
----~-----==~~---------"---". 

\, 
\': 

.:.-.', 

Marian SImlman 

SœE DETERMINANTS OF PARTICIPATION IN CAMPUS ACTIVITIES 
.. ; 

····1 
1 

',.,1 

'; . 



~------_ .... _-- -.' 
0"1 

:'; 

'. ' 
~. 1 

(J 

() 
,. j 

------ ._-_ ..... -

SQŒ SOOIOLOGICAL DETERMINANTS OF STUDENT PARTICIPATION 

IN CAMPUS ACTIVITlES 

A Thesis 

Presented in Fartial FUlfillment of the Requirements 

for the Degree 

Master of Arts 

by 

Marian Paula Shulman, B.A. 
McGill University 

19~ 

------,---, ........ _-- ....... .. 

® l1arian Paula Shulman 1967 

... ~ 
\' 
\~ 
:,:t 
.(~ 
',J 

~ 
~ 
ci 

1 
'1 
J 

f 
! 

1 

1 

1 
1 

i 
\ 

\ 
1 
il 



(j 

ACKNCMIEDGEMENTS 

l wish to thank my adviser, Professor Howard. E. Roseborough, 

for hie interest and advice. l am also gratetul to Professor 

Pierre E. laporte for bis helpfül. critical appraisal of this 

thesis. 

if 

\

.,1 

.· •. 1 
:~ 
,\ 
. , 
. ~ 

.. , 
,'.; 

,.; 



;:,r 

:'1 

1 
~ .: 

() 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

AC KNC1t1LEDGl?MENTS 

LIST OF TABLES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

PART I. INTRODUCTION AND METHOD OF STUDY 

Chapter 
I. INTRODOOTION • • • • • • • • • • • •••••• • • • • 

II. METHOD OF STUDY • . . . '" . . . . . . . . . . . 
PART II. THE UGEQ: REFERENDA 

III. CAMPUS SOOIAL PARTICIPATION AND '!'HE UGEQ REFERENDA • • 

IV. ORGANlZATIONAL INTEGRATION AND THE UGEQ. VOTE • • • • • 

V. INFLUENCE OF PRIMARY GROUP MEMBERSHIPS ON VOTING IN 
THE UG~. REFERENDA •••• • • • • • ••••••••• 

VI. KNCTtlIEDGE OF THE ISSUES OF THE UGEQ REFERENDA • • • 

VII. SCME arHER FACTORS RELATED TO STUDENT VOTING IN THE 
UGEQ REFERENDA • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

PART III. THE BLOOD DRIVE 

• • 

· . 

VIII. SOOIAL PARTICIPATION AND THE BLOOD DRIVE ••••••• 
IX. INFLUENCE OF PRlMARY GROUP MEMBERSHIPS ON DONATION 

OF BLOao IN THE BLOao DRIVE ••••••••••• . . . 
x. SOO OTHER FACTORS REIATED TO STUDENT DONATION" OF 

BLOOD: A CCMPARISON WITH THE UGEQ REFERENDA ••• • • 

iii 

Page 

11 

v 

1 

11 

21 

29 

35 

42 

47 

54 

65 

71 



; .' 

:i 
", 

C'" 
" 

(' 

PART IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Cbapter 
XI. SUHMARY AND CONCLUSIONS • • •••••••••••••• 

iv 

Page 
76 

APFENDIX A - INDICES ••••••••••••••••••••• 83 

APPENDIX B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86 

APFENDIX C • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • c. 90 

APPENDIX D - QUESTIONNAIRE • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 92 

LIST OF WQRKS CONSULTED • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 111 

ï, 



1: C) 

o 

" . 
i i 
.' . 

:' , 
~ .. ) 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

II;''l. Distribution of Sample by Course ••• • • .• • .'. 13 

U-2. Distribution of Sample by Nilmbei' of Years . at 
~Gill Univarsit.y ••• •• ••••••••• 13 

U-3. Distribution of Sample by Organizational 
Membership in Comparison to'the'1961-196~' 
student Societ,y survey • • • • ~ • • • • • . . •• 14 

II-4. Distribution of Sample by Socio';'economic status • , • 15 

lU-le> Level of Organizational Activity and UGE;t Voting .', 22 

1II-2 •. Level of Organizati6nâl" Aétivity àmd Politiéal 
Activit.y Score .• • • • • • • • • • • .. • • .. •• 23 

III-3. Level of Campus Inf6r!ilal SoéiaJ. . Rélations . 
and U~ Voting •••••••• • • • • • • • ... 24 

Iu-4. Inform8.l Social Relations, OrgailiZational 
Acti Vi t.y a:nd the U~ Vote ••••• .• .. • .. ••• 24 

IU-5. Leve l of Organizational Activit.y and UGEQ Vote" . 
for "l>ÉD.bers of 'Fraterni ties who obtâiiled " 
Information on the U~ Referenda .......'. 26 

IU-6. Leval of Organizatio:r..al. Activit.y and UG~ 
Voting, for Mambers of organizations: • • . . . , .. 26 

IU-7 • Level ,Of Organizational ActivitY and Most 
Important· S0U:t:ce of Opinion • • • • • • • • • •• 27 

III-B. Leval of Organizational Activit.y and UG1!Xl 
Voting, for Students who Reported a Great 
Deal of Interest in the UG~ Referenda • • 

IV-l. Degree of Integration of the Organization 
MOst Important to 'the Respondent and UGEQ 
Voting of Organization M:mtbera, . Compared 

•••• 28 

with UGEQ Voting of Isolates • • • • • • • • • •• 30 

v 

:.," 

• >,,~ 

:": . 
. ' . ".} 



:.1 

; '; 
.' . ... 

l; 

i.' , 

,:'. 

Cl 

() 

r' .-L ..... 

vi 

Table Page 

IV-2. Level of Integration of the Organization Most 
Important to the Respondent and U~ Voting, 
Controlling for Members' Knowledge of the 
Position that Recei ved the Support of Most 
Group Members •••••••••.••••• •••• 

V-le Attitude about Studerits Voting in Campus Elections 
and Referenda and. Voting in UGFX;l Referenda •• 

V-2. F.riends' Atti tudeEi about· Student. Voting in Campus 
Elections and Referenda and Nu:lber of Times 

• • 

31 

Respondent Voted ••••••••••••.••• ~. 37 

V-3. Number of Closest Friends who Voted in UGBQ. 
Referenda and StUdent Voting, Controlling .for 
student' s Attitude Toward Voting in Campus 
Elections and Referenda • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

v-4. Attitudes Toward Voting in Campus Elections .and 
Referen4a altld student. s own Voting Record, 
Controlling for Parents' Atti tutie Toward Student 

38 

Voting •••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 39 

v-5. Respondent's Knowledge of the Posit:ton of urgani­
zation Members and UGEQ Voting, Oontrolling for 
ParentS' Upinion ••••••••••••••• • • 

VI-l. Knowledge of the Issues and Number of Times . Stu.dent 
Voted in the U~ Referenda. • • • • • • • • • •• 43 

VI-2. 

VI-3. 

VIII-l. 

Level of Knowledge e.nd student Voting in the UGEQ 
Referenda,. Controlling for Leval of urgam.z..a­
tional Acti vi ty • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • 

Level of Knowledge and Voting in UGEQ Referenda,. 
Controlling for Social Relations Score •••• 

• • 

• • 

Frequency of Voting in the U~ Referenda and 
Donation of Blood • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • ..... 

VIII-2. Level of urganizational A.ctivi ty and Donation 
of Blood •• • • • • • •••••••••• • 

VIII-3. Relationsbip Between Receiving Information 
aliIout the Blood Drive !rom FellOw urganization 
Members and Giving Blood • • • • • • • • • • • 

VIII-4. Intormal Social Relations Score and Donation 
of Blood • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

44 

45 

55 

56 



Table 

VIII-5. 

VIII-6. 

VIII-7. 

Frequency Distribution of Most Important; 
Source of Information • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Most Important soUrces of Influence on Donation 
of Blood and Whether Respondent did Give Blood 

• • 

• • 

Level of Social Relations and Most Important 
Source of Information in Decision ,-,lhether to 
Give Blood or note ••••••••••••• • • • 

VIII-8. Level of Social Relations and Donation of Blood 

Page 

58 

59 

61 

Controlling for Host Important Source of Influence 61 

VIII-9. Level of Integration of the Organization and 
Members' Donation of Blood •••••••• • •• 

VIII-~O. Number of l~bers of the Organization MOst 
Important to the Respondent who Gave Blood 
and Whether Respondent Gave Bloodor Not, 
Compared wi th Figures for Isolates •••• •••• 

VIII-lI. Number of l'1embers of the Organization Most 
Important to the Respondent who Donated Blood 
and Respondent 's Donation of Blood, Gontrolling 
for In:tegration of the Organization •• • •. 

~Jl. Respondent's Strength of Feeling about Giving 
Blood and Donation of Blood in the Blood Drive 

DC-2. Parents' Attitude on the Question of the 
Student ~s Donation of Blood and Student 

• • 

.. . 
Donation of Blood • • • • • • • • • • ••••••• 

IX-3. Number of Friends who Donated Blood and 
Student Donation of Blood •• • • • • • • • • • • 

IX-4. Number of Glosest Friends who Donated Blood 
and Donation of Blood by Respondents, Controlling 
for the Re sponde nt 'B Attitude:'oward the 

62 

63 

64 

66 

67 

67 

Donation of Blood • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • •• 68 

IX-5. 

X-le 

Number of Closest Friends who Donated Blood and 
Donation of Blood by Respondent, Controlling 
for Parents' Attitude ••••••••••••• 

Socio-economic Status and. Donation of Blood • • • 

X-2. Attitude Toward Student Donation of Blood and 
Donation of Blood in this Year's Blood ~ive, 
Gontrolling for sax of, Re sponde nt •••••• • 

• • 

• • 

• 

69 

71 

73, 



C 

( ) 

'\ 

-------------------------~--"-~""~" 

viti 

Tab1.e Page 

X-3. Number of' Years Student has Attended McGill. 
University and Donation of' Blood ••••••••• 74 

B-I. Socio-eeonomic status and UGEQ Vote • • • • • • • • 86 

B-2. Socio-economi~ status and Level of 
Organizational Activity • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 86 

B-3. Sex and Number of' U~ Votes •••••••••••• 85 

B-4. Interest in the UGEQ Ref'erènda andNUmber of' 
Times Student Vo~d • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 87 

B-5. ParentS' 1 Attitude Toward the" Respondent 1 s votitlg" 

B'-6. 

B-7. 

B-8. 

B-9. 

in UGEQ ref'erenda, b.Y sex • • • • • • • • • • • •• 87 

Nu.TOber of' Closest Friends who Voted and RespOIl-
dent 's Voting in the UGEQ Ref'erenda, b.Y sex: • • •• 88 

Student's Place of' ResidenceDuring the Acàdemic 
Year and UGEQ Vote ••••••• • • • • • • • • • 88 

NUmber of' Years at MCGiII University and NUmber 
of' Times Student Voted in the UGOO Ref'ereIlda_. 

Number of' Yeal'S at the Uni versi ty and Level of 

• • 88 

Organizational Aetivity • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 89 

BJ.rl(j)~ c Number of' Years: at H:Gill University and VOJting 
in the UGEQ Ref'erenda, Oontrolling"for"Lévèl 

C-2. 

of OrganiZ'ational Acti vi ty •••••• • • • • •• 89 

Relationship Bet'ween Parents·' Attitude Toward 
Student's Donation of' Blood, by Sex •••• .. . • • 

Relationship between NUmber of' Close Friends 
Who Donated Blood, and Student Donation of 
Blood, by Sex • • • • • • • • • ." • • • • 

Place of' Residence During the Academie Year 
and Donation of' Blood • • • r • • • • • • 

Year SJt, University and Donation of Blood, 
Controlling f'or Level of' Social Relations 

••••• 

.. . . . . 
• • • • • 

90 

91 

91 



{ 
\. 

PART l 

INTRCDUCTION AND METHOD OF STtJDy 



( 

{ 

. ~.-

2 

CHAPrER l 

!NTR<DUCTION 

In this the sis, the reJ.ationship between vanous group member­

ships of university students and their partiaipation in certain 

campus-vide activities 1s stud1ed. The qllestion asked is: Wbat are 

the dif'ferences in campus polltical participation and donatioll of bl.ood 

in t~e Bl.ood Drive of isolates and of studsnts vith l.ow or high degrees 

of social. participation in campus l.Ue. The thes1s 1s divided inte wo 

parts. In the first part, an anaJ.ysis 1s made of student participation 

iD campus pol.1tics, and the referenda te detel'llline wbether HcGill 

University voul.d join the Union Géné~e des Etudiants de Quebec (U~) 

1B particu1.ar; in the second, participation of students in the autumn. 

Bl.ood Drive i8 CŒlsidered. 

As. Lipset !l.!!. point out in their articl.e in The HancIbook of 

Social. Psychol.ogz: 

••• the act of voting ean vell be used as a paradigm for 1II8l'Q" 
other activities •••• Systematic anal.ysis of the factors ~fectlng 
Olle decision, such as voting, for which a considerabl.e body of 
data is availabl.e, shou1.d therefore contribute te the UJlder­
standing of b~bavior in lII8D1' other secters of modem l.Ue.l. 

In tbis study, ideas in the main from po1.1tical. socicl.ogy l.iter­

ature bave been tested tesee whether they hol.d for two kiDds of generaJ. 

l.Seymour H. Lipset, Paul. F. l&sar-a:îeld, Allen H. Barton and 
Juan Linz, "The Psychology ot Vot1ng: An Anal.ysis of Pol.1tical Bebav­
ior,· Handbook of Social. Ps;ychology,· eci. Gardner Lindzey (Reading, Mass.: 
Addison-Wesley Pïi.bllShiDg CODI:p8n1", Inc., l.954), II, pp. 1124-25 • 



c 

.,... ... 

( 

) 

university colllllunity activities--oJ1e ot which is political and one which 

is note 

There are severa! approaches to the analysis ot participa.tiona 

In the area ot polltical soc10108'1', one approach is round in the theoZ7 

of mass society. According to the theory of maSB society as expounded 

by Lipset, Trow and Coleman in Union Democracy, membership in voluntary 

ol"~an1zations v1thin the International Typographical Union (ITU), vhose 

cOlllll1UJÛcat1ons vere not controlled by the l'l'U, vas a factor which lad 

to greater participation in general. union polltica and to QJÜon 

dellOcracy. This vas due to the fact that these secondary organ.izations 

vere 1ndependent sources of opinions, alternate cODlllunication channe1s 

to that of the union bureaucracy, and training grounds in political 

skills tor members.2 In the mass society, nonparticipation in independ­

ent voluntary organizations leads to Itatomizationlt ot membership and 

relative isolation from other than the tormal union channels of 

communication and influence. 

Kornhauser in The Polltics of Mass Society points out that 

political involvement, using voting as an indicator, is positively 

related to, and indeed is an indication ot, the degree of social 

involvement or isolation, in general, ot various segments ot the popu­

lation, even when such factors as age, sex, income, education and 

religion are held constant.) Thus, lov status people and/or those who 

are not involved in mediating organizations should have fewer social 

tiea to the comnunity and theretore be leas likely to obtain 

2Seymour Martin Lipset, Martin A. Trov, and James S. Coleman, 
Union Democracy (Gleneoe, nl.: The Free Press, 1956), Chapter IV. 

3w1lliam KOrnhauser, The Po1itics ot Mass Society (Glencoe, Ill.: 
The Free Press, 1959), pp. 63-73. 

1 , . 
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the relevant political information on issues of the election, or to 

vote. 

Furthermore, there are DI8llY studies ot participation in voluntar,y 

organizations and its correlates--and both political participation and 

socio-economic status are positively related ta organizational involve­

ment. These studies include information trom national surveys (in the 

United States)--for example, those cited b;r Wright and ~,4 !ane,5 

and Kornhauser.6 There have been studies ot urban area~, such ~s those 

ot KomarovSky,7 Erbe,8 and others. Fina1]y, one ot the Most extensive 

areas of study of organizational. participation has been in the literature 

on trade unions, ot which the Spinrad article provides a summar,y up to 

1960.9 

Sim1'arly, many of the factors which lead to political partici­

pation, espec1ally voting, have been found repeatedly, in study aiter 

study. Included among these studies and reviews of the literature are 

4cbarles R. Wright and Herbert H. H;yma.n, "Voluntary Association 
Hembersbips of American Adults: Evidence f'rom. National Sample Surveys, n 
American Sociological Review,XXIII (June, 1958), pp. 28~-29~. . 

5Robert E. Lana, Political Life (Glancoe, D.l..: The Free 
Press, 1959), pp. 187-194. 

6Komhauser, pp. 63-73. 

7Mirra Komarovsky, "'l'he Voluntar,y Associations ot Urban 
Dwellers,aAmerican Sociological Review, XI (December, 1946), 
pp. 686-698. 

Bwilliam Erbe, ItSocial Involvement and Political Activity: A 
Replication and Elaboration, Il American Sociologieal Beview, XXII (April, 
196~), pp. 237-244. . 

9W1lJ:1.am Spinrad, "Correlates of Trade Union Participation: A 
SUlJJID8.1"Y' of the Literature," American Sociologieal Review, XXV (April, 
1960), pp. 237-244. 

-\ 
., ., .. , 



those of Woodward and Repar,lO Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet,l1 

Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPbee,12 campbell and Kahn,13 Campœ.ll, GuriD 

and Miller,14 V.O. Key, Jr.,lS and others. 

Binee participation in the internal affaira of a voluntar;y" 

organization is a form of political activity, it is net unexpected that 

Many of the same factors are correlated with polltical participation, 

both in the larger society and witbin the smaller organization, such as 

the union. Theae factors include socio-economic statua, age, sex, 

residenee, and participation in formal and/or intormal groups witbin 

the organization or society. The last factor mentioned-which will be 

called social participation--is one ot the major variables considered 

in this thesis. 

A second general approach to the analYsis of social participa­

tion ia what Katz and Lazarsfeld calI, nrecognition that interpersona1 

relationa--in the pr1mary group-- ~sJ a relevant 'intervening variable' 

10Jullan L. Woodward and Elmo Reper, nPolltical Activity of 
American Citizens, n' Political Behavior, eds. Heinz Eulau, Samuel .1. 
Eldersveld and Morris Janowitz (Glencoe, ID.: The Free Press, 19S6), 
pp. 133-137. 

llPaul F. Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hazel Gaudet, The 
People's Choice (2d ed.; New York:: Columbia University Press, 19IiBJ', 
chaps •. vand xv. 

12Bernard Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld and William N. McPhee, 
Voting (Chicago: University of Chicago Prass, 19S4), chaps. iv and vi. 

13 Angus Campbell and Robert L. Kahn, The People E1ect a 
President (ADn Arbor, Mich.: Survey Research Center, Institute for 
Social Research, 19S2), p. 38. 

14Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin and Warren E. Miller, The 
Voter Decides (Evans ton, Ill.: Row, Peterson, 19S4), chap. vII:' 

lSv .0. Key, Jr., PollUes, Parties and Pressure Groups (4th ed.; 
New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1956), chap. xxic 
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for production in the factor.y, motivation for combat in the army, 

social mobllity in the urban collDDunity and for l'f'',ponse to mass media 

influences.1I16 It bas been shown tbat the primary group, in the f'orm of' 

family or triendship group, affects the opinions and attitudes of its 

members, in the way people vote and if' they vote.17 

Propositions derived trom a third approach are also tested in 

tbis paper--the stu~ of' the variable organisations1 integration and 

f'actors related to it. Integration ot the organisation, as eoneep­

tualized hare, is closest to Landecker's communicative integration or . 

"the extent to which communicative contacts permeate a group. ul8 It 

should retlect the sociometrie network linkage of' members of' the 

organization somewbat as sociometrie studies of group cohesiveness have 

done. Group cohesiveness is detined by Festinger as nthe resultant ot 

all the f'orces acting on the members to remain in the' group, n19 and èan 

be operationally detined by the ratio of' ingroup to outgroup sociometrie 

choiees.20 

The reasons under1ying the examination of' organizational 

integration and its relationship to student participation in university 

l~u Katz and Paul F.Lazarsfeld,. Persona! Intluence (Glencoe, 
ill.: The Free Press, 1955), p. 39. . 

17Lazarsf'e1d, Bere1son and Gaudet, pp. 140-145 on the intluenC8 
of the f'amil.y. See a1so Bere1son, Lazarsf'eld and MePhee, pp. 88-90 OD 

the tam:il.y, and pp. 97-98 on friands and co-workers. 

1Bwerner S. Landeeker, ''Types ot Integration and their Maasure­
ment,n- American Journal of Soci01ogy, LXI (Januar.y, 1951), p. 336. 

19Leon Festinger, tt"Inrormal Social Communication,U P!lcho10gical 
Review, LVII (September, 1950), p. 274. 

20peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott, Forma1 Organizations 
(San Francisco: Chandler Publisbing Company, 1962), pp. 107-108. 
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evants ot general interest can be 1'ound in the results ot the tollowing 

studies. Pinard, using the community as the unit ot ~Bis, shows 

that "the adoption or rejection ot fluoridation reterendums, as well as 

the degree ot unanimity, is a tunction 01' the structural integration ot \ 

the community.n2l Festinger, Schachter and Back show that the more 

cohesive were the residential courts in the housing project which they 

studied, the more similar were the residents' attitudes on a topic 01' 

22 importance to group functioning. As Festinger points out, " ••• the 

greater the attractiveness ot the group tor the members, the greater 

the amount ot influence which the group could successtully exert on its 

members with the result that there existed greater contorm1ty in 

attitudes and behavior in the more cobesive group.n23 

The purpose ot this study is to explore tbe social tactors 

associated with student participation in campus evants ot general 

interest. The literature on mass society leads to the bypotbesis 01' a 

positive relationsllip between participation, both in tormal and intormal 

groups on campus, and participation in tbe two UGEQ reterenda. Tbe 

literature on group cobesiveness leads to the bypothesis that tbe deg~ 

ot integration ot the organization ot whic~ .. the student is a member is 

positively related to participation in tbese above-mentioned enra­

curricular campus events in wbich the participation ot tbe entire 

21Maurice Pinard, "Structural Attacbments and Political Support 
in Urban Politics: The Case ot Fluoridation Referendums,"' American 
Journal ot Sociolosz, LXVnI (Marcb, 1963), p. 513. 

22Leon Festinger, Stanely Schachter and KUrt Back, Social 
Pressures in Informa! Groups (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1950). 

23Festinger, Psychologiesl Review, LVII, September, p. 277. 
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student body i8 sought. Similarly, the effect of parental and friend­

sb1p groups--of primary group norms--is hypo1;hesized as being related 

to participation in the UGEQ referenda. In the case of the Blood Drive" 

tb1s.is an exploratory analysis of the effect of the above major 

variables on student donation of blood. 

The UGEQ Referenda and the Blood Drive 

The UGEQ referenda and the Blood Drive were chosen for tb1s 

analysis because both were campus-wide student events, and because the 

large st possible turnout was solicited in both--by the campus 

newspaper" The .McGill Da1ll, by' posters,. by prominent members of the, 

university fa cult y and of the .student body. 

It can be asked--w~ is it necessar;y to st~ both the Blood 

Drive and the U~ referenda: w~ not study participation in the 

UGEQ referenda ooly? The UGEQ votes are inc1uded as examples of 

political activity" testing the mass society theory in its own domaine 

The Blood Drive analysis presents another campus event of general 

university interest of which the findings may ar.t as a control or check 

on the results obtained in the UGEQ analy'sis. Furthermore" the anal.ysis 

of participation in the Blood Drive· presents the opportunity to see 

whetber mass society theor,y is a signiticant e~tor.Y device for the 

study of participation in areas other than politics. 

Strong appeals for student participation were made in both typas 

of genaral university avents but theywere two different types ot 

appeals. The appeal in the Blood Drive campaign, which is· an annual 

week-long Red Cross .Blood Donor olinic" held every autumn on the McGill 

campus" is to the students' sense ot responsibilityand humanitarianism. 
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For example, on the last day of the Blood Donor clinic, the Vice-Cbainnan 

of the Blood Drive was quoted in The McGlll Daill as saying tbat, "The 

student's sense ot responsibility should prod bi:m to give blood teday, 

as soon as possible.n24 

The appeal in the case of the UGEQ controversy was of a polltical 

nature-tbat every student should exercise bis rights as a student at 

the University in order to decide whether McGill University should join 

the umon Générale des Etudiants de Qu(;bec (UGEQ). McGill has belonged 

te the Canadian Union ot Students (CUS), a Canada-wide student organi.za-

tion, which vas formed te represent the students of its member 

universities. There vas disappointment among some members of CUS as to 

the performance ot tbat organization. The French-language universities 

of Quebec pulled out of CUS and formed a Quebec student union (UGEQ). 

Invitations for membership vere extended to the English-language 

universities in the Province of Q1lebec. 

The McGill Student Societ.y, as represented by the Student 

Councll, joined U~. Certain groups of students who did not vant 

McGill to join UGEQ forced a referendum on the question, that of 

December l, 196,5. Since there were not enough ballots at the nurses' 

polling station, some nurses were denied the right to vote in tbis 

tiret referendllm. Nursing students demanded that the f'irst ref'erendum 

be declared inval1d and tbat a second reterendum be held. This second 

referendUll took place on January 26, 1966. 

The pollcies of U~ inc1ude nnil1ngualism (tbat French be the 

sole official language of the organization), student syndicalism, the 

24rhe McGill Daily, LV (October 29, 1965), p. 1. 
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organ:f.zing ot Quebec university students as a pressure group in order 

ta deal. vith tedera! and provincial governments (tor example, on sucb 

questions as the lowering or abolition ot university tees), tbe organ­

izing ot students in aid ot striking workers and in sucb areas as civil. 

rigbts and anti-Viet Nam War demonstrations. Twice the Mc Gill student 

boQy rejected membersbip in UGEQ, but the tirst reterendum led to "the 

1a~gest turnout at a student elaction in McGill's histor.r.ft25 

Thus the two evants, the U~ reterenda and the Blood Drive, 

altbough both campus-wide in scope, ditter fundamentally in that where 

the Blood Drive is an annual event ot a "humanitarianq nature, tbe UGEQ 

question vas ot major importance te the student body itselt; it would 

decide tbe direction the McGill student body and its leaders would 

take--te join the militant, (Frencb-Canadian) nationalist, syndicalist 

UGEQ or not te join and tbere:t'ore not te he bound by tbe policies ot 

UGEQ. 

25Tbe McGill Daily, LV (December 2, 1965), p. 1. 
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CHAPrER n 

METHOD OF STUDY 

The purpose of this study is to test certain propositions ot 

sociological theory dealing vith social participation. It is explan­

atory in tbat it is testing propositions derived trom mass society 

11 

theory, lite rature on the infiuence ot the primary group on behaviour, 

and studies on the effects of group cohesiveness. In addition, some 

hypotheses testing the relationship betveen knowledge (on the UGEQ 

qnestion), social participation and political activity are exp1ored, 

using data :trom a survey of students in introductory (second year) and 

advanced courses in socio1ogy at McGill University in late February and 

early March, 1966. 

The nonrandom sample consists ot la.2 undergraduate students, 

some in tirst, but MOst in the second, third and tourth year ot Arts, 

Science, Commerce, Education, P~sica1 and Occupational Therapy, and 

Bachelor ot Science in Nursing courses. A structured questionnaire vas 

administered dur:ing class time ot one third and one tourth year 

socio1ogy course, and during conference hours ot the introductory 

socio1ogy course. 

The nonrandom samp1e was chosen purposely, (a) because socio1ogy 

courses provided the most neconomical" source of respondents in terme 

ot time, money and administration ot the questionnaire, (b) because tbese 

sources provided the large number ot cases that are necessary for multi-

variate analysis. Even more important than the above-mentioned reasons, 
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1s tbe one provided by the explanatory purpose of tbe study'--to test 

certain bypotbeses trom sociological. tbeory and to explore otbers. For 

tbis type of study, any group of people in whicb the factors to be 

studi.ed are found can be used. In this study', sociology students vere 

cbosen because tbe;y were most accessible. As Selvin and Hagstrom point 

out about tbeir sample in tbeir study of the determinants of support for 

civil l1berties, It ••• tbe sample ia representative of certain kinds or 

social backgrounds and campus experiences, ratber tban of a partic\1lar 

collection of people.q26 

In order ta test the t'wo-variable tables generated in tbis 

anal.;ysis, a nonparametric test of significanee, Cbi Square (x2), is 

used. This test sbows wbetber the relationsbip between nominal 

'Jariabl.es obtained in a contingency table is due to chance. As Ferguson 

mentions, !tIf tbis value is equal to or is greater than tbe critica1. 

value requ1red for signiticance at an accepted significance level for 

tbe appropriate ~ tbe null bypotbesis ~bat the variables are 

independent of each othe:]is rejected. n If Chi Square is below the 

critical value (at least the 0.05 level of significance), the null 

~thesis is accepted. 

Some Facts about the Distribution of Certain 
Social Characteristics of Students 

in tbis Sample 

Tbe sample containe 161 (39%) male and 250 (61%) female 

26 Hanan C. Selvin and Warren O. Hagstrom, ItDeterminants of 
Support for Civil L1berties," The Berkeley Student Revolt, eds. Seymour 
Martin L1pset and Sbel.don S. Wolin (Garden City, NoY.: Anchor Books, 
Doubleday & Company, !ne." 196,5), p. 495. 

27George A. Ferguson, Statistical AnaJ.ysis in P~cholog;y and 
Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Bôok Company, Inc., l 9), p:l6ô. 

\ 
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Some Facts about the Distribution ot Certain 
Social Cheracteristics ot Students 

in this Sample 

The sample containe 161 (39%) male and 250 (61%) female 

26Hanan C. Sel vin and Warren O. Hagstrom, IlDeterminants of 
Support tor Civil Liberties, Il The Berkeley Student. Revolt, eds. Seymour 
Martin Lipset and Sheldon S. Wolin (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 
Doubleday & Company, Inc.-, 1965), p. 495. 

27George A. Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in P~cbology and 
Education (New York: McGraw-Hill Bôok Company, ÏÏÏc., l 9), p. 160. 
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undergraduate students. Females predominate because soèiology courses, 

which enroll more femle tban male students, were sampled. 

Table 1I-1 shows the distribution of students by course; the 

majorityare in Bacbelor of Arts or Science d.egree courses. 

TABLE II-l.--Distribution of students in the sampl~ b.1 course 

Course 

Bachelor of Arts 
Bachelor of Science 
other degrees 

Percentage 

60 
31 
9 

Number 

246 
128 

36 

. The distribution of students in the sample by number of years 

that tbey bave attended McGill University i8 shown in Table 1I-2. 

~LE 1I-2.--Distribution of students in the sample by number of years 
at McGill University 

Number of years at McGill 

<he year 
Two years 
Tbree years 
Four years or more 

Percentage 

9 
48 
25 
18 

Number 

37 
196 
103 

75 

The distribution of students as to campus voluntary organiza-

tion membersbip is seen in Table 1I-3. This distribution dilfers from 

that of a university-wide SUl"V'ey done in the Department of Soci010gy 

and Antbropology of McGill University :ln 1961-1962 for the McGUl 

Student Society.28 In comparison with the Student Society sample, 

28For Table 1I-3, proportions of student organization member­
ahips in the Student Society Survey sample were computed trom the 
original deck of IBM cards tor that sample. 
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members of the present sample who belong to one organization woul.d seem 

to be underrepresented and members of three or more organizations are 

found in higher proportions. 

TABLE II-3.--Distribution of the samp1e b.r organizational membersbips 
in comparison to the 1961-1962 Student Society survey- (in percentages) 

Number of organizations of 
whicb student i8 member 
(inc1udes fraternities) 

No organisations 
One organization 
Two organizations 
Tbree or more organizations 

N 

Tbesis Samp1s 

36 
21 
20 
23 

(!a2) 

Student Society­
Survey- Samp1e 

34 
29 
22 l, 

(380) 

. The distribution of students in tbis sample by- socio-econom1.c 

statua, using Duncan's Soc1o-economic Index for AU Occupations adapted 

to tbe NORe Scale to classit,y fatbers' occupat1ons, 18 seen in Table 

n_4.29 The rather bigb proportion ot the students in medium and higb 

socio-economic status groups 1s expected of univers1ty students, the 

majority of whose parents are relat1vely we11_to_do.30 

Concepts and Operational Definitions 

The main variables in the analysis are social partic1pation 

which includes organizational act1v1ty- and social. relat10ns scores, as 

29ot1s Dudley Duncan, ttSocio-economic Index for AIl Occupations,tt 
in Albert J. Raiss, Jr., Occupations and Social Statue (New York: The . 
Pree Press of Glencoe, 196î), cbâp. vi and Append1x B. 

30 Dae1 Wolfle, "Educational Opportunity, Measured Intelligence, 
and Social Background," Education, Economy and Society, ed. A.C. Halsey, 
Jean Floud and C. Arnold Anderson (New îôrk: The Free Press of Glencoe, 
1961), p. 230. 
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well as knowledge of political events, in this case of the UGEQ 

question, level of integration of the voluntary organizations reported 

by members of the sample, socio-economic statua and politieal participa­

tion scores.31 

~LE 1I-4.--Distribution of students in the sample by socio-economic 
status 

Socio-economic statua of students 

Low (under 70) 
Medium (70-79) 
High (80 ai1d above) 

Percentagea 

14 
48 
38 

Number 

53 
187 
150 

aThe 22 non-respondents were not includ.ed in the percentage. 

The analysis ot the students' participation in campus social 

life will deal with the position of the student in the structure of 

voluntary organizations on campus; also, it will be concerned with bis 

position in the structure of inf'omal. "friendshipn groups. These uo 

variables are similar to, although oot identical vith, those uaed by 

L1PS81i, Trow and Coleman in the1r analysis ot social and political 
. 32 

participation of union members in Union Democracy. Erbe' s modifica-

tion of the Chapin Social Participation Scale in whieh people are 

scored, (a) for membership, (b) on selt-reported attendance at meetings, 

Cc) on level of interest in the organization, and (d) on highest 

office ever held, ie the operatioi~ definition of level of organiza­

tionaJ. activity of the students)3 The sample was divided into three 

31For a more detailed description of the major indices and 
their construction, see Appendix A. 

32Lipset, Trow and Coleman, Appen.d1x l, pp. 490-91 (Anchor Books) 

33Erbe, American Sociological Review, XXIX, No. 2, p. 205, 
footno1ie 22. 
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groups: students vith no organizational affiliations or isolates, those 

low in organizational activi:ty, and those high in organizationa1 

activity. 

The social relations score is an adaptation of Lipset, Trow and 

Colemanls social relations index.34 Students are scored on their 

answers to three questions, (a) on the amount of time spent vith other 

students at the university outside of classes and laboratories, (b) on 

the amount of free time spent with McGill students as against people 

outside Mc Gill, and (c) on hov m.a..ny of the studentls three close st 

friends are McGill students. The highest possible score is three, the 

lovest is zero. 

Although there is an attempt to relate the level of integration 

of the voluntary organizations to members l level of participation in 

general university events, the design and scope ot the study made it 

impossible to obtain objective sociometrie JDeaaur8S of organizational 

integration. A division of types of organizations into groups ot bigh 

or low integration vas made, using the respondents' own answers to a 

question vhich asked whether each organization to which they belonged 

vas closely or loosely knit. 

Ir 6tfI, or more of the respondents who were members of a 

particular type of organization reported that the organization vas 

closely knit, it vas categorized as being highly integratedj if less 

than 60% of the members felt that the organization was t1gh~knit, it 

was categorized as being one of low integration. Types of organizations 

categorized as highly integrated are fraternities, intercollegiate and 

34ypset, Trowand Coleman, Appendix l, p. 491. 

., 

\ 
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intramural athletic teams, communications media, religious groups and 

athletic clubs. Political clubs, special interest groups and national 

clubs are categorized as be1ng loosely integrated by this procedure~ 

Soeio-economic status ot the respondents was scored using otis 

Dudley Duncan's Socio-economic Index tor All Occupations, transtormed to 
. 35 

the NORe Scale. Students were scored according to their tathers' 

occupations and tbree divisions were made. 'lbe law-SES group contains 

scores trom 48 to 69 and roughly represents certain ot the service 

occupations, crattsmen, tOçemen, operatives and kindred, clerical and 

kindred workers, and a lawer group ot managers, otticials and proprietors. 

The middle-5ES group contains scores trom 70 to 79 and represents higher 

status crattsmen, toremen and kindred occupations, as well as clerical 

and kindred workers, a Middle group ot managers, otticials and 

proprietors, both salaried and self-employed, sales workers and some 

protessional and kindred workers. The high-5ES group (with scores ot 

80 and above) contains a higher stratum ot managers, of'licials and 

proprietors and ot protessional, technical and kindred workers. 

An adaptation of the Woodward-Roper political participation 

scale is used.36 It contains weighted questions on (a) trequency of 

intormal political discussion, (b) attempts to ini'luence campus 

ofticials, (c) personal political campaigning, and (d) number ot tintes 

the respondent has voted in 'live of the present and previous academic 

years' elections, including the two UGEQ reterenda. This scale was 

used mainlY to double check the results ot the dependent variable, 

350tis Dudley Duncan, in Raiss, chap. vi and Appendix B. 

36woodWard and Ropar, in Eulau et al., pp. 133-137. The scor­
ing was similar to that of Erbe, Americiii'Sociological Review, XXIX, 
No. 2, p. 202, tootnote 15. 
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number ot times (out ot two possible) the respondent voted in the UGEQ 

reterenda. Findings, using the political participation scale, vere 

similar in most cases to· those reported tor the dependent variable ot 

the UGEQ section of the thesis. 

Divisions ot this Study 

Tbe reasons for student participation in the UGEQ reterenda and 

the Blood Drive are exam:ined in separate sections, since the explanator,y 

factors used do not play precise1y the same ro1e in the wo analyses. 

Voting in the UGEQ referenda is looked at in the tollowing 

section. Chapter III deals with social participation and trequency ot 

UGEQ voting~ inc1uding d_ata on organizational actiVityand social 

relations. Chapter IV discusses organizationa1 integration and its 

etfects on the trequency ot the respondents' UGEQ voting. Chapter V 

analyzes the attitudes of the individual, bis parents and his friends 

on campus and their eftects on UGEQ voting. Chapter VI shows the impor-

tance ot knov1ecige of the issues tor the wbo1e sample and tor stu'dents 

with ditferent 1eve1s of organizational activity and campus social 

relations. Chapter VII shows the role played by some other tactors 

which inc1ude socio-economic status, sex and year at the university. 

In Section III, attention shifts to donation of b100d in the 

B100d Drive. Cbapter VIII discusses social participation and the 

mood Drive. Chapter IX dea1s with the most iJIlportant influences on 

the student1s donation ot b1ood--his own attitude, that ot his parents 

in particular, and the behaviour of bis friends. Chapter X shows the 

role p1ayed by certain other factors in student donation ot b1ood •. 

Finally, a conc1uding chapter points out tbe important role 

1 
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played by' the student' s pr:1mar.r group Ilemberships in infiuencing the 

leve1 of bis participation in both types of CSIIpIls evants of generaJ. 

interest. It also discusses the part played b7 voluntar;r organisations 

in infiueiJcing participation in these events. 
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CHAPl'ERIII 

CAMPUS SOOIAL PARTICIPATION AND mE UGEQ. REFERENDA 

According to Lipset, Trow and C01eman's discuasicn ot the tbeor,y 

ot mass society in Union Democraey, tbe greater the participation ot 

union members in tbe occupational cODlllunity, tbe more 1ikely tbey vere 

to be inv01ved in union pollties. Tbis is because, among other tbings, 

independent voluntar,y associations, tt ••• serve in society as a vbole or 

in unions (1) as arenas vithin wbicb. new ideas are generated, (~) as 

communications networks tbrougb which people may learn and tom 

attitudes about politiCS •••• ..?7 Thua, the pro cess by vhich organiza­

tional membersbip 1eads to p01itical participation inv01ves communication 

ot knov1edge and attitudes about politics among the membersbip ot tbe 

organization. 

In tbis chapter, the relationsbip be1iween participation in 

campus tormal or intomal groups and participation in the UGEQ referenda 

i8 tested. Tbe analysis is carnee! turther, bowever, vhen the level ot 

communication and ot influence witbin traternities and other types ot 

campus voluntary organizations i8 studied. 

Participation in Campus Forma! and Intormal Groups 

This section deals vith tbe level of participation in campus 

voluntary organizations and level ot informa! social relations. 

37Lipset, Trow and Coleman, p. 89. 
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FolloWing Lipset, Trow and Coleman, it is hypothesized that the greater 

the participation ot students in campo.s voluntary organizations, the 

higher their level ot participation in general university evants. This 

bypothesis holds tor participation in the UGEQ reterenda (Table III-l), 

and tor the Woodward-Roper political participation score (Table III_2).38 

TABIE III-l.-Rel.ationsbip between level ot organizational activity and. 
U~ voting (in percentages) 

Humber ot t1mes Ievel ot organizational activity 
student voted in 
U~ reterenda Isolate ID1r High 

Twice 61 66 79 
Chee 18 25 17 
Not at an 21 9 4 

N (147) (114) (150) 

x?- = 28.09, dt : 4, P<O.OOI 

In the above table, it can be seen tbat while the individual 

law in organizational activity is only slightly more likely ta have 

voted both t:lmes tban the isolate, he 18 more likely to bave voted in at 

least one ot the UGEQ reterenda and mucb less 1ikely (d = 12) not ta 

have voted at aU. Those high in organizational activity are most likely 

ot all ta have voted bice and least likely not ta bave voted. 

In Table IJO:-2, it can be seen tbat those lov in organizational. 

38wben controlling tor the nmnber ot organizations ta whicb 
students belonged, it vas found. tbat nmnber ot organizations played 
only a sligbt part in influencing the UaEQ participation of students. 
Tbe major differences, however, were between students at ditterent 
levels cf organizational activity, despite the number ot organizations 
ta which tbey belonged. 

\ 
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activity are more likely tban isolat8s to be bigb on politieal activity. 

Those high in organizational aetivity are twice as likely to be bigh on 

political activityas the lov organizational activity group. Thus, 

although the relationship between level ot organizational activity and 

participation in campus politics holds, the dit!erence betveen those 

vitb a low organizational activity score and isolates is less tban that 

betlfeen students low and high on organizational activity. 

TABLE 1II-2.--Relationsbip between level ot organizational activity and 
political activity score (in percentages) 

Political Leval ot organizational activity 
activity 

score Isolate Low High 

10w (O-J) 56 46 22 
Medium (4) 28 27 26 
High (5-9) 16 27 52 

N (148) (114) (150) 

X2 : 53.45, dt = 4, P<O.OOl 

The second aspect of campus participation--level of informa! 

social relationsshould also be related to participation in general . ,. . ~" " . 

university events~ In Table III-J, it can be seen that there is a 

positive relationsbip between the informa! social relations score and 

the number of times the student voted in the U~ re!erenàa. -A similar 

relationship is tound between the informal social relations score and 

the political activity score. 

Controlling tor informa! social relations (Table nI-4), it 

vas found tbat therelationship between level of organizational 

activity and UGEQ voting still holds. More specifically, tor isolates 



rr 
"L .. 

24 

TABIE III-3. --Belationsbip between level of campus informal social rela­
tions score and frequena,y of UGEQ voting (in percentagea) 

Number of times 
atudent voted in 

UGEQ referenda 

Informa! social relations score 

Twice 
Once 
Not at aU 

N 

x2 = 9.22, dt = 2, P<O.Ol 

IDw score 

57 
25 
18 

(10.3) 

High score 

79 
15 
6 

level ot social relations influences whether they vote tvice or not but 

not whether the,y vote at alla For those low in organizational activity, 

the level of social relations not only affects the proportion voting 

both times but also the proportion who vote (d = 14). Level of social 

relations has less influence on the voting ot those wbo are bigh in 

organizational activity than it doea on tbe otber two categories ot 

respondants. 

TABLE 1II-4.--Relationsbip between informa! soc1&1 relationst organiza­
tional activityand the UGEQ vote (in percentages) 

Number ot times IDw informa! Rigb informa! 
student voted social relations social relations 

in Ucml.l 
reterenda Iso- IDw a Rigb' a Iso- IDw a Higb a 

(out ot two) lates activity activity lates activity activity 

Tw1ce 51 56 73 65 69 81 
Once 27 25 2.3 14 26 16 
Not at all 22 19 4 21 5 .3 

N (49) (.32) (22) (98) (80) (129) 

a llLow activity'l stands for lov organizational. activity and 
"bigb activityn stands. tor a bigb. lavel ot organizational activity. 

,; 
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Thus" for those students lev in organizational aetivity and in 

informa! social relations" there is a pattern of voting similar to tbat 

of isolates; the se students may in effect be isolates (relatively 

inactive in organizations to which they belong and with few friends on 

campus). When the same group of students bave a bigh level of informal 

social relations on campus" they are about as likely to vote twice as 

isolates and as likely to vote as students bigh in organizational activ-

ity. In. the se circumstances, a bigh level of attacbment to the campus 

community by means of informa! tiea with other students compensates for 

the relatively lev level of attacbment by means of formal organizational 

membersbip. (This cao be sean in Table TII-6 where students with a low 

level of organizational activity are less likely to bave received 

information on the UGEQ referenda from group members.) 

The Voluntary Organization as a Source ot Information 
and Influence 

According 1;0 mass society tbeor,y, secondary organizations shou1d 

perform the tunction of independent sources of opinion and alternate 

communication cbannels for their members. Questions on source of 

knowledge and of influence were used to test this. It was found that 

65 (or 83%) of the fratern1ty members in the sample designated their 

fellow fraternity members as a source of knowledge on the UOEQ question. 

or these fraternity members" those vith a bigh level of organizational 

activity were more likely ta vote both t:l.mes on the UGEQ question than 

those who bad a low level of organizational activity (Table III-5). 

For members of other campus organizations, however, the picture 

is somewhat difterent. Only 30% of them said that they received infor­

~tion on the UGEQ question trom tellow organization members. This 
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~LE 1II-5.--Relationship between level of organizational activity and 
UGEQ vote for members of fraternities who obtained information on the 

UGEQ referenda from fraternity members (in percentages) 

Humber of times fraternity 
member voted in the UGEQ 

referenda 

Level of organiZational activity 

Twice 
Once 
Not at all 

N 

59 
33 
8 

(27) 

High 

84 
16 
•• 

(38) 

x2 = 5.24, dt = 2, P<O.lO (not signti'icant at .05 level) 

includes 20% of the people low on organizational activity and 37% of 

those high on organizational activit,-. Thus, relatively few members of 

campus organizations other tban fraternities say that they obtained 

information on the UGEQ controversy within the1r organizations. Similar 

proportions in bath information categories do not vote at all; therefore, 

it seems that fraternity or organizational membership may be more 

important in influencing people to vote at least once, but information 

affects the frequency with which they vote (See Table 1II-6). 

TABLE III-6.--Relationship between level of organizational activity and 
UGEQ voting for members of organizations (in percentages) 

Number of t1mes Low High 
organization 

Received member voted Did not Received Did not 
in UGEQ information receive information receive 

referenda from group information from group information 
members from members members from members 

Twice 77 63 91 72 
Once 18 27 5 25 
Not at all 5 10 4 3 

N (22) (89) (55) (94) 
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Furthermore, of those students who belonged to organizations, 

only 17 or 6% felt tbat their fellow fraternity or organization members 

were most important in helping them form their opinion--10% of the 112 

who vere low on organizational activity and b% of the 151 students who 

bad a high organizatioDal activity score. 

Table III-7 points out the pre-eminent position of the mass media 

as sources of information and influence; friends come a distant second 

as a choice for Most important source of influence. Frater.nity and 

organization members in the low activity group are twice as likely as 

their bigh activity counterparts to list their fellow organization mem-

bers as the most important source of opinion and inf'luence on their 

position on the UGEQ referenda, while those high in organizational 

activity are twice as like1yas thosa 10v in organizationa1 activity to 

list Student Council members as being most important and less likely ta 

list either friands or the Daiq. The fact remaina, however, that these 

choiee categories are relative1y unimportant vhen compared ta the 

inf'luence of the mass meqia. 

TABLE 1II-7.--Relationsbip between level of organizational activity and 
moat important source of opinion on the UGEQ referenda (in percentages) 

Most important source ÙlV High 
of Isolates organizational organizational 

opinion activity activity 

Radio, televiaion or 
pamphlets 28 20 23 

The Daily 
Fraternity or organiza-

31 33 24 

tion members •• 10 4 
Student Council members 6 8 lS 
Friends 19 20 17 
None of thesea 16 9 17 

H (139) (106) (14S) 

X2 = 30.1S, df = 10, P(O.OOl 

aThis is a residual categor,y which the respondent could choose. 
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Organizational Membersbipt Ievel of Interest and Voting 

A final example of the influence of leve1 of organizational 

aetivity on voting in the UGEQ referenda 1s seen in Table III-B, which 

compares the UŒQ votes of students who reported a great deal of interest 

in the UGEQ referenda. With an increase in the level of organizational 

activity comes an increase in the proportion who voted twice and a 

simllar decrease in the proportion who did not vote at all. Thua, even 

for the bigbly interested, organizational actiVity influences voting. 

~t6 1II-6.--Belationsbip between level of organiZational activity and 
UGEQ voting for students who reported a great deal of interest in th e 

UGEQ: rererenda (in percentagee) 

Number of times the Level of organizational activity 
student voted in 

UGEQ rererenda Isolates Low High 

'l'wice 63 69 61 
tllce 20 24 17 
Not at an 17 7 2 

N (133) (97) (]J8) 

x2 : 26.90, dt = 4, P<O.OOl 

Thua it is seen that level or organizational activity and level 

of intormal social relations are ractors which contr1bute to student 

voting turnout in the UGiQ referenda. The Most important source or 

influence, however, ia the campus newspaper (The McGill Daily), the next 

MOst important source is friends of the student. 
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CHAPl'ER IV 

ORGANIZATIONAL INTEGRATION AND mE UGEQ VOTE 

Tbe tbeory ot mass society mainta.ins tbat participation in 

secondary organizations lIbich mediate between tbe individual and th~ 

community leadership lee4s to increased political participation on tbe 

part ot organization members. It was pointed out in Chapter nI, page 

21, tbat tbe process by which organization members become involved in 

community politics involves excbange witbin the o~anization ot informa­

tion and attitudes about political issues. At tbe group level, organiza­

tional integration i8 tbeoretically det1ned as -tbe extent to which 

communicative contacts permeate a group.q39 Furtbermore, "group 

cobesivenesa ia one de terminant ot the intluence wbicb a group ean wield 

over its membership.~O 

Thua, sinee organizational membersbip leads to a higber level ot 

political participation because ot tbe tlow ot communication among the 

membersbip, tbe level ot integration ot tbe organization (in other words, 

level ot communication or interaction) sbot1l.d intluence the political 

participation ot its members. Tbe second major bypothesis which this 

study tests 18 derived. trom tbe literature on organizational cobesive-

ness and attitudinal and behavioural contormit1'l 

39Landecker, Ameriean Journal ot Sociology, LVI, p. 336. 

40 Angus Campbell, Pb~liP E. Converse, Warren E. Miller and 
Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter (New York: John WUey & Sons, 
Inc., 1960), p. 309. 
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Tbe tbeo17 of mass society mainta.1ns tbat participation in 

secondary organizations vhieh mediate between tbe individual and. the 

community leadership leads to increased political participation on the 

part of organization members. It vas pointed out in Cbapter nI~ page 

2l~ tbat the process by which organization members become involved in 

community politics involves excbange witbin the organization of informa­

tion and attitudes about political issues. At the group level, organiza­

tional integration i8 theoretically defined as -tbe extent to vhicn 

communicative contacts permeate a group.a39 Furthermore, -group 

cohesiveness is one de terminant of the influence lIhich a group can vield 

over its membership.~O 

Thus, aince organizational membersbip leads to a higher level of 

political participation because of tbe flow of communication among the 

membership, the level of integration of the organization (in other vords, 

level of cODlllunication or interaction) should infiuence the political 

participation of its members. The second major bypotbesis vhich this 

study tests 18 derived tram the llterature on organizational cohesive­

nese and attitudinal and bebavioural conformity: 

39La.ndecker, American Journal of Sociolosz, LVI, p. 336. 

40Angus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren ~. Miller and 
Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter (Nev York: JC'IÎl:.O. Wiley & Sons, 
Inc.~ 1960), p. 309. 
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Assuming tbat the group supports participation ot members 
in general university actiVit1es, the participants in big~ 
integrated groups sbould partieipate in greater proportions 
:in these avents than those in groups ot lov integration, and 
the latter participants more tban nonparticipants in aIJy 
voluntar;y organisation (isolates). 

30 

Only one respondent reports tbat triends teel students should 

not vote in campus elections, tive report that their parents telt they 

should not vote in the UGEQ ref'erenda, and no organization ottieiaU,.. 

supported a nonvoting pol1cy f'or its members in the UGEQ reterenda. 

Theretore, it is assumed that aU organizations represented in the sample 

vere at least neutral on the question of' their members voting in the 

UGEQ reterenda. 

The above hypothes1s should have been supported. In the first 

place, bighly integrated organizations bave a high degree ot interaction 

and theretore commun:Lcation among members (as did traternity members on 

the U~ question). Also, sinee members are in trequent interaction and 

theretore highly Visible, the group should bave a higher degree ot 

control. over participants and their activities. But, 1il tact, the above 

bypothesis is not supported, as Table IV-1 sbows .. 

TABLE IV-1.--Degree of' integration ot the organization MOst important 
to the respondent. and UGEQ voting ot organization IIl8llbers, compared 

vith UGEQ voting ot isolates (inpercentagea) 

Number of' tilDes Hambers ot organizations ot 
student voted in High Lov Isolates 
U~ reterenda 1ntegration integration 

'l'wice 73 74 61 
<i1ce 20 22 18 
Not at aU 7 4 21 

N (123) (138) (151) 

x2 = 1.11, degrees ot treedom = 2 (organizational integration and voting 
only), not sign:iticant. 
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Whether the organization most important te the student 18 one ot 

high integration or not" members have more or less similar patterns ot 

voting in the UGEQ reterenda. Organization members" OOwever, are more 

likely" te vote and te vote both times than are isolates. 

It is possible tbat the respondent's knowledge ot what the other 

members ot his organization bave done may be more important than organi­

zational integration itselt. It is impossible te test this directly 

because the Questionnaire doea not ask whether the respondents know OOw 

ma.ny ot the members ot tbeir organization voted. Table IV-2" however" 

deaJ.s vith the relationsbip between organizational integration" kn01ll­

edge ot the position ot most group members on the UGEQ issue and voting. 

!ABLE IV-2.--Relationsbip between lavel ot integration ot the organisa­
tion Most important to the respondent and UGEQ votiDg, cont.rOll ing for 
members' knowledge ot the position on the UGEQ reterenda that reeeived 

the support ot Most group membersa (in percentages) 

Know MOst members' Do not kn01l members t 

lfwnber ot times 
position on UGEQ position on UGEQ 

student voted in 
High Low H1gh Law UGEQ reterenda 

(out ot tw 0) 
organiza- organiza- organiza- organiza-
tional tional tional tionaJ. 

intagra- integra- integra- integra-
tion tion tion tion 

Twice 77 81 59 70 
cnee :ro 15 22 26 
Not at aU 3 4 19 4 

N (90) (47) (32) (89) 

&Question 54 ot the Questionnaire is used to test members' 
knowledge otposition ot majority ot organ1zation members. 

For those students who know the position of the majority ot the 

members ot their organization on the UGEQ question, there is not a great 

deal ot ditterence in either the proportion 'Who voted or the proportion 
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who voted twiee. For students who do not know the position Most of the 

members of the organisation bave taken, different patterns are seen in 

organizations of low and of high Integration. 

Hambers of organisations of low integration are as likely to 

vote when they do not know the organization position as when they do, 

although the voters are less likely to vote twice when they do not know 

their organizationls position. Members of higbly integrated organiza­

tions, on the other band, are much less likely to vote or to vote both 

times. They are much lees likely than members of organisations of high 

integration who know the majority position on UaEQ to vote, or to vote 

twice. 

Thua, knotfledge of the position of the majority of the organiza-

tion members 18 of greater innuence on students who belong to hlgbly 

integrated organisations. Perbaps, in these tightly knit organisations, 

the member who does not know the position taken by his fellow members ia, 

in etfect, an isolats. Support for this point of view is f'ound in a 

comparison of' members of' organizations of h1gh and low Integration on 

knowledge of the position of the majority of' group members. Seventy-four 

par cent of the 1II8mbers of higbly integrated organizations mew the 

positlon of their f'ellow-membera on the UGEQ question, whereas only 35% 

of the members of low integration organizations knew their organisationls 

position on the UGEQ eontroversy. In the loosel.y knit organisation, on 

the other band, the deviant group, if there is one, i8 f'ormed by the 

35% of the membere who say that they do know the position of' the majority' 

ot members ot their group. 

t 
; 
! 
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In the above discussion, organizational integration vas oper-

ationally detined using the respondents t anawers to the tollowing 

question: "How closeq knit a group do' you think this organization is?nbl 

If 60% or more ot the members ot B.nY' type ot organization reported that 

their organization vas closely knit, that type ot organization was 

elassitied as highly integrated; if less than 60% reported the organiza­

tion to be closely kn1.t, it vas placed in the lov integration categor,y.42 

This rougb masure ot organizational integration cannot distin­

guish the respondents either by number ot organizations ta which they 

belong or by number ot organizations ot high or lov integration ot which 

theyare members. The operational detinitiQn used herem is not the 

sociometrie detinition that is generally used. h3 It ia possible that 

this measure ot organizational integration does not actually measure the 

integration ot these groups. Tbe tact that 74% ot the members ot the 

el08ely lmit groups knew the position ot their tellow members on U~ 

and only 35% ot the members ot the groups designated above as loosely 

knit knew or 'thought they knew the position ot their tellov members 

indicates that this detinition at least implies the reiative nextent te 

vhieh colllllWlicative contacts permeate a group.n44 

blQuestion 51 ot the Questionnaire. 

42The organisations reported in Question 43 vere classified inta 
Dine types: traternities and sororities, intercollegiate athletic 
teams, communications media, religious organizations, political clUbs, 
special interest groups, national clubs, athletie clubs and intramural 
and residence athletic teams. The level ot integration ot each type ot 
organisation vas classified according ta respondent answers ta Question 
51 ot the Questionnaire. 

43For example, Peter H. Blau, The Dy.na.rnj.cs ot Bureaucracy 
Chicago: University ot Chicago Press, 1955), chap. iVe 

44Landecker, American Journal of Soeiolog, LVI, p. 336. 
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From the above rindings, it appears that the closeness or ties 

of organization members 1s Iese important wben members have knowledge or 

1ibe position of 1ibe1r rellow members. When the;y do not know the 

posi1iion held b;y mos1i or the members or the organ1zat1on~ there 1s no 

change in the proportion or members of organizat1ons or low integrat10n 

who vote, although there 1s a change in the frequenc;y wi1ih which the;y 

vote. Members or organizations or high integrat10n who Iack the suppor1i 

or communica1iionvith other members~ however~ bebave mos1i Iike 1solates. 

Thua~ the Ievel or integrat10n of the organizat1on sooms to have 

greatest intluence on students who do not know the position or other 

members or tbeir organization on U~ and~ in particul.ar. those who are 

membera or highl;y integrated organizations. 

\ . 
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CHAPl'ER V 

INFLUENCE OF PRIMARY GROUP HEMBERSHIPS ON VOTING 

IN THE UGEQ REFERENDA 

The primar;r group memberships of an individual intluence his 

attitudes and bebaviour. As Katz and Lazarsfeld point out, UWe 

know ••• that the members of a family are likel7--except under certain 

eonditions--to share .sindJar attitudes on politics, religion, etc. and 

the same thing i8 true, ve knov, for most triendships.lf45 This can be 

sean in Neweomb and Svehla's study of "Intra-Famlly' Relationsbips in 

Attitude" of 558 Cleveland families on suco topies as the Church, var, 

and communism.46 Lazarsfeld, Berelaon and Gaudet 1 s study' of Erie 

Count7 families gives the following figures: 

Among husbands and vives, both of whom decide to vote, 0017 one 
pair in 22 disagreed. Among parents and children, one pair in 
12 disagreed, the I.~ap of a generation increasing differences in 
lire and outlook.~7 

Simllar17, Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee docament the 'tbereditary 

vote"; tbat i6, the infiuence on the voting patterns of chUdren of 

their parents 1 voting patterns. The preferences of friands and 

45Katz and Lazarsfeld, p. 48. 

46Theodore Newcomb and George Svehl.a, "Intra-Family Relation­
ships in ~ttitude," Sociometry, l (July"-October, 1937), pp. 180-205. 

47Iazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, p. l4l. See also Eleanor 
E. Maeeoby, Richard E. Mattbevs and Anton S. Morton, "The F~ and 
the Political Behavior of Youth," A Modern Introduction to the F 
ed. Norman W. Bell and Ezra F. Voge1 Glencoe: T e rae Press, 19 
pp. 189-200. 
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co-workers also attect the wayElmira citizens vote.48 

The influence ot one type ot group membership--eampus voluntar,r 

organization membership--on participation in the UGEQ reterenda bas been 

examined in Cbapters nI ~ IV. In Cbapter V ~ the etfect of membership 

in small, tace-to-tace, primary groups on voting in the UGEQ reterenda 

is examined. The primary groups discussed are the tamily (as represented 

by parents ' attitudes on the question ot student voting in the UGEQ 

reterenda), and the triendship group (in tarms of the attitudes ot 

friends about students voting in campus elections and reterenda, as wall 

as the actual voting bebav10ur ot the respondent's closest friends). 

The student's own attitude toward voting in campus elections 1s 

important. (See Table V-l.) 

~LE V-l.--Attitude ot respondent about students voting in campus elec­
tions and referenda and number ot times tbat the student Vi)tad in UGEQ 

reterenda (in percentages) 

Humber or times Respondent teela that students should votea 
student voted in 

UGEQ reterenda Very strongly Fairly stron.gl.y Hot strongly 

Twice 84 56 30 
Once 12 29 30 
Not at aU 4 15 40 

N (224) (145) (40) 

x.2 = 73.37, dt = 4, P(O.OOl 

aOOy two respondents reported tbat they telt tairly strongly 
that students should not vote in campus elections and reterenda; there­
tore, these categories are not considered in tbis table .• 

As Lambert and Lambert point out: 

4~ralson, Lazarsteld and McPhee, pp. 88-90 on the tam:ily, and 
pp. 97-98 on friends and eo-workers. 

\ 
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An attitude is an organized and consistent manner ot tbiDking" 
feeling and reacting in regard to people" groups" social issues" 
or more generally" any avent in one' s enVironment. The assential 
components are tboughta and beliets" feelings (or emotions)" and. 
tendencies to react.49 

Table V-l sbows tbat students' attitudes toward student voting 

in campus elections and referenda are strong indications ot tbeir 

voting bebaviour in the UGEQ referenda. They react in accordance with 

the direction and intensity of their attitudes. 

The attitudes of friends and parents alao are important inf'luences 

on atudent voting in tbe UGEQ referenda (Table V-2). 

TABLE V-2.--Respondent's report ot triends' attitudes about student vot­
ing in campus elections and referenda and number of times respondent 

voted in the UGEQ referenda (in percentages) 

Number ot times Friends teel tbat atudents abould vote a 
atudent voted.~in 

UGEQ reterend8. Very strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly 

Twice 81 66 53 
Once 14 23 22 
Not at an 5 11 25 

N (124) (225) (60) 

"Il- = 19.06" dt = 4" P(O.OOl 

aOnlyone respondent reported tbat bis friends felt fairly 
strongly tbat students should not vote in campus elections and referendaj 
tberefore" these categories are not considered in tbis table. 

It can also be sean by the marginals of Tables V-l and V-2 that 

students tended to classif,y tbeir friends as feeling less strongly on 

tbis cpestion tban tbey felt tbemselves. Results s1milar to the above 

were obtained for tbe question on parents' attitudes toward stuc1ent 

voting in tbe UGEQ referenda. Students who reported tbat their parents 

49william W. Iambert and Wallace E. Lambert" Social Psychology 
(Englewood Clitts" "N.J.: Prentice-Hall" Inc." 1964)" p. 50. 
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felt tbat they should vote vere more l:lkely to vote both t:l.mes (85) and 

least l:lkely not to vote (4%). Sixty-five per cent of students vbose 

parents did not care voted twice; 13% did not vote. Students who report­

ed tbat they did not know what their parents felt were least likely to 

vote twice (60%) and most likely not to vote at all (16%). 

When it vas asked how maqy of the respondentts closest friands 

voted in either of the UGEQ referenda, 75% replied that most of tbair 

friends bad voted, 18% reported tbat some of tbeir friands had votedJl 

and onlyabout 6% reported tbat onlya fev of their friends bad voted. 

TABLE V-l.~Relationship between report of the number of closest friends 
who voted in at least one of the U~ referenda and number of times the 
student voted, controlling for student's attitude toward student voting 

in campus elections and referenda (in percentages) 

Number of Respondent feels that students-sbould vote 
times the Very strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly 
respondent 

Most Some Most Some Most Some voted in 
the UGEQ 1 close close close close close close 

friends friends friends friends friends friends referenda 
voted voteda voted voted voted voted 

Twice 87 68 65 49 39 27 
Once 12 14 30 20 39 18 . 
Not at all l 18 5 31 22 55 
N (190) (28) (94) (5) (23) - "(11) 

aSince oIlly 23 respondents reportad tbat few or none of tbeir 
closest friends voted in the UGEQ referenda, this category was le ft out 
of the above table. The figures for this group as a wole are: out of 
23, 22% voted twice, 43% voted once and 35% did not vote at all. 

When the students t own attitudes toward voting vere controlled, 

we found that tbose who report that most of their friends have voted are 

more likely to vote twice and less l:lkely not to vote than those who 

report tbat only some of their friands voted (Table V-3). Similar 

results to those in Table V-3 are obtained when the student's report of 

1 
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bis parents' attitudes is related to thenumber of times he voted in the 

tvo UGEQ referenda~ again controlling for the student. s attitude on the 

subject. 

Furthermore~ when friands' attitudes are related to the number 

of tilDes thf": student voted in the UGEQ referenda, controlling for the 

attitude of parents (Table V-4)~ there are similar f"ind1ngs to Table V-3 

TABIE V-4.--Relationship between friends' attitudes toward voting in 
campus elections and referenda and student's own votingrecord. in the 
UGEQ referenda~ controlling for parents' attitude toward student voting 

in the UGEQ ref'erenda (in percantages) 

Humber of times 
student voted in 

UGEQ referenda 

Twice 
Once 
Not at all 

N 

Twice 
Once 
Not at aU 

N 

Twiee 
Once 
Not at aU 

N 

Friends feel tbat student should vote 

Very strong17 Fa:ir17 strongly Not strongly 

Parents feltthat student should votea 

85 85 82 
11 12 9 

4 3 9 

(53) (67) (n) 

Parents don' t care 

83 60 53 
17 28 15 
•• 12 32 

(18) (40) (13) 

Student does not know parents 1 attitude 

78 57 45 
14 27 29 

8 16 28 

(49) (J.:L4) (35) 

aCategory "Parents fe1t that student should not vote in UGEQ 
referenda" not inc1uded because it contains only 5 respondents. 

for groups of respondents who report tbat their parents do not care whether 

or not they vote or who do not know wbat their parents tbink. For those 

\ 
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students who report tbat their parents fel.t tbat they shoul.d vote in the 

UGEQ referenda, there appears to be v:l.rt~ no ditference in the pro­

portion wbo voted both tilles, no matter how strongly their friands feel. 

about student voting, al.thougb those whose friands do not feel. strongl.y 

tbat students sbould vote are most likel.y not to vote at al.l. 

Tbus, wbere tbe parents have taken a stand, their influence i8 

even greater than that of friends. Friends are important onl.y in the 

absence of parental interest or expression of opinion. This finding 18 

probably related to the tact tbat, out of l.32 students who reported tbat 

their parents fel.t they should vote in the UGEQ reterenda, 70% feel very 

s~rongl.y that students shoul.d vote in campu.s elections and reterenda, 

27% feel. fairl.y strongl.y about tbis and only 3% do not feel. strongl.y 

that students sbo1Ü.d vote. 

The above discussion points out the importance of the prlmary 

group, especial.l.y the fami.ly, in infl.uencing the student 1 s participa­

tion in the UGEQ votes. Just as organization membersbip is an effective 

intl.uence on voting onl.y when the member bas collJl1ll1lli.cated vith other 

members on tbe topic, family influence is effective when the student 

knows bis parents' opinion and tbis opinion is for (or against) a certain 

type ot behaviour. Where parents are neutral., and particul.arly where 

the student does not know his parents' opinion, other l.esser group member-

ships--such as the friendship group or the secondary organization--come 

!nto play. 

In relation to the intl.uence ot secondary organizations relative 

to parental. influence (Table V-5), the presence of a definite parental. 

opinion on voting in the UGEQ referenda l.eads to a high trequenc;r ot 

voting whether the student knows the position ot members ot bis 



orgam.zation or note Again, onl.y in the absence of parental interest 

and influence, does knowledge of the position of other organization mem-

bers inf'luence the student's vote. The attitude of friends pJ.ays a 

similar, but oot quite so inf'luential. part, as that of parents in 

reference ta knowledge of the secondary organizational position and 

UGEQ voting. 

TABIE V-5r-Relationship between respondent's knowledge of the position 
of organization members on the UGEQ referenda and UGEQ voting, con­

trolling for parents' opinion (in percent&ges) 

Humber of 
Attitude of parents 

timas Student should vote Parents don 1 t care Student doesn1tkn 
student 
voted in 

Knows Does net Knows Does not Knows Does not 
UGEQ 

organ- : knaw organ- know organ- know 
referenda 1za.tion organ- ization organ- 1zation organ-

!position ization position ization position ization 
position position position 

Twice 85 87 79 50 73 57 
Once 13 13 18 50 22 27 
Not at aU. 2 .. 4 .. 5 16 

H (46) (45) (28) .-' (12) (60) (63) 

Thus, as b;ypothesized, the primar,y group is an important in-

nuence on members l participation in politica1 activity. Tbe family is 

more important than the friendship group in infiuencing the student' s 

pa.rticipation-perhaps because Most students live at home and cOllllllUte to 

classes ever,y clay. Furthermore, as Campbell !l.!!. point out, "there is 

some evidence to suggest that when primar,y group influences run counter 

to secondary group politica1 standards, the more intimate contacts May 

more often tban not carry the day.n50 

5Qcampbell, Converse, Miller and StOkes, p. 297. 

./ 
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CHAPTER VI 

KNCMIJmGE OF THE ISSUES OF THE UGEQ RTmmENDA 

The question asked in this Cbapter is: wbat is the l'Ole pla,..ed 

b,.. knowledge of the issues in student turnout at the UGEQ referenda? 

Does knowledge of the issues bave an effect independent of such factors 

as participation in organizations and level of campus intormal social 

relations? 

Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee point out that: 

••• the information available to the individual voter is not 
11m1ted to tbat direc~ possessed b,.. bim. • • .His vote is 
formed in the midst of his fellows in a sort of group 
decision--it, indeed, it ma,.. be called a decision at all.--an.d. 
the total information and knowledge possessed in the group's 
present and pasië generations can be made available for the 
group's choies.51 

Thus, for maQY people, the actual amount of information that 

the,.. lIay themselves possess may not be as :important an influence on 

voting as tbe knowledge, opinions and pressures to vote provided witbin 

their membersbip groups. Related to this is the finding of Katz and 

Lazarsfeld in Personal Influence that when level of' information is 

controlled, women bigh on gregariousness (who bave ~ friendsbips and 

organization memberships) are more likely to be pnblic affairs opinion 

leaders "than equall,.. (or even better) informed women of 1esser 

gregariousness.nS2 

~erelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, pp. 320-321. 

52 Katz and Lazarsfeld, p. 288. 
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In this study, the respondents were scored on their knowledge of 

the issues pertaining to the U~ referenda, and the;y were given a 

score which consisted of one point for fiVery issue named. Table VI-l 

shows that the greater his knowledge of the issues, the more likely the 

respondent is to have voted twice in the referenda ~ the less like~ 

he is not ta have voted. 

TABLE VI-l.--Relationship between knowledge of the issues of the UGEQ 
and the number of t1mes the student voted in the two UGEQ referenda 

(in percentages) 

Number of tilles 
Studentfs knowledge score 

~t.~nt voted in DOnft· know Four or 
U~ referenda or DO One Two Tbree more 

anawer 

hice h6 62 69 85 80 
Once 17 19 22 12 18 
Not at au 27 19 9 3. 2 

N (57) (la) (uo) (lU) (87) 

x2 = 54.12, dt = 8, P<O.OOl 

Knowle!!se and Organi zational Activitl 

Organizational memberabip exerta its influence on participation 

in the UGEQ reterenda by' means ot communication among membera about 

their attitudes and vote intentions. Table VI-2 shows that level of 

information increases vith increasing level ot organizational activit;y 

(see npar cent of group in knowledge categoriesQ
). However, witb1n each 

activit;y level, doea information make a difterence in voting in the 

UGEQ referenda? 

It is hypothesized tba t the degree ot knowledge should have a 

greater ettect in influencing the participation of isolates than that of 

students with a low level of organizational activity and least in 



( 

( 

. i 

TABIE VI-2.--Re1ationship between 1evel of know1edge of student and num­
ber of times student voted in the UGEQ referenda, controUing for level 

of organizational activity (in percentages) 

Humber of tilDes 
Student's knowledge score 

student voted in Don't know 
UGEQ referenda Four or 

or no One Two Three more 
ansver 

Isolates 

TRice 34 40 69 73 79 
Once 14 25 19 20 14 
Not at al1 52 35 12 7 7 

N (29) (20) (52) (30) (14) 

% of Isolates in 
knoWledge categories 20% l1l% 36% 21% 10% 

!Dw organizational activity 

Twice 55 67 58 73 73 
Once 23 11 35 24 27 
Not at aU 23 22 7 3 •• 

N (22) (9) . (26) (4) (22) 

% of low organiza-
tional activity in 
knowledge categories 19% 8% 23% 30% 19% 

High organizational activity 

Twics 66 83 81 75 86 
Once 17 17 16 21 12 
Not at aU 17 •• 3 4 2 

N (6) (18) (31) (47) (42) 

% of highly active il: 
know1edge categories 4% 12% 22% 33% 29% 

students who are higbly active in c8Dlp\ls organizations. 

Table VI-2 shows that know1edge does play a larger part in the 

participation in the UGEQ referenda for students who be10ng to no campus 

organizations. There is a steady ri se in the participation of iso1ates 

1 ., 
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with increasing knowledge of the issues. There is less of an increase 

in participation in students low in organizational activity, and even 

lees of an increase in those who participate higbly in organizations. 

An incrasse in factual knowledge seems of great importance only 

for isolates. The Itinformation" communicated by fellow organization 

members is not necessarily factual information about the iSDues. It 

probably takes the form in many instances of attitudes and opinions and 

pressure to vote on an issue because other members are doing so. 

Knowlecige and Leve! of campus Infonnal. Social Relations 

SimiJarly, it might be bypothesized that level of knowledge is 

a more important influence for those low in social relations on campus 

than for. those high in social relations. 

TABLE VI-3.--Relationship between level of knowledge of respondent and 
number of t:fmes student voted in the UGEQ referenda, controlling for 

social relations score (in percentages) 

Humber of times Student's know1edge score 

student voted in Don't know Four or U~ referenda or no One Tvo Three 
answer more 

Lew social relations score 

Twice 41 30 64 61 69 
Once 24 30 22 29 25 
Not at aU 35 40 14 10 6 

N (17) (10) (28) (31) (16) 

High social relations score 

Twice 46 70 72 79 84 
Once 15 16 22 19 14 
Not at an 39 14 6 2 2 

N (39) (37) (81) (80) (62) 
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Table VI-3 shows that, in the case of students with a low social 

relations score, there is a great increase in the proportion of students 

voting twice :in the UGEQ referenda between those who know least and 

tbose with higher knowledge scores (two, three and four) and a decrease 

in the proportion of students who did not vote at alla . A s:imilar 

pattern occurs among those high in social relations. 

Thus, unlike the organizational activity scores, level of knowl-

edge has a great influence on students, both lev and high in social 

relations. Perhaps, this is because, as Lipset pointed out in ~ 

Democraq, friendsbip groupings are often homogeneous. They may be 

oriented toward politicsj on the other hand, they may be apolitical. 

Therefore knowledge of the issues is as important for students who have 

many friends on campus as for those who have relatively fev. It is more 

difficult for organization members toavoid talking about campus 

political issues because Itthe clubs, the men who are active in them, 

and the talk and activities in wbich they engage are relatively indepen-

53 dent of the sentiments or desires of any given member. Q 

53Lipset, Trow and Coleman, p. 108. 
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CHAP1'ER VII 

SOJoB OTBER FACTORS RELA'l'ED Ta STUmNT VOTIN} 

IN THE U~ REFERENDA 

477 

Soma other factors wbich affected stUdent voting in the UGEQ 

referenda are considered in this Ohapter. These include socio-economic 

statua, sex, residence, and year at university. 

Socio-economic statua 

Inmost voting studies, socio-economic status bas been found to 

be one of the major d,eterminants of poli fd.cal participation. 54 In tbis 

study, the three groups of studenbs classe~_ into low, medium and high 
;-

on socio-economic statua using Duncan't socio-economic index: for a1l 

occupations transformed to the NORe: Scale contad.n similar proportions 

of studenlis who did not vote (10 to ll%). The low and medium groups 

contain similar proportions: of students who voted in both ref'erendsJ. 

(64 to 6.5%) whereas the group of students bigh on this measure of socio­

economic status are much more likely to vote twice, (77%), although this 

is not statistically signi:f.'icant. (See Appendix B, Table 1.) 

In a populationwhich is hamogeneous in respect to education 

and f'airly homogeneoue in terms of' socio-economic statue (aI\V extreme 

scores in tbis sample are at the high end of' the contiIl\lUlll), level of' 

organiz-.ational acti vi ty may be a more important inf'luence in voting 

than the socio-econondc statue • 

.54see Lana, Ohapter 16 for an explanation; see a1so Lazarsf'eld, 
Berelson and. GaUdet, pp. 40-49; Bere1son, Lazarsf'eld and McPhee, 
pp. .54-61.. 

.1 
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Table III-l (page 22) shows the relationship between level of 

organizational activit,r and UGEQ vote. Table 2 of Appendix B shows 

that the middle-5ES' group contains. the highest proportion of isolate8 

and the lawest proportion of students w:Lth a high level of organizational 

acti vi ty 0 The low and high-BES groups contain simUar proportions of 

students who belong to no organization and who are hig})4r active in 

campus organizations. '!'hua, if SE' 1s having 8!DY effect, 1ts eff'ect 1s 

diminished in the middle-SE group by the relatively high proportion of' 

that group that have no organizat1onal membership; sim11 arJly, the high 

proportion of "jo1ners" in the low-8llS group may act to illcreélse the 

proportion of low-SES students who vote in the U~ ref'erenda. 

Voting by Sex of Studen1; 

One of the persistent findings in voting studies 1s that men 

part1cipate to a greater extent in political activities, including vot1ng, 

than women.55 This finding 1s confirmed in this study (although the 

relationship is not statistically s1gnif'icant), since men voted more 

frequently, al though similar proportions of bath groups voted at least 

once (see Appendix B, Table 3). Some of the factors which account for 

this discrepancy are relative degrees of interest in the UGEQ ref'erendœ 

as wall as the difference in primary group influence on male and f'emale 

students. 

Table 4 of' Appendix B shows that 46% of the men report a great 

deal of interest in UG~ referenda in compar1son ta 21% of the women. 

Women are more likely to have qui te a lot of interest and equal 

55Lane, pp. 209-216. Lane gives a review of the literature 
in this area. 
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proportion of students of both sexes are likely to have not very much 

or no interest at al1 in the referenda. However, in the "great deal" 

and "quite a lot of interest" categories, men are more likely to vote 

twice than women, although they are no more likely not to vote. Where 

they have admitted Jittl.e or no interest, women are less likely to vote 
_ 56 

than men, al. though they are as likely to vote twice. 

Tabl.e 5 and Tabl.e' 6 of Appendix B show the in:tluence of farail.y 

and f'riendship group, respectively, on the voting behaviour of male and 

female students. Where the parents feel they should participa te in the 

U'G-m referenda, mal.e and female students have similar voting patterns. 

M:1les are more likely ta vote and to vote more frequently 

than females when parents are neutral; when students do not know their 

parents' opinlon, similar proportions vote but males are more likely tOJ 

vote twice. Furth61'Il1ore, œutrality on the part. of parents eUcits a 

pattern of voting turnout among women students qui te similar to t~e 

voting pattern of women students who do not know the attitude of their 

parents. For mal.es, on the other band, knowledga of parental œutraù.i ty 

leads to ahigher proportion of vot ers and of two-time voters than is 

the case for those who have no knowledge of their parents' attitude. 

Thus, female students seem to be more dependent not oIlly on 

knowledge of their parents' position, but of parental support for parti­

cipation. For males, knowledge of parental. œutrality i8 more likely 

to lead to voting than complete lack of knowledge. 

Table 6 shows that men are slightly more likely to say that 

most of their friends voted and slightly less likely to say that fev 

565ge Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, p.48. They show that 
if wamen are not interested, they are much less likely than men to 
vote. 
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or none of their f'riends voted. l-fuen most of their friends voted, 

males and females have similar patterns of voting turnout. When some 

friends voted, men are more like~ to vote than are women as well as 

being more likely to vote both tilDes. This table shows that when 

female students hgve support for their behaviour, they are just as 

likely to vote as male stUdents. When they lack support for a certain 
- ,. 

behaviour--when only some of their f'riends vote--they are less likely 

to vote than men. 

As ?arsoDS and others have pointed out: 

What is perbaps the most important sex discrimination i6 more 
than aqything else a reflection of the differentiation of 
adul.t sex roles. It seems to be a definite fact that girls 
are more apt to be relative~ docile, to conf'orm in generaL 
according to adul.t expectations, to be "good", whereas boys 
are more apt to be recalci trant to discipliœ and defiant of 
adul.t authorit,y and expectations.57 . 

Place of Residence 

It is hypothesized that the UIIiversity and other students as 

well as stUdent associations should occupy a more central place in the 

;Life of the out-of-town student. Furthermore, that for the student 

living in residence, the residence group may have an effect on parti­

cipation in general university events similar to that hypothesized 

for voluntar.Y organizationmembership. 

When students are asked where they are living during the 

present academic year, it is seen that students who live in college 

residences are significant~ more like~ than aIV other group of 

students to have voted in both UG~ referenda and less like~ not to 

51Talcott Parsons, "Age and Sax in the Social structure of 
the United states, If Alnerican Sociological Review, VII (October, 1942) 
p. 605 •. 
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have voted at all. (see Appendix: B, Table 7). They were also bigher 

on organizational activ.ity than are other students. Only 19% did not 

belong to an organisation, and. 40% were bigh on the organizational 

activ:Lty score. Residence seems to play a role on the campus as an 

organization m.ediating bet'ween the students and the structure of 

campus activ:Lties. 

Number of Years at MeGill Uni versi ty 

The longer the student has spent at McGill, the less like:Q" he 

is to vote both times, and, as well, to have voted at ail in the UG~ 

referendao The trend, however, is very slight (see Appendix B, Table 8). 

students who are in their first year at ~Gill University are 

much less likely not to belong ta arry organizations (0IJ4r 15%) and more 

likely than other groups to be low and high in organiz'ational acti vi ty. 

(see Appendix B, Table 9), supporting the bypotheS±S thst students will 

be more llke:Q" to try out and join campus organizations during their 

:fi!'st year on campus. After the fïrst year, at least in this sample, 

the proportion of students who belong to no organizations levels off 

to between 36 and 40%. 

On the other hand, when organizational activ.ity i8 control1ed 

(Appendix B, Table 10) for thos:e who belong to no organizations or who 

are low on organizational activity, seniors and freshmen are least 

like:Q" to vote both times and most like~ not to vote. For those high 

in urganizational activity, however, first and fourth year studems are 

most likely to vote twice and least like:Q" not to vote at all. 

'!hus level of organizational acti vi ty is an important influence 
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have voted at all (see Appendix B, Table 7). They were als 0 higher 

on organizational acti:vi'ty than are other students. ()n];y 19% did not 

belong to an organisation, and 40% were high on the organizational 

activity score. Residence seems to play a role on the campus as an 

organization mediating bet'ween the studenœ and the structure of 

campus activities. 

Number of Years at McGill University 

The longer the student has spent at McGill, the less like~ he 

is to vote both times, and, as well, to have voted ai; all in the U~ 

referendao The trend, however, is very slight (see Appendix B, Table 8). 

st.udents who are in their f'irst year at kGill University are 

much less lik~ not to belong ta any organizatioIlS (onJ,y 15%) and more 

likely than other groups to be 10W' and high in organiz'ational activity. 

(see A'ppendix B, Table 9), supporting the bypotheS±s that students will 

be more likely ta try out and join campus organizations during their 

first year on campus. A:fter the f'irst year, at least in this sample, 

the proportion of students who belong to no organizations levels off 

to between 36 and 40%. 

On the other hand, when organizational acti vi ty is controlled 

(Appendix B, Table 10) for thos:e who belong to no organizatioIlS or who 

are 10W' on orgamzational activity, seniors and freshmen are least 

likely to vote both times and Most likely not to vote. For those high 

in organizational acti vi ty, however, first and fourth year studerrlis are 

Most likely to vote twice and least likely not to vote at all. 

Thue level of organizational activi ty is an important influence 
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on the voting patterns of students in dii'ferent years st the University. 

Those who are leaet involved in campus life, either because they have 

just entered the university or because they are soon leaving it and 

not highly involved in campus organizationBl activitiee • 
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CHAPTER VIII 

SOOIAL PARTICIPATION AND mE BLOOD DRIVE 

The UGEQ referenda and the Blood Drive are both ~s-wide 

student events and, in both, tumout of the entire student body is re­

quested. Tbe first question tbat must be answered in this Cbapter is: 

are the stud.ents who participated in the UGEQ referenda the sue ones 

who are likely to give blood in the Blood Drive? Certainly, people wbo 

participated with greater trequency in the UGEQ referenda were more 

likely ta donate blood in the B100d Drive (Table VIII-l), but 36% of 

those who voted both t1mas (that is, who participated ta the fullest 

extent in the reterenda) did not donate blood. Theretore, it can be 

seen that donation ot b100d in the annual Blood Drive does not present 

a turnout pattern similar to tbat ot the UGEQ referenda, although the 

greater his participation in the referenda, the greater the likelibood 

tbat a student will donate blood. 

'!'ABIE VIII-l.--Relationship between frequency ot voting in the UGEQ 
reterenda and donation of b100d (in percentages) 

Donated blood in 
this year's Voted both tilles Voted once Did not vote 
B100d Drive 

Yes 64 56 33 
No 36 44 67 

N (283) (82) (46) 

x2:. = 16.36, dt = 2, P(O.OOl 
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Participation :in Formal and InformaJ. Groups on Campus 

According to MaSS societ,r theor,y, participation in secondar" 

organisations leads to greater participation in the political lite ot 

the society. The organiZatit'ln acts as an independent source ot 

attitudes and opinions on political issues tor its members. In the sec-

tion on the UGEQ reterenda, it was shawn that level ot organizational 

activity influenced the voting patterns ot the students in this sample. 

In the case ot donation ot blood in this year1s Blood Drive, 

however, the hypothesized relationsbip between level ot organizational 

activity and participation :in general university events is not tound 

(Table VIII-2). 

TABLE VIII-2.--Relationship betHeen level ot organizational activity and 
donation otblood in tbis year1s Blood Drive (in percentages) 

Donated blood :in Isvel ot organizational actiTity 
tbis year's 
Blood Drive Isolate lDw High 

Yes 59 58 59 
No hl 1,2 hl 

N (148) (113) (151) 

x2 = .01, dt = 2, Not signiticant 

Thua, level ot organizational activity ia not a major determin­

ant ot giving blood in the Blood Drive. Wh1" ia it not?' For example, ot 

the traternity members in the semple, 9t,% reported receiving information 

on the Blood Drive trom tellow members. Thia May he a result ot the 

tact tbat there is competition among fraternities tor the highest turn-

out ot members at the Blood Drive. Fraterni.ty members, however, are 

not much more likely to donate blood tban are nonmembers (62% as against 

58% tor nonmembers). 
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In eomparison vith the 30% of members ot campus organizations 

who reported hearing about the UGEQ referenda trom other members, 20% ot 

organization members reported reeeiving information about the Blood 

Drive trom members ot their organizations. Furthermore, those who 

reeeived information were less likely to give blood than those who did 

not, although this ditferenee is not statistieally signitieant (Table 

VIII-3). 

TABLE VIII-3.--Relationship between receiving information abomt the 
Blood Drive tram fellow organization members and giving blood (in 

pereent&ges) 

Donated blood in 
this year's 
Blood Drive 

N 

Yes 
No 

Received information 
trom group members 

53 
47 

(S!) 

x2 = 0.98, dt = l, NOt significant 

Did not reeeive 
information trom 

group members 

60 
39 

(209) 

The answer to this May be that, exeept tor the trater.nity in 

competition vith other traternities tor membership turnout at the Blood 

Drive, membership donation ot blood is eertainly not central ta the 
1 

goals ot the campus organizations considered. The Blood Drive as a 

topie does not present salient 'tissues" for members to diseuss nor 

does it present members vith an opportunity to use the political skills 

. they develop as organization members. 

The answer Jj~es in the ditterent eharaeter ot the wo events. 

The Blood Drive is not really a eampus aetivity in the sense that the 

UGEQ issue vas. The Blood Drive is a nserviee ll that MeGill pertorms 

for the eommunity as the sole Red Cross Blood Donor Clinic during the 
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week ot the Blood Drive. It bas become an annual campus event and a 

tair amount ot publicity and persuasion have been used in order to 

obtain student participation. Students are asked to donate blood in 

order to aid members of the general community (Montreal) and to maintain 

the reputation ot the University and its students in tbe eyes ot tœ 

conmunity. 

The UGEQ referenda vere a source of controversy among various 

factions ot tbe student body. They provoked the large st turnout in 

McGill campus election bistor,y; in otberwords, tbe UGEQ reterenda 

increased political participation on campus. It provided a relevant 

issue on wbicb student interest vas focU8sed. Whetber McGill joined 

UGBQ was important to the student as a McGill student; wbetber to 

donate blood or not was important to tbe student as a participant in 

campus lite, but even more so as a member of tbe urger collllllUlity. Tbe 

resul.ts of tbe U~ referenda had an immediate ettect on tbe HcGill 

student boQy; the philanthropie activities of the Blood Drive did nota 

The students 1 patterns of participation in campus intormal 

groups, however, seem to be more important to donation ot blood than 

does organization membership. In Table VIII-4, it can be seen tbat 

students high in social relations (that is, vitb a high level ot inter­

action vith other MCGill students, both on and ott campus) are more 

likely to give blood than thosa lov in social relations, although the 

relationship is not statistically signiticant. This implies that 

students who have a high proportion of their triends and acquaintances 

on campus are somewhat more likely to participate in any campus event 

of generalimportance than tbose students for vhom the major source ot 

companionship and interest i6 not found on campus. 
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TABLE VIII-4.--Relationship between informal social relations score and 
donation of b100d in this year's B100d Drive (in percentages) 

Donated blood in 
this year's 
B1.ood Drive 

Inf'ormal. social. relations score 

Yes 
No 

Low 

53 
47 

N - (1.03) 

Il- = 1.7, df = l, Not signi.ticant 

Sources of Influence and Donation of B100d 

High 

61 
39 

(308) 

When the moat important source of influence was reported, the 

~ was again (as in the UGEQ referenda) chosen by the largest pro­

portion of students, 31% of those repl.ying. The next most popul.ar 

categor,y 1s friends (15%); then come B100d Drive student vo1.unteers (10%) 

and fraternity members·(8%), as shown in Table VIII-5. 

'l'ABLE VIII-5.--Frequency distribution of most lmportant source of infor­
mation reported by respondents 

Most important source 

Radio, te1evision, newspapers 
and posters 
The~ 
Frat~ members 
BloodDrive student volunteers 
Friends 
Members of the University staff 
None of the above. 

Number 

1.3 
1.51 

31. 
40 
59 
4 

109 

Percentage 

3 
37 
8 

1.0 
15 

1. 
27 

Of the respondsnts, 21% reported that none of the above sources 

of information was the most important source of influence. Theae 

respondents (see Tab1eVIII-6) are among those who have the highast 

1 
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TABIB VIII-6.-Relationsbip between most important source ot inf1uence on decision about a 
donation ot blood and whetber respondent did give blood in the Blood Drive (in percentages) 

Donated blood in Radio, Fello ... Blood tbis yearls television, The 
traternity Drive Friends None of 

Blood ~ewspapers, !?!!!z members volunteera the above 
Drive ~sters 

Yes 54 57 52 58 63 63 
No 116 1(3 48 42 37 37 

N (13) (151) (31) (40) (59) (109) 

~ = 39.85, dt = 5, P<O.OOl 

~ember8 of staff of the University vere not included because this respo~e vas chosen 
by only 4 students. 

(' 

.~./ 

~ 
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proportion of blood donors, equalled only by those who cite friends as 

the most important inf'luence. Many respondents felt tbat tbey need.ed 

no urging to give blood--and several wrote tbis on their Questio~ 

naires-or tba t they made up their own minds witbout a.rI1' outside help. 

People who reported Blood Drive workers and tbose who reported The Daily 

as the most ilIportant source of intluence vere next most likely to 

58 give blood. Students who reported fraternity members as the most 

important source vere only slightly more likely ta give blood tban not 

to give. Thus, as in the case of the UGF,Q referenda, the mass media and 

friends are the most important sources of 1n:tluence (Table vm-6). 

When the most important source of 1n:tluence is compared for 

those students who are bigb and lov on the social relations score 

(Table VIII-7), it can be seen tbat !ihose low in social. relations cite 

The Daily in greater proportions than tbose high in social relations, 

and the latter cite traternity members more frequently (d = 6) and 

Blood Drive student volunt8ers somewbat more frequently (d = 3).. Bath 

groups are equally likely to report tbat friends were their most 

important source of influence. Furthermore, in Table VIII-8 the pro-

portions of students in the uo social relations categor:l.es which bave 

large enough N' s when source of influence ls controlled, was calculated. 

In each case, students high on the social relations index are somewhat 

more likely to give blood than those low in social relations. 

58Students who reported tbat their friands bad worked as Blood 
Drive volunteers were 1IIIlch more likely to give blood (62%) tban those 
who did not bave friends who worked as Blood Drive volunteers. 
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TABlE VIII-7.-Rel.ationship between level ot social relations ot res­
pondsnts and most important source ot information in decision whether 

to give blood or not (in percentages) 

Low social High social 
Host important source ot intorma- relations relations 

tion score ' score 

Rad.io~ television~ newspapers and 
S 4 posters 

The Daill la. 36 
Fellow traternity members 3 9 
Blood Drive student volunteers 7 10 
Friands lS lS 
None ot the above& 30 26 

N (101) (304) 

x?- = 6.13, dt = S~ Not signiticant 

allNone ot the aboveD is a category which respondents could 
choose.. It does not contain nDonlt knowa: and "No answern responses. 

!lBtE VIII-B.--Relationship between leve1 ot social relations and 
donation ot blood :in tb1s lear's Blood Drive, controlling most 
important source ot influence on the question ot ~ donation ot blood 

(in percentages) , 

The Daily Friends None ot the above 
Donated 
blood. in 

Low High Low High Low High this year1s 
Blood Drive social social social social social social 

rela- rela- rela- rela- rela- rela-
tions tions tions tions tions tions 

Yes 51 60 60 64 S7 66 
No 49 40 40 36 43 34 

N (h!) (109) (lS) (44) (30) (79) 

The place ot the student in the structure ot informal social 

relations on campus is tairly important in the B100d Drive; bis level 

ot organizational activity is note This ditters trom the political. 

activitlot the U~ reterenda votes 1fb.ere both organizational activitl 

\ 
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and informal social relations bave importance. 

arganizationa1 Integration and Donation of Blood 

In neither the UGEQ referenda nor the Blood Drive is organiza­

tional integration ver,y important. It seems more important in donating 

blood that the members aetually diseuse the issue among themselves and 

know what other members are doing about it. This was :impossible to 

test direetly in referenee to the UGEQ referenda because there was no 

question in the ~estionnaire on this topie, although the individual's 

vote 15 related to his report of whether few, some, none or most of 

his closest friends voted. 

TABLE VIII-9.--Relationsbip between level of integration of the organiza­
tion.::and members' donation of blood 

Donated blood in 
tbis year's 
Blood Drive 

N 

Yes 
No 

(in pereentages) 

High integra tion 

(123) 

~ = .012, dt: = l, Not signifieant 

!mi integration 

59 
41 

(138) 

Students who report that Most of th3 members ot: the organiza-

tion Most important to them donated blood are Most likely to do so 

themselves. Those who do not know whether other organization members 

bave given blood or not are about as likelY to give as isolates. Tho se 

who say that only some members of the organization gave are least 

likely to donate blood themselves. (See Toable VIII-10.) 

\ 
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TABLE VnI-10.--Relationship between number of members of the organiza­
tion Most important te respondent who gave blood and whether respondent 
gave blood or not, compared vith figures for isolates (in percentages)a 

Donated blood in Most Som.e Respondent 
this year's members members does not Isolates 
Blood Drive donated donated know 

blood blood 

Yes 64 bS 59 58 
No 36 55 la. 1&2 

N (99) (33) 1. ", (i23) (154) , 

x2 • 3.la., df·~ = 2 (isolates not included as part of table), Not signif'­
icant at 0.05 level, P<:'O.lO 

aThere were only two respondents in the cat~gory !tfew or none 
of the members donated bloodu, and therefore i t was not included in the 
table. 

Table VIII-IO shows that a very large proportion of members do 

not know whether other members of the organization have or have not 

given blood. It seems likely that the organization is not play1ng tbe 

role of channel of communication and source of influence that it should, 

according to mass society theor.y. 

When knowledge of the behaviour of organization members is 

related to donation of biood, vith the integration of the Most important 

organization controlled (Table VIII-11), we tind tbat members of higbly 

integrated organizations are about equally likely to donate blood 

whether Most organization members have donated or whether they do not 

know what other members have done. Most members (7L%) of organizations 

of low integration do not know how m~ other members have donated 

blood. When members of both types of org8llÏzations do not know, they 

donate blood about as frequently as isolates (59% of isolates donate). 
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'When they do know, members ot both types of organizations are about 

equally likely to donate blood. Again, whe.re onl;y some or a tev organiza­

tion members donate blood, respondents are less likel;y to give blood 

tban are isolates. Thua, knowledge of the' position ot other mambers is 

of greater importance than i6 integration ot the organization. 

TABLE VIII-ll.--Relationship between number ot organization members who 
donated blood in the organization Most important to the respondent and 
the respondentl s donation ot blood, controlling tor integration ot the 

organization (in percentages) 

Organization ot Organization of 
Donated blood in high integration low integration 

this yearls 
Somel Somel Donlt Blood Drive Most 

Donlt 
Host tev know few know 

Yes 63 44 61 67 42 59 
No 37 56 39 33 57' hl 

N (78) (18) (23) (21) ... (14) (100) 

In conclusion, maas society theor,y cannot be used to predict 

participation in a hUDla.ritarian event such as tœ Blood Drive. It will 

be shown in Chapter IX. that the individual l s own attitude toward 

giving blood, that ot his parents, and his friends' donation ot blood, 

are the most important tactors intluençing his giving blood in the 

Blood Drive. 



CRAPrER IX 

INFLUENCE OF PRIMARY GROUP MEMBERSHIPS ON DONATION 
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It was pointed out in Chapter V that the group memberships ot 

an individual ini'luence his attitudes and behaviour. In Chapter VITI, 

it was shawn tbat level of organizationaJ. activity do not ei'tect 

student donation oi' blood, unless the student communicates with other 

members on the topic and knows whether they have donated blood or not, 

In tbis Chapter, the influence of the primary group--family and 

friends--is examined. From such studies as Newcomb and Svehla's 59 and 
, 60 

the voting studies cited in Chapter V can be sean the influence of 

parents and friends on attitudes and behaviour. '!'bus it i8 ~thesized 

tbat the attitudes and behaviour of members oi' the i'amilY and friendship 

groups of students should influence the students
' 

bebaviour, tbat is 

should influence whether he will donate blood or not. 

The student's attitudes toward donation of blood are fair indi-

cations oi' their propensity ta donate blood in the Blood Drive or not 

(Table IX-l). This finding i8 similar to the relRtionship between 

respondent's a.ttitude and voting in the UGEQ referenda. In the UGEQ 

refarenda, however (Tabla V-l, p. 36), there is a highar correspondance 

between attitude and voting when the student feels very strongly that 

59Newcomb and Svehla, Sociometl"b l, pp. 180-205. 

6Dr.azarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, p. 141; Macoby, Matthews 
and Morton, pp. 189-200; Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, pp. 88-90 
and pp. 17-98. 
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students should vote in campus elections than in Table IX-l which relates 

student attitudes and donation ot blood. This may be due to the greater 

discomf'ort involved in donation ot blood as well as the tact that for 

medical reasons some studenta are not able to donate bloOd.6l 

TABLE IX-l.--Relationship between respondent's strength of teeling about 
giving blood and donation of blood in the Blood Drive (in percentages)a 

Donated blood in 
this year's 
Blood Drive 

Respondent tesls that students should donate blood 

Yes 
No 

Very strongly 

66 
34 

~ (198) 

~ = 10.50, di' :a 2" P(O.Ol 

Fairly strongly 

55 
45 

(173) 

Not strongly 

40 
60 

(40) 

aOnly one student telt strongly that students should not donate 
blood; theretore the negative categories are not included in the table. 

Table IX-2 shows that the attitude ot parents toward student 

donation ot blood is important. The highest proportion ot students who 

gave blood report that their parents telt that they should do so, 

tollowed by those who report that their parents did not care whether 

they did or not (d = 5). Only balt ot those students who report tbat 

they do not know thair parents' attitude donated bloodJ and only 40% ot 

those whose parents telt that they should not donate blood went against 

their parents' wiahes. Parental influence is more important in dona-

tion ot blood than in voting. Only half as many students as in the 

UGEQ reterenda do not know their parents' attitudes on this topic. 

61Sixty_eight per cent ot the 170 atudents who did not donate 
blood listed "medical or religiousreasons" as an explanation. It seems 
likely that a tair number ot students chose this answer because it was 
the most "suitable" response and not necessarily because they were 
unable to donate blood for these reasons. Theretore the question vas 
not used in the analysis. 
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TABLE IX-2.--Relationship between parents' attitude on the question of 
the student's donation of blood in the Blood Drive and whether or not 

the student donated blood (in percentages) 

Donated blood in Parents felt Parents Student Parents felt 
this year's student did not did not stud.ent 
Blood Drive should care know sbould not 

Yes 73 68 50 40 
No 27 32 50 60 

N (107) (1l9) (100) (81) 

x?- = 28.76, di' = 3, p( 0.001 

Table IX-3 shows tbe effect on the donation of blood of another 

group membership--:tbat of the informal friendship group. With the 

decrease in the number of close friends who donated blood., the propor­

tion of respondents who donate b100d in the B100d Drive decreases. In 

fa ct, where none of the student's friends donated b1ood, the proportion 

of students donating b100d in tbe Blood Drive is very low. Furthennore, 

15% of those wbose closest friends contained a majority of votera voted 

in the UGEQ referenda wbereas only 57% donated b1ood. On the B100d 

Drive 30% report that sorne of tbeir c10sest friends donated b100d while 

18% do so in reference to UGEQ. voting. Finally, 13% of the students 

report tbat fev or none of their friends donated blood whereas only about 

6% report fev of tbeir friends voted in the UGEQ referenda. 

TABLE IX-3.--Relationsbip between number of friends who donated blood in 
the B100d Drive and donation of blood by respondents (in percentages) 

Donated b100d in Number of close friends who donated blood 
this year's Most Sorne Few None B100d Drive (51%) (30%) (10%) (3%) 

Yes 67 58 35 8 
No 33 42 65 92 

N (229) (122) (40) (13) 

Yl- • 30.52, di' • 3, P(O.OOl 

1 
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When tbe strengtb of the respondent t s feeling about student 

donation of blood is contrelled (Table IX-4), students who say tbat mcst 

ef tbeir t'riends bave given bleed are mere likely te bave donated blccd 

tbemselves than tbose wbe report that some ef tbeir friends bave given 

bleod, and botb groups are more likely te have denated blood tban 

students wbo say that few or none of tbeir friends have done se. 

In otber vOrds, if Most ef the student's friends give blood, ·tbe 

strengtb of the respondent's feeling does not affect bis behaviour. 

Tbe respcndent's strengtb of feeling is important wben only seme of bis 

friends give blood. Wben none of his friends.give blood, he is apt te 

give only wben be himself feels very strongly about it. otberwise, he 

is mere likely te go along vith his friends and not denate blood. 'What 

the students' friends do has a more consistent affect than tbe strength 

of the students' feel1n~~s about donation of blood. 

TABLE IX-4.--Relationship between the number of clesest friends who 
donated bleod and the donation of blood by respondents, controlling for 
the respondent's attitude toward the donation of blood by students (in 

percentages) 

Respondent t'eels tbat students should donate blood 
Donated 
bleed in Very strongly Fairly Not strongly 

this strongly 
year's 

Number of' clesest friends who donated bleod mood 
Driva Fewor Few er Som~ rew 0 Most Soma Most Seme Most none none none 

r 

Yes 66 75 47 69 48 21 69 29 21 
No 34 25 53 31 52 79 31 71 79 

N (118) (56) (19) (95) (52) (24) (16) (14) (10) 
.<l 

Similar results are obtained where parents' attitudes and res-

pondent's donation of' blood are related, controlling for the 
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respondent's own attitude on the subject. 

When the number ot close triends who dona ted blood is related 

to the respondent' s donation ot blood, controlling for parents f attitude 

(Table IX-5), a s:imilar pattern is found.. Both parents' attitude and 

number of friends who donated blood are positively related to the res-

pondentfs donation ot blood in the Blood Drive. The power of the parents 

can be seen especially in the category "parents feel that student should 

not give blood" where, even when Most of the student's friends have 

given blood, only 47% of the students themselves donate blood. Thus, as 

in the section on the UGEQ referenda, it can be seen that the parents 

are just as important as the peer group in the formation of the respon­

dent's behaViour patterns while he is at universiiv". 

TABLE IX-5.--Relationship bet'Ween number of closest friands who donated 
blood :in the Blood Drive and donation ot blood by respondent, control­
ling for parents' attitude toward student donation of blood (in per-

centages) 

Donated blood :in 
this year's 
Blood Drive 

Number of close friends who donated blood 

. Most SOMe Few or none 

Parents felt that student should donate blood 

N 

N 

N 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

. 25 31 50 

1 

75 1 69 1 50 

Parents tbought student should not donate blood 

Student doesn ft know parents' attitude 
69 48 . 11 
31 52 89 
(45) (33) (19) 

\ 
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In comparison to the UGEQ referenda, the students have fewer 

pressures on them to give blood tban they had to vote in the referenda. 

For example, their friends are less likely to donate blood. Furthermore, 

their parents are more likely to communicate their attit~des on donation 

of blood than they were on UGEQ voting, and a fair number feel thali the 

student should not donate blood. '!bus, the family and friendship 

group are more influential in affecting student donation of blood than 

student voting. 
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CHAPl'ER X 

SœE OTHER FACTORS RELATED Ta STUDENT DONATION OF BLOOD: 

A CCMPARISON WITH THE U~ REFERENDA 

Some other factors wbich affect student donation or blood in 

this year' s Blood Drive will be considered in this Chapter. Their 

effects on voting in the UGEQ rererenda and on donati~n'of blood will be 

compared. As in Cbapter VII, which dealt with the UGEQ referenda, tbese 

inc1ude socio-economic status, sex, reaidence and year at university. 

Socio-economic Statua 

There is a curv11inear relationship between soèio-economic 

statua of students and donation of blood. Like the relationship between 

SES and UGEQ voting, this ia not statistical1y aignificant. It auggests, 

nowever, tbat the upper middle class who rorm the backbone of many civic 

organizations may be more likely to contribute in another sphere--dona-

h 62 tion of blood in t e campus B100d Drive. 

TABLE X-1.--Relationship between aocio-economic statua and donation of 
b100d in this year' s B100d Drive 

Donated blood in Socio-economic status 
this year's 

Low Medium High B100d Drive 
Yes 53 63 56 
No 47 37 44 

N (53) (187) (150) 
x2 = 2.70, df • 2, Not significant 

62AUgust B. Ho11ingshead, Elmtown' s Youth (New York: John 
Wiley & Sons, 1949), p. 90. 
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Donation of Blood by Sex of S'iiudent 

As in the section on voting in the UGEQ referenda, S.9X is one 

factor whicb differentiates tbe students as to donation of blood. Men 

again are more likely to participate in general university events, in 

this instance the Blood Drive; 65% of the 161 men in the sample donated 

blood tbis year as against only 55% of the women. 

As in the case of the UGEQ referenda, part of the exp] anation 

at least seems to be in the different relationsbip between male and 

female students and the primary groups significant to them. Table l • 
of Appendix C shows female students are more likely (d = 7) than male 

students to report that their parents did not want them to donate blood 

in the Blood Drive. Furthermore, wbere parents say the student should 

donate blood, men are more likely to do so than women (d = 13). Wben 

parents are neutral, 76% of male students donate blood, but only 64% 

of the females do so. 

There are similar findings for friends' donation of blood (Ap­

pendix C, Table 2). Men are less likely to donate blood when few or 

none of their friends give blood, but are more likely to donate blood 

wben most or some of their close friends do. 

One answer to tbis may be found in Table X- ,2 •. If one of the 

components of an attitude is a tendency to react, men and women react 

differently in donation of blood when strength of feeling is controlled. 

Men who feel very strongly or fairly strongly that students should 

donate blood are mucb more likely to do so than womenwho profess the 

same strength of feeling, and somewhat more likely to donate blood than 

are women when they do not feel strongly that students should donate 

blood. 
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TABLE X-?--Relationship between attitude toward student donation ot 
blood and donation ot blood in this year's Blood Drive, controlling 

for sex ot respondent (in percantagas) 

73 

Donated blood in 
this year's 
Blood Drive 

Respondent teels that students should donate blood 

Vary strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly 

Male students 

Yes 73 65 uO 
No 27 35 --~--.--- 60 

N (66) (69) 
, 

(25) 
-- Famale students 

Yes 63 49 33 
No 37 51 67 

N (131) (104) (15) 

Thus, it can be seen that the sax of the student is one of the 

tactors detarmining his level ot participation in general university 

events. In the UGEQ retarenda, primary group memberships influence 

male and female students in somewhat different ways. When donation ot 

blood is considered, parents and friends are sean as having ditterent 

level ot influence on male and temale students. Furthermore, male am 

female students who profess the same intensity of teeling toward 

donation ot blood respond ditferently when it cornes to donation ot blood. 

Place ot Residence 

Students who live in residence or in a traternity house ara more 

likely to donate blood than those who live with their families. Students 

living at places other than the se are least likely te donate blood--only 

16% of them do so. Unlike th!,! relationship between residence and voting" 

this relationship i8 not statistically significant. The residence 

group helps to a certain extent to integrate the student into campus 
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life--more strongly in the case of the UGEQ referenda, but somewhat in 

donation of blood. 

Number of Years at McGil! University 

St~dents who bave attended the Universit7 for two or three years 

are Most likely to give blood, followed in turn by first and tourth 

year or higher students (Table X-3). 

TABLE X-3.--Relationship between the number of years student has attend­
ed McGill Univerait7 and donation of blood in this yearts Blood Drive 

(in percentages) 

Dona ted blood Number of years student bas attended McGill University 
in this yeart s 

B100d Drive One Two Tbree Four or more 

Yes 54 62 53 47 
No 46 38 37 53 

N (31) (196) (103) (75) 

x2 = 6.63, dt = 3, Not significant (P.(O.lO) 

There ia no difference for those high on social relations (Ap­

pendix C, Table 4) between students in the first three years at 

university (63% to 61,%), but there is a drop in the proportion donating 

blood in fourth year (48%). For those low in social relations, the 

year pattern prevails. Social relations bave an effect only on first 

year students. The campus peer group presumably acts to socialize first 

year students who are high in social relations with their fellow students. 

For seniors who are leaving the university, only an issue as important 

as that of UGEQ can lead to campus participation among those high in 

social relations. Events such as the Blood Drive are the domain of 

students in lower years. 
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In a study o~ a sample o~ 412 students in several sociology 

courses at ~Gill Uni versi ty, students' participation in certain 

campus events o~ general importaIlC':e and i ts correlates are ex:amined 

in the light o~ mass society theory. The ~indings are used to test 
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some propositions :t'rom sociological the ory, and in particular, mass 

society the ory • The major variables considered are level o~ organi­

zational acti vi ty, campus informal group interaction (social relations 

index), students reports o~ their own, friends' and parents 1 attitudes; 

and behaviour on the question o~ student participation in wo campus 

events of general importance--voting in the UGEQ referenda and 

donation o~ blood in the Blood Drive. 

Donation o~ blood and frequency o~ voting in the UGEQ re~erendSl 

are positive~ related to each other; the same thing is true o~ level 

o~ organizationa::i. activity and social relations scores. For poli tic ail 

participation, level of organizational activity and level of informal 

social relations are positive~ related to the number o~ times respo~ 

dents voted in the UGEQ re~erenda. These results are similar to the 

findings in Union Democracy. 63 

When the Blood Drive results are considered, level o~ organi-

~ational activity is not related to Blood Drive participation and a 

63Lipset, Trow, and Coleman, Chapter 5. 
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curvilinear relationship between number of organizations of which the 

respondent is a member and donation of blood is not etatistical~ 

significant. Furthermore, the positive relationsbipbetween level of 

informal social relations and donation of blood is not statistically 

signi:t'icant. This can be explained by the differences in these events: 

the UG~ issue was immediately relevant to students, the Blood Drive ia 

not relevant to many of them as students. 

The effect of the degree of integration of campus organizatioœ 

on participation in general uni versi ty events ie examined in reference 

to memberer' UG~ votes. When members were compared on the integratioDl 

of the organization Most important to them, li ttle difference was found. 

in the U~ voting turnout of members of high and low integration 

organizations, al though both types of groups were more likely to vote 

and to vote both times than isolates (members of no campus organi-

zations). Knm'1ledge of the position of organization members was more 

important for members of highly integrated organizations, suggesting 

that m.embers of a tightly-kni t group who do not know the opinions of 

other students in the group are in effect isolated f'ram the channels 

of communication and interaction. In the case of the Blood Drive, the 

level of integration of the Most important organizationwas again 

found to make no difference as far as donation of blood is concerned. 

These findings indicat e that the degree of integration of the 

organization May not be sallent, especia.lly if members of the organi-

zation do not diseuse among themselves these general universit,y events, 

their attitudes toward and plans for participation in them. This in 

fact seems to be the case in Most of the organizations examined, where 

- , 
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quite high proportions of members do not know the attitudes of their 

fellow members of the UGm referenda, nor do they all. know how man;y 

members oftheir organization have donated blood in this year's Blood 

Drive. Thus, one of the roles of the mediating organization in mass 

society theory, that of a channel of communication and source of influ-

ence alternate to that of the formaI means of communication (The Dail:y' 

is ci ted as the most important source of influence) is being played 

feebly, if at aIl, by most campus organizations. 

The part organizationSl membership does Bearn to be playing 

in UGEQ voting is perhaps as a transmitter of political sld.lls and 

poli tic al interest and participation. Certainly, among those students 

who reported a great deal of interest in the UGm referenda, the higher 

the level of organizational activity the more likely was the student to 

have voted both times and the less likely was he not to have voted. 

The family and the peer group--the primary groups-- on the 

other hand, are more importantthan is organi3ationmembership as 

influences toward participation in general university events. For 

both events considered in this paper, parental attitudes toward student 

participation are particularly influential, just as important as those 

of the peer group, or even more so. The fact that a large proportion 

of the students in the sample live at home and ::onnnute to uni verst ty 

every ~ is one of the factors which accounts for the apparantly high 

degree of conformity of students to their parents' nsheB, when these 

are expressed. This parallels the findings of family and. friendship 

group influence on pat!rerns of voting behaviour.64 

64For example, Berelson, Lazarsfe1d and I>fcHlee, PP. 88-90,. 
and pp.97-98. 
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Amount oi' knowledge oi' the issues is positive~ related to 

participation in the UG~ rei'erenda. Furthermore,lack oi' knowledge 

has grearter ini'luence on the participation oi' isolates than i'or 

s:tudents who belong to campus orga:nizations. un the other band, level 

oi' knowledge has at least as great an ini'luence on the UGEQ partici-

pation patterns oi' students high in social relations as it bas on 

those oi' students low in social relations. This can be explained by 

the relative homogeneity of attitude and interest in f'riendship groups .... -

they may be politically oriented or complete~ apolitical. 

other factors which are related ta partici.pation in general 

university events include socio-econamic statua which i8 related to 

the UGEQ vote, although not as strongly as would be expected f'r0ll1 the 

sociological literature on voting and political participation. This: 

can be explained by the relative homogenei ty of the sample on 8.ocio-

economic statua. 

Sex of the student is another important factor in the analysis 

of participation in general university events •. In both events, males; 

pm:-ticipated in higher proportion tban did females. Furthermore, when 

sex was uaed as a control variable, it was se en that males and females 

have sOIœ'Vmat different patterns of participation in general univer-

si ty evants. The differentia:l response oi' male and i'emale students 

to primary group influences is one reason ci ted in explanation. 

Place of residence of student during the academic year has a 

very strong influence on student participation in general university 

events. Students living in residence halls and f'raterni ty housss are 

more likely to participate in general university evants tban those who 
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live at home or in other types of accomodation. In tbis instance, the 

university residence seems to mediate between the student and campus 

life in geœral, as was hypothesized in this the!rl.s for the campus 

voluntar,y organization. 

Senior and freshmen are less like~ tban second or third year 

students to participate in both UGEQ. referenda and the Blood Ilt"ive. 

For first year students, this is related ta their integration into the 

campus structure of informal social relations. Those high in social 

relations are as like~ as studenta in their second and third year at 

M:Gill to donate blood; those low in social relations (that is, in 

another sense, isolates) are less like~ ta participate in general 

university events. Fourth year students are less likely than arry other 

group to donate blood whether they are high or low in social relations, 

but not less like~ to vote frequent~ in the U~ referenda wben they 

are high in organizational activi.ty. This :i.mpli~ tbat the UGEQ issue 

was of importance to students who have the majority of their social 

contacts on campus. The Blood Ilt"i.ve is of little importance to stuùents 

about to leave uni versi ty, whether they have many friends on campus or 

noto 

Thus, for the sample at least, nei ther cless nor mass types of 

analysis of participation can stand alone. The relationship between 

social class as measured here and participation in campus events of 

general importance is not very pertinent to this analysis, and that of 

the mass society approach not completely useful, although more so in 

reference to political activity which is ita rightful place than in the 

case of the "humanitarianl1 donation of blood. 

In both types of general university events, the influence of 
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the primary group is strild.ng. The family plays a surprisingly 

important role in infiuencing the participation of these university 

students, one that is as important as that of the peer group. In 

conclusion, aU the major group memberships of the respondents are 

important influences on participation in campus evants of general 

interest; the campus voluntary organization is only one of them and 

it plays a different part in influencing participation in the 

different types of general U1IÏ.versity evants--it strongly influencefr 

political participation but not donation of blood. 
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APPBNDIX A - INDIcm 

Organizational. kti vi ty Index 

ITEMS: 

Question lJ4: HOil often do you attend meetill!s? 
nAl.ways" coded 3, "Most tilDes" coded +2, 
"Sometimes ll coded +1, "H3ver" coded O. 

Question )6': How much interest do you have in the organization? 
nA great deal" or "Quite a blt" coded +2, 
"Some" coded +1, "None n coded O. 

Question 48: 'What ls the bighest office you baYe eftr held ln 
tbis organi~tlon? 

"Officer or chairman of a committee" coded +2, 
"CQmmi ttee member" coded +1, nI bave never been an 
offlcer of this organizationn coded O. 

83 

One point vas given for membership ln each organizatlon. 
Space vas prO'rlded on the questionnaire for the listing of a maxima 
of three organizations in order of their importance to the respondent. 
Maximum score obtainable ls 24, (maximal participation in tbreee 
organizatlons); minimum possible score ls 0, (no organiz:ational 
memberships;). 

The da~ was then div.ided into tbree categories -­
respondents belonging to no organi~atlons, (coded 0), respondents 
having a lov level of organiz:atlonal activity (original code l, to 8), 
respondents having a bigh leV'el of organizational activity (original 
score 9 to 24). The division between low ,and high organizational. 
acti vi ty" at the score of 8 vas because 8 is the maximum score for 
members of only" one organization. 

DISTRIBUTION 

CODE: 1. All those wi th a score of +9 to +24 (high) 151 
2. All those wi th a score of +1 to +8 (low) 113 
3. All those vith a score of 0 (beloll! to 

no organization) 148 

412 

Social Relations Index 

Question 57: When you are at the university, how orten do you spend 
time outside of classes and labs vith other students? 
DichotClllÙied between "A fair arnount of IfI3' free time 
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Question 57: Continued 

fJ'I'ery day" coded +~, and "A amall amount of my free time every 
day" coded 0, tbat is, answers ~-5 coded "0 11 , 6 and 7 coded "+~". 

Question 58: With wham do you actuall.y spend more of your free 
time--M::Gill. students or peop~e outside of ~Gill? 
DichotOlllized: "llcGill students" coded +~, and 
"Those outside of l'1::Gilln and rrequally vith both 
çoups of people" coded o. 

Question 59: uf your three c~osest friends, how many are 
&Gill students? 
Dichotomiw.ed beween "THo are rr, (aIlSwers ~ and 2) 
coded +~, and "une is", (answers 3 and 4) coded o. 

CODE:~. All those vith scare of +3 
2. AlI those wi th score of +2 
3. All those with scare of +~ 
4. ID those with score of ° 
5. No answer on any of three questions 

DISTRIBUTION 

203 
105 
69 
.34 
~ 

"1iI2 

This index 'HaS dichotomized between (~-2) those ~ow in socia~ 
re~ations and (3-4~) those hi!;h in social re~ations. 

Po~i tical A.cti vi ty Index 

ITEMS: 

Question ~6: How often do you and your friends diseuse campus 
politics? 
"Frequently" coded +2, rrüccasionallyll coded +~, 
"Never" coded O. 

Question 20: Have you ever talked or wri tten to Student Council 
officials to let them know what you would like them 
to do on an issue you were interested in? 
"Frequently" coded +2, "Seldom." coded +~,. 
"Hever" coded O. 

Question 21: &ve you ever worked for the election of aI\V Student. 
CouncU candidate (by doing thilll:s like lllAking 
speeches ar distributing circulars)? 
"Yea" coded +2, "No" coded O. 
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c Question 24: Have you voted in an;v or aU of the following? 
1. Last year'a Presidential election (SpriIl&,1.965) 
2. This year's election (of facult,r repreaentatives)-

Autumn, 1965. 
3. The first U~ referendum. (in ~cember, 1965) 
4. The second UGEQ referendum (Janu.ary 26, 1966) 
5. This year's Presidential elec'cion (March 2) 

FuR THVSE AN5WERING THE QUESTluNNAIRE BEFURE MARCH 2: 
Do you intend to Tote in ~hiB year's Presidential 
election? 
All five items "Yes" cOd.ed +3, three or four items 
RYes" coded +2, one or two items "Yes" coded +1, 
No items IfIes" coded O. -

CODE: 1. AJ.l those vith score +8 or more 
2. All those with score of +7 
3. .All thœe wi th score of +6 
4. ID those with score of +5 
5. .All those wi th score of +4 
6. All those vith score of +3 
70 .All those vith score of +2 
8. All those with score of +1 
9. All those wi th score of 0 

DISTRIBUTIUN 

29 
2) 

24 
60 

III 
86 
51 
2) 
8 

412 

This index ws trichotCllliz'sd: (0-)), (4), and (5-9) 
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APPENDIX B 

TABLE B-l.--Relationship between socio-economic status and UGEQ vote 
(in percentages) 

Number of times student IDw Middle Higb 
voted in UGEQ referenda SES SES SES 

Twice 64 65 77 
Once 25 23 13 
Not at a11 II 11 10 
No answer •• 1 •• 

N (53) (187) (150) 

x2 = 6.85, dt = 4, Not signif'icant 

TABLE B-2.--Relationsbip between socio-economic status and level of' 
organizational activity (in percentages) 

Level of organizational Low Middle Higb 
activity SES SES SES 

Isolates 30 39 33 
Low organizational 

activity 30 30 25 
High organizational 

activity 40 31 43 

N (52) (187) (150) 

x2 = 5.21, dt' = 4, Not significant 

86 

TABLE B-3.--Relationsbip between sex and number of UGEQ votes (in per­
centages) 

Number of' t:iJnes stud.ent 
voted in UGEQ referenda Male Female 

Twice 75 65 
Once 16 23 
Not at a11 10 12 

N (161) (249) 

x?- = 4.30, dt' • 2, Not signif'icant _. 
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TABIE B-4.--Relationship between sex, interest in tbe UGEQ re!erenda and 
number o! t:lmes student voted in the UGm re!erenda (in percentages) 

Number of times 
student voted in 

UGEQ referenda 

Twice 
Once 
Not at an 

N 

% or total males 

Twice 
Once 
Not at an 

N 

% or total remales 

Amount or interest in the UGEQ rererenda 

A great deal Quite a lot Not very much 

Males 

90 77 33.3 
7 18 33.3 
3 5 33.3 

(74) (56) (30) 

46% 35% 19% 

Fema1es 

81 70 32 
16 24 28 

3 6 40 

(68) (132) (47) 

27% 53% 20% 

TABIE B-5.--Re1ationsbip between parents' attitude toward respondent's 
voting in tbe UGEQ re!erenda, by sex (in percentages) 

Number or times 
student voted in 
UGEQ re!ererida 

Twice 
Once 
Not at all 

N 

Twice 
Once 
Not at an 
N 

Attitude o! parents 

Student should Parents don' t Student 
vote care doesn 't know 

Males 

88 73 65 
8 19 20 
4 8 15 

(51) (26) (81) 

Females 

83 59 56 
14 25 27 

4 16 17 

(81) (44) (119) 
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TABLE B-6.--Relationsbip between the number of closest friends who voted 
and respondent' s voting in the UGEQ referenda, by sex (in percent&ges) 

Number of times 
student voted in 

UGEQ referenda 

Twice 
Once 
Not at all 

N 
% of males 

Twice 
Once 
Not at aU 

N 
% of females 

Number of close friends who voted 

Most Some Few or none 

Males 

79 69 •• 
17 10 •• 
4 21 •• 

(123) (29) (4) 
79% 19% 3% 

Females 

75 ~ 21 
21 22 47 
4 36 32 

(184) (45) (19) 
71.,% 18% 8% 

TABLE B-7.--Re1ationship between student's place of residence during 
the academic year and UGEQ vote (in percentages) 

Number of' times Lives with Lives in Lives student voted in parents residence or elsewhere UaEQ referenda or spouse fraternity nouse 

Twice 68 89 66 
Once 21 14 11 
Not at aU 10 7 23 

N (302) (57) (44) 

il- • 10.52~ dt = 4~ P<'0.05 

TABLE B-8.--Relationship between number of years at McGill University 
and number of' times student voted in tne UGEQ ~eferenda (in percent&ges) 

Number of' times Number of years at McGill 
student voted in 

UGEQ referenda cne 'l'wo Three Four or more 

Twice 70 72 69 61 
Once 22 19 20 20 
Not at an 8 9 li 19 

N (37) (196) (103) (74) 

r = 6.06, dt = 6, Not signif'icant 
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TABLE B-9.--Relationship between number of years a t university and level 
of organizational activity (in percentages) 

Level of organizational First Second Third Fourth or more 
activity year year year year 

Isolate 16 37 40 36 
IDw 51 29 22 27 
High 32 34 38 37 

N (37) (196) (103) (75) 

7?- • 12.59, dt • 6, P~0.05 

TABLE B-10.--Relationship between number of years at McGill University 
and number of times student voted in the UGEQ referenda, contro11ing 

for level of organizational actiVity (in percentages) 

Number of tilDes 
student voted in 
U~ referenda 

'!'wice 
Once 
Not at aU 

N 

bice 
Once 
Not at all 

N 

'l'wice 
Once 
Not at a11 

N 

Number of years at MCGill 

One '!'wo Three Four or more 

Isolates 

•• 69 59 la 
•• 14 19 27 
•• 17 22 31 

(6) (72) (!ü.) (26) , 

W orga za 0 ac :v :y 10 ni ti nal ti: it 

60 70 70 55 
33 25 26 20 
7 5 4 25 

(15) (56) (23) (20) 

High organizational activity 

88 76 79 82 
12 19 18 14 
•• 5 3 4 

(16) (67) (39) (28) 
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APPENDIX C 

TABLE C-1.--Relationship between parents' attitude toward student's 
donation of blood and student's donation of blood, by sex (in percentages) 

Donated blood in Parents Parents Student Parents 
this yearls say student do not does not say student 
Blood Drive should care lmow should not 

Males 

Yes 81. 76 51 44 
No 19 24 49 56 

N (la) (46) (47) (25) 

% of males 26% 29% 29% 16% 

Females 

Yes 68 64 49 38 
No 32 36 51 62 

N (65) (72) (53) (56) 
% of f'emales 25% 29% 22% 23% 

TABLE C-2.--Relationsbip between number of' close friends who donated 
blood and student donation of blood, by sex (in percentages) 

Donated blood in 
this yearls 
Blood Drive 

Yes 
No 

N 

Yes 
No 

N 

Number of' close friends who donated blood 

Most Sorne Few or none 

Males 

75 64 24 
25 36 76 

(92) (44) (21) 

Females 

62 55 32 
38 45 68 

(137) (78) (31) 
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TABLE C-3.--Relationship between place of residence during the academic 
year and donation of blood (in percentages) 

Donated blood in Live with Live in fra- Live 
this yearts parents or ternit Y or elsewhere 
m.ood Drive ' spou se residence 

Yes 59 65 45 
No hl 35 54 

N (303) (57) (44) 

x2 : 3.69, dt = 2, Not significant 

TABLE C-4.--Relat~onsbip between year at university and donation of 
blood, controlling for level of social relations (in percentages) 

Donated blood in 
this yearts 
Blood Drive 

Yes 
No 

N 

Yes 
No 

N 

Year at university 

First Second Third Fourt.h or more 

Students low in social relations 

33 60 65 43 
67 40 35 57 

(12) (47) (20) (23) 

Students high in social relations 

64 63 63 48 
36 37 37 52 

(25) (149) (82) (52) 
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APPENDIX D 

5UM'ey of Students 

IN:;TRUO'nONS FOR AmWERIID TEE QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire is part of a stuqy of student participation 
in campus activities - such as the Blood Drive, student goverIllllent, 
and campus organizations 0 It is desigœd to find out soma of your 
ex:periences as a student at the UIIi.versity and to compare your expe­
riences wi th those of other students st McGiJ.l. 

Remember: (1) The questionnaire is not a Ittest lt!. The o~ 
"righttl answers to the questions are those which best express your 
experiences and ~ opinions. . 

(2) .Al1 the information will be tabula<ted together 
to give an overall. picture of the experierices of McGilJL stu.dents:;: your 
individuali. IlSlIle will not be revealed and your personal snswers w.i.ll. be 
kept confidential.:. PJ.ease do not put your name on tbis questionnaire. 

(3) Read every question care~ before 8œwering:. 
Pl.ease answer every question in accordance w.i.th the instructions. 
Answer the questions in arder wi thout skipping. MOst of the questions: 
can be aœwered by placing a check in the space provided at the right 
band side of the page. (like this ....L..-), or by wri ting out the answer. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 

Please fill in the course number ( i.e. the number of the course in 
which you have been gi ven tbis questionnaire) 

SOOIOL.ClGY : (1-0,5) 

1. THIS SECTION OF TEE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH SOME OF YOUR. 
ElPERIEIDES AS A. MCGn.L STUDENr - IN CONNECTION WITH CAMPUS 
AOTIVITIES sueH AS: 

(A) THE BLOOD DRIVE; (B) STUDENl' GOVERNMENr AND THE uGm REFERENDA.;: 
(0) CAMPUS CLUBS .AND ORGANIZATIONS. 
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A. THE BLOOD DRIVE (AUTUl>1N, 1965) 

1. Did you donate blood in this yearls Blood Drive (Autumn, 
1965)? 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ta BE ANSWERED BY ALL WHO DONATED BLOOD IN THE BLOOD DRIVE 
2. Wby did you give blood? (Pick the ONE reason most 

important to you.) 
l f'elt it was rrry responsibility to help people in 
need in rrry communit,y ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
To in some way pay f'or blood transfusions l or 
members of' rrry f'ami~ bave received ••••••••••••••• 
l have an obligation to m:r fraternity 
to give blood •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l have an obligation to my f'acul.ty ta give blood •• 
IV friends would look down on me if' l did not 
g:L ve blood ••• 4Jo •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

other (please specify) 

TO BE AN3WERED BY ALL WHO Dm NOT DONATE BLOOD IN THE 
BLOOD DRIVE 
3. Why did you not donate blood? (Check the ONE reason 

most important to you) 
Medical or religious reason ••••••••••••••••••••• 
l sn af'raid of' needles, injections, etc 0 •••••••• 

~ parents do not want me to give blood •••••••• 
l woul.d baire gODe but none of' riI3' friends 
could!o •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l f'el t that one pint of' blood more or Jless 
woul.d not be missed ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
other (Specif'y ) 

EVERYONE ANSWER: 
4. How Many times during your stay at l-DGill have you 

donated blood during the campus-wide Blood ])rive? 
Never •••••••••••• v •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Once ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TWice ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tbree times ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Four times ••••••••••••••••••••• e ••••••••••••••• 

Pive or mare times •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Bave you ever worked as a volunteer on the Blood Drive? 
Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No •.••...•..•...•••..............•..........•.• 

6. Have any of your friends worked on the Blood Drive? 
Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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(1-07 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 

(1-08) 

1. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 

(1-09) 1 

\ 
1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

(1-10) 
1. ----2. ----3. ___ _ 
4. ___ _ 
5. ___ _ 
6. ___ _ 

(l-li) 
1. ----2. ___ _ 

(1-12) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 



( 
\... 1. How strongly do you teel about gi ving blood? 

l teel very strongly that studen.ts should •••••••• 
l teel tairly strongly that students should •••••• 
l ~on't teel strongly that they should ••••••••••• 
l teel tairly strongly that they should not •••••• 
l teel very strongly that they should not •••••••• 

8. How strongly do your friends teel about giving blood? 
&st teel very strongly that studems should ••••• 
Most teel tairly strongly that students should ••• 
MOst don't feel strongly that studems should ••• 
Most feel tairly strongly that students should not 
Most feel very strongly that studems should not 

9. What 'Ws the attitude of your parems on the question 
of your donating blood in the Blood Drive? 

They felt that l should donate blood ••••••••••••• 
They didn't care much either way ••••••••••••••••• 
They felt that l should not donate blood ••••••••• 
l don't know ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

10. F.t-om which of the tOllowing did you obtain information 
about the Blood Drive? (Put a check in the appropriate 
box.) 

1. Yes 

Radio, television or newspapers (1-16) 

The Daily (1-11) 

Members of my fraternity or sorority(1-18) 

Members of the campus 9r ganization(s) 
to Which l belong (1-19) 

One or more studem volunteer 
workers on the Blood Drive (1-20) 

Friends (other than af13' who may be10ng 
to the same organization as you or 
who worked on the Blood Drive) - (1-2l) 

Members of the teaching staft (1-22') 

Posters (1-23) 
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(1-13) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

(1-14) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

(1-15) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

2. No 
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li. If you mentioned more than 1 source in question 10, 
which of a1l these things you checked was most 
important to you in makir.g up your mind? 
Oheck ONE ONE of the fol1owing) 

Radio, te1eTision or newspapers ••••••••••••••••• 
The DailY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
M:wbers of my frater ni ty or sorori ty •••••••••••• 
One or more workers (student· volililteers) on 
the Blood Drive •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Friends (other than those in the same organization 
or who worked on the Blood Drive) ••••••••••••••• 
Members of the teaching staff of the uni versi ty •• 
Posters •••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
None of the ab ove ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

12. How many of your closest friends at the university 
gave b100d at this year's B100d Drive? 

MOst of them donated blood •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Some of them donated b100d •••••••••••••••••••••• 
0nlY a fewof them donated blood •••••••••••••••• 
None did •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l don't knaw •••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••• 

13. Do you think that events such as the Blood Drive 
and Student Oounci1 elections are fe1t by students 
to be important events in their lives at university?' 

Bath are important'events for students •••••••••• 
The Student Oouncil elections are important, 
the Blood Drive is not - ••••••••••••••••••••••••• CI 

The Blood Drive is important, student elections 
are not ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Neither event is of much importance ••••••••••••• 

(1-24) 

li. ___ _ 
2. ,3.----
4. ___ _ 

5. ___ _ 
6. 
1~----

8. -----
(1-25) 
1. ----2. ___ _ 

3. 4.----
9. ___ _ 

(1-26) 
1. ___ _ 

2. ___ _ 

l. 4.----

B. THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR PARTICIPATION IN STUDE,NT AFFAIRS 

14. Have you ever been a candidate for political office 
in McGill's student goverI'Dllent? 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

15. Have you ever been elected or appointed to an 
official position in l'i:Gill's student goverI'Dllent? 

Yes (specif.1 position and year you were in 
at university •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

No •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(1-21) 
1. 2.----

(1-2@) 

1. ___ _ 

2. ___ _ 
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16. How often do you and your friends discuss campus 
politics? 

Frequen~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Occasionally •••.•....•.....•...••........•.•..•• 
N3ver .•.•.••....•• ~ •.•.•......••......•........• 

17. How strongly do you f'eel. about students voting ih 
campus e1ections and referenda? 

l feel very strongly that they should ••••••••• $. 
l fee1 fairly strongly that theyshould ••••••••• 
l don't feel strongly that they should ••••••••• 
l feel fairly strongly that they should not ••••• 
l feel very strongly that they should noli o •••••• 

18. How strongly do your friends fee1 about voting in 
campus e1ections and referenda? 

They feel very strongly that students should •••• 
They feel fairly strongly that students should •• 
They don't feel strongly that they should ••••••• 
They feel fairly strongly that stuclents shollld not 
They feel very strongly that students should not 
l don't knOWl ••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••. 

1.9. What was the attitude of your parents on the. question 
of your voting in the UGEQ referenda? 

They fe1t that l should vote •••••••••••••••••••• 
They didn't oare much either w~ •••••••••••••••• 
They felt that l should not vote ............... . 
l don't know •••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

20. H9.ve you ever talked or wri tten to Studen· Council 
officials to let them know what you would like them 
to do on an issue you were interested in? 

FrequentlY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Seldom •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Never •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

21. Have you ever worked for the e1eotion of any Studem 
Council candidate (by doing things like ~ng: 
speeches or distributing circulars? 

Yes •••••••••••••••• a· •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

No ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

22. Have you attended any student politica1 meetings 
during your stay at university? 

Often ................... ••••••.••••••••••••••••••• 
A few times ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Never •••••• ~ ••••••••• o •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(1-29) 
1~ 
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2.----
3. ___ _ 

(1-,30) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 
.3. ___ _ 
4. ___ _ 
5. ___ _ 

(1-31) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 
4. 
5~----
9. ___ _ 

(1-)2) 
1. 2.----
3. ___ _ 
4. ___ _ 

(1-33) 
1. 2.----
3. ___ _ 

(1-34) 
1. 2.----

(1-35) ., J.. ____ _ 

2. ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 
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23. Have you ever participated in a protest march, 
picket line, ait in, or other demonstration during 
the tilDe you· baVé béen· a stUdent at· I~Gill ? . . (1-36) 

l~ 

24. 

25. 

Often ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
A few t1mes •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• & •••••••• 

Never ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••• 

Have you voted in arq or all. of' the following: 

2.----
3. ___ _ 

(1) Last year 1 s Presidential election (Spring, 1965) (1.-37 ) 
~ Yes. ~ ... -•• .;................................. 1 _____ _ 

NO •••••• ~ ••••••••••••••• ~................ 2. 
(2) Th:i.s year's election (of' f'acul.ty represen- ----

tati ves, etc.) - Autumn~ 1965 
Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(3 ) The f'irst UGEQ ref'erendum (in December, 1965) 
Yes l voted for McGill's joining U~ .0. 

Yes - l voted '3g8inst NeGill' s joining UGEQ 
No - l did not votë 

(4) The second UGEQ ref'erendum (January 26,1966) 
Yes l voted for McGill's joiIIi..ng U~ ••• 
Yes - l voted against McGill's joiIIi..ng UGEQ 
No - l dia not vote .1 ................... . 

(5) This year 's Presidential Election (March 2) 
Yes •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

FOR THOSE ANSWERING THE QUESTIONNAIRE BEIiURE MARCH 
Do you intend to vote in this year's· Presidential 
election? 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Do you think M:Gill should be a meniber of': 
UGllll 
CUS 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BOTH UGEQ and CUS ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Neither ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l don't knaw •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(1-38) 
1. 2.----
(1-j9) 
1. ----2. ___ _ 

3. 
(l-'-4M'O'l""l')--
1. 
2. ----3.----
(1-41) 
1. ___ _ 

2: 
2. ______ _ 

3. 4.----
(1-42) 
1. 
2 • --------3. ___ _ 
4. ___ _ 
5. ___ _ 

TO BE ANSTIlERED ONLY BY STUDENTS WHO VOTED IN ONE OR BOTH 
OF THE UG:W REFERENDA (1-43) 
26. Why did you vote? (Pick the ONE reason most important 

to you) 
l f'el t i t was my responsibili ty to help make . this 
decision •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1* _______ _ 
l had an obligation to my fraterni ty to vote ••••• 2:. -------l nad an obligation to my f'acul.ty to vote ••••••• 3. ___ _ 
l1Y' friends woul.d look down on me if' l did not vote 4. 
Arq other reason (specii'y) 5.----



TO BE AN31>lERED ONLY BY STUDENTS WHO DlIl NOT VOTE IN 
EITHER OF Tm uam REFERENDA . -
27. Wby did you not vote? (Pick the ONE reason most 

important to you) 
l couldn't decide which way ta vote ••••••••••••• 
l would have gone but none of rrry friends 
were goi~.· •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••• 

l fe1t that one vote more or 1ess would not 
be missed •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l don't think student e1ections are important 
enough to bother about •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other reason (specifY) 

EVERYONE ANSWER: 
28. Et do you think were the major issues beween the 

pro-U~ and anti-UGJ!):.l groups in this year's 
referenda? (Answer briefly) 

29. 

JO. 

31. 

How much intere&'t wou1d you say you had in the 
UGEQ referenda.? 

A great dea1 
Quite a 10t 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

..•........................•.•...•.• 
NOt very much •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
None at a11 ••••••• o •••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Would you say that you were more interested or 1ess 
interested in the UGEQ refer'ë'iidi than you us~ 
are in Student Counci1 e1ections? 

MOre •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
IesS' •••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The same •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l don't know •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Do you ever get as worked up about something that 
happens in campus po1itics as you do about something 
that hapPenà· in your persona1 li:fre? 

Yes ••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No ..........•...........•...................... 
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(1-44) 
1. ___ _ 

2. ____ _ 

3. ___ _ 

4 •. ___ _ 
5. __ _ 

(1-45) 

(1-46) 
1 •. ___ _ 
2 •. ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 
4 •. ___ _ 

(1-47) 
1. 2.----
3.~ 

4.---

(1-48) 
1. 2.----



c· 32. From which of the following did you obtain 
information about the UGEQ referenda? 

Radio, television or newspapers' (1-49) 

The Daily (1-50) 

Pamphlets, etc. circulated on 
campus for or 
against UGEQ (1-51) 

&m'bers of MY fraterni ty or 
sorority (1-52) 

Members of the organization(s) to 
which l belong (1-53) 

Members of the student Council (1-54) 

Friends (other than a:tIY' who may belong 
to the sarna campus organization as you 
or who were members of the St.udent 
OounciJ.) 

Members of the teaching staff of 
the uni. versi ty 

Other sources (specif.y) 

33. If you mentioned more than 1 source 
in question 32, which of all these 
things you checked in question 32 
W'aS Most important to you in making 
up your mind? (Check ONLY ONE of the 

(1-55,) 

(1-56) 

(1-57) 
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1. Yes; 2. No 

following) (1-58) 
Radio, television or newspapers ••••••• •••••••••• 1. __ _ 
Th.e Da1~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 ___ _ 
Pamphlets, etc. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3. __ _ 
Members of my fraternity or sorority •••••• •••••• 4-__ _ 
Members of the campus organizations to 
which l belong •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5. ---

C' 



l, 

-~-._~-------------------
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33. Oontinued 

34. 

Members of the Student Counci~ •••••••••••••••••• 6. 
Friends (other than members of the ----
same organization or S tude nt 
Oouneil members) -: • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •.• • • •• 7 _ 
Members of the teaehing staff ----
of the universit.y •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 8 _________ _ 
None of the above •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9. 

How JUaDY" of your close st friends at McOill voted 
in either of this year's UGEQ referenda? 

MOst did •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Soma did •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Only a few of them did •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NOne did ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l don1t know •••••••••••••••••••• ! •••••• ! •••••••• 

----
(1-59) 
1. ___ _ 
2., ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 
4. ___ _ 
9., ___ _ 

35. Check "Agree" or Disagree" co1umn in answering the 
following questions. 

1.1. Agree 2. Dlsagre e 

WLth a few exceptions, Most Canadians 
have an equal opportuni t.y to make their 
way in life (1-60) 

Monopoly industries should be owned 
by the government (1-61) 

The government should introduce a 
l-Edicare program (l-62) 

l favour the U .S. policy in Viet Nà.m (1-63) 
... 

The fo11owing questions de al with 
student govermnent, etc. t 

MUch more should be done ~o increase 
school spirit on campus (1-64) 

student government actually bas very 
litt1e power to do things that make 

(1-65) aI\V difference to life on campus 
.' 
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35. Continued. 

1. Agree 2. Disagree 

l don' t tbink student goverment -
officials, no matter whù they are, 

(~-66) care IIlUCh what peop~e like me think 

Over the years, the way people vote 
has been the main thing that decides 
how things are rtU'l in student 
goverment (~-61) 

Voting is the only way that people 
1ike me can have any say about hcw 
the Student Counci~ runs things (~-68) 

At most times, people like me don't have 
any- say about what the Student Oounci1 
does (~-69) 

- -

S'ometimes student poli tics and 
government seem so complicated 
that a person like me can't rea1~ 
understand what's going on (~-10) 

It isn't so important to vote when 
you know your candidate or point 
of view on an issue lioesn't have 
a chance to win (~-71) 

Most campus events aren' t important 
enough to bother with (1-72) 

50 mal\V other people vote in 5tudent 
Counci1 elections that it doesn't 
matter much to me wheth~r l vote 

(1-13) or not 

If a persan doesn't care .how an 
e1ection comes out, he shouldn't 

(1-14) vote in it 
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C. THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR PARTICIPATION IN CAMPUS, ORGANIZATI016 

36. Do yourparents be1o~ to an;y community 
organizations, such as unions, clubs, 
lodges, veterans', sports or' chi1rch groups? 

Both ~ parents do ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~ father does ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~ mother does ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Neither parent does ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

31. How man;y off-campus organizations do you be10Dg to? 
l do not be10ng to an;y ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
One organization •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2 organizations •••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••• 

3 organizations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
4 or more organizations •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

38. In how IOal\Y" off-campus organizations do you ho~d 

39. 

official positions 
None •••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1 organization ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2 arganizations ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
3 organizations •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••• 
4 or more organizations ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Do you be10ng to a campus fraternity or sorority? 
Yes (gi ve name) 
No ••••••••••••••••••••••••• e •••••••••••••••••• 

40. How maI\1 campus organizations do you be10ng to 
(i.e., clubs, teams, religious groups,ete)? 

None ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lorganization ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2organizations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
3 arganizations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• !. 
4 or more organizations ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

41. Do you attend meetings or gatherings of al\Y" 
campus organization of which you are not offici~ 
a member? 

No •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Yes (give name{s) 

42. How important ia it to you to participate in 
campus organizations? 

Very important ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Somelihat important •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NOt at a11 important ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(2-06) 
1. __ _ 
2;. ----3. ___ _ 
4., ___ _ 

(2-01) 
1., ___ _ 
2., ___ _ 

3. 4.----
S. ----
(2-08) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 
4., ___ _ 
5-___ _ 

(2-09) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 

(2.-10 ) 
1. ___ _ 
2., ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 
4., __ _ 
5. ___ _ 

(2-11) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ .;...._ 

(2-12) 
1. ____ _ 
2. ____ _ 
3., ___ _ 



,,-
1.'. 
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r' 

---------------------------------'-

THOSE WHO BELON} TO ·OR ATTEND ANY CAMPUS ORGANIZATION (includi~ 
fiOatern:ttY' or sorority) SHOULD Al5WËR THÊ FOLLOWINd QUESTIO~ • 

.ALI. OTHERS (i.e. those who answered "no" to questions 39, 40, and 
41) SKIP TO QUESTION 55. 
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43. List the names of any campus organizations (to a lItldmum of 
three) that you belong to or attend att M.::Gill in arder of their 
importance to you: 
(1) (2-13) 
(2) (2-14) 
(3) (2-15) 

If you feel that MEI1BERSHIP IN ANY TWO OR MORE IS OF EQUAL 
IMPORTANCE TO YOU, indicate this in the fol1owing space. 

USIID THE NUMBERS GIVEN TO THE ORGANIZATION(S) OF WHICH 
YOU ARE A MEMBER (in question 43), ANSWER THE FOLLOWIW 
QUESTIONS FOR EACH OF THE ABOVE-LISTED ORGANIZATIOm. 

(Check the suitabl.e answer for each organization in the 
order that you listed them in question 43) 

Organization Organization Organization 
1 2 3 

44. How orten do you (2-16) (2-17) (2-18) 
attend meetings? 

Always •••••••• 1. 1. 1. 
Most times ... 2 • 2. 2. 
Sometimes •••• 3 • 3. 3. 
IJaver 4. 4. 4. 

45. Haw much interest 
do you have in 
the organization (2-19) (2;,..20 ) (2-21) 

A. great dea! ••• 1. 1. 1. 
Quite a bit ••• 2. 2. 2 • 
Seme ••..•..••• 3. 3. 3. 
None •......... 4. 4. 4. 

46. Do you consider 
yourself t2-22) (2-23) (2-24) 

Very active •••• 1. 1. 1. 
Moderately 
active ••••••• 2. 2. 2 • 
Qui te inactiva 3. 3. 3. 



c. 

( 

47. Have you ever attended 
aDW of the organization's 
parties and social events? 

48. 

49. 

Often •••••••••••• 
Seldam •••••••••••• 
l'e-ver •••••••••••• 
Not applicable to 
this organization •• 

What is the highest 
office you have ever held 
in this organization ? 

Officer'of chairman of 
a cammittee ••••••• 
Gammittee membe~ •••• 
other (describe) 

l have been an officer 
of this organization 

How long have you belonged 
to this organization? 

I am not a member but 
have participated for 

years •••••• 
This is my first year 
of membership •••••• 
IV seeond year of 
membership •••••••• 
IV third year of 
membership ••••••••• 
IV fourth year of 
membership ••••••••• 
MW fifth year or more 

How well acquainted are 
you with the officers 
of the organization? 

I am a good friend of 
all of them 
I know some well; the 
others to spaak to •• 
I know them all to 
spaak to, but they are 
not elose friends •••• 
I know some of them 

. Qrgani~-
zation 

l 

(2-25) 
1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

(2: .. 28) 

1. 
2. 

3. 

(2-31) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 

(2-32) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

loh 

Organi.- Organi-
z'ation zation 

2 3 

(2-26) (2-27) 
1. 1. 
2. 2. 
3. 3. 

4. 4. 

(2-29) (2-30) 

1. 1. 
2. 2'. 

3. 3. ---
(2-32) (2-33) 

1. 1. 

2. 2. 

3. 3. 

4. 4. 

5. 5. 
6. 6. 

(2-35) (2-36) 

1. 1. 

2. 2. 

3. 3,. 
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C 50. Continued. Ot.gani- Organi- Orgam-
zation zation zation 

1 2 3 

to speak to; l don 't know 
the others as well ..... 4. 4. 4. 
l know one or mom by sight, 
but l have never spoken to 
them ........•...••.•.•• 5. $. 5. 
l do not know arq of them 6. 6. 6. 

51. How close~-km t a group do 
you think this organization is? (2-37) (2-38) (2-3\9) 

Very closely km t . ....... 1 • 1. 1. 
Fairly close~ km t •••••• 2 • 2. 2. 
Fairly loosely kni t •••••• 3 • 3. 3. 
Very loose~ kmt ....... 4. 4. 4. 

52. Suppose the circles beside this (2-40) 

iJ question represent the activities 
that go on in each organization 

~ to which you belong. HON' far out 
:!l''.rom the center of thi~s are you? 
(Place a check where you think 

(- you are) 
',,-- 1. 1. 1. 

2. 2. 2. 
3. 3. 3. 
4. 4·. 4. 
5. 5. 5. 

53. How ma~ of the members of this 
organiz:ation donated blood at 
this year's Blood Drive? (2-4.3,) (2-44) (2!"'45) 

Most of them did •......... 1. 1. 1. 
Sorne of them did •.•....... 2 • 2. 2. 
Only a fSi4" of them did .... 3 • 3. 3. 
None of them did •......... 4. 4. 4. 
l don't know .........•..• 5. 5. 5. 

54. As far as you. can tell, which 
position on the UGEQ question 
received the support of most 
members of this group? (2-!~6) (2-47) (2-48) 

Most members were for 
joining UGEQ ••..........•. 1. 1. 1. 
J.'.Iost members were against 
joining UGEQ .•........•... 2 • 2:. 2. 
The group was split - for 
and against •...........•• 3. 3 • 3. 

~ 

l don't know 4. 4. 4. r': .............. 
~-
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D. THIS SECTION DEALS WITH SOI18 OF YOUR OTHER ACTIVITIES AT MCGILI.. 

55. In general, how do you feel about student life at 
McGill -- would you say it is very good, only 
fairly good, or not good at all? 

Very good ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~ fairly go~d •••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 

Not good at aIl •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

56. How often do you read the Dai1y? 

57. 

58. 

Every day ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
3 or 4 times a week ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Once or twice a week •••••••••••••••••••••••• " 
l glanee at it occasionally ••••••••••••••••• 
l never read the Daily •••••••••••••••••••••• 

When you are st the uni versi ty, how often do you spend 
time outsi.de of classes and labs wi th other stuclents? 

Never •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Less than once a week ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Once or twice a week ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Several times a week, but not every day •••••• 
A small amount of nry !ree time every d.ay ••••• 
A fair amount of MY free time every day •••••• 
Most of my free time every ~ ••••••••••••••• 

Wi th whom do you actually spend more of your f'ree 
time -- MCGill students or people outside of McGil1? 

~Gill students •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Those outside of McGill •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Equally with both groups of people ••••••••••• 

Of your three closest friends, how many are McGill 
students? 

All three are •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Two are •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
One is ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 
None are ••............................•..•.•• 

II. THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR BACKGROUND, AND YOUR 
INTERESTS. 

60. In which Faculty or School ar~ you reg1stered? 
Faculty of Arts and Sciences ••••••••••••••••• 
School of Commerce ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Facul ty of Engineerint; or Sohool of" Architecture 
Facul~ of Education •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research ••••• 
School of Social Work •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
School for Graduate NUrses ••••••••••••••••••• 
School of Occupational and Physical Therapy 
other (DeS"cribe) 

(2-49) 
1. 
2. 
3. 

(2-50) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

(2-51) 
1." ___ _ 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

(2-52) 
1. 
2. 
3. 

(2-53) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

(2-54) 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 



c 61. 

62. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

,~ .. 

,'------------

Inwhich c1ass of students are you re~istered 
this year? 

Regular, full time student 
Part-time or limi ted student 

................. 
••••••••••••••••• 

Partial student 
other (de scribe ) 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

How lDar:w years have you been study'ing at 
McGill University? 

This ,is my first year 
This is my second year 
This is my third year 
This i5 my fourth year 
This is my fifth year 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• •...•............• ~ .... 
••••••••••••••••••••••• ........•.........•...• 
••••••••••••••••••••••• 

This is my sixth year ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
This is my seventh or higher year •••••••••••• 

For what degree are you now studying? 
B.A. . .....•.....•.•.....•......•.........•••• 
B.Sc • ...•......•.•.•...........••....•......•. 
B.Sc. (M.D.C.~) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
B. Comm. • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Another kind of Bache10r Deçee •••••••••••••• 
A M:l.ster 's Degree .. ~ ....•.•••..•......•.••••• 
A Diploma or Certificate ••••••••••••••••••••• 
l ~ not studying for a degree ••••••••••••••• 

In what year of your course at uni versi ty are you 
registered for this academic year, 1965-1966? 

MY first year ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Second year ., ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Third year ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••• 

Fourth year .................................. . 
Firth or higher year ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Does not apply to me ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

What ws your age at your 1ast birtl1day? 
17 or under •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
18 
19 
20 
21 

........•............••..........•......•• 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ..................•.•.......•...........•• 

22 or 23 
24 to 27 
28 or over 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

What is your sex? 
"Male •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Female •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(2-55) 
1. 
2. 
3. 

(2-56): 
1. 
2. 
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3. ___ _ 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7 • 

(2-57) 
1. 
2. 
3 • 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

(2-58) 
1. 
2. 
3'. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

(2 .... 59) 
1 • 
2 • 
3 • 
,4. 
5. 
6. 
7 • 
8 • 

(2-60) 

1 • 
2. ---------



l 

( 

67. What is your marital statua? 
Sing1e •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mar1~ed •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
W!dowed ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••• 

Divorced or separated ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Priest or member of a religious order •••••••• 

68. Which of theee groups do you consider yourself 
a member of? 

The upper class ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The upper.middle ClàS8 , ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The middls class .~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The lower'middle class ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The lower 'c1aes ............................. . 

69. 1ihich of the following faderal po1itical parties 
do you favour? Name one .. 

~beral Part.y ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ConservatiT:e Part.1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
New Democratie Party (HOP) •••••••••••••••••••• 
Social Credit Party •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Creditiste •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

70. What is (or was) your father 's occupation? 
I15TRUOTIONS: PLE..L\SE DESORIBE YOUR FATHER,'S,' 
OCCUPATION IN DETAIL: if he 1s a foreman, 
a manager, or a supervisor ~1 ve the 
approxinlate number of people he 18 in charge 
of; if he owns his mm business give the 
approximate number of people he employs. If 
your father is now unemployed, retired or 
dee-eased state what bis occupation was. 

71. 1'ihere 18 your home address? 
MOntreal and vicinit.1 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
The Province of Quebec (excluding Montreal) ••• 
Canada (excluding Montreal and the 
Province o~ Quebec •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
United states ••••• e •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Other country (describe) 

(2-61) 
1. 
2~ 

3. 
4. 
~. 

(21-62) 
1. 
2. 

(2-63) 
1. 
~ 
31. 
4. 
5. 

108 

(Z-64l.; 65) 

(2-66) 
1. 
2. 



..-
':' 

12'. Where are you living during the present (2-61) 
acadernic yea:r? 

Wi th rrry parents or wi th my huaband or wife •• • • • • 1. 
With other relatiVes •• •.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2. 
In a universit,r residence ••••••••••••••••••••••• 3. 
At a fraternity houae ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 
In an apartment with friends or other students •• 5. 
In an apartment Dy myself ••••••••• ••••••• ........... 6. 
l am rooming at a friendts house •••••••••••••••• 1. 
l am roorning with strangers ••••••••••••••••••••• 8. 
In an institution (hospita'l, hotel, Y, etc.) •••• 9. 
other (describe) 

13. TG BE ANSWERED ONLY BY UNDERGRADUATES~ IN THEIR FIRST 
YEAR AT UNIVERSITY 

What was your average mark in your High School 
Leav.i.ng axaminations or your High School 
Matriculation examinations? 

Ri'gh School Average (%) 
Not available 
Don't know 

•....•.........•.............. ~ 
•.•.............................••. 

14. TO BE ANSWERED BY ALL OTHER STUDENTS 

What was your percentage average at university 
,last yeer (or in the most recent year which you 
have completed at a'university)? 

90~ or over ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
........•.........•..•....•...•..•. 
••...•.•..••..•..••.•....••....•... 
•.......•.......••..•..•..•.... ~ ... 
••••.••...•.•..........•......•.••• 
.••••.•.........•....•.•.••..••.••• 

(2-68) 

8. 
9 • 

(2-69) 
1. 
2 • 
3 • 
4. 
5. 
6. 
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80 89.9% 
15 79.9% 
10 14.9% 
65 69.9%, 
60 64.9% 
55 59.9% •................................•• 
50 54.9% ••••••.•••.•. ~ .•.••.••.•••..••..••• 

1. ___ _ 
8. 
9 • 

15. 

16. 

Less than 50% 

Are you registered 
an;v Department (s )?, 

....... ~ ...••.••.....•.•....•.•• 
for an Honoure degree in 

Yes 
No 

........................................... 

.•••.......•••.•.•......•..•........••..•• 
During this academic year, ha?e you worked or are 
you now working at a part-time job?, 

Yeà •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NO •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

71. What occupation do l'()u think you will enter when 
you finish your etudies? 
PLEASE SPECIFY = 

(2-70) 
1. 
2. 

(2-11) 
1. 
2. 

(2-12) 



( , 78. How defini te would you say your decision is to 
enter the above oècupatiori? 

Very- defiüite •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fairly definite •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TentatiTe •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

79. Here i8 a list of soine different ideas that 
universi ty students have expressed a1!rout the 
educationàl goals that a uni:versity o~ht to 
emphasiz.e. Which one of these goals COIœS 

closest to what you reel is the MAIN purpose 
of YOUR university education? 
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(2-73) 
1. ___ _ 
2. ___ _ 
3. ___ _ 

. (CHOOSE ONLY ONE) (2-74) 
A university provides vocational traininlH 
i t develops skil18 and techniques that are 
applicable to a student 's chosen occupation...... 1. ___ _ 
A university deTelops a student's ability 
ta get alang in different kinds of groups aild 
with different kinds of people ••••••••• ••••• •••• ~. ___ _ 
A UDiversity provides for a student a basic 
general education and an appreciation of ideas.... 3'. ___ _ 
A university develops a student's knowledge 
and interest in community and world problems •••• 4. ___ _ 
A university develops a studentts moral 
capacities, ethical standards and Talues; • •••••• 5. ___ _ 
A uni vers:!.. ty prepares a student for a happy 
marriage and family life •••••••••••••••••••••••• 6. 

PLEASE GRECK AND SEN THAT YOU HAVE AR>WERED ALL, TIE QUESTION3:. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR OO-OPERATION. 

----



'. 
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