appeal to students) to consider ways to develop 

interest in politics and voting.  

 

Suggestions for making the program more engaging include: 

• Acknowledgement that politics isn’t necessarily fun and exciting, but it is important.  

• Refocusing the message to rely less on concepts of civic duty or responsibility (which are 

obligation-based and not intrinsically motivating) and stressing why voting is important.  

• Conveying the importance of politics can be achieved by connecting voting to the issues 

that are important to students and exploring how election winners propose to address 

them.  

• It may also be helpful to connect voting to the larger context of international struggles 

for democracy (like in Egypt) and positive change; this could lead to greater appreciation 

and interest in politics. 
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• Creating a dialogue where students are engaged as the leaders and voters of tomorrow, 

where they are consulted about their views and whether they think that the current 

democratic system is effective, could have a powerful and lasting impact.  

• Issues could be discussed on an ongoing basis between elections, with parties making a 

stand at election time and enshrining plans in their platform; students can be engaged 

in the debates on the issues between election periods.  

• In the lead-up to the last federal election, one of the parties used a wiki tool to engage 

its membership in developing the party platform; students could be encouraged to 

develop their own similar tool. 

 

Recommendation for Improving Program Impacts  

 

7.) Engage parents more in the SVP and place greater emphasis on the social environment  

Student Vote is strongly focused on facilitating democratic education and training. Studies on 

habits demonstrate that change in behaviour is modelled on parents and peers and that 

education is not always sufficient to change behaviour.13 Creating an environment that enables 

and supports change and ensures that individuals believe change is possible is most effective. 

Similar programs, like Kids Vote USA, seek to achieve this by encouraging students to become 

democratically engaged citizens by blending classroom, home and community environments as 

part of their program.14  

 

It is recommended that:  

• Student Vote reach out to parents directly at the beginning of the program and engage 

them in their child’s learning and perceptions about politics and the election, with a 

focus on parents creating a positive environment that will impact children’s voting 

behaviour. 

• Student Vote build into the program a component that encourages parents to take their 

children with them when they go to vote on election day. Elections Manitoba 

incorporated this focus in its 2011 general election; children were given “Official Future 

Voter” stickers. Research shows that voting is a learned behavior that, once successfully 

acquired, is likely to continue for the remainder of an individual’s life, hence the need to 

focus on positively influencing the first voting opportunity.15 

                                                 
13

 Richard R. Lau, Marilyn Jacobs Quadrel and Karen A. Hartman. (1990). “Development and Change of Young Adults’ Preventive 

Health Beliefs and Behavior: Influence from Parents and Peers.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 31(3), pp. 240–259; 

Moria Golan and Scott Crow, M.D. (2004). “Parents Are Key Players in the Prevention and Treatment of Weight-related 

Problems.” Nutrition Reviews 62(1), pp. 39–50; Leventhal, Howard and Cleary, Paul D. (1980). “The smoking problem: A review 

of the research and theory in behavioral risk modification.” Psychological Bulletin 88(2), pp. 370–405; L. Eugene Thomas. 

(1971). “Political Attitude Congruence between Politically Active Parents and College-Age Children: An Inquiry into Family 

Political Socialization,” Journal of Marriage and Family 33(2), Decade Review. Part 3, pp. 375–386.  
14

 Simon, James and Bruce D. Merrill. (1998). “Political Socialization in the Classroom Revisited; The Kids Voting Program.” The 

Social Science Journal 35(1), pp. 29–42. 
15

 Howe, P. Elections Canada, (2007). The Electoral Participation of Young Canadians (ISBN 978-0-662-69822-7). Ottawa, ON: 

Chief Electoral Officer of Canada. Retrieved from http://www.elections.ca/res/rec/part/paper/youth/youth_e.pdf 
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• Student Vote implement a pledge card as part of its program, whereby students sign a 

commitment to vote when they become eligible (and state why they will vote). Ideally, 

the pledge would be followed up by a coming-of-age reminder as past participants reach 

the age at which they can vote.  

 

8.) Use evaluation findings to inform program delivery 

The findings derived from analysis of survey responses reveals information that can be 

leveraged to enhance the SVP. These include differences in impacts observed in elementary and 

secondary students, which can help focus the program. By developing focused strategies to 

build on successes and address areas where the program is not having the desired impacts, 

Student Vote can improve overall program success and its ability to achieve desired outcomes. 

For example: 

• Analysis of teacher knowledge of politics (feeling informed) responses demonstrates 

that elementary teachers feel significantly less informed about politics than those at 

other levels. This is an opportunity to create targeted strategies to enhance knowledge 

in this population. 

• The number of information sources consulted has an important effect on outcomes, and 

Student Vote should incorporate this finding into its program design and delivery.  

 

6.2 Recommendations for Elections Canada 

 

Recommendation for Improving Civic Education Between Elections 

 

9.) Explore options to work with external organizations to provide ongoing civic education and 

experiential learning opportunities to students between official elections  

It was recommended during the previous evaluation of the SVP that Student Vote consider 

transitioning from election-based programming to more permanent, ongoing civic education 

operations. With teachers spending on average between three and nine classroom hours on the 

SVP, the impact created in this short time may not be sustained between election periods. By 

partnering to offer year-round programming, Elections Canada may be better positioned to 

engage students and teachers and build habit-forming behaviour between official elections. Kids 

Vote USA has taken this approach, applying long-term stimuli through involvement in elections 

at all levels and diversified programming not tied to actual elections but to ongoing curriculums.  

 

Additional considerations:  

• Relationships with non-government and non-partisan groups like Student Vote allow 

Elections Canada to provide quality materials and support for civic education in schools 

across the country without intervening in a provincial jurisdiction. 
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• Mock elections, while undoubtedly heightened during an official election period, would 

likely impart similar benefits to students if they occurred between elections. 

• Joint planning sessions with interested organizations like Student Vote, which is well 

established and experienced in providing civic education programs for schools, will help 

frame options for a strategy aimed at funding youth civic education between federal 

elections.  

• If a decision is made to work with a project authority to educate students between 

official election periods, the implications of this decision will have to be mapped out and 

addressed, including developing resources that are more generic for use by teachers 

between elections. 

 

Recommendation for Improving Future Evaluations 

 

10.)  Implement a robust evaluation methodology with randomized sampling across groups for 

future SVP evaluations 

The use of a consistent randomized sampling methodology should be established for all groups 

as this would strengthen the validity of future evaluation findings. A consistent randomized 

approach would require coordination between Student Vote and future evaluation firms 

responsible for developing and surveying control groups; this would entail hiring the evaluating 

firm prior to data collection or else ensuring that both Student Vote and the evaluating entity 

adopt the same randomized methodology. 

 

Related recommendations include: 

• Develop a control group for parents and pre-program surveys for teachers and parents: To 

measure the SVP’s impact on parents, a control group should be developed to compare 

results against the participant group. Parent results analysis could also benefit from the 

administration of a pre-program survey. Teacher findings could also benefit from a pre-

program questionnaire randomly administered to participants.  

• Early confirmation of the control group in future evaluations: Steps to develop the control 

groups should be initiated as early as possible to give schools time to prepare for 

participation and allow selected evaluation firms to have greater participation. In the wake 

of an election, it is crucial to test the control group at a similar time as the post-participant 

group. Early selection of a vendor to permit the development of a control group would be 

beneficial in creating a large nationally and regionally representative sample control group. 

• Expand scope of future evaluations: The purpose of the 2011 SVP evaluation was to 

measure the program’s impact in achieving specific civics-related outcomes in students, 

teachers and parents by using quantitative data to assess the predictive nature of SVP 

participation in meeting stated program objectives. In the future, program evaluations 

should also include a combination of program and impact analysis, including interviews with 

program staff, teachers and Elections Canada personnel, by independent assessors to 

ensure that multiple lines of evidence are explored.  
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11.)  Review survey instruments to ensure greater question specificity and simplified language 

Future analyses should carefully consider the design of survey questions that are aligned with 

project outcomes so that results can speak to these outcomes. In the current evaluation, a 

number of outcomes are inferred through questions that are not necessarily direct measures of 

the outcome in question. It is recommended that Elections Canada undertake a review of survey 

questions to determine which are most effective in measuring specific outcomes and develop 

survey instruments that are more consistent across respondent groups in future evaluations. 

Additionally, the wording of elementary and secondary student surveys was identical and likely 

led to a lack of understanding in younger students given their language abilities; the length of 

surveys also probably caused respondent fatigue. It is recommended that elementary student 

surveys be shorter and include simpler language.  

 

Recommendation for Learning More about Civic Education Program Impacts 

 

12.)  Use extensive data collected to conduct further analysis on the nature of the SVP’s impact  

Current findings demonstrate that the SVP’s impacts on students are tied to various variables, 

including the grade level of students, the use of experiential learning methodology, gender and 

the number of information sources consulted. Further analysis on the impact of these variables 

should be undertaken to understand their specific effect. There are also unexplored 

relationships among groups that would likely reveal important findings, including between the 

pre-program and post-program groups. Looking at connections among variables and impact on 

the post-program group alone could also lead to findings – for example, the amount of 

discussion that a student engages in at home with parents and the impact on program 

objectives like interest and knowledge. Student and teacher data can also be compared since 

schools’ names were captured by survey instruments. 

 

13.)  Undertake or support research to determine the program’s impact on voting behaviour 

This study’s findings are bound to the period in which the study was conducted and the 2011 

SVP. The data provide only a “snapshot” of the program’s impact. As learning about politics and 

adopting habit-forming behaviour is a long, gradual process, it is improbable that this type of 

study can identify future adopters. This is particularly significant given that a primary objective 

of the program and Elections Canada is to influence participants to become voting adults. A 

longitudinal study that measures the SVP’s impact on students over a longer period is required. 

The study would require both a control and participant group and obtaining consent from 

participants and their parents to track them over time. Alternatively, with the approximately 

2.5 million students who have participated in the program since 2003, it may be possible to 

examine the SVP’s impact on youth voter turnout by using surveys of adults or by comparing 

voter turnout in young adults in geographic areas where SVP participation was widespread and 

sustained compared to districts where no SVP participation has occurred. Both alternatives pose 

challenges but may be worth exploring in the absence of a longitudinal study. Undertaking 
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research to study youth voting behaviour to determine whether (and how) the SVP leads to 

increased voter turnout in young adults is seen as important in establishing continued relevance 

of the program, especially given the importance of this outcome to primary funders. 

 

14.)  Promote and enhance other Elections Canada youth-focused civic educational materials 

Teachers who did not participate in the SVP were asked about their awareness and use of civics 

materials from Elections Canada and other sources. Findings indicated that the majority of 

teachers were not aware of civics materials from Elections Canada, and among those who were, 

the majority did not reference or use them. Elections Canada should enhance its materials as 

needed and market them more extensively. 
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7 APPENDICES 

 

7.1 Appendix A: Participant Profiles 

 

7.1.1 Profile of Participating and Non-participating Teachers 

There were a total of 1,462 teachers who participated in the 2011 Student Vote Program (SVP) 

evaluation surveys. Of these surveys, 1,349 (92.7% of the final sample) were completed by post-program 

participants, and 106 were completed by teachers recruited to participate in the non-participant control 

group (7.3%). There were an additional seven surveys completed as part of the non-participant control 

group by teachers who indicated they did indeed participate in the 2011 SVP. Since these teachers 

should have been excluded from the non-participant control group, their responses have been 

eliminated from the analysis. The data, however, has been retained in the original data files. The final 

sample, therefore, consists of 1,455 surveys. 

 

Only valid responses have been presented in the tables below. Non-responses have been eliminated 

from the analysis. A total of 715 post-program participants (53.0%) indicated that they had participated 

in the SVP at some point in the past. There were only 20 (18.9%) teachers among the non-participant 

control group who indicated that they had participated in the SVP at some point in the past. 

 

The following table presents the results of a demographic profile of all teachers. Over half (60.3%) of 

teachers were female, the vast majority (91.3%) were born in Canada and the majority of surveys were 

completed in English (84.3%). It is important to note that language of survey completion may not 

necessarily correspond to language of instruction. 

 

Table 20: Demographic Profile of Teachers 

Demographic Profile Frequency % 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Prefer not to say 

  

544 

864 

25 

  

38% 

60% 

2% 



89 

  

Born in Canada 

Yes 

No 

Prefer not to say 

  

1,309 

109 

15 

  

91% 

8% 

1% 

Survey Language 

English 

French 

  

1,227 

228 

  

84% 

16% 

Total* 1,455 1000% 

*Valid total varies by question; percentages are based on valid total for each question. 

A total of 40.0% of the final sample of teachers were from Ontario, with an additional 31.7% from the 

central region, notably Alberta, with 19.0% of the final sample. It should be noted that there was 

considerable data missing for province of residence. It would appear that this question was 

inadvertently dropped from the French-language post-participant survey. This will have a particular 

influence on the proportion of participants from Quebec. Indeed, only 3.0% of participants indicated 

that they resided in Quebec. There were a total of 230 surveys with missing data for province of 

residence. 

Table 21: Teacher Province/Region of Residence 

Province/Region Frequency % 

Atlantic 114 9% 

NL 24 2% 

NS 56 5% 

NB 21 2% 

PE 13 1% 

Quebec 37 3% 

Ontario 490 40% 

Central 388 32% 

MB 81 7% 

SK 74 6% 

AB 233 19% 

British Columbia 179 15% 

North 17 1% 

NWT 5 0.4% 

YK 7 1% 

NVT 5 0.4% 

Total 1,225 100% 

 

There were considerable variations in the proportion of school types by respondent group. Among the 

post-program participants, 52.6% of teachers indicated that they taught at an elementary or middle 

school, with 35.9% indicating a secondary or combined school. Among the non-participant control 
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group, however, 31.8% indicated that they taught at an elementary or middle school, with 57.6% 

indicating that they taught at a secondary or combined school. 

Table 22: School Type by Respondent Group – Teachers 

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant 

Non-participant Control 

Group 
School Type 

Frequency % Frequency % 

All Elementary 710 53% 27 31.8% 

Elementary 570 42% 21 25% 

Middle 140 10% 6 7% 

All Secondary 484 36% 49 58% 

Secondary 305 23% 18 21% 

Combined (K–12) 100 7% 22 26% 

Combined (7–12) 79 6% 9 11% 

All Other 155 12% 0 0.0% 

Special needs/alternative 21 2% 0 .0% 

Home school 10 1% 0 .0% 

Adult education 12 1% 0 .0% 

Other 112 8% 0 .0% 

Prefer not to say 0 .0% 9 11% 

Total 1,349 100% 85 100% 

 

There were also considerable differences in the length of time teachers reported teaching civics by 

respondent group. Those in the post-program participant group were much more likely to indicate that 

they had taught civics for eight or more years (44.2%), whereas among those in the non-participant 

control group, teachers were much more likely to report teaching civics for two years or less (52.4%).  

Table 23: Length of Time Teaching Civics by Respondent Group  

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant 

Non-participant Control 

Group 
How Long Teaching Civics 

Frequency % Frequency % 

Less than one year 38 3% 22 26% 

1–2 years 173 13% 22 26% 

3–5 years 292 22% 7 8% 

6–7 years 149 11% 31 37% 

8 or more years 596 44% 2 2% 

Not applicable 101 8% 0 .0% 

Total 1,349 100% 84 100% 
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The specific grade levels taught by those in the post-program participant group and those in the non-

participant control group were quite varied. Generally, it would appear that those in the post-program 

participant group were more likely to be teaching younger grades, while those in the non-participant 

control group were more likely to be teaching senior grades. This would correspond to the findings 

above with regard to differences in school type. It should be noted that percentages will not sum to 

100% as teachers could select multiple responses. 

Table 24: Primary Grade Levels Taught by Respondent Group 

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant 

Non-participant Control 

Group 
Primary Grade Levels Taught 

Frequency % Frequency % 

Grade 1 27 2% 6 7% 

Grade 2 38 3% 5 6% 

Grade 3 68 5% 7 8% 

Grade 4 220 17% 12 14% 

Grade 5 465 35% 23 27% 

Grade 6 474 36% 22 26% 

Grade 7 414 32% 20 24% 

Grade 8 384 29% 23 27% 

Grade 9 344 26% 28 33% 

Grade 10 377 29% 32 38% 

Grade 11 291 22% 29 35% 

Grade 12 217 17% 21 25% 

Total 1,316 100% 84 100% 

Responses among teachers with regard to the primary subject taught were also quite varied. Both the 

post-program participant and non-participant control groups were most likely to indicate teaching social 

studies (58.1% and 56.0%, respectively). This was followed by language arts, with 44.2% of post-program 

participants and 53.6% of non-participant control group participants. Again for this question, teachers 

could select multiple responses, and the totals do not sum to 100%. 

Table 25: Primary Subject Taught by Respondent Group  

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant 

Non-participant Control 

Group 
Primary Subject 

Frequency % Frequency % 

The arts 356 26.4% 27 32.1% 

Geography 267 19.8% 31 36.9% 

Language arts 596 44.2% 45 53.6% 
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Mathematics 449 33.3% 34 40.5% 

Civics 225 16.7% 24 28.6% 

History 384 28.5% 38 45.2% 

Information studies 78 5.8% 7 8.3% 

Physical/health education 303 22.5% 14 16.7% 

Science 405 30.0% 30 35.7% 

Social studies 784 58.1% 47 56.0% 

All of the above 192 14.2% 9 10.7% 

Other 242 17.9% 13 15.5% 

Total 1,349 100.0% 84 100.0% 

 

7.1.2 Profile of participating and non-participating students 

• “Participating students” includes responses from students who completed the post-participant 

survey only. 

• For this section, non-participant control group data presented is un-weighted. 

• Overall, there were slightly higher levels of participation in the non-participant control group 

(70.3%) among elementary students, compared to those who completed the post-program 

questionnaire (64.0%). A chi-squared test of independence revealed these differences to be 

statistically significant (p<0.001). 

Table 26: Student Grade and School Type by Respondent Group  

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant  

Non-participant Control 

Group 
Grade 

Frequency % Frequency % 

1 11 .3% 0 .0% 

2 6 .2% 0 .0% 

3 7 .2% 0 .0% 

4 217 5.7% 74 6.9% 

5 752 19.9% 147 13.7% 

6 774 20.5% 208 19.4% 

7 340 9.0% 144 13.4% 

8 313 8.3% 181 16.9% 

Elementary 2,420 64.0% 754 70.3% 

9 774 20.5% 122 11.4% 

10 322 8.5% 75 7.0% 

11 132 3.5% 57 5.3% 

12 132 3.5% 65 6.1% 

Secondary 1,360 36.0% 319 29.7% 

Total 3,780 100.0% 1,073 100.0% 
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• Post-test participants were more likely to complete the survey in English (88.4%) compared to 

those in the non-participant control group (69.7%). A chi-squared test of independence revealed 

these differences to be statistically significant (p<0.001). 

Table 27: Student Language of Survey Completion by Respondent Group  

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant  

Non-participant Control 

Group 
Survey Language 

Frequency % Frequency % 

English 3,342 88.4% 758 69.7% 

French 438 11.6% 330 30.3% 

Total 3,780 100.0% 1,088 100.0% 

 

• Statistically significant differences were also seen comparing post-program survey participants 

with the non-participant control group for both region and province of residence.  

• Differences were particularly noteworthy for the Atlantic, Central and Northern regions. 

Table 28: Student Region and Province of Residence by Respondent Group  

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant  

Non-participant Control 

Group 

Respondent's 

Region/Province of 

Residence 

Frequency % Frequency % 

Atlantic 272 7.2% 178 16.6% 

NL 23 .6% 35 3.3% 

NS 108 2.9% 40 3.7% 

NB 75 2.0% 103 9.6% 

PE 66 1.7% 0 .0% 

Quebec 156 4.1% 43 4.0% 

Ontario 1,245 32.9% 397 37.1% 

Central 1,678 44.4% 249 23.2% 

MB 163 4.3% 157 14.7% 

SK 458 12.1% 8 .7% 

AB 1,057 28.0% 84 7.8% 

British Columbia 415 11.0% 85 7.9% 

North 14 0.4% 119 11.1% 

NT 3 .1% 115 10.7% 

YK 4 .1% 4 .4% 

NU 7 .2% 0 .0% 

Total 3,780 100.0% 1,071 100.0% 
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• There were no noteworthy differences observed in respondent group by gender.  

Table 29: Student Gender by Respondent Group  

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant  

Non-participant Control 

Group 
Gender 

Frequency % Frequency % 

Male 1,862 49.3% 534 49.8% 

Female 1,916 50.7% 539 50.2% 

Total 3,778 100.0% 1,073 100.0% 

 

• Year of birth could be roughly equated with age; however, without knowing the participants’ 

birthdate or age at the time of survey completion, it is not possible to specify precisely. Those 

born early in 1992 would have been 19 at the time of the 2011 federal election, whereas those 

born in 2003 would have been 8 years of age. 

• For both survey groups, there were two clusters in approximate age, with the first 

corresponding with an age range of about 14 to 16 years of age. The second cluster occurs 

among those who would be approximately 10 years of age. This age group, however, was more 

prominent among those in the non-participant control group. Looking at the following table, 

these clusters appear to be associated with increases in participation in grades 5–6 and 9.  

Table 30: Student Year of Birth by Respondent Group 

Respondent Group 

Post-program 

Participant  

Non-participant Control 

Group 
Year of Birth 

Frequency % Frequency % 

1992 30 .8% 8 .7% 

1993 82 2.2% 49 4.5% 

1994 174 4.6% 65 6.0% 

1995 720 19.2% 221 20.5% 

1996 1,241 33.2% 310 28.7% 

1997 882 23.6% 146 13.5% 

1998 256 6.8% 73 6.8% 

1999 6 .2% 7 .6% 

2000 3 .1% 1 .1% 

2001 318 8.5% 188 17.4% 

2002 0 .0% 0 .0% 

2003 30 .8% 12 1.1% 

Total 3,742 100.0% 1,080 100.0% 
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7.1.3 Profile of Parents 

A total of 341 parents with children in the 2011 SVP took part in the parent questionnaire. Of these 

surveys, 323 (94.7%) were completed in English, with the remaining 18 (5.3%) completed in French. 

Nearly three quarters of all surveys were completed by women (242 surveys, or 73.6%), while 68 surveys 

(20.7%) were completed by men. There were an additional 19 participants (5.8%) who refused to state 

their gender. The majority of parents (270, or 79.2%) indicated that this was the first time their child had 

participated in the SVP. A total of 55 parents (16.1%) indicated that their child had taken part in an SVP 

in the past, and an additional 16 parents (4.7%) could not recall.  

 

The data presented in the tables below represent valid responses only. All non-responses to the 

questions have been removed from the analysis. 

 

The largest regional representation among parents was from those who resided in the Central region 

(32.0%), with the bulk of those from this region from Alberta. Nearly one quarter (24.3%) of the total 

parent sample was from Alberta. A further 31.4% of parents were from Ontario and 19.1% from British 

Columbia. 

Table 31: Province/Region of Residence for Parent Participants 

Province/Region of 

Residence 
Frequency % 

Atlantic 26 7.6% 

Newfoundland and 

Labrador 
12 3.5% 

Prince Edward Island 4 1.2% 

Nova Scotia 8 2.3% 

New Brunswick 2 0.6% 

Quebec 34 10.0% 

Ontario 107 31.4% 

Central 109 32.0% 

Manitoba 6 1.8% 

Saskatchewan 20 5.9% 

Alberta 83 24.3% 

British Columbia 65 19.1% 

Total 341 100.0% 

 

Over three quarters (78.6%) of all parents indicated that their child was an elementary student (grades 1 

through 8). The bulk of these students were in grades 5 and 6 (37.5% and 23.5% of the total sample, 

respectively). Just over one fifth (21.4%) of parents represented participating children in secondary 

school grades (grades 9 through 12). 
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Table 32: Grade Level of Participating Child 

In what grade level is 

your child? 
Frequency % 

Elementary 268 78.6% 

1 3 0.9% 

2 1 0.3% 

3 5 1.5% 

4 11 3.2% 

5 128 37.5% 

6 80 23.5% 

7 10 2.9% 

8 30 8.8% 

Secondary 73 21.4% 

9 28 8.2% 

10 11 3.2% 

11 21 6.2% 

12 13 3.8% 

Total 341 100.0% 

 

Over half (53.2%) of parent participants indicated that they were born between 1967 and 1976; this 

would indicate an approximate age of 35 to 44 years. 

Table 33: Year of Birth of Parent Participants 

In what year were you 

born? 
Frequency % 

1947–1956 17 5.4% 

1957–1966 105 33.2% 

1967–1976 168 53.2% 

1977–1986 24 7.6% 

Other 2 0.6% 

Total 316 100.0% 

 

A total of 240 participants (72.9%) indicated that they were born in Canada. Of the remaining, 83 

(25.2%) were not born in Canada, and 6 (1.8%) did not answer the question. Of those who were not 

born in Canada, there was a relatively even distribution of time since immigration. A total of 30.1% had 

been residents of Canada for over 20 years, while an additional 23.3% represented more recent 

immigrants who had lived in Canada for less than six years. 
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Table 34: Year Arrived in Canada (Only Parents Not Born in Canada) 

If you were not born in 

Canada, in what year did 

you come to Canada? 

Frequency % 

Prior to 1990 22 30.1% 

1990 to 1999 22 30.1% 

2000 to 2004 12 16.4% 

2005 to 2010 17 23.3% 

Total 73 100.0% 

 

7.2 Appendix B: Methodology 

7.2.1 Noted for Developing the Control Group Sample Population  

When assigning from the list of 10,436 eligible schools to strata, school types were assigned as either 

elementary or secondary. The following assumptions were also made: 

• All middle schools were assumed to be elementary schools (grade range 4–8). 

• All combined schools were assumed to be secondary schools. 

• Schools with missing information or assigned to the categories of private/other or special 

needs/alternative school were searched for keywords. 

• School names containing the words secondary, senior, high school or collegiate were assigned to 

secondary schools strata. 

• School names containing the words elementary, primary, primaire were assigned to elementary. 

• Adult education, home schools and youth organizations were removed from the final sample 

list. 

• All French and bilingual schools were grouped together into the category French. 

• Among those schools where language was missing, if the name of the school was in French or 

the school board indicated francophone, the school was assumed to be French. All others were 

assumed to be English. 

 

7.2.2 Participant Group Survey Process 

All schools registered for the program as of April 11, 2011, were sent an e-mail, inviting them to have 

their students complete a pre-program survey. The invitation included a link to the online survey and an 

offer to send up to 50 in-print copies to each school. Some schools printed the surveys and returned 

them by mail. After the program was completed, schools that participated in the student pre-program 

survey were asked to complete the post-program survey. Again, the e-mail invitation included a link to 

the online survey and an offer to send up to 50 in-print copies to each school. 

 

Teacher surveys were post-program and were to be completed by only the team leader, the individual at 

each school responsible for administering the SVP. Team leaders were invited to complete an online 

teacher survey, with a link provided. 
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For parent surveys, a pool of schools was first created from the entire list of registered schools minus 

those invited to participate in the student post-program survey. The remaining schools were given a 

random number, and the lowest 400 were invited by e-mail to participate in the survey. This was done 

with the intent to not overburden schools with requests and increase response rates. Only 51 schools 

accepted the invitation. Up to 50 in-print copies were distributed to each school. A web link was also 

included on the in-print survey if parents chose to complete the survey online. In all, 341 parent surveys 

were completed and returned to Student Vote. 

 

7.2.3 Control Group Survey Process 

Elevate used telephone calls to solicit the involvement of schools that had not participated in the 2011 

SVP. After the stratified sample list of schools was randomized to avoid caller bias, the process began 

with a search to obtain contact phone numbers for each school. Schools were then contacted in 

descending order by representatives from Elevate.  

 

All callers had undergone training and were instructed to follow a pre-written script, as well as privacy 

standards under the Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act (PIPEDA). Callers 

were briefed on the importance of ensuring the anonymity of respondents and accurately tracking 

responses.  

 

Callers asked to speak with key decision-makers, either the principal or vice-principal. Additional 

materials were then sent to interested schools by fax or e-mail. The materials consisted of a three-page 

invitation letter describing the purpose and importance of the survey, as well as instructions and 

incentives for participating. Callers recorded the outcome of each phone call according to Guidelines of 

the Marketing Research and Intelligence Association (MRIA).  

 

Elevate contacted 912 schools across Canada, of which 91 confirmed student and/or teacher 

participation. This was later reduced to reflect the actual number of schools that completed surveys – 88 

schools. This yields a response rate of 10%.  

 

Initial contacts with the over 900 schools were complemented by an extensive follow-up process, which 

included a number of faxes, e-mails and calls. Potential participants also contacted Elevate through e-

mail or the toll-free phone number that was provided. Most schools were contacted 3 to 4 times to 

secure participation. 

 

All schools in the control group were provided with written and verbal instruction on the survey process. 

To increase school engagement, Elevate offered academic-focused prizes: two iPad 2s – one for a 

teacher and one for a student who completed the survey – and a $1,000 academic bursary, to be split 

equally between a student and his/her school.  

 

Elevate retained a list of all participating schools and, at the end of the survey process, held a draw to 

award teacher and student prizes on a per school basis. Principals of winning schools were notified and 
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instructed to randomly choose a prizewinner from among their list of involved teachers and students. 

Participant list were never seen by Elevate in order to maintain the anonymity of respondents.  

 

As the sponsoring organization, Elections Canada approved the study’s control group data collection 

methods prior to implementation and were advised of ongoing adjustments to recruit participants. 

Informed consent was a prerequisite for participation in the study, and all contacted parties were made 

aware that the survey was strictly voluntary. Further, all parties were notified that they could withdraw 

from the study at any time with no penalty. Elevate also included a sample Parental Consent form in the 

material sent to involved schools, which school administrators could then send to parents. 

Table 35: Weighted and Unweighted Sample (Control Group) 

 

Stratification factors 

Strata 

Group 

Unweighted 

Count 

Sample 

Proportion 

Weighted 

Frequency 

Survey  

language 

Region Atlantic A 93 0.086 32 

 Quebec B 24 0.022 19 

 Ontario C 220 0.205 168 

 Central D 58 0.054 117 

 BC E 31 0.028 60 

 

E
n

g
li

sh
 

 Northern F 115 0.107 4 

Region Atlantic G 41 0.038 11 

 Quebec H 2 0.001 121 

 Ontario I 90 0.084 24 

 Central J 58 0.054 10 

 BC K 20 0.018 5 

Le
ve

l 

E
le

m
e

n
ta

ry
 

 

F
re

n
ch

 

 Northern L 0 0 0 

Survey 

language 

Region Atlantic M 18 0.0168 30 

 Quebec N 0 0 0 

 Ontario O 40 0.037 167 

 Central P 110 0.102 108 

 BC Q 34 0.031 58 

 

E
n

g
li

sh
 

 Northern R 4 0.0037 4 

Region Atlantic S 26 0.024 10 

 Quebec T 17 0.015 71 

 Ontario U 47 0.043 24 

 Central V 23 0.021 9 

Le
ve

l 

S
e

co
n

d
a

ry
 

 

F
re

n
ch

 

 BC W 0 0 0 
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 Northern X 0 0 0 

    

Canada Total 1,071  1,052 

7.2.4 Data Limitations 

There were a number of issues experienced during the collection and coding of primary data that are 

important to note. While these issues may have impacted the data, their impact is not major and is not 

believed to have greatly affected the results. These issues are listed as follows: 

• Survey instruments did not contain a question specifically addressing language of instruction, so 

survey language was used as a proxy. It is possible that this may have underestimated the 

proportion who received instruction in French.  

• A question regarding province of residence was inadvertently missed from the French-language 

post-participant teacher survey. This resulted in missing data and will have a particular influence 

on the proportion of participants indicating that they were from Quebec. 

• Past SVP participation was not asked of the participant group, only the control group, and this 

impacted reliability of data for previous participation. 

• Skip logic error was present in online survey questions for students in the pre-program survey 

who responded that they would vote if they had the chance. Respondents were then asked why 

they would not vote. This resulted in an inappropriate number of responses to this question. 

Responses to this question did not impact the study as they were not used to assess objectives.  

• Skip logic error was present in the control group with the question regarding previous SVP 

participation. In the French elementary questionnaire, students could select only one of the 

choices of previous elections. This did not affect the study as one selection was sufficient to 

ascertain and analyze previous participation.  

• Researchers also encountered a number of challenges developing the control group, given the 

timing of the election and data collection period (May 25–June 14). Students and teachers were 

involved in exams and year-end activities. This led to a lower-than-targeted number of teachers 

in the control group (106), some regions being under/oversampled and a two-thirds majority of 

respondents being elementary students. While this was addressed with due consideration to 

weighting and a large enough student control group (1,071), recruiting participants in some 

regions of the country proved challenging, notably in Quebec, Northern and BC. A teacher strike 

and work stoppages in Saskatchewan prevented researchers from obtaining many respondents 

from that province. A postal strike also impacted the study; however, materials were delivered 

through the use of online surveys and private couriers.  

• Student motivation differed between participant and control groups. Students and teachers who 

completed the surveys in the control group had the opportunity to win an iPad 2 or academic 

bursary, whereas participants could win an academic bursary only.  
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7.3 Appendix C: Regression Model Results 

Students 

For survey questions used to develop regression models, please refer to the Research Findings section of 

the report. Results with (*) are considered significant according to the legend under each table.  

Knowledge and Understanding of the Political and Electoral Process 

Table 36: Knowledge Combined (Elementary and Secondary) Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic 

SVP Participation 1.257 .128 9.846*** 

Gender -.273 .086 -3.176*** 

Past Participant 1.849 .421 4.391*** 

Experiential Learning 1.164 .137 8.507*** 

Number of Information Sources .113 .019 6.016*** 

***significant at p<0.0001 

Separate Models  

Table 37: Knowledge – Elementary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic 

SVP Participation 2.224 .179 12.401*** 

Gender  -.405 .123 -3.292** 

Past Participant 3.345 .590 5.669*** 

Experiential Learning 1.243 .198 6.271*** 

Number of Information Sources .144 .027 5.345*** 

***significant at p<0.0001; **significant at p=0.01 
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Table 38: Knowledge – Secondary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic 

SVP Participation .006 .109 .056 

Gender  -.007 .070 -.098 

Past Participant .057 .359 .159 

Experiential Learning .640 .109 5.884*** 

Number of Information Sources .026 .016 1.664 

***significant at p<0.0001 

 

 

Interest in Political and Electoral Issues 

Table 39: Interest Combined Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
0.940 

(Non-participants) 
.088 0.493 0.485 

Gender 
1.173  

(Females) 
.060 7.031* 0.540 

Past Participant 
0.741 

(Not past participant) 
.144 4.319* 0.423 

Region (Overall)^    21.689**  

BC 
1.102  

(Northern) 
.210 .214 0.525 

Central 
1.257 

(Northern) 
.195 1.380 0.557 

Ontario 
1.302 

(Northern) 
.194 1.863 0.566 

Quebec 
0.670 

(Northern) 
.238 2.820 0.402 

Atlantic 
1.321 

(Northern) 
.209 1.773 0.569 

Experiential Learning 
1.466 

(No experiential learning) 
.064 36.057*** 0.595 

Number of Information Sources 
1.169 

(Non-average score) 
.013 139.364*** 0.539 

^Note: The Wald statistic for region overall indicates whether region has a significant effect on the outcome. The statistics for 

each region (BC – Atlantic) show whether the odds of the outcome are statistically different between each region listed and the 

reference category, typically the category coded with the highest value, which in this instance is the Northern Region (coded as 

region 6). *significant at p=0.05; **significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 40: Interest – Elementary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
.833 

(Non-participants) 
.111 2.697 0.454 

Gender 
1.051 

(Females) 
.075 .438 0.512 
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Past Participant 
0.64 

(Not past participant) 
.176 6.412* 0.390 

Region (Overall)^   10.799  

BC 
1.235 

(Northern) 

.232 .828 
0.553 

Central 
1.590 

(Northern) 

.215 4.644 
0.614 

Ontario 
1.476 

(Northern) 

.209 3.484 
0.596 

Quebec 
2.692 

(Northern) 

.440 5.067 
0.729 

Atlantic 
1.606 

(Northern) 

.238 3.976 
0.616 

Experiential Learning 
1.378 

(No experiential learning) 
.081 15.779*** 0.580 

Number of Information Sources 
1.157 

(Non-average score) 
.017 78.024*** 0.536 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 41: Interest – Secondary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.059 

(Non-participants) 
.158 .131 0.514 

Gender 
1.391 

(Females) 
.103 10.193** 0.582 

Past Participant 
0.897 

(Not past participant) 
0.262 0.172 0.473 

Region (Overall)^   13.184  

BC 
.503 

(Northern) 

.703 

 
.953 0.335 

Central 
.573 

(Northern) 
.683 .664 0.364 

Ontario 
.497 

(Northern) 
.689 1.029 0.332 

Quebec 
.338 

(Northern) 
.699 2.414 0.252 

Atlantic 
.686 

(Northern) 
.694 .295 0.407 

Experiential Learning 
1.589 

(No experiential learning) 
.108 18.519*** 0.614 

Number of Information Sources 
1.234 

(Non-average score) 
.023 80.665*** 0.552 

**significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 
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Appreciation of Electoral Participation – Future Intention to Vote 

Table 42: Intention to Vote Combined Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
.748 

(Non-participants) 
.135 4.621 0.428 

Gender 
.761 

(Females) 
.105 6.742* 0.432 

Past Participant 
.640 

(Not past participant) 
.237 3.561 0.390 

Region (Overall)^    4.818 
 

BC 
1.128 

(Northern) 
.337 .128 0.530 

Central 
1.150 

(Northern) 
.305 .210 0.535 

Ontario 
1.049 

(Northern) 
.301 .026 0.512 

Quebec 
.794 

(Northern) 
.370 .390 0.442 

Atlantic 
.836 

(Northern) 
.324 .306 0.455 

Experiential Learning 
.475 

(No experiential learning) 
.112 43.810*** 0.322 

Number of Information Sources 
1.263 

(Non-average score) 
.023 102.580*** 0.558 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

Table 43: Intention to Vote – Elementary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
.464 

(Non-participants) 
.172 19.970*** 0.317 

Gender 
.776 

(Females) 
.139 3.309 0.437 

Past Participant 
.598 

(Not past participant) 
.278 3.427 0.374 

Region (Overall)^   4.966  

BC 
.897  

(Northern) 

.384 .081 
0.473 

Central 
1.119  

(Northern) 

.347 .105 
0.528 

Ontario 
.791 

(Northern) 

.329 .510 
0.442 

Quebec 
.934 

(Northern) 

.613 .012 
0.483 

Atlantic 
1.064 

(Northern) 

.387 .026 
0.515 

Experiential Learning 
0.5 

(No experiential learning) 
0.15 21.23*** 0.333 
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Number of Information Sources 
1.279 

(Non-average score) 
.031 62.872*** 0.561 

***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Table 44: Intention to Vote – Secondary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.537 

(Non-participant) 
.252 2.900 0.606 

Gender 
.726 

(Females) 
.164 3.793* 0.421 

Past Participant 
.787 

(Not past participant) 
.266 .266 0.440 

Region (Overall)^   2.501 
 

BC 
1.184 

(Northern) 

.921 .034 
0.542 

Central 
1.207 

(Northern) 

.881 .046 
0.547 

Ontario 
1.215 

(Northern) 

.896 .047 
0.549 

Quebec 
1.198 

(Northern) 

.910 .039 
0.545 

Atlantic 
.850 

(Northern) 

.898 .033 
0.459 

Experiential Learning 
0.453 

(No experiential learning) 
0.172 21.162*** 0.312 

Number of Information Sources 
1.260 

(Non-average score) 
.036 42.188*** 0.558 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Appreciation of Electoral Participation – Agreement with Statement: It is a Civic 

Duty to Vote 

Table 45: Civic Duty to Vote Combined Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.263 

(Non-participants) 
.136 2.936 0.558 

Gender 
.791 

(Females) 
.091 6.639** 0.442 

Past Participant 
.984 

(Not past participant) 
.223 .005 0.496 

Region (Overall)     12.803*  

BC 
.783 

(Northern) 
.321 .577 0.439 

Central 
1.087 

(Northern) 
.303 .075 0.521 

Ontario 
.833 

(Northern) 
.300 .370 0.455 
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Quebec 
1.647 

(Northern) 
.397 1.584 0.622 

Atlantic 
.872 

(Northern) 
.322 .182 0.466 

Experiential Learning 
.747 

(No experiential learning) 
.096 9.322* 0.427 

Number of Information Sources 
1.118 

(Non-average score) 
.020 30.874*** 0.528 

*significant at p=0.05; **significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 46: Civic Duty to Vote – Elementary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.116 

(Non-participants) 
.165 .438 0.527 

Gender 
.807 

(Females) 
.109 3.878* 0.446 

Past Participant 
.745 

(Not past participant) 
.272 1.170 0.427 

Region (Overall)     11.667*  

BC 
.600 

(Northern) 
.364 1.967 0.375 

Central 
.941 

(Northern) 
.346 .030 0.485 

Ontario 
.712 

(Northern) 
.337 1.020 0.416 

Quebec 
.388 

(Northern) 
.540 3.074 0.280 

Atlantic 
.632 

(Northern) 
.369 1.543 0.387 

Experiential Learning 
.807 

(No experiential learning) 
.116 3.403 0.447 

Number of Information Sources 
1.073 

(Non-average score) 
.024 8.569** 0.518 

*significant at p=0.05; **significant at p=0.01 

 
Table 47: Civic Duty to Vote – Secondary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
2.100 

(Non-participants) 
.281 6.960** 0.677 

Gender 
.816 

(Females) 
.168 1.464 0.449 

Past Participant 
2.319 

(Not past participant) 
0.413 4.141* 0.699 

Region (Overall)     10.826  

BC 
4.104 

(Northern) 
.860 2.694 0.804 

Central 
3.639 

(Northern) 
.819 2.488 0.784 

Ontario 
3.015 

(Northern) 
.829 1.772 0.751 
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Quebec 
9.594 

(Northern) 
.888 6.480 0.906 

Atlantic 
3.557 

(Northern) 
.842 2.270 0.781 

Experiential Learning 
.605 

(No experiential learning) 
.173 8.401** 0.377 

Number of Information Sources 
1.225 

(Non-average score) 
.038 28.859*** 0.551 

*significant at p=0.05; **significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Engagement in Political Discussions at Home and with Friends 

Table 48: Frequency of Discussion Combined Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation .083 .099 .843 

Gender -.280 .067 -4.198*** 

Past Participant .419 .327 1.282 

Experiential Learning -.301 .106 -2.842*** 

Number of Information Sources .098 .015 6.725*** 

***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 49: Frequency of Discussion – Elementary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation .144 .122 1.175 

Gender -.232 .084 -2.770* 

Past Participant .608 .403 1.511 

Experiential Learning -.375 .135 -2.776* 

Number of Information Sources .094 .018 5.149*** 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 50: Frequency of Discussion – Secondary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation -.035 .167 -.210 

Gender -.385 .108 -3.566*** 

Past Participant .024 .552 .043 

Experiential Learning -.174 .167 -1.041 

Number of Information Sources .128 .024 5.341*** 

***significant at p<0.0001 
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Engagement in Discussion about the Election with Parents  

Table 51: Discussion with Parents Combined Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio  

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.222  

(Non-participants) 
.097 4.266* 0.550 

Gender 
1.099  

(Females) 
.064 2.147 0.523 

Past Participant 
0.658 

(Not past participant) 
.158 63.750* 0.398 

Region (Overall)^    10.609  

BC 
.996 

(Northern) 
.232 .000 0.499 

Central 
.956 

(Northern) 
.215 .043 0.489 

Ontario 
1.161 

(Northern) 
.214 .487 0.537 

Quebec 
1.335 

(Northern) 
.261 1.226 0.572 

Atlantic 
1.192 

(Northern) 
.231 .579 0.544 

Experiential Learning 
1.733 

(No experiential learning) 
.069 63.750*** 0.634 

Number of Information Sources 
1.198 

(Non-average score) 
.015 151.648*** 0.545 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

Table 52: Discussion with Parents – Elementary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio  

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.133 

(Non-participant) 

.123 1.036 
0.531 

Gender 
1.086 

(Female) 

.079 1.086 
0.521 

Past Participant .703 

(Not past participant) 

.189 3.469 
0.413 

Region (Overall)     5.719  

BC 
1.090 

(Northern) 

.251 .119 
0.522 

Central 
1.055 

(Northern) 

.231 .054 
0.513 

Ontario 
1.172 

(Northern) 

.225 .500 
0.540 

Quebec 
.514 

(Northern) 

.468 2.030 
0.339 

Atlantic 
1.265 

(Northern) 

.256 .842 
0.558 

Experiential Learning 
1.552 

(No experiential learning) 

.085 26.517*** 0.608 

Number of Information Sources 
1.174 

(Non-average score) 

.018 81.744*** 0.540 

***significant at p<0.0001 
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Table 53: Discussion with Parents – Secondary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio  

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
1.585 

(Non-participant) 
.170 7.367** 0.613 

Gender 
1.173 

(Female) 
.112 2.024 0.540 

Past Participant 
.611 

(Not past participant) 
0.3 2.656 0.379 

Region (Overall)     16.257**  

BC 
.495 

(Northern) 
1.147 .375 0.331 

Central 
.491 

(Northern) 
1.132 .395 0.329 

Ontario 
.718 

(Northern) 
1.136 .085 0.418 

Quebec 
.948 

(Northern) 
1.144 .002 0.487 

Atlantic 
.660 

(Northern) 
1.140 .133 0.397 

Experiential Learning 
2.121 

(No experiential learning) 
.120 39.223*** 0.680 

Number of Information Sources 
1.260 

(Non-average score) 
.027 73.485*** 0.557 

**significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Joining in Political Activities (Joining a Political Party or Volunteering for a 

Campaign) 

Table 54: Joining in Political Activities Combined Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation -.151 .078 -1.925 

Gender .485 .053 9.188*** 

Past Participant .351 .258 1.360 

Experiential Learning .192 .084 2.282 

Number of Information Sources .127 .012 11.005*** 

***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Table 55: Joining in Political Activities – Elementary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation .039 .096 .403 

Gender .433 .066 6.586*** 

Past Participant .787 .315 2.494* 
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Experiential Learning .108 .106 1.018 

Number of Information Sources .120 .014 8.359*** 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Table 56: Joining in Political Activities – Secondary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation -.408 .131 -3.116** 

Gender .598 .085 7.067*** 

Past Participant -.414 .432 -.959 

Experiential Learning .277 .131 2.113* 

Number of Information Sources .167 .019 8.911*** 

*significant at p=0.05; **significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Confidence Expressing Views on Politics  

Table 57: Confidence Expressing Views on Politics Combined Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio  

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
0.807 

(Non-participants) 
.097 4.827* 0.447 

Gender 
1.068 

(Females) 
.067 .923 0.517 

Past Participant 
1.255 

(Not past-participant) 
.164 1.919 0.555 

Region (Overall)^    5.301  

BC 
1.042 

(Northern) 
.232 .032 0.510 

Central 
1.011 

(Northern) 
.215 .002 0.503 

Ontario 
1.184 

(Northern) 
.213 .628 0.542 

Quebec 
.913 

(Northern) 
.265 .117 0.477 

Atlantic 
1.089 

(Northern) 
.231 .136 0.521 

Experiential Learning 
0.515 

(No experiential learning) 
.071 87.862*** 0.340 

Number of Information Sources 
0.827 

(Non-average score) 
.015 160.768*** 0.453 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 
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Table 58: Confidence Expressing Views on Politics – Elementary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
.956 

(Non-participant) 
.120 .140 0.489 

Gender 
1.217 

(Female) 
.083 5.63* 0.549 

Past Participant 
1.429 

(Not past participant) 
.196 3.319  

Region (Overall)     5.563  

BC 
1.107 

(Northern) 
.259 .155 0.525 

Central 
1.230 

(Northern) 
.236 .766 0.551 

Ontario 
1.390 

(Northern) 
.229 2.062 0.582 

Quebec 
1.606 

(Northern) 
.439 1.167 0.616 

Atlantic 
1.203 

(Northern) 
.261 .503 0.546 

Experiential Learning 
.516 

(No experiential learning) 
.088 56.554*** 0.340 

Number of Information Sources 
.829 

(Non-average score) 
.018 103.281*** 0.453 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 59: Confidence Expressing Views on Politics – Secondary Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio 

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 
Expected 

Probability 

SVP Participation 
.521 

(Non-participants) 
.183 12.643*** 0.343 

Gender 
.819 

(Females) 
.118 2.880 0.450 

Past Participant 
.778 

(Not past participant) 
0.307 0.669 0.438 

Region (Overall)     9.772  

BC 
.577 

(Northern) 
.747 .541 0.366 

Central 
.390 

(Northern) 
.727 1.679 0.281 

Ontario 
.501 

(Northern) 
.732 .891 0.334 

Quebec 
.299 

(Northern) 
.747 2.610 0.230 

Atlantic 
.433 

(Northern) 
.740 1.277 0.302 

Experiential Learning 
.514 

(No experiential learning)  
.121 30.126*** 0.340 

Number of Information Sources 
.821 

(Non-average score) 
.026 55.821*** 0.451 

***significant at p<0.0001 
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Improved Critical Thinking and Decision-Making Skills Around the Electoral 

Process 

Table 60: Critical Thinking Combined Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation -.522 .106 -4.945*** 

Gender .067 .071 .940 

Past participant -.323 .349 -.928 

Experiential Learning .345 .113 3.044 

Number of Information Sources .206 .016 13.257*** 

***significant at p<0.0001 

 
Table 61: Critical Thinking – Elementary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation -.392 .128 -3.069* 

Gender .074 .088 .848 

Past Participant .052 .420 .124 

Experiential Learning .258 .141 1.827 

Number of Information Sources .199 .019 10.391*** 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

Table 62: Critical Thinking – Secondary Model 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error 
t-

Statistic 

SVP Participation -.717 .185 -3.884*** 

Gender .064 .119 .537 

Past Participant -1.048 .609 -1.721 

Experiential Learning .466 .185 2.525* 

Number of Information Sources .250 .026 9.484*** 

*significant at p=0.05; ***significant at p<0.0001 
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Teachers  

Increased Knowledge and Understanding of the Political and Electoral Process 

Table 63: Teacher Knowledge and Understanding Model 

Variable 
Odds Ratio  

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

SVP Participation 
0.651 

(Non-participants) 
.508 .714 

Gender 
2.570 

(Females) 
.320 8.678* 

Past Participant 
0.876 

(Not past participant) 
.280 .225 

Region (Overall)^    4.274 

School Type (Overall)^^   13.092* 

Elementary 
.065 

(Other) 
1.032 7.026** 

Middle 
.090 

(Other) 
1.074 5.013* 

Secondary 
.170 

(Other) 
1.095 2.624 

Combined 
.130 

(Other) 
1.071 3.627 

Experiential Learning 
0.765 

(No experiential learning) 
.269 .984 

Years of Teaching Civics 
1.726 

(Non-average score) 
.109 25.053*** 

^Note: The Wald statistic for region overall indicates whether region has a significant effect on the outcome. 

Since it does not, statistics for individual regions are not reported.  

^^The Wald statistic for school type overall indicates whether school type has a significant effect on the 

outcome. The statistics for each school type show whether the odds of the outcome are statistically 

different between each school type listed and the reference category, typically the category coded with the 

highest value, which in this instance is “Other” (coded as school type 5). “Other” includes home schooling, 

adult education, alternative schools and other types specified by respondents.  

*significant at p=0.05; **significant at p=0.01; ***significant at p<0.0001 

 

 

Intent to Participate in the SVP in the Future 

Table 64: Teacher Intent to Participate in the SVP in the Future  

Variable 
Odds Ratio  

(Comparison Group) 
Std. Error 

Wald 

Statistic 

SVP Participation 
7.599 

(Non-participants) 
.956 4.502* 

Gender 
0.597 

(Females) 
.749 0.473 

Past Participant 0.320 .784 2.110 
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(Not past participant) 

Region (Overall)^    1.155 

School Type (Overall)^^   0.784 

Experiential Learning 
1.116 

(No experiential learning) 
.822 .018 

Years of Teaching Civics 
0.501 

(Non-average score) 
.402 2.950 

^Note: The Wald statistic for region overall indicates whether region has a significant effect on the outcome. 

Since it does not, statistics for individual regions are not reported.  

^^The Wald statistic for school type overall indicates whether school type has a significant effect on the 

outcome. Since it is not, statistics for individual school types are not reported.  

*significant at p=0.05 
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7.4 Appendix D – SVP Logic Model  
Goal: To promote democratic engagement and build a habit of electoral participation among young Canadians. 

Partnership 
development and 

management 

Program design and 
resource 

development 

Management of program activities 
� Registration (online or by phone) ▪ Dissemination of materials 

� Ongoing support to teachers/schools ▪ Coordination of media relations 

� Collection, counting and announcement of voting results 

� Evaluation (including participant surveys) and reporting 

Greater participation of young Canadians in the electoral and political processes 

Improved quality of civic education at Canadian schools 

� Database of registered teachers/schools 

� Timely receipt of materials by participating schools 

� Use of materials by participating teachers 

� Timely receipt of required support and response to inquiries by participating teachers/schools 

� Opportunities for participating students to experience the electoral process 

� Voting results reported from schools and aggregate results  
� Timely and accurate announcement of voting results through media 

� Completed pre- and post-surveys of participants 

� Timely preparation and dissemination of post-project report 
� Media coverage and in-kind contribution (newspapers) 

Activities 

Outputs 

� Networking with 
potential partners 
(sponsors, educational 
stakeholders, media 
and delivery partners, 
etc.) 

� Ongoing engagement 
of existing partners 

� Updated database of 
partners 

� Project funding raised 
(financial or in-kind)  

Immediate 
Outcomes 

(0–6 
months) 

Intermediate 
Outcomes  

(6 months – 
2 years) 

Long-Term 
Outcomes 

Ultimate 
Outcomes 

Greater societal engagement in democracy and in the democratic processes (voting and participation in 
political as well as community activities)  

Promotion and 
engagement 

� Direct promotion 
through letters, 
flyers, e-mails and 
phone calls 

� Indirect promotion 
through media 
coverage and 
advertising 

� Coordination of 
partnership 
outreach activities 

� A project plan 

� Research to inform 
program design and 
resource 
development 

� Innovative and new 
approaches for the 
program 

� Resources that are 
linked to curriculum 
and support use for 
various levels/grades 

• Efficient and 
effective 
implemen-
tation of 
program 
activities 

� Effective partnerships 
formed 

� Increase in the number 
of partnerships and 
contributions 

� Availability of sufficient 
funding to implement 
project plan as 
designed 

� Greater awareness of 
and support for the 
program and early civic 
education among 
potential partners 

� Greater political attentiveness (political interest, attention to politics in the media and political knowledge) among participating students and their family members 

� Greater appreciation of the importance of voting and the value of democratic participation among participating students and their family members and participating teachers 

� Sustained intention to vote in future elections among participating students and their family members and participating teachers 

� Increased interest among participating students to participate in political, civic education and/or community activities 

� Improved quality of civic education at participating schools 

� Increased interest among teachers/schools to participate in Student Vote and other civic education programs/initiatives 

� Greater outreach 
to students and 
teachers 

� Greater 
awareness of the 
program among 
educators 

� Increase in 
program 
registration 

� Greater uptake in 
program 
participation  

Recruitment, 
training and 

coordination of 
project staff 

• Hiring of 
project staff 

• Orientation/ 
training of 
project staff 

• Ongoing 
coordination 
of project 
staff  

� Increased availability 
of and accessibility 
to relevant 
information, 
resources and 
activities for schools, 
teachers and 
students 

� More effective 
program activities 
and implementation 

Participating Students  
� Increased knowledge and understanding of the current electoral process and political issues that 

were discussed during the campaign 

� Increased interest in political and electoral issues 

� Increased engagement in political discussions at home and with friends 

� Increased appreciation of electoral participation and intention for future electoral participation  
� Increased confidence to participate in political, civic education and/or community activities  
� Improved critical thinking and decision-making skills around the electoral process 

Participating Teachers 

� Increased knowledge and understanding of political issues and the electoral process 

� Increased confidence in teaching civics/government 
� Intention to continue to teach democracy using experiential approaches 

� Increased intention to vote  

Family Members of Participating Students 

� Increased knowledge and understanding of political issues and the electoral process 

� Increased engagement in political discussions 

� Increased intention to vote 

Communities  
� Greater awareness of, and engagement in, the electoral process and political issues 
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