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PART I

INTRODUCTION AND METHOD OF STUDY
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CHAPTER I
INTRCGDUCTION

In this thesis, the relationship between various group member-
ships of university students and their participation in certain
campus-wide activities is studied. The gunestion asked is: What are
the differences in campus political participation and donation of blood
in ti3e Blood Drive of isolates and of students with low or high degrees
of social participation in campus 1life. The thesis is divided into two
partse In the first part, an analysis is made of student participation
in campus politics, and the refersnda to determine whsiher McGill
University would join the Union Générale des Etudiants de Quebec (UGEQ)
in particular; in the secornd, participation of students in the autumm

Blood Drive is cansidered.

As Iipset et al, point out in their article in The Handbook of

Social Psychology:

esothe act of voting can well be used as a paradigm for many
other activities.ese Systematic analysis of the factors affecting
one decision, such as voting, for which a considerable body of
data is available, should therefore contribute to the under-
standing of behavior in many other sectors of modern life.l

In this study, ideas in the main from political sociclogy liter-
ature have been tested to see whether they hold for two kinds of general

lseymour M. Lipset, Paul F. Isgarsfeid, Allen H. Barton and
Juan Iinz, "The Psychology of Voting: An Analysis of Political Behav-

ior,™ Handbook of Social Psychology, ede Gardner Lindzey (Reading, Mass.:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 1954), II, pp. 1124-25.
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university community activities~--one of which is political and one which
is not.

There are several approaches to the analysis of participation,
In the area of political sociology, one approach is found in the theory
of mass society., According to the theory of mass society as expounded

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

organizations within the International Typographical Union (ITU), whose
commnications were not controlled by the ITU, was a factor which led

to greater participation in general union politics and to anion
democracy. This was due to the fact that these secondary organizations
were independent sources of opinions, alternate communication channels
to that of the union bureaucracy, and training grounds in political
skills for members.2 In the mass socliety, nonparticipation in independ-
ent voluntary organizations leads to Matomization™ of membership and
relative isolation from other than the formal union chamnels of |
communication and influence.

Kornhauser in The Politics of Mass Society points out that

political involvemsnt, using voting as an indicator, is positively
related to, and indeed is an indication of, the degree of social
involvement or isolation, in general, of various segments of the popu~
lation, even when such factors as age, sex, income, education and
religion are held constant.3 Thus, low status people and/or those who
are not involved in mediating organizations should have fewer social
ties to the comunity and therefore be less likely to obtain

25eymour Martin Lipset, Martin A. Trow, and James S. Coleman,
Union Democracy (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, 1956), Chapter IV.

Ji1111am Kornhauser, The Politics of Mass Soclety (Glencoe, Ill.:
The Free Press, 1959), ppe 63=73e
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the relevant political information on issues of the election, or to
vote.

Furthermore, there are many studies of participation in voluntary
organizations and its correlates=e-and both political participation and
socio-sconomic status are positively related to organizational involve-
ment. These studies include information from national swurveys (in the
United States)--for example, those cited by Wright and Hyman, Lane,5
and Kornha.user.6 There have been studles of urban a.reaé, such as those
of Komarovsky,7 Erbe,8 and others., Finally, one of the most extensive
areas of study of organizational participation has been in the literature
on trade unions, of which the Spinrad article provides a summary up to
1960,° |

Similarly, many of the factors which lead to political partici-
pation, especially voting, have been found repeatedly, in study after
study. Included among these studies and reviews of the literature are

hCharles R. Wright and Herbert H, Eyman, "Voluntary Association
Memberships of American Adults: ZEvidence from National Sample Surveys,
American Sociological Review, XXIII (June, 1958), pp. 284=-29L.

SRobert E. Lane, Political Life (Glencoe, I1l.: The Free
Press, 1959), ppe. 187-19h.

6Kornhauser, pp. 63-73.

TMirra Komarovsky, "The Voluntary Associations of Urban
Dwellers,™ American Sociological Review, XI (December, 19k6),
PP 686—698.

841114am Erbe, "Social Involvement and Politicsl Activity: A
Replication and Elaboration, ® American Sociological Review, XXIX (April,
196)4), PPe 237"2hh0

9Wi]liam Spinrad, "Correlates of Trade Union Participat.ion: A
Summary of the Literature,”™ American Sociclogical Review, XXV (April,
1960), pp. 237-24k4. _

IR
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those of Woodward and Roper,:"0 Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet,n
Berelson, lazarsfeld and McPhee,1? Campbell and Kahn,13 Campbell, Gurin
and Miller,lh V.0. Key, Jr.,ls and others,

Since participation in the internal affairs of a voluntary
organization is a form of political activity, it is not unexpected that
many‘ of the same factors are correlated with political participation,
both in the larger society and within the smaller organization, such as
the union., These factors include socio=asconomic status, age, sex,
residence, and participation in formal and/or informal groups within
the organization or society. The last factor mentioned=--which will be
called social participation--is one of the major variables considered
in this thesis,

A second general approach to the analysis of social participa~
tion is what Katz and Lazarsfeld call, "recognition that interpersonal
relations--in the primary group-- Es] a relevant 'intervening variable!

10511 1an L. Woodward and Elmo Roper, "Political Activity of
American Citizens,™ Political Behavior, eds. Heinz Eulau, Samuel J.
Eldersveld and Morris Janowitz (Glencoe, Il1l.: The Free Press, 1956),
pp. 133-137.

nPaul F. lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hazel Gaudet, The
People's Choice (2d ed.; New York: Columbia University Press, 1948),
chaps. . v and xv.

12Berna.rd Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld and William N, McPhee,
Voting (Chicago: University of Chicago Prass, 195L), chaps. iv and vi.

pngus Campbell and Robert L. Kahn, The People Elect a
President (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Survey Research Center, Institute for
Social Research, 1952), p. 38.

lhAngus Campbell, Gerald Gurin and Warren E, Miller, The
Voter Decides (Evanston, Il1l.: Row, Peterson, 195h), chap. vii.

15y «0. Key, Jr., Politics, Parties and Pressure Groups (Lth ed.;
New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1950), chap. xxi.




for production in the factory, motivation for combat in the army,
social mobility in the urban community and for response to mass media
:i.m‘.’fl.uem:es.":I'6 It has been shown that the primary group, in the form of
family or friendship group, affects the opinions and attitudes of its
members, in the way people vote and if they vote.17
Propositions derived from a third approach are also tested in
this paper--the study of the variable organizational integration and
factors related to it. Integration of the organization, as concep-
tualized here, is closest to Landecker's communicative integration or
"the extent to which communicative conﬁacts permeate a group."lei It
should reflect the sociometric network linkage of members of ﬁhe
organization somewhat as sociometric studies of group cohesiveness have
done., Group cohesiveness is defined by Festinger as "the resultant of
all the forces acting on the members to remain in the. group, nl3 and can
be operationally defined by the ratio of ingrouwp to outgmup'sociometric
choices.zo

The reasons underlying the examination of organizational

integration and its relationship to student participation in university

16g13hu Katz and Paul F. ‘Lazarsfeld, Personal Influence (Glencoe,
Nl.: The Free Press, 1955), p. 39. ,

171azarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, pp. 140-145 on the influence
of the family, See also Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, pp. 88-90 on
the family, and pp. 97-98 on friends and co-workers.

18Werner S. Landecker, "Types of Integration and their Measure-
ment, " American Journal of Sociology, IXI (January, 1951), p. 336.

19I.eon Festinger, "Informal Soclal Communication,™ Psychological
Review, LVII (September, 1950), p. 27k.

20pgter M, Blau and W. Richard Scott, Formal Organizations
(San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1962), pp. 107-108.




events of general interest can be found in the results of the following
studies. Pinard, using the community as the unit of analysis, shows
that "the adoption or rejection of fluoridation refe;‘endums, as well as
the degree of unanimity, is a function of the structural integration of
the eomnunity.“21 Festinger, Schachter and Back show that the more
;:ohesive were the residential courts in the housing project which they
studied, the more similar were the residents! attitudes on a topic of
importance to group f'l:n'm'l',ion:ing.22 4As Festinger points out, "...the
greater the attractiveness of the group for the members, the greater
the amount of influence which the group could successfully exert on its
members with the result that there existed greater conformity in
attitudes and behavior in the more cohesive group.“23

The purpose of this study is tc explore thé gocial factors
associated with student participation in campus events of general
interest. The literature on mass society leads to the hypothesis of a
positive relationship between participation, both in formal and informal
groups on campus, and participation in the two UGEQ referenda. The
literature on group cohesiveness leads to the hypothesis that the degree
of integration of the organ_ization of which the student is a member is
positively related to participation in these above-mentioned extra-

curricular campus events in which the participation of the entire

21lMaurice Pinard, "Structural Attachments and Political Support
in Urban Polities: The Case of Fluoridation Referendums," American
Journal of Sociology, IXVIII (March, 1963), p. 513. -

221000 Festinger, Stanely Schachter and Kurt Back, Social
Pressures in Informal Groups (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1950),

—,x:z_-\.\

23Festinger, Psychological Review, LVII, September, p. 277.
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student body is sought. Similarly, the effect of parental and friend-
ship groups--of primary group norms--is hypothesized as being related
to participation in the UGEQ refe;-endé. In the case of the Blood Drive,
this is an explora.to'i'y analysis of the effect of the above major A

variables on student donation of blood.

The UGEQ Referenda and the Blood Drive

The UGEQ. referenda and the Blood Drive were chosen for this
analysis because both were campus-wide student events, and because the
lérgest possible turz;out was solicited in both--by the campus
newspaper, The McGill Daily, by posters, by prominent members of the

university faculty and of the student body.

It can be asked--why is it necessary to study both the Blood
Drive and the UGEQ referenda: why not study participation in the
UGEQ referenda only? The UGEQ votes are included as examples of
political activity, testing the mass sc;':ciety theory in its own domain.
The Blood Drive analysis presents another campus event of general
university interest of which the findings may act as a control or check »
on the results obtained in the UGEQ analysis. Furthermore, the analysis
of participation in the Blood Drive presents the opportunity to see
whether mass society theory is a significant explanatory device for the
study of participation in areas other than politicse

Strong appeals for student participation were made in both types
of general university events but they were two different types of
appeals, The appeal in the Blood Drive campaign, which is an annual
week-long Red Cross Blood Donor clinic, held every autumn on the Mcéill

campus, is to the students! sense of responsibility and humanitarianism.
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For example, on the last day of the Blood Domor clinic, the Vice-Chairman
of the Blood Drive was quoted in The McGill Daily as saying that, "The

student's sense of responsibility should prod bhim to give blood todéy,
as soon as possible."zh

The appeal in the case of the UGEQ controversy was of a political
nature-~that every stﬁdent should exercise his rights as a student at
the University in order to decide whether McGill University should join
the Union GSnsrale des Etudiants de Québec (UGEQ). McGill has belonged
to the Canadian Union of Students (CUS), a Canada-wide student organiza-
tion, which was formed to represent the students of its member
universities. There was disappointment among some members of CUS as to
the performance of that organization., The French-language universities
of Quebec pulled out of CUS and formed a Quebec student unioﬁ (VUGEQ‘).
Invitations for membership were extended to the English-language
universities in the Province of Quebec.

The McGill Student Society, as represented by the Student
Council, joined UGEQ. Certain groups of students who did not want
McGill to join UGEQ forced a referendum on the question, that of
December 1, 1965, Since there were not enough ballots at the nurses!
polling station, some nurses were denied the right to vote in this ‘
first referendum, Nursing students demanded that the first referendum
be declared invalid and that a second referendum be held. This second
referendum took place on January 26, 1966.

The policies of UGEQ include unilingnalism (that French be the

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

2lppe MeGi1l Daily, LV (October 29, 1965), p. l.
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organizing of Quebec university students as a pressure group in order
to deal with federal and provincial governments (for example, on such
questions as the lowering or abolition of university fees), the organ-
izing of students in aid of striking workers and in such areas as civil
rights a.nd anti-Viet Nam War demonstrations. Twice the McGill student
body rejected membership in UGEQ, but the first referendum led to "the
largest turnout at a student election in McGill's hist.ory."25
Thus the two events, the UGEQ referenda and the Blood Drive,

although both campus-wide in scope, differ fundasmentally in that where

the Blood Drive is an annual event of a "humanitarian™ nature, the UGEQ

question was of major importance to the student body itself; it would
decide the direction the MeGill student body and its leaders would
teke--to join the militant, (French-Canadian) nationalist, syndicalist
UGEQ or not to join and therefore not to be bound by the policies of

UGEQ.

25The MeGill Daily, IV (December 2, 1965), p. 1.




CHAPTER II
METHOD OF STUDY

The purpose of this study is to test certain propositions of
sociological theory dealing with social participation. It is explan-
atory in that it is testing propositions derived from mass society
theory, literature on the influence of the primary group on behaviour,
and studies on the effects of group cohesiveness. In addition, some
hypotheses testing the relationship between knowledge (on the UGEQ
question), social participation and political activity are explored,
using data from a survey of students in introductory (second year) and
advé.nced courses in sociology at McGill University in late February and
early March, 1966,

The nonrandom sample consists of 412 undergraduate students,
some in first, but most in the second, third and fourfh year of Arts,
Science, Conmerc_:e, Education, Physical and Occui)a.t.ional Therapy, and
Bachelor of Science in Nursing courses. A structured questionnaire was
administered during class time of one third and one fourth year
sociology course, and during conference hours of the introductory
sociology course.

The nonrandom sample was chosen purposely, (a) because sociology

courses provided the most "economical®™ source of respondents in terms

of time, money and administration of the questionnaire, (b) because these

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

variate analysis. Even more important than the above-mentioned reasous,
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is the one provided by the explanatory purpose of the study-~to test
certain hypotheses from sociological theory and to explore others. For
this type of study, any group of people in which the factors to be
studied are found can be used. In this study, soclology students were
chosen because they were most accessible. As Selvin and Hagstrom point
out about their sample in their study of the determinants of support for
civil liberties, ®...the sample is representative of certain kinds of
soclal backgroundé and campus experiences, rather than of a partieular
collection of peopll.e."26

In order to test the two-variable tables generated in this
analysis, a nonparametric test of significance, Chi Square (X2), is
used. This test shows whether the relationship between nominal
variatles obtained in a contingency table is due to chance, As Ferguson
mentions, "If this value is equal to or 1is greater than the critical
value required for significance at an accepted significance level for
the appropriate df, the null hypothesis Etha.t the variables are
independent of each othezj is rejected." If Chi Square is below the
critical value (at least the 0.05 level of significance), the null
hypotheslis 1is accepted.

Some Facts sbout the Distribution of Certain
Social Characteristics of Students

in this Sample
The sample contains 161 (39%) male and 250 (61%) female

26Hanan C. Selvin and Warren O. Hagstrom, "Determinants of

Support for Civil Liberties,™ The Berkeley Student Revolt, eds. Seymour
Martin Lipset and Sheldon S. Wolin (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books,
Doubleday & Company, Incs, 1965), p. L95.

27George A. Ferguson, Statistical is in Psychology and
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is the one provided by the explanatory purpose of the study-~to test
certain hypotheses from sociological theory and to explore others. For
this type of study, any group of people in which the factors to be
studied are found can be used. In this study, sociology students were
chosen because they were most accessible. As Selvin and Hagstrom point
out about their sample in their study of the determinants of support for
civil liberties, ®...the sample is representative of certain kinds of
social backgroundé and campus experiences, rather than of a particular
collection of peop].e."26

In order to test the two-variable tables generated in this
analysis, a nonparametric test of significance, Chi Square (12), is
used. This test shows whether the relationship between nominal
variables obtained in a contingency table is due to ch{mce. As Ferguson
mentions, "If this value is equal to or is greater than the crit.ical
value required for significance at an accepted significance level for
the appropriate df, the null hypothesis E;hat the variables are
independent of each other| is rejected.®™ If Chi Square is below the
critical value (at least the 0.05 level of significance), the null
hypothesis is accepted.
Some Facts about the Distribution of Certain

Socisl Characteristics of Students
in this Sample

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

26Hana.n C. Selvin and Warren O. Hagstrom, "Determinants of

Support for Civil Iiberties,™ The Berkeley Student Revolt, eds. Seymour
Martin Lipset and Sheldon S. Wolin (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books,
Doubleday & Company, Incs, 1965), p. L55.

27George A. Ferguson, Statistical is in Psychology and
Education (New York: McGraw-HIIT Book Company, Inc., i;é; )5 De ;.[55.
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undergraduate students. Females predominate because sociology courses,
which enroll more female than male students, were sampled.
Table II-l shows the distribution of students by course; the

majority are in Bachelor of Arts or Science degree courses.

TABIE II-l.==~Distribution of students in the sample by course

Course Percentage Number
Bachelor of Arts 60 246
Bachelor of Science 31 128
Other degrees 9 36

. The distribution of students in the sample by number of years
that they have attended Mc(Gill University is shown in Table I1I-2,

TABLE IT-2.--Distribution of students in the sample by number of years
at McGill University

Number of years at McGill Percentage Nomber
One year , 9 37
Two years 48 196
Three years 25 103
Four years or more 18 75

The distribution of students as to campus voluntary organiza=-
tion membership is seen in Table II-3, This distribution differs from
that of a university-wide survey done in the Department of Sociology
and Anthropology of McGill University im 1961-1962 for the McGill

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

28For Table II-3, proportions of student organization member-
ships in the Student Scciety Survey sample were computed from the
original deck of IBM cards for that sample.
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members of the present sample who belong to one organization would seem
to be underrepresented and members of three or more organizations are
found in higher proportions.

TABLE IT-3.--Distribution of the sample by organizational memberships
in comparison to the 1961-1962 Student Society survey (in percentages)

Number of organizations of s
which student is member Thesis Sample S;gg:zex; S:;;;:y
(includes fraternities)
Ne organigzations 36 34
One organization ' 21 29
Two organizations 20 22
Three or more organizations 23 15
N (1a2) (380)

‘The distribution of students in this sample by socio-economic
status, using Duncan's Socio-sconomic Index for All Occupations adapted
to the NORC Scale to classify fathera' occupations, is seen in Table
II~h.29 The rather high proportion of the students in medium and high
socio-economic status groups is expected of university students, the

majority of whose parents are relatively uell-to-do.Bo

Concepts and Operational Definitions

The main ‘variables in the analysis are social participation

which includes orgarizational activity and social relations scores, as

2901‘.13 Dudley Duncan, "Socio-economic Index for All Occupations,®
in Albert J. Reiss, Jr., Occupations and Social Status (New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, 1961), chap. vi and Appendix B.

3 oDael Wolfle, "Educational Opportunity, Measured Intelligence,
and Social Background,™ Education, Economy and Society, ed. A.C. Halsey,
Jean Floud and C. Arnold Anderson (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe,
1961)’ Pe 2300
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well as knowledge of politiecal events, in this case of the UGEQ
question, level of integration of the voluntary organizatiens reported
by members of the sample, socio-economic status and political participa-
31

tion scores.

TABIE II-}j.=-Distribution of students in the sample by socio~-economic

status
Socio-economic status of students Percen'l:.algea Numbexr
Low (under 70) 1 53
Medium (70-79) L8 187
High (80 and above) : 38 150

8The 22 non-respondents were not included in the percentage,

The analysis of 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 his
position in the structure of informal Yfriendship" groups. These two
variables are similar to, although not identiecal with, those used by
Iipset, Trow and Coleman in their analysis of social and political

‘ 32
participation of union members in Union Democracye. Erbet's modifica=-

tion of the Chap:l.x} Social Participation Scale in which peoiale are
scored, (a) for membership, (b) on self-reported attendance at meetings,
(c) on level of interest in the organization, and (d) on highest

office ever held, is the operational definition of level of organiza-

tional activity of the students .33 The sample was divided into three

3lFor a more detailed description of the major indices and
their construction, see Appendix A.

3 2Lipset, Trow and Coleman, Appendix 1, pp. 490-91 (Anchor Books)

33grve, American Sociological Review, XXIX, No. 2, p. 205,
footnote 22.
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groups: students with no organizational affiliations or isolates, those
low in organizational activity, and those high in organizational
activity.

The social relations score is an adaptation of Lipset, Trow and
34

Coleman'!s social relations index. Students are scored on their
answers to three questions, (a) on the amount of time spent with 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 McGill, and (c) on how many of the student's three closest
friends are McGill students. The highest possible-score is three, the
lowest is zero.

Although there is an attempt to relats the level of integration
of the voluntary organizations to members! level of participation in
general university events, the design and' scope of the study made it
impossible to obtain objective sociometric measures of organizational
integration. A division of types of organizations into groups of high
or low integration was made, using the respondents' own answers to a
question which asked whether each organization to ﬁhich they belonged
was closely or loosely knit.

If 60% or more of the respondents who were members of a
particular type of organization reported that the organization was
closely knit, it was categorized as being highly integrated; if less
than 60% of the members felt that the organization was tightly knit, it
was categorized as being one of low integration. Types of organizations

categorized as highly integrated are fraternities, intercollegiate and

3 l’Lipset, Trow and Coleman, Appendix I, p. L9l.
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intramural athletic teams, communications media, religious groups and
athletic clubs. Political clubs, special interest groups and national
c¢lubs are categorized as being loosely integrated by this pmceduréo
Socio~economic status of the respondents was scored using Otis
Dudley Duncan's Socio-economic Index for A1l Occupations, transformed to

35 Students weré scored according to their fathers!

the NORC Scalé.
occupations and three divisions were made. The low-SES group conté.:!.ns
scores from Ij8 to 69 and roughly represents certain of the service
occupations, craftsmen, foremen, operatives and kindred, clerical and
kindred workers, and a lower group of managers, officials and proprietors.
The middle-SES group contains scores from 70 to 79 and represents higher
status craftsmen, foremen and kindred occupations, as well as clerical
and kindred workers, a middle group of managers, officials and
proprietors, both salaried and self-employed, sales workers and some
professional and kindred workers. The high-SES group (with scores of
80 and above) contains a higher stratum of managers, officials and
proprietors and of professional, technical and kindred workers.

An adaptation of the Woodward-Roper political participation
scale is used.36 It contains weighted questions on (a) frequency of
informal political discussion, (b) attempts to influence campus
officials, (c) personal political campaigning, and (d) number of times
the respondent has voted in five of the present and previous academic
years' elections, including the two UGEQ referenda. This scale was

used mainly to double check the results of the dependent variable,

35 Otis Dudley Duncan, in Reiss, chap. vi and Appendix B.

36Woodward and Roper, in Eulau et al., pp. 133-137., The scor-
ing was similar to that of Erbe, American §ociolog§ca1 Review, XXIX,
No. 2, p. 202, footnote 15.
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number of times (out of two possible) the respondent voted in the UGEQ
roferenda. Findings, using the political participation scale, were
similar in most cases to those reported for the dependent variable of
the UGEQ section of the thesis,

Divisions of this Study

The reasons for student participation in the UGR referenda and
the Blood Drive are examined in separate sections, since the explanatory
factors used do not play precisely the same role in the two analyses.

Voting in the UGEQ referenda is looked at in the following
section. Chapter III deals with social participation and frequency of
UGEQ voting., including data on organizational activity and social
relations. Chapter IV discusses organizational integration and its
effects on the frequency of the respondents! UGEQ voting. Chapter V
analyzes the attitudes of the individual, his parents and his friends
on campus and their effects on UGEQ voting. Chapter VI shows the impore
tance of knowledge of the issues for the whole sample and for students
with different levels of organizational activity and campus social
relations. Chapter VII shows the role played by some other factors
which :Lnélnde socio-economic status, sex and year at the university.

In Section IIT, attention shifts to donation of blood in the }»
Blood Drive. Chapter VIII discusses social participation and the
Blood Drive. Chapter IX deals with ‘the most important influences on
the student's donation of blood-~his own attitude, that of his parents
in parti.cular, and the behavicur of his friends. Chapter X shows the
role played by certain other factors in student donation of blood..

Finally, a concluding chapter points out the important role
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played by the student's primary group memberships in influencing the
level of his par’oicip"étion in both types of campus events of general

interest. It also discusses the part played by voluntary organizations
in influencing participation in these events.

§
g
i
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THE UGEQ REFEHENDA
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CHAPTER TIII
CAMPUS SOCIAL PARTICIPATION AND THE UGEQ REFERENDA

According to Lipset, Trow and Coleman's discussica of the theory

of mass society in Union Democracy, the greater the participation of

union members in the occupational community, the more likely they were

to be involved in union politics. This is because, among other things,
independent voluntary assoclations, "...serve in society as a whole or
in unions (1) as arenas within which new ideas are generated, (2) as
communications networks through which people may learn and form

attitudes about politics...."‘37 Thus, the process by which organiza-
tional membership leads to political participation involves communication
of knowledge and attitudes about politics among the membership of the |
organization,

In this chapter, the relationship between participation in
campus formal or informal groups and participation in the UGEQ referenda
is tested. The analysis is carried further, however, when the level of
communication and of influence within fraternities and other types of

campus voluntary organizations is studied.

Participation in Campus Formal and Informal Groups

This section deals with the level of participation in campus

voluntary organizations and level of informal social relations.

371ipset, Trow and Coleman, p. 89.
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Following Lipset, Trow and Coleman, it is hypothesized that the greater
the participation of students in campus voluntary organizations, the
higher their level of participation in general university events. This
hypothesis holds for participation in the UGEQ referenda (Table III-1),
and for the Woodward-Roper political participation score (Table ITI-2).30

TABLE III-l.-~=Relationship between level of organizational activity and
UGER voting (in percentages)

Number of times Isvel of organizational activity
student voted in :

Twice 61 66 79
(nce 18 25 17
Not at all 21 9 N
N (147) (11h) (150)

X2 = 28,09, af = L, P<0.001

In the above table, it can be seen that while the individual
low in organizational activity is only slightly more likely to have
voted both times than the isolate, he is more likely to have voted in at
least one of the UGEQ referenda and much less likely (d = 12) not to
have voted at all. Those high in organizational activity are most likely
of all to have voted twice and least likely not to have voted.

In Table IlI-2, it can be seen that those low in organizational

_ 38When controlling for the number of organizations to which
students belonged, it was found that number of organizations played
only a slight part in influencing the UGEQ participation of students.
The major differences, however, were between students at different
levels cf organizational activity, despite the number of organizations
to which they belonged.
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activity are more likely than isolates to be high on political activity.
Those high in organizational aetivity are twice as likely to be high on
political activity as the low organizational activity group. Thus,
although the relationship between level of organizational activity and
participation in campus politlics holds, the difference between those
with a low organizational activity score and isolates is less than that
between students low and high on organizational activity.

TABLE III-2.--Relationship between level of organizational activity and
political activity score (in percentages)

Political " level of organizationai activity

activity

score Isolate Low High
Iow (0-3) 56 46 22
Medium (L) 28 27 26
High (5-9) 16 27 52
N _ (248) (124) (250)

X2 2 53,)8, daf = 4, P<K0,001

The secomi aspect of campus participation--level of informal
social ,re_le._atiop-s'_ should also be relaf.ed to participation in general |
university events. In Table IXI-3, it can be éeen that there is a
positive relationship between the informal social relations score and
the number of times the student voted in the UGEQ referenda. A similar
relationship is found between the informal social relations score and
the political activity score.

Controlling for informal social relations (Table III-h), it
was found that the relationship between level of organizational
activity and UGEQ voting still holds. More specifically, for isclates
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TABIE III-3.--Relationship between level of campus informal social rela-
tions score and frequency of UGEQ voting (in percentages)

Number of times Informal social relations score
student voted in

U@Q referenda mw scors High score
Once 25 15
Not at all 18 6
N (103) (307)

2 = 9,22, df = 2, P<0.01

level of social relations influences whether they vote twice or not but
not whether they vote at all. 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 ='1h). Level of social
relations has less influence on the voting of those who are high in
organizational activity than it does on the other two categories of

respondents.

TABIE IIT-4.--Relationship between informal social relations, organiza-
tional activity and the UGEQ vote (in percentagess

e mtnampea— —— mosmm— —o—
— — w——— S———

Number of times Low informal High informal
student voted social relations social relations
in UGEQ ) )
referenda Iso- Low 4 High giIso=| Iow | High o
(out of two) lates |activity |activity |lates|activity |activity
Twice 51 56 73 65 69 81
Once 27 25 23 1L 26 16
Not at all 22 19 k 21 5 3
N (L9) (32) (22) (98) (80) (129)

8n1ow activity" stands for low organizational activity and
"high activity™ stands for a high level of organizational activity.
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Thus, for those students low in organizational activity and in
informal social relations, there is a pattern of voting similar to that
of isolates; these students may in effect be isolates (relatively
inactive in organiéations to which they belong and with few friends on
campus). When the same group of students have a high level of informal
social relations on campus, they are aﬁout as likely to vote twice as
isolates and as likely to vote as students high in organizational activ-
ity. In these circumstances, a high level of attachment to the campus
community by means of informal ties with other students compensates for
the relatively low level of attachment by means of formal organizational
membership. (This can be seen in Table III-6 where students with a low
level of organizational activity are less likely to have recéived
information on the UGEQ referenda from group members.)

The Voluntary Organization as a Source of Information
and Influence

According to mass society theory, secondary organizations should
perform the function of independent sources of opinion and alternmate
communication channels 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 fraternity members in the sample designated their
fellow fraternlty members as a source of knowledge on the UGEQ question.
Of these fraternity members, those with a high level of organizational
activity were more likely to vote both times on the UGEQ question than
those who had a low level of organizational activity (Table III-5).

For members of other campus organizations, however, the picture
is somewhat different. Only 30% of them said that they received infor-
xpatiori on the UGEQ question from fellow organization members. This
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TABIE III-5.--Relationship between level of organigzational activity and
UGEQ vots for members of fraternities who obtained information on the
UGEQ referenda from fraternity members (in percentages)

Number of times fraternity Level of organizational activity
member voted in the UGEQ

referenda Low High
Twice 59 8l
Once 33 16
Not at all 8 .o
N (27) (38)

x2 = 5.2k, df = 2, P<0.10 (not significant at .05 level)

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

those high on organizational activity. Thus, relatively few msmﬁers of

campus organizations other than fraternities say that they obtained

information on the UGEQ controversy within their organizations. Similar

proportions in both 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 III-6).

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

Bl e e

Number of times Low High
organization
member voted | Received Did not Received Did not
in UGEQ information receive information recelive
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 L 3
N (22) (89) (55) (94)
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Furthermors, of those students who belonged to organizations,
only 17 or 6% felt that their fellow fraternity or organization members
were most important in helping them form their opinion--10% of the 112
who were low on organizational activity and 4% of the 151 students who
had a high organizational activity score,

Table ITI~7 points out the pre-eminent position of the mass media
as sources of information and influence; friends come a distant second
as & choice for most important source of influence. Fraternity and
organization members in the low activity group are twice as likely as
their high activity counterparts to list their fellow organization mem~
bers as the most important sburce of opinion and influence on their
position on the UGEQ referenda, while those high in organizational
activity are twice as likely as those low in organizational activity to
list Student Council members as being most important and less likely to
list either friends or the Daily. The fact remains, however, that these
choice categories are relatively unimportant when compared to the

influence of the mass media.

TABIE III-7.--Relationship between level of organizational activity and
most important source of opinion on the UGEQ referenda (in percentages)

w

Most important source Low High
of Isolates organizational organizational
opinion activity activity

Radio, television or

pamphlets 28 20 23
The Daily 31 33 2l
Fraternity or organiza-

tion members .o 10 L
Student Council members 6 8 15
Friends 19 20 17
None of these® 16 9 17

N (139) (108) - (1ks)

X2 = 30.15, 4f = 10, P<0.001
- 8This is a residual category which the respondsnt could choose.
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Organizational Membership, level of Interest and Voting

A final exa.m;ile of the influence of level of organizational
activity on voting in the UGEQ referenda is seen in Table III-8, which
compares the UGEQ 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
similar decrease in the proportion who did not vote at all. Thus, even
for the highly interested, organizational activity influences voting,.
TABIE I1II-8.--Relationship between level of organizational activity and

UGEQ voting for students who reported a great deal of interest in the
UGEQ referenda (in percentages)

———— 4
Number of times the Level of organizational activity
student voted in ...
UGEQ referenda Tsolates Low High
Twice ' 63 69 81
Once 20 24 17
Not at all 17 7 2
N (133) (97) (138)

X2 = 26.90, df = L, P<0.001

Thus it is seen that level of organizational activity and level
of informal soclal relations are factors which contribute to student
voting turnout in the UGEQ referenda. The most important source of
influence, however, is the campus newspaper (The. McGill Daily), the next

most important source is friends of the student.
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CHAPIER IV
ORGANIZATIONAL INTEGRATION AND THE UGEQ VOTE

The theory of mass society meintains that participation in
secondary organizations which mediate between the individual and the
community leadership leeds to increased political participation on the
part of organization members. It was pointed out in Chapter III, page
21, that the process by which organization members become involved in
commnity politics involves exchange within the crganization of informa-
tion and attitudes about political issues. At the group level, organiza-
tional integration is theoretically defined as "the extent to which

a39 Furthermore, Y“group

communlcative contacts permeate a group.
cohesiveness is one determinant of the influence which a group can wield
over its membership.“ho

Thus, since organizational membership lesads to a higher level of
political parﬁicipation because of the flow of communication among the
membership, the level of integration of the organization (in other words,
level of communication or interaction) should influence the political
participation of 1its members. The second major bhypothesis which this
study tests is derived from the literature on organizational cohesive-

ness and attitudinal and behavioural conformitys

39Landecker, American Journal of Sociology, LVI, p. 336.

40 ngus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller and
Donald E, Stokes, The American Voter (New York: dJohn Wiley & Sons,
Inc., 1960), P 3090
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CHAPTER IV
ORGANIZATIONAL INTEGRATION AND THE UGEQ VOTE

The theory of mass society maintains that participation in
secondary organizations which mediate between the individual and the
commnity leadership leads to increased political participation on the
part of organization members. It was pointed out in Chapter III, page
21, that the process by which organigzation members become involved in
community politics involves exchange within the organization of informa-
tion and attitudes about political issues. At the group level, organiza-
tional integration is theoretically defined as "the extent to which

u39 Farthermore, %“group

communicative contacts permeaﬁe a group.
cohesiveness is one determinant of the influence which a group can wield
over its membership."-ho

Thus, since organizational membership leads to a higher level of
political partieipation because of the flow of communication among the
membership, the level of integration of the organization (in other words,
level of communication or interaction) should influence the political
participation of its members. The second major hypothesis which this
study tests ig derived from the literature on organizational cohesive-

ness and attitudinal and behavioural conformitys

39Landecker, American Journal of Sociology, LVI, p. 336.

hoAngus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren %. Miller and
Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter (New York: Joho Wiley & Sons,
Inc., 1960), Pe 309.
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Assuming that the group supports participation of members
in general university activities, the participants in highly
integrated groups should participate in greater proportions
in these events than those in groups of low integration, and
the latter participants more than nonparticipants in any
voluntary organization (isolates).

Only one respondent reports that friends feel students should

not vote in campus elections, five report that their parents felt they
should not vote in the UGEQ referenda, and no organization officially
supported a nonvoting policy for its members in the UGEQ referenda.
Therefore, it is assumed that all organizations represented in the sample
were at least neutral on the question of their members voting in the
UGEQ referenda.

The above hypothesis should have been supported. In the first
place, highly integrated organizations have a high degree of interaction
and therefore communication among members (as did fraternity members on
the UGEQ question). Also, since members are in frequent interaction and
therefore highly visible, the group should have a higher degree of
"control over participants é.nd their activities. But, in fact, the above

hypothesis is not supported, as Table IV-1l shows.

TABLE IV-l.--Degree of integration of the organigation most important
to the respondent and UGEQ voting of organization members, compared
with UGEQ voting of isolates (in percentages)

—

—————
Number of times Members of organizations of

student voted in Isolates

High Low

UGEQ referenda integration integration

Twice (£} o 61
Once 20 22 18
Not at all 7 . I 21

N (123) (138) (151)

X2 = 1.11, degrees of freedom = 2 (organizational integration and voting
only), not significant.
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Whether the organization most important to the student is one of
high integration or not, members have more or less similar patterns of
voting in the UGEQ referenda. Organization members, however, are more
likely to vote and to vote both times than are isolates.

It is possible that the respondent!s knowledge of what the other
members of his organization have done may be more important than organi-
zational integration itself. It is impossible to test this directly
because the Questionnaire does not ask whether the respondents know how
many of the members of their organization voted. Table IV-2, however,
deals with the relationship between organizational integration, knowl-

aedge of the position of most group members on the UGEQ issue and voting.

TABIE IV-2,--Relationship between level of integration of the organiza=-

tion most important to the respondent and UGEQ voting, controlling for

members! knowledge of the position on the UGEQ referenda that received
the support of most group members® (in percentages)

et et et et

e e

— ===
Know most members! Do not know members?
Number of times position on UGEQ. position on UGEQ
student voted in
UGEQ referenda High Low High Low
organiza- organiza- organiza- organiza-
(out of two) tional tional tional tional
integra- integra- integra- integra-
tion {4ion tion tion
Twice 7 81 5% 70
Once 20 15 22 26
Not at all 3 L 19 L
N (90) (47) (32) (89)

3Question S of the Questionnaire is used to test members!
knowledge of position of majority of organization members.

For those students who know the position of the majority of the
members of their organization on the UGEQ question, there is not a great

deal of difference in either the proportion who voted or the proportion
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who voted twice. For students who do not know the position most of the
menbers of the organization have taken, different pattéms are seen in
organizations of low and of high integration.

Menbers of organizations 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 organization’s position. Members of highly integrated organiza=
tions, on the other hand, are much less likely to vote or to vote both
times. They are much less likely than members of organizations of high
integration who know the majority position on UGEQ to vote, or to vote
twice.

Thus, knowledge of the position of the majority of the organiza-
tion members is of greater influence on students who belong to highly
integrated organizations. Perhaps, in these tightly knit organizations,
the member who does not know the position taken by his fellow members ié,
in effect, an isolate. Support for this point of view is found in a
comparison of members of organizations of high and low integration on
knowledge of the position of the majority of group members. Seventy-four
per cent of the members of highly integrated organizations knew the
position of their fellow-members on the UGEQ question, whereas only 35%
of the members of low integration organizations knew their organization"s
position on the UGEQ controversy. In the loosely knit organization, on‘
the other hand, the deviant group, if there is one, is formed by the
35% of the members who say that they do know the position of the majority

of members of their group.
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In the above discussion, organigational integration was oper-

ationally defined using the respondents! answers to the following

question: "How closely knit a group do'you think this organization is?"m'

If 60% or more of the members of any type of organization reported that"
their organization was closely knit, that type of organization was
classified as highly integrated; if less than 60% reported the organiza-
tion to be closely knit, it was placed in the loﬁ integration ca:l:ego:..'y.h2
This rough measure of organizational integration cannot distin-
guish the respondents either by number of organizations to which they
belong or by number of organizations of high or low integration of which
they are members. The operational definiticn used herein is not the
sociometric definition that is generally used.l'3 It is possible that
this measure of organizational integration does not actually measure the
integration of these groups, The fact that 74% of the members of the
closely knit groups knew the position of their fellow members on UGEQ
and only 35% of the members of the groups designated above as loosely

Knit knew or thought they knew the position of their fellow members

indicates that this definition at least implies the relative "extent to

which communicative contacts permeate a group. ulth

l'lQuestion 51 of the Questionnaire.

L2, organizations reported in Question 43 were classified into
nine types: fraternities and sororities, intercollegiate athletic
teams, communications media, religious organizations, political clubs,
gspecial intersst groups, national clubs, athletic clubs and intramural
and residence athletic teams. The level of integration of each type of
organization was classified according to respondent answers to Question
51 of the Questionnaire.

mFor example, Peter M. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureaucracy
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1955), chap. iv.

l""I.a.nd:ecker, American Journal of Sociology, LVI, p. 336.
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From the above findings, it appears that the closeness of ties
of organization members is less important when members have knowledge of
the position of their fellow members. When they do not know the
position held by most of the members of the organization, there is no
change in the proportion of members of organizations of low integration
who vote, although there is a change in the frequency with which they
vote. Members of organizations of high integration who lack the support
of communication with other members, however, behave most like isolates.
Thus, the level of integration of the organization seems to have
greatest influence on students who do not know the position of other
members of their organization on UGEQ and, in particular, those who are

members of highly integrated organizations.
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CHAPTER V

INFLUENCE OF PRIMARY GROUP MEMBERSHIPS ON VOTING
IN THE UGEQ REFERENDA

The primary group memberships of an individudl influence his
attitudes and behaviour., As Katz and Lazarsfeld point out, e
know...that the members of a family are likely--except under certain
conditions--to share similar attitudes on polities, religion, etc. and
the same thing is true, we know, for most :E'r:tenr:lsh:l.ps.-""‘5 This can be
gseen in Newcomb and Svehla's study of "Intra-Family Relationships in
Attitude™ of 558 Cleveland families on such topics as the Church, war,

ko lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet's study of Erie

and communism.
County families gives the following figures:
Among husbands and wives, both of whom decide to vote, only one
pair in 22 disagreed. Among parents and children, one pair in
12 disagreed, the gap of a generation increasing differences in
life and outlook.”
Similarly, Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee document the "hereditary
vote"; that is, the influence on the voting patterns of children of

their parents® voting patterns. The preferences of friends and

Uyats and Lazarsfeld, p. LS.

)46Theodore Newcomb and George Svehla, "Intra-Family Relation-
ships in Attitude,® Sociometry, I (July-October, 1937), pp. 180-205.

ml.azarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, p. lil. See also Eleanor
E. Maccoby, Richard E. Matthews and Anton S, Morton, "The Family and
the Political Behavior of Youth," A Modern Introduction to the F:
ed. Norman W. Bell and Ezra F. Vogel (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1960),
ppo 189"200- .
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co~-workers also affect the way Elmira citizens vo‘!'.e.h8

The influence of one type of group membership--campus voluntary
organization membership~-on participation in the UGEQ referenda has been
examined in Chapters IIT and IV. In Chapter V, the effect of membership
in small, face-to-face, primary groups on voting in the UGEQ referenda
is examined. The primary groups discussed are the family (as represented
by parents! attitudes on the question of student voting in the UGEQ
referenda), and the friendship group (in terms of the attitudes of
friends about students voting in campus elections and referenda, as well
as the actual voting behaviour of the respondent's closest friends).

The student's own attitude toward voting in campus elections is
important. (See Table V-1.)

TABLE V-l.=--Attitude of respondent about students voting in campus elec-
tions and referenda and number of times that the student voted in UGEQ
referenda (in percentages)

Number of times Respondent feels that students should vote?
student voted in

UGEQ referenda Very strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly
Twice \ 8L 56 30
Once 12 29 30
Not at all L 15 4o

N (224) (1L5) (4o)

X2 = 73.37, df = L, P<0.001

@0nly two respondents reported that they felt fairly strongly
that students should not vote in campus elections and referenda; there-
fore, these categories are not considered in this table.

As Lambert and Lambert point out:

heBerelson, Lazarsfeld and McFhee, pp. 88-90 on the family, and
Pp. 97-98 on friends and co-workers.
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An attitude is an organized and consistent manner of thirking,
feeling and reacting in regard to people, groups, social issues,
or more generally, any event in one's environment. The essential
components are thougﬁt.s and beliefs, feelings (or emotions), and
tendencies to react.’??
Table V-1 shows that students®! attitudes toward student voting
in campus elections and referenda areAstrong indications of their
voting behaviour in the UGEQ referenda. They react in accordance with
the direction and intensity of their attitudes.
The attitudes of friends and parents also are important influences

on student voting in the UGEQ referenda (Table V-2).
TABIE V-2,-~-Respondent!s report of friends' attitudes about student vot-

ing in campus elections and referenda and number of times respondent
voted in the UGEQ referenda (in percentages)

Nurber of times Friends feel that students should vote™
student voted-in :
UGEQ referenda Very strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly
. Twice 81 66 - 53
Once ik 23 22
Not at all 5 11 25
N (12k) (225) (60)

¥% = 19.06, df = ks, P<0,001
20nly one respondent reported that his friends felt fairly

strongly that students should not vote in campus elections and referenda;
therefore, these categories are not considered in this table.

It can also be seen by the margiﬁals of Tables V-1 and V-2 that
students tended to classify their friends as feeling less strongly on
this question than they felt themselves. Results similar to the above
wore cobtained for the question on parents'! attitudes toward studsnt

voting in the UGEQ referenda. Students who reported that their parents

U9%4i11iam W, Iambert and Wallace E. Lambert, Social Psychology
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 196k4), p. 50.
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felt that they should vote were more likely to vote both times (85) and
least likely not to vote (k%). Sixty-five per cent of students whose
parents did not care voted twice; 13% did pot vote, Students who report-
ed that 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 1t was asked how many of the respondent's closest friends
voted in either of the UGEQ referenda, 75% replied that most of their
friends had voted, 18% reported that some of théir friends had voted,

and only about 6% reported that only a few of their friends had voted.

TABLE V-3.~-Relationship between report of the number of closest friends

who voted in at least one of the UGEQ 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- should vote
times the Very strongly | Fairly strongly Not strongly
r:xgdgt Most Some Most Some Most = Some
the UGEQ close close close close | close close
referenda friends friends| friends friends| friends friends
voted voted® | voted voted voted voted
Twice 87 68 .65 Lo 39 27
Once 12 1k 30 20 39 18 -
Not at all 1 18 5 31 22 55
N (190) (28) (o) ~ (35) | (e3) ()

85ince only 23 respondents reported that few or none of their
closest friends voted in the UGEQ referenda, this category was left out
of the above table. The figures for this group as a whole are: out of
23, 22% voted twice, L3% voted once and 35% did not vote at all,

When- the students' own attitudes toward voting were controlled,
we found that those who report that most of their friends have voted are
more likely to vote twice and less likely nbt to vote than those who
report that only some of their friends voted (Table V-3). Similar

results to those in Table V-3 are obtained when the student's report of
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his parents' attitudes is related to the number of times he voted in the '

two UGEQ referenda, again controlling for the student's attitude on the

subject. ' )
Furthermore, when friends! attitudes are related to the number

of times the student voted in the‘UCEQ referenda, controlling for the

attitude of parents (Table V-j), there are similar findings to Table V-3

TABLE V-lj.--Relationship between friends' attitudes toward voting in

campus elections and referenda and student's own voting record in the

UGEQ referenda, controlling for parents! attitude toward student veting
in the UGEQ referenda (in percentages)

AR e RIS
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Number of times Friends feel that student should vote

student voted in

UGEQ referenda Very strongly Fairly strongly | Not strongly
Parents felt that student should vote®

Twice 85 ~ 8s 82

Once 11 12 9

Not at all h 3 9

N (53) (67) (11)

Parents dont!t care

Twice 83 60 53

Once , 17 28 15

Not at all . .o 12 32

N (18) (W) (13)
Student does not know pa#ents' attitude

Twice : 78 57 ks

Once 1k 27 29

Not at all 8 16 28

N (19) (124) (35)

&Category "Parents felt that student should not vote in UGEQ
referenda® not included because it contains only S5 respondents.

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

or not they vote or who do not know what their parents think. For those

o L AT
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students who report that their parents felt that they should vote in the
UGEQ referenda, there appears to be virtually no difference in the pro-
portion who voted both times, no matter how strongly their friends feel
about student voting, although those whose friends do not feel strongly
that students should vote are most likely not to vote at all.

Thus, where the parents have taken a stand, their influence is
even greater than that of friends. Friends are important only in the
absence of parental interest or expression of opinion. This finding is
probably related to the fact that, out of 132 students who reported that
their parents felt they should vote in the UGEQ referenda, 70% feel very
strongly that students should vote in campus slections and referenda,

274 feel fairly strongly about this and only 3% do not feel strongly
that students should vote.

The above discussion points out the importance of the primary
group, especially the family, in influencing the student's participa-
tion in the UGEQ votes. Just as organization membership is an effective
influence on voting only when the member has communicated with other
members on the topic, family influence is effective when the student
knows his parents' opinion and this opinion is for (or against) a certain
type of behaviour. Where parents are neutral, and particularly where
the student does not know his parents' opinion, other lesser group member-
ships--such as the friendship group or the secondary organization--come
into play,

In relation to the influence of secondary organizations relative
to parental influence (Table V-5), the presence of a definite parental
opinion on voting in the UGEQ referenda leads to a high frequency of

voting whether the student knows the position of members of his
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organization or not.

h

Again, only in the absence of parental interest

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

bers influence the studentts vote.

The attitude of friends plays a

similar, but not quite so influential part, as that of parents in

reference to knowledge of the secondary organizational position and
UGEQ voting.

TABIE V-5e~-Relationship between respondent's knowledge of the position
of organization members on the UGEQ referenda and UGEQ voting, con-
trolling for parents! opinion (in percentages)

Attitude of parents
Number of
times Student should vote| Parents don't care| Student doesn't know
student . -
;ggd in Knows Does not Knows Doe_s_not Knows Doqs not
organ= : Imow organ- know organ-~ know

Tefere ization 1:; tganio; ization i::ﬁg; ization i:;%?:;

position positian position position position position
Twice 85 87 79 50 73 57
Once 3 13 18 50 22 27
Not at 2ll 2 .e L . 5 1_6
N (16) (15) 28) | (12) (60) (63)

Thus, as hypothesized, the primary group is an important in-

fluence on members! participation in political activity.

The family is

nmore important than the friendship group in influencing the student's

participation-~perhaps because most students live at home and commute to
classes every day. Furthermore, as Campbell et al. point out, "there is
some evidence to suggest that when primary group influences runv counter
to secondary group political standards, the more intimate contacts may
more often than not carry the day."so

50Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, p. 297.
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CHAPTER VI
ENOWLEDGE OF THE ISSUES OF THE UGEQ REFERENDA

The question asked in this Chapter is: what is the role played
by knowledge of the issues in student turnout at the UGEQ referenda?
Does knowledge of the issues have an effect independsnt of such factors
as participation in organizations and level of campus informal social
relations?

Berelson, lazarsfeld and McPhee point out that:

seothe information available to the individual voter is not
limited to that directly possessed by him. . . His vote is
formed in the midst of his fellows in a sort of group
decision-=if, indeed, it may be called a decision at all--and
the total information and knowledge possessed in the group's
present and pas§ generations can be made available for the
group's cholcs,: 1

Thus, for many people, the actual amount of information that
they may themselves possess may not be as important an influence on
voting as the knowledge, opinions and pressures to vote provided within
their membership groups. Related to this is the finding of Katz and

lazarsfeld in Personal Influence that when level of information is

controlled, women high on gregariousness (who have many friendships and
organization memberships) are mores likely to be public affairs opinion
leaders "than equally (or even better) informed women of lesser

g:regarim;tsmassz.“52

51Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, pp. 320-321.

52katz and Lazarsfeld, p. 288.

,A.,ﬁ-‘.._...ﬂ._.._,_..._...—w.\._;—
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In this study, the respondents were scored on their knowledge of
the issues pertaining to the UGEQ referenda, and they were given a
score which consisted of one point for every issue named. Table VI-1
shows that the greater his knowledge of the issues, thé more likely the
respondent 1s to have voted twice in the referenda and the less likely
he is not to have voted.
TABLE VI-l.--Relationship between knowledge of the issues of the UGEQ

and the number of times the student voted in the two UGEQ referenda
(in percentages)

et v—
————t————ap ——a—

Number of times Studentt's knowledge score

atzdent voted in | pentt know Four or
UGEQ referenda or no Cne Two Three more

answer

Twice L6 62 69 85 8o

Once 17 19 22 12 18
Not at all 27 19 9 3 2

N - (57) (L7) (o) (1) (87)

X2 = 5h.12, daf = 8, P<0.001

Enowledge and Organizational Activity

Organizational membership exerts its influence on participation
in the UGEQ referenda by means of communication among members about
their attitudes and vbte intentions. Table VI-2 shows that level of
information increases with increasing level of organizationsl activity
(see "per cent of group in knowledge categories?)., However, within each
activity level, does information make a difference in voting in the
UGEQ referenda? .

It is hypothesized that the degree of knowledge should have a
greater effect in Influencing the participation of isolates than that of
students with a low level of organizational activity and least in

v e e e LA
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TABLE VI-2.--Relationship between level of knowledge of student and num-
ber of times student voted in the UGEQ referenda, controlling for level

of organizational activity (in percentages)

——
————

Number of times

Student's knowledge score

student voted in
Don't know
UGEQ referenda orno | Ome Two Three Fo::r:r
answer : ,
Isolates |
Twice 34 Lo 69 73 79
Once 1L 25 19 - 20 1L
Not at all 52 35 12 7 7
N (29) (20) | (52) | (30) (1h)
Z of Isolates in ‘ '
knowledge categories 20% 148 36% 1% 10%
4 _ .
Iow organizational activity
Twice 55 67 58 73 73
Once 23 11 35 2l 27
Not at all 23 22 7 3 o0
N (22) (9) ~(26) (3k) (22)
% of low organiza-
tional activity in
knowledge categories| 19% 8% 23% 30% 192
High organizational activity
Twice 66 83 81 75 86
Once 17 17 16 21 12
Not at all 17 .o 3 L 2
N (6) (18) (31) (L7 (k2)
% of highly active in
knowledge categories L% 12% 22% 33% 29%

students who are highly active in campus organizations.

Table VI~2 shows that knowledge does play a larger part in the

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

organizations.

There is a steady rise in the participation of isolates
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with increasing knowledge of the issues.

L5

There is less of an increase

in participation in students low in organizational activity, and even

less of an increase in thosse who participate highly in organizations.

An increase in factual knowledge seems of great importance only
for isolates. The "information" communicated by fellow organization
members is not necessarily factual information about the isgues. It
probably takes the form in many instances of attitudes and opini_ons and

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

Knowledge and Ievel of Campus Informal Social Relations

Similarly, it might be hypothesized 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 times student voted in the UGEQ referenda, controlling for
social relations score (in percentages)

——— e ——
T —— ———— =

i

Namber of times Student's knowledge score
student voted in | Don't know
UGEQ referenda or 1o One Two | Three | TOor OF
answer e
Iow social relations score
Twice hi 30 6L 61 69
Once 2 30 22 29 25
Not at all 35 Lo 1 10 6
N a7) (10) (28) (31) (26)
High soclal relations' score
Twice 46 70 72 79 8l
Once 15 16 22 19 1y
Not at all 39 1k 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
those with higher knowledge scores (two, three and four) and a decrease
in the proportion of students who did not vote at all. A similar
pattern occurs among those high in social relations.

Thus, unlike the organizational activity scores, level of knowl=
sdge has a great influence on students, both low and high in social
relations. Perbaps, this is because, as Lipset pointed out in Union
Democracy, friendship groupings are often homogeneous. They may be
oriented toward politics; 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 few. It is more
difficult for organization members to avoid talking about campus
political issues because "the clubs, the men who are active in then,
and the talk and activities in which they engage are relatively indepen-

dent of the sentiments or desires of any given member."s3

53Lipset, Trow and Coleman, p. 108.

et e e
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CHAPTER VII

SOME OTHER FACTORS RELATED TO STUDENT VOTING

IN THE UGEQ REFERENDA

Same other factors which affected student voting in the UGHEQ
referenda are considered in this Chapter, These include socio-economic

status, sex, residence, and year at university,

Socio~economic Btatus

In most voting studles, socio-economic status has been found to
be one of the major determinants of political pa.r‘l:.:i.c:l.pa‘l;:i.on.5’4 In this
study, the three groups of students classed into low, medium and high
on socio-economic statu:e._ﬁéing Duncan't socio-economic index for all
occupations transformed to the NORC Scé.lg contain similar proportions
of students who did not vote (10 to 11%)e The low and medium groups
contain similar proportions of students who voted in both referends
(6h to 65%) whereas the group of students high on tﬁis meagure of socio-
economic status are much more likely to vote twice, (77%), although this
is not statistically significant. (See Appendix B, Table 1l.)

In a population which is homogencous in respect to education
and fairly homogeneous in terms of socio-economic status (any extreme
scores in this sample are at the high end of the continuum), level of
organizational activity may be a more important influence in voting

than the socio-economic status,

5,"See Lane, Chapter 16 for an explanation; see also Lazarsfeld,
Berelson and Gaudet, pp. L4O-49; Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McFhee,
PPe 5’.].-6.!.0
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Table III-1 (page 22) shows the relationship between level of
organizational activity and UGEQ vote, Table 2 of Appendix B shows
that the middle-SES group containa the highest proportion of isolates
and the lcwest proportion of students with a high level of organizatio:_‘:al
activity, The low and high-SES groups contain similar proportions of
students who belong to no organization and who are highly actiwve in
campug orgamizations, Thus , if SES is having any effect, 1ts effect is
diminished in the middle~SES group by the relatively high proportion of
that group that have no organizational membership; sa.milar]ly, the high
proportion of "joiners" in the low-SES group may act to increase the
proportion of low-SES students who vote in the UGEQ referenda,

Voting by Sex of Student

One of the persistent findings in voting studies is that men
participate to a greater extent in political adtivities, including voting,
than women.ss This finding is confirmed in this study (although the
relationship is not statistically signiﬁ.cﬁnt), since men voted more
frequently, although similar proportions of both groups voted at least
once (see Appendix B, Table 3), Some of the factors which account for
this diserepancy are relative degrees of interest in the UGEQ referenda
as well as the difference in primary group influence on male and female
students.

Table i of Appendix B shows that L16% of the men report a great |

deal of interest in UGEQ referenda in comparison to 27% of the women,

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

551.ane, Ppe. 209-216, Lane gives a review of the literature
in this area,
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prOportion. of students of b&;th sexes are likely to have not very much :
or no interest at all in the referenda, However, in the "great dealn
and "quife 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 little or no interest, women are less likely to vote
' 56

than men, although they are as likely to vote twice.

Tsble 5 and Table 6 of Appendix B show the influence of family
and friendship group, respectively, on the voting behaviour of male and
female students., Where the parents feel they should participate in the
UGEQ referenda, male and female students have similar voting patterns,

Males are more likely to vote and to vote more frequently
than females when parents are neutral; when students do not know their
parents' opinion, similar proportions vote but males are more likeljr ta
vote twice. Furthermore, neutrality on the part of parents elicits a
pattern of voting turnout amoﬁg women students quite similar to phe '
voting pattern of women students who do not know the attitude of their
parents. For males; on the other hand, knowledge of parental neutrality
leads to a higher proportion of voters and of two-time voters than is
the case for those who have no knowledge of their parentg'! attitude,

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

knowledge of their parents! position, but of parental support for parti-

cipation, For males, knowledge of parental neutrality is 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 few

5650e Lazarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, p.i8. They show that

if women are not interested, they are much less likely than men to
vote,
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or none of their friends voted, When most of their friends voted,
males and females have similar pattei'ns of voting turnout. When some
friends voted, men are more likely to vote than are women as well as
being more likely to vote both times. This table shows that when
female students have support for their behaviour, they are Jjust as
likely to vote as male students., When they lack support for a certain
behaviour--when only some of their friends vote--they are less likely
to vote than men,
As Parsons and others have pointed out:

What is perhaps the most important sex discrimination is more

than anything else a reflection of the differentiation of

adult sex roles, It seems to be a defimite fact that girls

are more apt to be relatively docile, to conform in general.

according to adult expectations, to be "good", whereas boys

are more apt to be recalcitrant to discipline and defiant of
adult authority and expectations.57 .

Place of Residence .

It is hypothesized that the university 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 voluntary organization membershipe.

When students are asked where they are living during the
present academic year, it is seen that students who live in college
residences are significantly more likely than any other group of

students to have voted in both UGEQ referenda and less likely not to

5TTalcott Parsons, "Age and Sex in the Social Structure of
the United States," American Sociological Review, VII (October, 19)2)
Pe 605 .
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have voted at all (see Appendix B, Table 7). They were also higher
on organizational activity than are other students. Only 19% did not
belong %o an orgamigzation, and L4OZ were high on the organizationsl
activity score. Residence seems to play a role on the campus as an
organization mediating between the students and the structure of

campusg gctivities.

Number of Years at McGill University

The longer the student has spent at McGill, the less likely he
is to vote both times, and, as well, to have voted at all in the UGEQ
referenda, The trend, however, is very slight (see Appendix B, Table 8)e

Students who are in their first year at McGill Umiversity are
much less likely not to belong to any organizations (on]y‘ 15%) and more
likely than other groups to be low and high in orgamizational activity.,
(see Zppendix B, Table 9), supporting the hypothesis that students will
be more likely to try out and join campus organizations dwring their
firsv year on campus, A‘fter the first year, at least in this sample,

the proportion of students who belong to no organizations 1évels off
to between 36 and 0%, |

On the other hand, when organizational activity is controlled
(Appendix B, Table 10) for those who belong to no organizations or who
are low on organizational activity, seniors and freshmen are least
likely to vote both times and most likely not to vote, For those high
in urganizational activity, however, first and fourth year students are
most likely to vote twice and least likely not to vote at all,

Thus level of orgamizational activity is an important influence
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Students who are in their first year at McGill University are
much less likely not to belong to any organizations (only 15%) and more
likely than other groups to be low and high in organizational activity.
(see Appendix B, Table 9), supporting the hypothesis that students will
be more likely to try out and join campus organizations during their
first year on campus, After the first year, at least in this sample,

the proportion of students who belong to no organizations lévels off
to between 36 and L40Z. |

On the other hand, when organizational activity is controlled
(ippendix B, Table 10) for those who belong to no organizations or who
are low on organizational activity, seniors and freshmen are least
likely to vote both times and most likely not to vote, For those high
in organizational activity, however, first and fourth year stl_lderrbs are
most likely to vote twice and least likely not to vote at all,

Thus level of orgamizational activity is an important influence
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on the voting patterns of students in different years at the University.
Those who are least involved in campus life, either becauge they have
Just entered the university or because they are soon leaving it amd

not highly involved in campus orgahizational activities,.
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PART III

THE BLOOD DRIVE




CHAPTER VIII
SOCIAL PARTICIPATION AND THE BLOCD DRIVE

The UGEQ referenda and the Blood Drive are both campus-wide
student events and, in both, turnout of the entire student body is re-
questeds The first question that must be answered in this Chapter is:
are the students who participated in the UGEQ referenda the same ones
who are likely to give blood in the Blood Drive? Certainly, people who
participated with greater frequency in the UGEQ referenda were more
likely to donate blood in the Blood Drive (Table VIII-l), but 36% of
those who voted both times (that is, who participated to the fullest
extent in the referenda) did not donate blood. Therefore, it can be
seen that donation of blood in the annual Blood Drive does not present
a turnout pattern similar to that of the UGEQ referenda, although the
greater his participation in the referenda, the greater the likelihood
that a student will donate blood.

TABLE VIII-l.=--Relationship between frequency of voting in the UGEQ
referenda and donation of blood (in percentages)

Donated bloed in -
this year's Voted both times Voted once Did not vote
Blood Drive

Yes 6L 56 33
No 36 hi 67
N (283) (82) (46)

X% = 16.36, df = 2, P<0.001
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Participation in Formal and Informal Groups on Campus

According to mass soéiety theory, participation in secondary
organizations leads to greater participation in the political life of
the society. The organizatinn acts as an independent source of
attitudes and opinions on political issunes for its members. In the sec=-
tion on the UGEQ referenda, it was shown that level of organizational
activity influenced the voting patterns of the students in this sample.

In the case of donation of blood in this year's Blood Drive,
however, the hypothesized relationship between level bf organigational
activity and participation in general university events is not found
(Table VIII-2).

TABIE VIII-2.--Relationship between level of organizational activity and
donation of blood in this year's Blood Drive (in percentages)

Donated blood in Isvel of organizational activity
this yearts —~ ,
Blood Drive Isolate Low High

Yes 59 58 59
No I k2 In
N (148) (113) (151)

¥2 = .01, df = 2, Not significant

Thus, level of organizational activity is not a major determin-
ant of giving blood in the Bloed Drive. Why is it not? For example, of
the fraternity members in the sample, 94% reported receiving information
on the Blood Drive from fellow members. This may be a result of the
fact that there is competition among fraternities for the highest turn-
out of members at the Blood Drive. Fraternity members, however, are
not much more likely to donate blood than are nonmembers (62% as against

58% for nonmembers).

T D T aTe]
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In comparison with the 30% of members of campus organizations
who reported hearing about the UGEQ referenda from other members, 20% of
organization members reported receiving information about the Blood
Drive from members of their organizations. Furthermore, those who
received information were less likely to give blood than those who did
not, although this difference is not statistically significant (Table
VIII-3). |

TABIE VIII-3.=-Relationship between receiving information about the
Blood Drive from fellow organisation members and giving blood (in

percentages)
W
Donated blood in Did not receive
this year's R;:‘g:.xvggoi.;f ;g;:ign information from
Blood Drive group members
Yes 53 60
No L7 39
N (51) (209)

X2 = 0.98, df = 1, Not significant

The answer to this may be that, except for the fraternity in
competition with other fraternities for membership turnout at the Blood
Drive, membership donation of blood is certainly not central to the
goals of the campus organizations considered. The Blood Drive;as a
topic does not present sallent "issues™ for members to discuss nor

does it present members with an opportunity to use the political skills

- they develop as organization members.

The answer lies in the different character of the two events,
The Blood Drive is not really a campus activity in the sense that the
UGEQ issue was. The Blood Drive is a "service™ that McGill performs

for the community as the sole Red Cross Blood Donor Clinic during the
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week of the Blood Drive. It has become an annual campus event and a
fair amount of publicity #nd 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 of the University and its students in the eyes of the
community.

The UGEQ referenda were a source of controversy among various
factions of the student body. They provoked the largest turnout in
McGill campus election history; in other words, the UGEQ referenda
increased political participation on campus. It provided a relevant
issue on which student interest was focussed. Whether McGill joined
UGEQ was important to the student as a McGill student; whether to
donate blood or not was important to the student as a participant in
campus life, but even more so as a member of the larger community., The
results of the UGEQ referenda had an immediate effect on the McGill
student body; the philanthropic activities of the Blood Drive did not.
| The students' patterns of participation in campus informal
groups, however, seem to be more important to donation of blood than
does organization membership. In Table VIII-k4, it can be seen that
students high in social relations (that is, with a high level of inter-
action with other McGill students, both on and off campus) are more
likely to give blood than those low in social relations, although the
relationship is not statistically significant. This implies that
students who have a high proportion of their friends and acquaintances
on campus are somewhat more likely to participate in any campus event
of general importance thﬁn those students for whom the ﬁajor source of

companionship and interest is not found on campus.
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TABLE VIII-4.~-Relationship between informal social relations score and
donation of blood in this year's Blood Drive (in percentages)

Donated blood in Informal social relations score
this year!s
Blood Drive Low High
Yes 53 61
No L7 39
N - (103) (308)

X2 =1,7, af = 1, Not significant

Sources of Influence and Donation of Blood

When the most important source of influence was reported, the
Daily was again (as in the UGEQ referenda) chosen by the largest pro-
portion of students, 37% of those replying. The next most popular
category is friends (15¢); then come Blood Drive student volunteers (10%)
and fraternity members (8%) , as shown in Table VIII-5.

TABLE VIII-5.--Frequency distribution of most important source of infor-
mation reported by respondents

Most important source Number Percantage
Radio, television, newspapers

and posters 13 3

The Dai 151 37
?ratemi%y members 31 8
Blood Drive student voluntee 10 10
Friends . : 59 15
Members of the University staff L 1
None of the above . 109 27

Of the respondsnts, 27% reported that none of the above sources
of information was the most important source of influence. These

respondents (see TableVIII-6) are among those who have the highest



TABIE VIII-6.--Relationship between most important source of influence on decision about
donation of blood and whether respondent did give blood in the Blood Drive (in percentages)®

st

—

o e ————
—— —— e———

Donatsed blood in Radio
this year's telev;.sion, The g:i%::mity g‘::::g Friends None of
gig:g gg::g:zers, mﬁ members volunteers the above
Yes 5L 57 52 58 63 63
No L6 13 48 42 37 37
N (13) (151) (31) (4o) (59) (209)
1% = 39,85, df = 5, P<0.001

aMemberts of staff of the University were not included because this response was chosen

by only b students,
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proportion of blood donors, equalled only by those who cite friends as
the most important influence. Many respondents felt that they needed
no urging to give blood--and several wrote this on their Question-
naires--or that they made up their own minds without any outside help.
People who reported Blood Drive workers and those who reported The Daily
as the most important source of influence were next most likely to
give blood.s 8 Students who reported fraternity members as the most
important source were only slightly more likely to give blood than not
to give. Thus, as in the case of the UGEQ referenda, the mass media and
friends are the most important sources of influence (Table VIII-6).
When the most important source of influence 15 compared for
those students who are high and low on the social relations score
(Table VIII-7), it can be seen that those low in social relations cite
The Daily in greater proportions than those high in social relations,
and the latter cite fraternity members more frequently (d = 6) and
Blood Drive student volunteers somewhat more frequently (d = 3). Both
groups are equally likely to report that friends were their moét
important source of influence. Furthermore, in Table VIII-8 the pro-
portions of students in the two social relations categories which have
large enough N's when source of influence is 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.

585tudents who reported that their friends had worked as Blood
Drive volunteers were much more likely to give blood (62%) than those
who did not have friends who worked as Blood Drive volunteers.
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TABIE VIII-7.--Relationship between level of social relations of res-
pondents and most important source of information in decision whether
to give blood or not (in percentages)

e

Low social High social

Most important source of informa- relations relations

tion score . score
Radio, television, newspapers and
posters 5 1
The Daily n 36
Fellow fraternity members 3 9
Blood Drive student volunteers 7 10
Friends 15 15
None of the above® 30 26
N (201) (30L)

> 6.13, df = 5, Not significant

anNone of the above! is a category which respondents could
choose, It does not contain "Don't know™ and "No answer"™ responses,

TABLE VIII-8.--Relationship between level of social relations and

donation of blood in this year's Blood Drive, controlling most

important source of influence on the question of donation of blood
(in percentages)

The Daily ’ Friends None of the above
Donated
3
:ﬁ“‘;‘f‘r.s . Low High | Low High | Low High
Blood Drive social social | social social social social
rela- rela- rela- rela- rela- rela-
tions tions tions tions tions tions
Yes ~ 51 60 60 6L 57 66
No . b9 4o Lo 36 b3 3k
N | aa) (109) (15) (kky) (30) (79)

The place of the student in the structure of informal social
relations on campus is fairly important in the Blood Drive; his level
of organizational activity is not. This differs from the political

activity of the UGEQ referenda votes where both organizational activity
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and informal social relations have importance.

Organizational Integration and Donation of Blood

In neither the UGEQ referenda nor the Blood Drive is organiza-
tional integration very important. It seems more important in donating
blood that the members actually discuss the issue among themselves and
know what other members are doing about it. This was impossible to
test directly in reference to the UGEQ referenda because there was no
question in the Questionnaire on this topic, 2lthough the individuval's
vote is related to his report of whether few, some, none or most of
his closest friends voted. |

TABIE VIII-9.-~Belationship between level of integration of the organiza-
tion-and members' donation of blood
(in percentages)

D d bl in '
.oztlg,: yeav.‘z)'c"(s1 High integration Iow integration
Blood Drive :
Yes 59 59
No ] L1
N (123) (138)

X = 012, df = 1, Not significant

Students who report that most of the members of the organiza-
tion most important to them donated blood are most iikely to do so
themselves. Those who do not know whether other organization wmenmbers
bhave given blood or not are about as likely to give as isolates. Those
who say that only some mem‘bers of the organization gave are least |

likely to donate blood themselves. (See Table VIII-10.)
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TABLE VIII-10.--Relationship between number of members of the organiza=-
tion most important to respondent who gave blood and whether rsspondent
gave blood or not, compared with figures for isolates (in percentages)d

Donated blood in Most Some | Respondent
this year's members members does not Tsolates
donated donated
Blood Drive blood blood know
Yes 6l s 59 58
No 36 55 A} L2
N | (99) : (33) & (123) (154)

X2 = 3,41, df'= 2 (isolates not included as part of table), Not signif-
icant at 0.05 level, PZ0.10

3There were only two respondents in the category "few or none
of the members donated blood%, and therefore it was not included in the
table.

Table VIII-10 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 playing the
role of channel of communication and source of influence that it should,
according to mass society theory.

When knowledge of the bshaviour of organization members is
related to donation of biocod, with the integration of the most important
organization controlled (Table VIII-ll), we find that members of highly
integrated organizations are about equally likely to donate blood
whether most organization members hé.ve donated or whether they do not
know what other members have done. Most members (74%) of organizations
of 'low integration do not know how many other members have donated

bloods When members of both types of organizations do not know, they
donate blood about as frequently as isolates (59% of isolates donate)e.
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When they do know, members of both types of organizations are about
equally likely to donate blood. Again, where only some or a few organiza=-
tion members donate blood, respondents are less likely to give blood
than are isoclates. Thus, knowledge of the'.position of other members is
of greater importance than is integration of the organization.
TABIE VIII-11.--Relationship between number of organization members who
donated blood in the organization most important to the respondent and

the respondent!s donation of blood, controlling for integration of the
organization (in percentages)

mm

Organization of Organization of
Donated blood in high integration low integration
this year's -S /1 Dontt Some/ | Doa't
Blood Drive ome, on ome on
' Most | few |know Most | “few | know
Yes 63 bl 61 67 2 59
No 37 56 39 33 577 la
N (78) | (18) {(23) (21) | (14) |[(200)

In conclusion, mass society theory cannot be used to predict _
participation in a huma-itarian event such as the Blood Drive. It will
be shown in Chapter IX that the individuwal's own attitude toward
giving blood, that of his parents, and his friends' donation of blood,
are the most important factors influencing his giv:i.ng blood in the
Blood Drive.

ARk A
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CHAPTER IX

INFLUENCE OF PRIMARY GROUP MEMBERSHIPS ON DONATION
OF BLOMD IN THE BLOOD DRIVE

It was pointed out in Chapter V that the group memberships of
an individual influence his attitudes and behaviocur. In Chapter VIII,
it was shown that level of organizational activity do not effect
student donation of blood, unless the student communicates with other
members on the topic and knows whether they have donated blood or not,
In this Chapter, the influence of the primary group--family and
friends--is examined., From such studies as Newcomb and Svehla's 59 and
t;he voting studies cited in Chapter V6° can be seen the influence of
parents and friends on attitudes and behaviour. Thus it is hypothesized
that the attitudes and behaviour of membkers of the family and friendship
groups of students should influence the students! behaviour, that is
should influence whether he will donate blood or not.

The student's attitudes toward donation of blood are fair indi=-
cations of their propensity to donate blood in the Blood Drive or not
(Table IX-1). This finding is similar to the relationship between
respondent’s attitude and voting in the UGEQ referenda. In the UGEQ
referenda, however (Table V-1, p. 36), there is a higher corre‘spondence

between attitude and voting when the student feels very strongly that

59Newconb and Svehla, Sociometry, I, pp. 180-205.

6C)Laza.r:sfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, p. 1L4l; Macoby, Matthews
b4

and Morton, pp. 189-200; Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, pp. 88-50

and pp. 17-98.
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students should vote in campus elections than in Table IX-1l which relates
student attitudes and donation of blood. This may be due to the greater
discomfort involved in donation of blood as well as the fact that for

medical reasons some students are not able to donate blood.61

TABIE IX-l.--Relationship between respondent's strength of feeling about
giving blood and domation of blood in the Blood Drive (in percentages)®

Donated blood in Respondent feels that students should donate blood
this year's
Blood Drive Very strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly
Yes 66 S5 Lo
No 3k L5 60
N (298) (173) (ko)

12 =10.50, df = 2, P<0.01

aOn:!.jr one student felt strongly that students should not donate
blood; therefore the negative categories are not included in the table.

Table IX-2 shows that the attitude of parents toward student
donation of blood is important. The highest proportion of students who
gave blood report that their parents felt that they should do so,
followad by those who report that thelr parents did not care whether
they did or not (d = 5). Only half of those students who report that
they do not know their parents! attitude donated blood, and only LOZ of
those whose parents felt that they should not donate blood went against
their parents! wishes. Parental influence is more important in dona-~
tion of blood than in voting. Only half as many students as in the

UGEQ referenda do not know their parents! attitudes on this topic.

6lsixby-eight per cent of the 170 students who did not donate
blood listed ™medical or religious reasons" as an explanation. It seems
likely that a fair number of students chose this answer because it was
the most "suitable" response and not necessarily because they were
unable to donate blood for these reasons. Therefors the question was
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 student
Blood Drive should care know should not

Yes 3 68 50 Lo
No 27 32 50 60
K (107) (119) (100) (81)

X2 = 28.76, df = 3, P<0.001

Table IX-3 shows the effect on the donation of blood of another
group membership--that of the informal friendship group. With the
decrease :Ln the number of close friends who donated blood, the propor-
tion of respondents who donate blood in the Blood Drive decreaées. In
fact, where none of the student's friends donated blood, the proportion
of students donating blood in the Blood Drive is very low. Furthermore,
75% of those whose closest kfriendsv contained a majority of voters voted
in the UGEQ referenda whereas only 57% donated blood. On the Blood
Drive 30% report that some of their closest friends donated blood while
18% do so in reference to UGEQ voting. Finally, 13% of the students
repor't.tha'b few or none of their friends donated blood whereas only about

6% report few of their friends voted in the UGEQ referenda.

TABLE IX-3.--Relationship between number of friends who donated blood in
the Blood Drive and donation of blood by respondents (in percentages)

Donated blood in Number of close friends who donated blood
this year's Most Some Few None
Flood Drive (57%) (30%) (10%) (3%)

Yes 67 58 35 8
No 33 L2 65 92
N (229) (122) (o) - (13)

¥ = 30.52, df = 3, P<0.001
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When the strength of the respondent's feeling about student
donation of blood is controlled (Table IX-}) s students who say that most
of their friends have given blood are more likely to have donated blood
themselves than those who report that some of their friends have given
blood, and both groups are more likely to have donated blood than
students who say that few or none of their friends have done so.

In other words, if most of the student'!s friends give blood, the
strength of the respondsnt's feeling does not é.ffect his behaviour.

The respondent's strength 6f feeling is important when only some of his
friends give blood. When none of his friends.give blood, he is apt to
give only when he himself feels very strongly about it. Otherwise, he
is more likely to go along with his friends and not donate blood. What
the students'! friends do has a more consistent effect than the strength

of the students' feelings about donation of blood.

TABIE IX-}.-~Relationship between the number of closest friends who
donated blood and the donation of blood by respondents, controlling for
the respondent's attitude toward the donation of blood by students (in

percentages) .
Respondent feels that students should donate blood
Donated
blood in Very strongly Fairly Not strongly
this strongly
year'!s
Blood Number of closest friends who donated blood
Drive :
Few or Few or IF
Most |Some | pene Most | Some|” pone Most |Some ggngr
Yes 66 | 15 47 69 | 48| 22 69 |29 | 22
No 3L 25 53 31 52 79 |37 79
N (118) [(56) | (@9) | (95)] (52)| (2b) | (16)|(ak)| (x0)

Similar results are obtained where parents' attitudes and res-

pondentt's donation of blood are related, controlling for the
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respondent's own attitude on the subject.

When the number of close friends who donated blood is related
to the respondent's donation of blood, controlling for parents' attitude
(Table IX-5), a similar pattern is found. Both parents' attitude and
number of friends who donated blood are positively related to the res=-
pondent's donation of 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 L47% 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 university.
TABLE IX~-5.--Relationship between number of closest friends who donated

blood in the Blood Drive and donation of blood by respondent, control-
ling for parents' attitude toward student donation of blood (in per-

centages)
Donated blood in Number of close friends who donated bleood
this year's :
Blood Drive Most Some Few or none
Parents felt that student should donate blood
Yes 75 69 50
No ‘ 25 31 50
N (77) (25) (L)
Parents didn't care much either way
Yes 70 7 59
No 30 29 i
N (69) (31) (a7)
Parents thought student should not donate blood
Tes L7 L5 | 1y
No 53 55 8
N (36) (29) (14)
Student doesn't know parents! attitudg
Yes 69 - L8 - 11
No 31 52 89
N : (L5) (33) (19)
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In comparison to the UGEQ referenda, the students have fewer
pressures on them to give blood than they had to vote in the referenda,
For example,.their friends are less likely to dqnate blood. Furthermore,
their parents are more likely to commmnicate their attitudes on donation
of blood than they were on UGEQ voting, and a fair number feel that the
student should not donate blood. Thus, the family and friendship

group are more influential in affecting student donation of blood than
student voting,



CHAPTER X

SME OTHER FACTORS RELATED TO STUDENT DONATION CF BLOCD:
A CMPARISON WITH THE UGEQ REFERENDA

Some other factors which affect student donation of blood in
this year'!s Blood Drive will be considered in this Chapter. Their
effects on voting in the UGEQ referenda and on donatinn’' of blood will be
compared. As in Chapter VII, which dealt with the UGEQ refersnda, these

include socio~economic status, sex, residence and year at university.

Socio-economic Status

There is a curvilinear relationship between socio-economic
{ status of students and donation of blood. Like the relationship between
SES and UCEQ voting, this is not statistically significant. It suggests,
however, that the upper middle class who form the backbone of many civic
organizations may be more likely to contribute in another sphere~-~dona-

tion of blood in the campus Blood Dr:i.ve.62

TABIE X-l.--Relationship between socio-economic status and donation of
blood in this year!s Blood Drive
T T R T S -

Donated blood in Socio-economic status
this year's
Blood Drive Low Medium High

Yes 53 63 . 56
No 47 37 Ly

N (53) (187) (150)
X2 = 2,70, df = 2, Not significant

' 62Ai1gust B. Hollingshead, Elmtown's Youth (New York: dJohn
e Wiley & Sons, 1949), p. 90.
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Donation of Blood by Sex of Student

As in the éection on voting in the UGEQ referenda, ssx is one
factor which differentiates the 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 this year as against only 55% of the women.

As in the case of the UGEQ referenda, part of the explanation
at least seems to be in the different relationship between male and
female students and the primary groups significant to _;chem. Table 1
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, where parents say the student should
donate blood, men are more likely to do so than women (d = 13). When
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
when most or some of their close friends do.

One answer to this 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 stuaents should
donate blood are much more likely to do so than women who 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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TABIE X-2.-~Relationship between attitude toward student donation of
blood and donation of blood in this year's Blood Drive, controlling

for sex of respondent (in percentages)

Donated blood in
this yearts

Respondent feels that students should donate blood

Blood Drive Very strongly Fairly strongly Not strongly

Male students

Yes 73 65 ko

No 27 3% —f 60

N ; (66) (69) (25)
Female students

Tes 63 L9 33

No 37 51 67

N (131) (10L) (15)

Thus, it can be seen that the sex of the student is one of the
factors determining his level of participation in generai university
events. In the UGEQ referenda, primary group memberships influence
male and female students in somewhat different ways. When donation of
blood is considered, parents and friends are seen as having different
level of influence on male and female students. Furthermors, male and

female students who profess the same intensity of feeling toward

donation of blood respond differently when it comes to donation of blood.

Place of Residence

Students who live in residence or in a fraternity house are more

likely to donate blood than those who live with their families. Students

living at places other than these are least likely to donate blood--only

4S% of them do so. Unlike the relationship between residence and voting,

this relationship is 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 McGill University

Students who have attended the University for two or three years
are most likely to give blood, followed in turn by first and fourth
year or higher students (Table X-3).

TABLE X-3.--Relationship between the number of years student has attend-

ed McGlll University and donation of blood in this year's Blood Drive
(in percentages)

Donated blood Number of years student has attended McGill University
in this year'!s
Blood Drive One Two Three Four or more
Yes 54 62 53 L7
No L6 38 37 53
N (37) (196) (203) (75)

2 = 6,63, df = 3, Not significant (P<0.10)

There is no difference for those high on social relations (Ap-
pendix C, Table L) between students in the first three years at
university (63% to 6L%), 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 have 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, ohly 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,

L LETEEETE—
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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CHAPIER XTI
SUMMARY AND CONGLUSIONS:

In a study of a sample of J12 students in several sociology
courses gt McGill University, students! participation‘in certain
campus events of general importance and its correlates are examinéd
in the light of mass society theory. The findings are used to test
some propositions from sociological theory, and in particular; mass
society theory. The major variables considered are level of orgami-
zational activity, campus informal group interaction (social relations
index), students reports of their own, friends'! and parents’ attitudes
and behaviour on the question of student participation in two campus
events of general importance--voting in the UGEQ referenda and
donation of blood in the Blood Drive,

Donation of blood and frequency of voting in the UGEQ referenda
are positively related to each other; the same thing is true of level
of organizationai activity and social relations scores. TFor political
participation, level of organizational activity and level of informal
social relations are positively related to the mmber of times respon-
dents voted in the UGEQ referenda. These results are similar to the

findings in Union Democracy.63

When the Blood Drive results are considered, level of orgami-

zational activity is not related to Blood Driwve participation and a

63L'i.pset, Trow, and Coleman, Chapter 5.
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curvilinear relationship between number of organizations of which the
respondent ig a member and donation of blood is not statistically
sigmificant, Furthermore, the positive relationship between level of
informal social relations and donation of blood is not statistically
significant, This can be explained by the differences in these events:
the UGEQ issue was immediately relevant to students, the Blood Drive is
not relevant to many of them as students,

The effect of the degree of integration of campus organizations
on participation in geperal university events is examined in reference
to members! UGEQ votes., When members were'compared on the integration
of the organization most important to them, little difference was found
in the UGEQ voting turnout of members of high and low integration
organizations, although both types of groups were more likely to vote
and to vote both times than isolates (members of no campus orgami-
zations). Knowledge of the position of organization members was more
important for members of highly integrated organizations, suggesting
that members of a tightly-knit group who do not know the opimions of
other students in the group are in effect isolated from the channels
of commurdcation and interaction, In the case of the Blood Drive, the
level of integration of the most important orgamization was again
found to make no difference as far as domation of blood is concerreds

These findings indicat e that the degrée of integration of the
organization may not be salient, especially if members of the organi-
zation do not discuss among themselves these general university evenfs,

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 UGHQ referenda, nor do they all know how many
members of their organization have donated blood in this yeart's Blood
Drive. Thus, one of the roles of the mediating organization in mass
soclety theory, that of a channel of communication and source of infliu-
ence alternate to that of the formal means of communication (The Daily
is cited as the most important source of influence) is being played
feebly, if at all, by most campus organizations,

The part organizational membership does seem to be playing
in UGEQ voting is perhaps as a transmitter of political skills and
political interest and participation, Certainly, among thogse students
who reported a great deal of interest in the UGEQ 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 important than is organization membership 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 commute to university
every day is one of the factors which accounts for the apparantly high
degree of conformity of students to their parents! wishes, when these
are expressed, This parallels the findings of family and friendship

group influence on patterns of voting 't)ehav:i.ou:r.éh

Shpor example, Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee, pp.88-90,
and p'p.97"98o
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Amount of knowledge of the issues is positively related to
participation in the UGEQ referenda, Furthermore,lack of knowledge
has greater influence on the participation of isolates than for
students who belong to campus organizations. Un the other hand, lewel
of knowledge has at least as great an influence on the UGEQ partici-
pation patterns of students high in social relations as it has on
those of students low in social relations. This can be explained by.
the relative homogeneity of agttitude and interest in friepdship groups-;
they may be politically oriented or completely apolitical. A

Other factors which are related to participation in general
university events include socio-economic status which is related to
the UGEQ vote, although not as strongly as would be expected from the
sociological literature on voting and political participation. This
can be a:plaimd by the relative homogeneity of the sample on socio-
economic status,

Sex of the student is another importart factor in the analysis
of participation in general university events. - In ’bot.h events, males
participated in higher proportion than did females., Furthermore, when
sex was used as a control variable, it was seen that males and females
have somevhat different patterns of participation in general univer-
sity events., The differential response of male and female students
to primary group influences is one reason cited in explanation.

Place of residence of student during the academic year has a
very strong influence on gtudent participaticn in general university
events, Students living in residence halls and fraternity housss are

more likely to participate in general university events than those who
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live at home or in other types of accomodation, In this inétance, the
univérsity residence seems to mediatevbetween the student and campus
life in gereral, as was hypothesized in this thesis for the campus
voluntary organization,

Senior and freshmen are less likely than second or third year
students to participate in both UGER referenda and the Blood Drives
For first year students, this is related to theﬁ integration into the
campus structuwre of informal social relations, Those high in social
relagtions are as likely as students in their second and third year at
McGill to donate blood; those low in social relations (that is, in
another sense, isolates) are less likely to participate in general
university events, Fourth year students are less likely than any other
group to donmate blood whether they are high or low in social relations,
but not less likely to vote frequently in the UGEQ referenda when they
are high in organizational activity, This implies that the UGEQ issue
was of importance to students who have the majority of their social
contacts on campus. The Blood Drive is of little importance to students
about to leave university, whether they have many friends on campus or
not,

Thus, for the sample at least, neither class 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 its rightful place than in the
cage of the "humamitarian" donation of blood,

In both types of gereral university events, the influence of
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the primary group is striking. The family plays a swrprisingly
i.mportaxﬁt role in inflvencing the participation of these university
students, one that is as important as that of the peer group. In
conclusion, all the major group memberships of the respondents are
important influences on participation in campus events 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 umiversity events--it strongly influences

political participation but not donation of blood.
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APPENDIX A - INDICES

Organizational Activity Index

ITEMS

Question l)i: How often do you attend meetings?
"Always" coded 3, "Most times" coded +2,
nSometimes" coded +1, "HRever" coded O, i

Question [i5: How much interest do you have in the orgarization?
"A great deal' or "Quite a blt" coded +2, .
"Some" coded +1, "None® coded O.

Question }i8: What is the highest office you have ever held in

this organization?

"Officer or chalrman of a eommitiee" coded +2,
"Committee member" coded +1, "I have never been an
officer of this organization" coded O,

One point was given for membership in each organization,
Space was provided on the questionnaire for the listing of a maximum
of three organizations in order of thelr importance to the respondent.
Maximum score obtainable is 2, (maximal participation in threee
organizations ); minmimm possible score is O, ( no organizational
memberships)e

The data was then divided into three categories --
respondents belonging to no organizations, (coded 0), respondents
having a low level of organizational activity (original code 1 to 8),
respondents having a high level of organizational activity (original
score 9 to 24)s The division between low and high organizational
activity at the score of 8 was because 8§ is the maximm score for
members of only one organization,

DISTRIBUTION
CODE: 1. A1l those with a score of +9 to +24 (high) 151
2. All thogse with a score of +1 to +8 (low) 113
3. All those with a score of O (belong to
no organization) 148
hi2

Social Relations Index

Question 57: When you are at the university, how often do you spend
time outside of classes and labs with other gtudents?
Dichotomized between "A fair amount of my free time
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Question 57: Continued

every day® coded +1, and "A small amount of my free time every
day" coded O, that is, answers 1-5 coded "O%, 6 and 7 coded +ln,

Question 58:

Question 5932

With whom do you actually spend more of yowr free
time~--McGill students or people outside of McGill?
Dichotomized: "McGill students® coded +1, and
"Those outside of McGill" gnd "equally with both
groups of people" coded O, -

uf your three closest friends, how marny are
McGill students?

Dichotomizmed between "Two are', (answers 1 and 2)
coded +1, and "une is", (answers 3 and L) coded O,

DISTRIBUTION
CODE: 1, All those with score of +3 203
2o All those with score of +2 105
3. All those with score of +1 69
L. All those with score of 0 - 3L
5. No answer on any of three questions 1
E2

This index was dichotomized between (1-2) those low in social
relations and (3-k:) those high in social relations.

Political Activity Index

ITEMS:

Question 162

Question 202

Question 21:

How often do you and your friends discuss campus
politics?

"Frequently" coded +2, "Occasionally" coded +1,
"Never® coded O,

Have you ever talked or written to Student Council
officials to let them know what you would like them
to do on an issus you were interested in?
"Frequently" coded +2, USeldom" coded +1,

"Never!" coded O,

Have you ever worked for the election of any Student
Council Candidate (by doing things like making
speeches or distributing eirculars)?

"Yeg? coded +2, "No" coded O.



{ Question 2}z

Have you voted in any or all of the following?

1, Last year's Presidential election (Spring,1965)

2. This year's election (of faculty representatives)-
Autumn, 1965.

3, The first UGEQ referendum (in December, 1965)

li. The second UGEQ referendum (Jamary 26, 1966)

5. This year's Presidential election (March 2)

FUR THUSE ANSWERING THE QUESTIUNNAIRE BEFURE MARCH 2:
Do you intend to vote in this year's Presidential
election?

Kl five items "Yes" coded +3, three or four items
"Yes" coded +2, one or two items "Yes" coded +1,

No items "Yes" coded O.

DISTRIBUTION
CODE: 1, All those with score +8 or more 29
2. All those with score of +7 .0
3. All those with score of +6 2
o All those with score of +5 60
5. All those with score of + 11
6. All those with score of +3 86
7. All those with score of +2 51
i 8. All those with score of +1 23
S 9., All those with score of O -8
k12

This index was trichotamized: (0-3), (4J, and (5-9)

85
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TABIE B-l.=~Relationship between socio-economic status and UGEQ vote

(in percentages)

- e e ———

Number of times student Iow Middle High
voted in UGEQ referenda SES SES SES
Twice 6L 65 77
Once 25 23 13
Not at all 11 11 10
No answer .o 1 .o
N (53) (187) (150)

X2 = 6.85, df = L, Not significant

TABLE B-2.-~Relationship between socio~sconomic status and level of

organizational activity (in percentages)

———

m——

Level of organizational Low Middle High
activity SES SES SES
Isolates 30 39 33
Low organizational
activity 30 30 25
High organizational
activity Lo 31 43
N (52) (187) (150)

¥2 = 5,21, df = L, Not significant

TABLE B-3,--Relationship between sex and number of UGEQ votes (in per-

centages)
Number of times student
voted in UGEQ referenda Male Female
Twice 75 65
Once 16 23
Not at all 10 12
N (161) (2h9)

X° = 4,30, df = 2, Not significant
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TABLE B-lj.-~Relationship between sex, interest in the UGEQ referenda and
number of times student voted in the UGEQ referenda (in percentages)

e
Amount of interest in the UGEQ referenda

Number of times
student voted in

UGEQ referenda A éreat deal Quite a lot Not very much
Males
Twice 90 77 33.3
Once 7 18 33.3
Not at all 3 5 33.3
N (74) (56) (30)
% of total males Lé6% 35% 194
Females
Twice 81 70 32
Cnece 16 2h 28
Not at all 3 6 Lo
N (68) (132) (u7)
% of total females 27% 53% ' 20%

TABIE B-5.-=-Relationship between parents! attitude toward respondent!'s
voting in the UGEQ referenda, by sex (in percentages)

—— —————teor————

Nunber of times

— —— r—

Attitude of parents

student voted in
UGEQ referenda Student should| Parents don't Student
vote care doesn't know

Males

Twice 88 73 - 65

Once 8 19 20

Not at all L 8 15

N (51) (26) (81)
Females

Twice 83 59 56

Once 1k 25 27

Not at all L 16 17

N (81) (hly) (119)
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TABLE B~-6.~-Relationship between the number of closest friends who voted
and respondent's voting in the UGEQ referenda, by sex (in percentages)

Number of times Number of closs friends who voted
student voted in
UGEQ referenda Most Some Few or none
Males
Twice 79 69 .o
Once 17 10 oo
Not at all h 21 oo
N (123) (29) (L)
% of males 79% 19% 3%
Females .

Twice 75 L2 21
Once 21 22 47
Not at all in 36 32
N (184) (L5) (19)
% of females 4% 18% 8%

TABLE B-7.~-Relationship between student's place of residence during

the academic year and UGEQ vote (in percentages)

Nurber of times Lives with Iives in '

Lives

student voted in parents residence or

UGEQ referenda or spouse fraternity house elsewhere
Twice 68 89 66
Once 21 1l 11
Not at all 10 7 23

Ll (302) (57) (L)

% = 10,52, df = 4, P<0.05

TABLE B-8.--Relationship between number of years at McGill University
and number of times student voted in the UGEQ »referenda (in percentages)

Number of times Number of years at McGill
student voted in
UGEQ referenda One Two Three Four or more
Twice 70 72 69 61
Once 22 19 20 20
Not at all 8 9 11 19
N (37) (196) (103) (74)

X2 = 6,06, df = 6, Not significant

e e e A R
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TABLE B-9.--Relationship between number of years at university and level
of organizational activity (in percentages)

e
Level of organizational First Second Third Fourth or more
activity year year year year
Isolate 16 37 Lo 36
Low 5l 29 22 27
High 32 34 38 37
N (37) (196)  (103) (75)

% = 12,59, df = 6, PL0.05

TABLE B~10.-=Relationship between mumber of years at McGill University
and number of times student voted in the UGEQ referenda, controlling
for level of organizational activity (in percentages)

Number of times ’ Number of years at McGill
student voted in
UGEQ referenda One Two Three Four or more
Isolates
Twice .o 69 59 §2
Once .o 1l 19 27
Not at all oo 17 22 » 31
N 6) (72) (L) (26)
Low organizational activity
Twice 60 70 70 55
COnce 33 25 26 20
Not at all 7 5 h 25
N : (15) (56) (23) (20)

High organizational activity

Twice 88 76 79 82
Once 12 19 18 ik
Not at all . 5 3 i

N (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 year's say student do not does not say student
Blood Drive should care know should not

Males

Yes 81 76 51 Ly

No 19 2h L9 56
N (42) (L6) (L7) (25)
% of males 26% 29% 29% - 16%

Females

Yes 68 6l L9 38

No 32 36 51 62
N : (65) (72) (53) (56)
% of females 26% 29% 22% 23%

TABLE C~2.-~Relationship between number of close friends who donated
blood and student donation of blood, by sex (in percentages)

Donated blood in Number of close friends who donated blood -
this year'!s
Blood Drive Most Some Few or none
Males
Yes 75 6L 2l
No 25 36 76
N (92) (bky) (21)
Females
Yes 62 55 32
No 38 Ls 68
N (137) (78) (31)
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TABIE 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 year's parents or ternity or elsewhere
Blood Drive . spouse residence

Yes 59 65 L5
No Ia 35 5h
N (303) (57) (L)

X2 = 3,69, df = 2, Not significant

TABLE C=-L.=~-Relationship between year at university and donation of
blood, controlling for level of social relations (in percentages)

Donated blood in

Year at university

—

this year's
(: Blood Drive First Second Third Fourth or more
Students iow in social relations
Yes 33 60 65 L3
No 67 Lo 35 57
N (12) (u7) (20) (23)
Students high in social relations
Yes IN 63 63 48
No 36 37 37 52
N (25) (149) (82) (52)

N
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APPENDIX D

Surwey of Students

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ANSWERING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is part of a study of student participation
in campus activities - such as the Hlood Drive, student govermment,
and campus organizations, It is designed to find out same of your
experiences as a student at the university and to compare your expe-
riences with those of other students at McGill,

Remember: (1) The questiomnaire is not a "test™, The only
uright" answers to the questions are those which best express your
experiences and Jour opinions.

(2) A1l the information will be tabulated together
to give an overall picture of the experiences of MeGill sbtudentss; your
individual name will not be revealed and your personal snswers will be
kept confidential:, Please do not put your name on this questiommaire,

(3) Read every question carefully before answering.
Flease answer every question in accordance with the instructions.
Answer the questions in order without skipping., Most of the questions
can be answered by placing a check in the space provided at the right
hand side of the page. (like this __/ ), or by writing out the answer.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR GOOFERATION

Please f£ill in the course mmber ( i:e. the mmber of the course in
which you have been given this questionnaire)

SOCIOLOGY ; (1-05)

1. THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIORNATRE DEALS WITH SOME OF YOUR
EXPERIENCES AS A MCGILL STUDENT - IN CONNECTION WITH CAMFUS
ACTIVITIES SUCH AS:

(A) THE BLOOD DRIVE; (B) STUDENT GOVERNMENT AND THE UGEQ REFERENDA;
(C) CAMPUS CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS.
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A. THE BLOOD DRIVE (AUTUMN, 1965)

1, Did you donate blood in this year's Blood Drive (Autwmn,

1965)?

Yes [ FE A EREENSERFNESNRENENEE NN NN RN NN N NN AEE NN ENXNNNX ]

No [ X E RSN SR XN PN N NN NN NN N RN N EE NN RN NN A S RNE NN XNRN XX 4

TO BE ANSWERED BY ALL WHO DONATED BLOOD IN THE BLOCD DRIVE
2. Why did you give blood? (Pick the ONE reason most
important to you,)
I felt it was my responsibility to help people in
med inm cmmty B0 0000000000000 0006080000000000
To in some way pay for blood transfusions I or
members of my fami]y have received osecsccesscccces
I have an obligation to my fratermity
to give blood 2000006000 0000000000000 0OC°0FCCOGOIOISOIRPOS
I have an obligation to my faculty to give blood ..
My friends would lock down on me if I did not

Q-ve blood $80¢ 0000000000900 0000000000000880s000000

Other (dlease specify)

(2-07
1

2.
(1-08)

TO BE ANSWERED BY ALL WHO DID NOT DONATE BLOOD IN THE

BLOOD DRIVE

3. Why did you not donate blood? (Check the ONE reason

most important to you) s

Medical or religious TEASON sescecscscscccvsccsoe
I gm afraid of need.les, injectiom’ 6tCo ecececee
My parents do not want me to give Dlood .eececes
I would have gone but none of my friends '
co.‘lld go G0 00 0008000000000 0000800000000000000000900
I felt that one pint of blood more or less
would not be missed 000000000000 00000000000000000

Other (Speeify)

EVERYONE ANSWER:
i How many times during your stay at McGill have you
donated blood during the campus-wide Blood Drive ?
mver 900 0000000680000 00 0000000000000 000000s0s0BOSS
ome P00 000 0800000000000 00000000000000060066000000
Mce 0000000000000 C0 0000000000000 0080000000000s00
Three tj-mes G0 000 0000000000000 000000080080000008000

Four times 50000606000 0000000000C0E800000000004000¢

Five or more times 00000000000 00000000800060000008

5. Have you ever worked as a volunteer on the Blood Drive?

Yes B0 00008 8000000000000 000600000060000c00s8000OLSYS

m 0000000000000 00000006060000008000s00000s000000

6. Have any of your friends worked on the Blood Drive?

Yes 20 0000008000000 0200000000000000000000000¢08¢0

No G 000000000000 000000080000000000000000c00000aDb0



7. How strongly do you feel about giving blood? (1-13)
I feel very strongly that students should seceecese Lo
I feel fairly strongly that students should seeeee 2o
I Aon't feel Strongly' that 'tnhey should secscssecen 3.
I feel fairly strongly that they should not eeeeee Le
I feel very strongly that they should N0t ..eeceee 5o '
8. How strongly do your friends feel about giving blood ? (1-1)
Most feel very strongly that students should eeeee 1.
Most feel fairly strongly that students should ... 2.
Most don't feel strongly that students should ... 3.
Most feel fairly strongly that students should not L.
Most feel very strongly that students should not 5.
9. What was the attitude of your paremts on the question
of your domating blood in the Blood Drive? © (1-15)
They fel'b that I Sho‘ﬂ.d donate blood ([ EX RN NN RY NN N Y] 10
They didn't care much either WAY eseccccccccscscce 2o
They felt that I should not donate blood ..ececeee 3o
I don't know [ EEFE NN E N NN NN NENNNNENNNERENNENNFYNNNXTNENN ] h.
10, From which of the following did you obtain information
about the Blood Drive? (Put a check in the appropriate
box.)
1. Yes 2e No
Radio, television or newspapers (1-16)
The Daily (1-17)

Members of my fraternmity or sorority(1-18)

Members of the campus orgamization(s)
to which I belong - : (a-19)

One or more student volunteer
workers on the Blood Drive (3-20)

Friends (other than any who may belong
to the same orgamization as you or
who worked on the Blood Drive) (1-21)

Members of the teaching staff (1-22)

Pogters (1-23)




12,

13.

B.

15,

If you mentioned mare than 1. sowrce in question 10,

which of all these things you checked was most

important to you in making up your mind?

Check ONE ONE of the following)
Radio, television or newspapers seesessscsesccces
The Daily ......0.....................;..........
Members of my fraternity or sorority eseeececcesce
One or more workers (student volunteers) on o
the Blood Drive 00000000000800000000000c¢0008000000
Friends (other than those in the same organization
or who worked on the Blood Drive) esesvessecsssoces
Members of the teaching staff of the university ..
Pos‘ters 0000000000000 0000000060080 008000000000000880

None of the aboVe seececsescscescsccsescescocssces

How many of your closest friends at the university
gave blood at this year's Blood Drive?
Most of them donated blood eeeeecccccccscsccccoses
Some of them donated blood O
Only a few of them donated blood seecescccsccecsse
None did eescccecoscccsassosccrcsscssssccscoscssce
T don't KNOW  seceesecccessccescssccnscccscesccnne

Do you think that events such as the Blood Drive

and Student Council electiomns are felt by students

to be important events in their lives at university?’
Both are important events for students eecececcsss
The Student Council elections are important,
the B].OOd Drive iS not 0600000000000 0000000000000
The Blood Drive is important, student elections

are not 8000000000000 00000000000000000000000000008

Neither event is of much importance .eeccececccecs

95

(-2k)

(1-26)
1,

24

Je
Lo

THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR PARTICIPATION IN STUDENT AFFAIRS

Have you ever been a candidate for politicai office
in McGill's student govermment?
Yes [EXEXEXEXEEXFEFF R PR FURRN N R RN NN AN R RN N R NN NN LN YR X

No B 000G LD OB OORNEELN000000808008000000000000000

Have you ever been elected or appointed to an
official position in McGill's student government?
Yes (specify position and year you were in '
at u.rﬁ.versi‘by 29000000 0000000000008000008080088

No XXX XXX ESFRNR RN NRESER NN RN RANNE RN AR R AN X R RN R NN X ]

1-27)
1,
2,

(1-28)
1.

2.



( 16,

e 7.

18.

19,

20,

2l.

22,

How often do you and your friends discuss campus
politics?
Freq‘lenﬂ'y [ I E X ERFEFENNN R YN FNRR N ANNN NN R NN N NN X RN N Y]
%casional]'y [ A NN RN NN NRENNFEEYREE NN N NNRENRENNXRRZX NN ]

l\bver 000000090 000000000000000080000000000000000

How strongly do you feel about students voting in
campus elections and referenda?
I feel very Strongly that they Sshould eeecscensce
I feel fairly s‘brongly that they should eeeecsses
I don't feel strongly that they should csescssce
I feel fairly strongly that they should not .e.e.e
I feel very strongly that they should Nobt seeeeee

How strongly do your friends feel about voting in
campus elections and referenda?
They feel very strongly that students should ....
They feel fairly strongly that students should ..
They don't feel strongly that they should .eecece
They feel fairly strongly that students shoiild not
They feel very strongly that students should not

I don't knOW' [ XXX T Ooo.o....ccoo0...000'....‘..0.-

What was the attitude of your parents on the. quest:.on
of your voting in the UGEQ referenda?
They felt that I should vote .00....‘0.00...00;0.
They didn't care much either WAY ecccsoncecsvccoe
They felt that T should not vote eeeescsecscccescs

I don't know 9000000000000 00000000 0000000000000 0

Bave you ever talked or written to Studen Council
officials to let them know what you would like them
to do on an issue you were interested in ?
Frequenﬂ'y 0000000000000 0000000000COCOIBIROIOOILYS
Seldom 900000000 000000000000 0000s0000OCRIICOIOOIBROOSIGYS

Never 90000 00800000000 00000000000000000000080008b0

Have you ever worked for the election of any Student
Council candidate (by doing things like making
speeches or distributing cireulars?

Yes Q000 00000000 00000000000000s0000000800008000000

No 000000006008 0000000000000000000000000000000000

Have you attended any student political meet:n.ngs
during your stay at university?
Often Q.aiooooltho.oanooo.oolo.o.no..n.to.o..o&.
Afew tms .......C..ll'..'....Q.....Q.......l.l’

l\b‘v‘er 0000000 00000000000000000008000000006000000000

(1-29)

(1-33)
3e
(1~34)
1.
2.
(1-35)

3.

96




23+ Have you ever participated in a protest march,
picket line, sit in, or other demonstration during
the time you have been a student at McGill?

2l

OfteNl cevececscccccscsscccoccccsscsceccncscccsscsos
A fow tiMes eecesvcscsscvcacscsssscsccccsscessseses
NEVETr seccoscscsscascscsccccassssossscnsvsncccsans

Have you voted in any or all of the following:
(1) Last year's Presidential election (Spring, 1965)

Yes .;.A.“..;.'OOIOOC.QQ.O..C.“OQ.....0..0.00..
No QO...oooo.o.o.l-‘.ooooou.oo.oooooo‘.o...
(2) This year's election (of faculty represen-
tatives, etc.) - Autumn, 1965
Ye8 sececcsccccccccectvscsscsccsascscscnscnsn

No ..I....l..0..0.......;.................

(3) The first UGEQ referendum (in December, 1965)
Yes - I voted for MeGill's joining UGEQ ...
Yes - I voted against MeGill's joining UGEQ
No =~ I did not vote

(4) The second UGEQ referendun (January 26,1966)
Yes - I voted for McGill's Joiming UGEQ ...
Yes - I voted against McGill's joiming UGEQ
No - I dio. nomé- S 000GV OCOOSIOCPOOIOOOSIOSOTS

(5) This year's Presidential Election (March 2)

Yes [ I EEFEFNEENRNNNIENNEEE AR NN X ANY NN NELENY RN ]

No I YRR I EANENENFEENEEEEEENEN N RN RS AR NY N Y ]

FOR THOSE ANSWERING THE QUESTIONNAIRE BEFORE MARCH 2

Do you intend to vote in this year's Presidential
election? : ‘
Yes NN NN NN NFEF NI RN NENFNNNEREN NSNS ANER X ]

No [ENFERSFE NN AN N NNNNENRNERNRR N NN NEN R NN X X J

Do you think McGill should be a member ofs

UGEQ
GUS: (XA RN R RNRNNNNNNEENNENNNNEREBNNRE SR NN R RS NN N 4
BOTH UGEQ and CUS

mither D0 0080006000600 0000006000808 0008080800000000e¢d

I don't know

00 0020800000000 000800 0000000000000 008000000

[ E AR AN TN NN FENEREENNEEENEEENENNENR X ]

XXX RN RN NN NENNERENE AN N NNNENNEFE XN XN NY )

TO BE ANSWERED OMLY BY STUDENTS WHO VOTED IN ONE OR BOTH
OF THE UGEQ REFERENDA

260

Why did you vote? (Pick the ONE reason mogt important
to you)

I felt it was my responsibility to help make this
deciSion eeseesccscscccencessvccsccsscscscsscssces
I had an obligation to my fraternity to vote +....
I had an obligation to my faculty to vote eececece
My friends would look down on me if I did not vote
Any other reason (specify)

1.
Ze

3.
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\1 TO BE ANSWERED ONLY BY STUDENTS WHO DID NOT VOTIE IN
EITHER OF THE UGEQ REFERENDA .
27, Why did you not vote? (Pick the ONE reason most
important to you) (1-4h)
I couldn't decide which WaY tO VOte eeeccscececses 1.
I would have gone but none of my friends
Were ng-ng Q000000 00 0000080808800 00600°060000g000000e0 2.
I felt that one vote more or less would not
be missed 0000000000000 0000000000008000000000000 30
I don't think student elections are important
enough 't'_'o bother about eecescrecrscscccecsncsscoe h.
Other reason (specify) Se
EVERYONE ANSWER :
28, What do you thirnk were the major issues between the
' pro-UGEQ and anti-UGEQ groups in this year's
referenda? (Answer briefly) (A-45)
e 29, How much interest would you say you had in the
UGEQ referenda? (A-L6)
Agreat deal 90000000000 00000300000020000000800000 10
Qui-te a lot I E RN R NNNSENEYEENEENENN X RSN NN NN XY ¥ ] 2.
Not vexry much 000000000000000000000000000000000000 30
None at all 8000000000000 000000000000000000800080 ho
30, Would you say that you were more interested or less
interested in the UGEQ referenda than you usually
are in Student Council elections? (A=L7)
Mbre ;.l..'.l‘.....lI.........0......-l....l.'l.. l.
bss [ EX NN RN NNSNEFNNNIRNNNENENNNRN NN XN NN X NNY XNXNN NN ] 2' "
The same 000000000 000000000000020000000000600000000 306
I don't know 0000000000000 00006000000000000000000 )-I..——
31. Do you ever get as worked up about something that
bappens in campus politics as you do about something
that happens in your personal life? (1-48)
Yes 0800000000008 0000000000000000000°000000800000 00 1.
DIO 0ROV 0800000000000 0000000000600000008000000 000 2.
1'4‘“

e et
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33.
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From which of the following did you obtain
information about the UGEQ referenda?
1, Yes 20 MO
Radio, television or newspapers (-L9)
The Daily . (1-50)
Pamphlets, etec. circulated on
campus for or
against — UGEQ (A-51)
Members of my fraternity or
sorority (1-52)

. Members of the orgamization(s) to
which I belong (1-53) i
Menbers of the Student Council (1-54)

Friends (other than any who may belong
to the same campus orgamization as you .
or who were members of the Student j
Council) (1-55) !
Members of the teaching staff of
the university (1-56)
Other sources (specify) (1-57)
If you mentioned more than 1 source !
in question 32, which of all these '
things you checked in question 32
was most important to you in making
up your mind? (Check ONLY ONE of the
following) (1-58)

Radio, television or NIEWSPAPEYS eesscsccscscccces 1.

The Dai]y [ A X RN AN RN NN R ESIESEEN N NN RNREEN R R RN NE NN NY ] 2.

Pamphle‘bs, €tCe evvrecsestcctescssctscnsssssssscee 3.

Members of my fratermity or Sorority ececccescese lie

Members of the campus organizations to

Wl'!iCth81ong XXX R YR R N Y PR N Y NN Y Y ¥ 50
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33e

3k

35.

Continued

mers of the Student colmcil (AN NN AR NN NENNNRNYNNE ]
Friends (other than members of the

same organization or Student

COUDCil mﬂmberS) —:-oaoooooooootooo.-ooooouq.--to
Members of the teaching staff

of the uﬂiverSity 0000800000000 000000000000000¢e
None of the above 00 e00esseetsnacsstesstatnop e

How many of your closest friends at McGill voted
in either of this year's UGEQ referenda?

Most did $000000000000000000000300000000000000000
So]ne dj.d [ E A NN R RFNNENNIENEN N NN ENRNN NN ERENENNENENN XN
Only a few of them did ®e00scess00ss0sc00000008000 0
Nore did 000000000000000000000800000000000000000

I don't know @0sesrtssrcssscorsccscccsvsssscesees

Check "Agree" or Disagree" column in answering the
following questions,

100

6.
Te
9.

(1-59)
1.
2.
he
9,

1. Agree

2. Digsagree

With a few exceptions, most Canadians
have an equal opportumity to make their
way in life (1-60)

Monopoly industries should be owned
by the govermment (1-61)

The govermment should introduce a :
Medicare program , (1-62)

I favowr the U.S, policy in Viet Nam (1~63)

The following questions deal with
student govermment, etcet

Muach more should be done $o lincrease
school spirit on campus (1-6l)

Student govermment actually has very
little power to do things that make
any difference to life on campus (1-65)
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35.

Contimued.
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l. Agree

T don't think student govermment -
officials, no matter who they are,
care much what people like me th:.nk (1-66)

2. Disagree

Over the years, the way people vote

has been the main thing that decides

how things are run in student

govermient (1-67)

Voting is the only way that people
like me can have any say about how
the Student Council runs things (1-68)

4t most times, people like me don't have
any say about what the Student Council
does (1-69)

Sometimes student politics and

goverment seem so complicated

that a person like me can't really
understand what's going on (1-70)

It isnt't so important to vote when

you know your candidate or point

of view on an issue doesn't have

a chance to win (1-71)

Most campus events aren't important
enough to bother with (1-72)

So many other people vote in Student
Council elections that it doesn't

matter much to me whether I vote

or not (1-73)

If a person doesn't care how an
election comes out, he shouldn't
vote in it \ Q-7h)
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36.

37.

38,

39.

40,

L1,

L2,

THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR PARTICIPATION IN CAMPUS ORGANIZATIONS

Do your parents belong to any community

organizations, such as unions, clubs,

lodges, veterans', sports or ¢hurch groups?
Bothm. parents do . ..;......'...O..OO......'...‘
W father d%s [ EX N R RN EN RN RN NN R XN N NN LN NREX NN X ]
m‘ mother does ..0...00....0..'...0........'...;
Neither parent does e sssesnsessscscsecsscsdsenre

How many off-cambus organizations do you belong to?
I do not belong to any S0P 00 0C00PROOCPOOCCCESIRROOCOES

One organization 000000000000 000008000000000000
2 orgaxﬁ-zatiom ...................'...........
3 Organj.zatiom I E R NN TN E NN ENNNENENHNENNENNNERNNENXNX )

h Or more orgam-zatiom [EER R RN N NN XN NN NN NRENNNENWNN]

In how many off-campus organizations do you hold
official positions
None 000 0006800000600 0000003080000008000000000
l organj-zation 0000500000000 00080000000000080
2 oz.gamlzatiom 90000008830 008080000800000000%000
3 Orgalﬂ.zations 00;03000oooooo.o-ooooooot-ooco.
i or more orgamizations ,.eceecceccssccccscccccs

Do you bhelong to a campus fratermity or sorority?
Yes (give name)

No G0 0 0000000000000 000002000800800000000000000°0060

How many campus organizations do you belong to
(i.e., clubs, teams, religious groups,ett)?
NONE seecesecscccsccccrasvsscccccssccencescccess
1 Orgalﬁ.zation 000000000000006000000000800000c0000
2 Organizations 900600800800 2300000000800800000080 8
3 Orgarﬁ.za‘bions R R Y R R R N RN )
)—l or more Organizations Gesscseccscosncsssssencs

Do you attend meetings or gatherings of any
campus organization of which you are not officially
a member? '

No 00 0006000080000 000600000000000¢000RORGROIRARAESICIOISIEIEREDY

Yes (give name(s)

How important is it to you to participate in

campus organizations?
very ilnportant 900008 A0S 00000000800C808000000GCNGOI,G
Somewhat important @esscscesvssssseccncrcccsone
Not at all impor‘bant sesssecsesssescvnssessreece

102

(2-06)

(2-10)
1.
2.
3.

5.

(2-11)

2,

(2=12)
1.
2.
3.
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THOSE WHO BELONG TO OR ATTEND ANY CAMPUS ORGANIZATION (including

fraternity or}sororI"EyS SHOULD ANGWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

ALL OTHERS (i.e. those who answered "no" to questions 39, LO, and
m-_SmO QUESTION 55,

L3,

List the names of any campus organizations (to a mcimum of
three) that you belong to or attend at MeGill in order of their
importance to yous

1) (2-13)
(2) (2-14)
(3) (2-15)

If you feel that MEMBERSHIP IN ANY TWO OR MORE IS OF EQUAL
IMPORTANCE TO YOU, indicate this in the following space.

L5.

L6,

USING THE NUMBERS GIVEN TO THE ORGANIZATION(S) OF WHICH
YOU ARE A MEMBER (in question L3), ANSWER THE FOLLOWING
QUESTIONS FOR EACH OF THE ABOVE-LISTED ORGANIZATIONS,

(Check the suitable answer for each organization in the
order that you listed them in question }43)

Organization Orgamization Organization
1 . 2 3
How often do you (2-16) (2-17) (2-18)
attend meetings?
AlWEYS eesssece Lo 1. 1,
MOS‘h tjmes oo e 2. 2. 20
Sometimes .eee 3e 30 30
Never L. L. L.
How much interest
do you have in
the organization (2-19) (2-20) (2-21)
A great deal ... 1. 1. 1.
Qui'be a bit soe 2. 20 20
Some ([ E X NN Y NNN N 3. 30 30
Nom e6se0scscee ho h-. h—'
Do you consider
yourself £2-22) (2-23) (2-24)
Very active eeee 1. 1. 1.
Moderately
active [N X N N W 2. 2. 2.
Quite inactive 3. 3. F 3.




i

7. Have you ever attended
any of the organization's
parties and social evenis?

Often
Seldom
Never esesecsccces
Not applicable to

this organization ..

(A X RN R RN NN N )

48. What is the highest
office you have ever held
in this organization ?

Officer of chairman of
a comuittee
‘Committee membesr e.e.
Other (describe)

I have been an officer
of this organization

49, How long have you belonged
to thls orgamization?
I am not a member but
have participated for
years eccces
This is my first year
of membership ecceee
My seecond year of
membership ececseee
My third year of
membership eeeceeccee
My fourth year of
membership .ecececee
My fifth year or more

50, 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 speak to
I know them all to
speak to, but they are
not close friends ....
I know some of them

10l

“Organi-"] Organi- Organi-
zation zation zation
1 2 3

(2-25) (2-26) (2-27)

1. 1. 1.

2. 2. 2.

3 . 3 . 30

heo Lo he
(2-28) (2-29) (2-30)

1. 1. 1,

2. 2‘ 2.

3e 3. 3.
(2-31) (2-32) (2-33)

1. 1. le -

2 2 2.

3. 3e 3.

k. b Lo

5. s, 5.

6. 6. 6.
(2-32) (2-35) (2-36)

1. 1. 1.

2. 2. 2.

3. 3. 3'_.




50.

51.

52,

53

Continued,

to speak to; I don't know
the others as well .....
I know one or more by sight,
but I have never spoken to

the]n (IR AN NN ERYRE RN RN ]

I do not know amy of them

How closely-knit a group do

you thirk this organization is?
Very closely Kmt eevecces
Fairly closely knit eceecee
Fairly 10053]3' knmit eecese
Very loosely knit eseeecee

Suppose the circles beside this
question represent the activities
that go on in each organization
to which you belong, How far out
from the center of things are you?
(Flace a check where you think
you are)

How many of the members of this
organization donated blood at
this year's Blood Drive?
Most of them did eesosscoce
Some of them did ssesevecee
Only a few of them did ....
None of them did escceccecs
I don't knm [EXEEREN RN NN N 3

As far as you can tell, which
position on the UGEQ question
received the support of most
members of this group?
Most members were for
joining UGm 00.0:0-..000
Yost members were against
joining UGEQ esevecccsssasce
The group was split - for
and agains'b ecssesssesesse
Idon't know e00eOO0OOGBIIBOISS
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Organi- Orgarmi- Organi-
zation zation zation
1 2 3
ho ,40 h.
Se S 5.
6. 6. 6e
(2-37) (2-38) (2-39)
1. 1. 1,
2e 2. 2o
3. 3. 3.
'R b » L.
(2-40) (2-l1) (2=h2

1.

2.

ko

@

1. 1,
2, 2e
3. 3.
L. e
Se 5e
(2-43) (2-kk) (2=h5)
1. . |1e
2. 2.
3. 3e
b, L.
5. Se
(2-16) (2-47) (2-L8)
1. 1.
2, 2.
3. 3.
ho )-l»'
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55.

56«

5Te

58.

59

11,

60,

In general, how do you feel about student life at
MeGill -~ would you say it is very good, only
fairly good, or not good at all?

very good .........'..............'.....‘.....
Omy fairw good 0O OB OB NEOEOOOOSPOENOGESRIPOISIOGEESOIES SO
Not gOOd at all ®evevssenssessntsesacesssae s

How often do you read the Daily?

Evem day [ E RN NN RN EERENREENNENE SN NNNNENNENENNNNNZY]
3 or ,.I. times a week .oooo.o'.oocoo‘oo-oo-oooou
Once or twice a WeeK osecsccsscscscrcccossccss
I glance at it occaSionally eseccsevscssccsoee
I never I‘ead the Dai]-y [ EXREN NN RN NN NRE NN NN N XN J

When you are at the university, how often do you spend
time outside of classes and labs with other students? (2-51)

Ibver 0800 R IVDSPVCOSSPNIOBBLONOOIOOLOOLILOOTBROIIOGSDS
LeSS th-an Onceaweek PSS 0SSESCEOEOINSTIQLEOPQRISIOOQSITOITOSDS
Once or Wiceaweek [ F XY N RN RN NY N ERENE RN N N

Several times a week, but not every day ...ece
A small amount of my free time every day eeees
A fair gmount of my free time every day eeecees
Most Ofm free time every day 0ecoscsscccsses

With whom do you actually spend more of your free
time -- McGill students or people outside of McGill?

mGin stlldents S 0 0O G OB OODISORLP O OLEBOCLOOPPOGIODS
Those Ou'bSide of McGill [ E NN NN RN N NENNNNNNNXNNSN Y]
Equally with both groups of people eecescecscces

Of your three closest friends, how many are MeGill
students?

Ml trn‘ee aI‘e '............................—.-.
Two are .;..c.o.tt.lcoo.-000.00--0-0...0.000..
Oneis PO O PO OO SO POPOOCNBOENRPOOODSEIBOEBSOOESPIOSOENINOS

Nom are [ E RN NNNEENEEEENNENENNNNNENENRENXRENNNENENY N ]

THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR BACKGROUND, AND YOUR
INTERESTS.

In which Faculty or School. are you registered?

Fac‘ﬂ.w of .ArtS and Sciences escescssesssncsee
School Of COMMErCE seeecsccscsccnsocscsnsnesee
Faculty of Engineering or School of Architecture
Faculw of EQucation seeeeccvccccscsccscecssco
Faculty of Gradugte Studlies and Research .e.s.
School of Social WOrk eeeeceecscecsccccesccsne
School for Ch:‘adua‘be Nllrses eesecsesececsssncacne
School of Occupational and Physical Therapy
Other (Describe)

(2-149)
1.

1.

106

THIS SECTION DEALS WITH SOME OF YOUR OTHER ACTIVITIES AT MCGILL.




61,

62,

63.

65.

66,

In which class of students are you registered
this year?
mg‘]lar’ ml tiJne S‘budent [ ER NN N NNNENNNNRNNNHN ]
Part-time or limited student s.cecsccessrcccse
Partial student XXX XX EX NN N R NN R NN NN N NR XN ]
Other (describe)
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How many years have you been studying at

MeGill University?
This ismfh‘st year [EEEYN R RN NN Y NN NN NN ENNNNY X ]
This ismysecond Year' sescecccccsccccscessonee
This is wthird year @000 s0csctsscrsosssnsree
This iswfowth year (XX EXREREERENN EXNRNN Y NN NNENY S
This ismfifth year (X EEE N ENRF NN NN XNNNENRNENSXN )
This is ws:ixth year eevscsecsseccsccsscvese
This is my seventh or higher year .ccececcsces

For what degree are you now studying?

B.A. 0000000000000 00000000000080000000000008000
BoSco 00000003000 06000060600000000300000000800000080
'B‘Sc. (M.D.C.M.) 900000 0000000000 O0OPCOOORIISISD

B. cm. 00 0080600806200 0000000000060 00008000000H

Another kind of Bachelor Degree scecovesccccss
A Magter's Degree cesecesecsssssssscsscscscces
ADiplClna or Certificate esevecescsssssescssces
I am not studying for a degree scesssescsccscs

In what year of your course at university are you

registered for this academic year, 1965-1966?
Wfirst year 0000000000 00806800000000080000000
Second year 2 0000000000000 E80000000st0stossess
Third year T E XX EXEXE IR R TR N R N NN NN R NN NN N
F‘o‘lrth year ...‘..............'..........‘...l..
Fifth or higher year .secesecescscs.ocessscesn
Does not apply TO ME oseeveovscesscsssccncccnce

What was your age at your last birthday?

17 Or Imder S 080060000000 R0BBRGEROONSOIOONIOGIALISISPOEYS

18 P08 002000000000 0800000000000ttt
19 V0B OB OB COPPCIOCOPCEGPNROPALNGL0080600000000D
20 G 0BG 0P 0P LELSNEBCOPEONIEP0OESEIBRLSISIOOBDOROICNIOD
21 B0 PG CCOCOR PPN SCOOEOBSIEILIIBDOENOEOIDRNOIORSIRPONOCOOODIONOTRS
22 or 23 [ AN RN R NN N NEFENXEN NN EENENE AN EEENENNENNZENNY ]
2h to 27 [ EEFEE RN ENE NN R NN NN ENR YR NN RN RSN NN Y )

28 or over 000000000 0000000000000000s000080808¢

What is your sex?

m]-e I Y RN RN FN N NN YRR AN NI NE R NN RN NEN NN XNNN X 3

FeMale ceececceccscscsssnscsescecsassscccsnsses
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&7,

68,

69.

T0.

.

What is your marital status?
Single €0 0000000000000 000000008000008300000000
I{an‘ied ...;l..l.'...!._......'...l.ll..l.....’

WLAOWEA ececccrcccccscescsscensssncscssoscsssesn
Divorced or Separafbed TR R Iy
Priest or member of a religious order se.cecece

Which of these groups do you congider yourself

a member of?. ' A
The upper class R N R Y PN Y]
The upper‘middle class ,Q;ID.Q.....ICOIOCOQOOD’

The middle class 806 00000000000000008000000008
The lower middle class’ $9 8000000000000 0000088s
The lower class 200000000000 ccostsccsssse e

Which of the following federal political parties

do you favour? Name one, o
Liberal Pal"b‘y ®ecessovsssssscscssssscssssscsne
Congervative Party eeceesccscsccsscsacccccnscece
New Democratic Party (NDP) Sesccevsstcssscscnne
Social credit Party 9000000000000 0%000080c0008
creditiSte EEX RN YRR NRR R RN AN NN N N EEEERE RN XS X Z ]

What is (or was) your father's occupation?
INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR FATHER'S-
OCCUPATION IN DETAIL: if he is a foreman,

a manager, or a supervisor give the
approximate mimber of people he is in charge
of; if he owns his own business give the
approximate number of people he employs. If
your father is now unemployed, retired or
deceased state what his occupation was.

Where is your home. address?
Montreal and V'icirﬁ.'by o0 secsstesancsevssssncsse
The Province of Quebec (excluding Montreal) ...
Canada (excluding Montreal and the
Provinee of Qllebec tetessesscscccssssscssans e
Uni.ted S‘bates [ E N EENFENNERENENENNNNENENENNNNNNNENNENN)
Other country (describe)

108
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T2

3.

The

75

764

T7e

Where are you living during the present
academic year?

With my parents or with my husband or wife .ie..s
With other relati.—v'es 0000000t scserssrssscnsvrncee
In a u.niversi‘by YeSidENCe eeecessecssscscecccsosoe
At a fraternity houSEe eececscsssssscsscccsncsscne
In an apartment with friends or other students ..

In an apartment by myself

Other (deseribe)

I A AR REE R NSRRI NRE Y FRY J &L 4

Iamroonri.ng at a friend'™s house ceeesscccsecccase
I am rooming with StrangerS' o
In an institution (hospital, hotel, Y, etcs) oe.s

109 i

TO BE ANSWERED ONLY BY UNDERGRADUATES IN THEIR FIRST

YEAR AT UNIVERSITY

What was your average mark in your High School
Legving examinations or your High School
Matriculation examinations?

High School Average (%)

Not available

Don't know

9000000000008 000000000000000000

000 0000000000008 0008080000000 00000

TO BE ANSWERED BY ALL OTHER STUDENTS

What was your percentage average at university

last year (or in the mogt recent year which you

have completed at a university)?
90% or over .‘."‘.............'.....'..........
80 - 89.9%
75 = 79+9%
70 - The9%
65 - 69.9%. 000000 000000000000 0000060000009¢001°8
60 - 6l1.9%
55 = 59.9%
50 - 5L.9%
Less than 50%

20000 000000008000 0000000000600000s 00
[EXEEEEFRRNANNNET N ENN A RN NN AN RN NN NNY ]

0000000000 000000000000rerastonoecsee
0000000080000 00000000000000000800000
.0...........Q.'Ol;.....'....‘.....

@00 00000900000 0000c00 0RO RO

Are you registered for an Honours degree in
any Department(s)?
. Yes 0000080600000 000000000000000000000c000000s08

Nb 9000 000RRLPESRCERE0 0000000000000 000000000CS

During this academic year, hawe you worked or are
you now working at a part-time job?
Yéé ..‘.Q..I...l..‘;....ll.............‘..l...

No 9000000000000 0000800000¢00s0000000000000 0008

What ocecupation do you think you will enter when
you finish your studies?
PLEASE SPECIFY:

(2-68)

9.

(2-71)
1.
2.

(2-72)
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8.

79

How definite would you say your decision is to
enter the above occupation? '
vem defildte 920002 00DC0 G200 00 0000000000800 0800
Faj-r]-y deﬁm-w G000 0000800000008 9000008000000
Tentative ocotocoanoq.ov-oooocooo-cooocooo.oc..

Here is a list of some different ideas that
university students have expressed ahwout the
educational goals that a unmiversity ought to
emphagize, Which one of these goals comes
closest to what you feel is the MAIN purpose
of YOUR university education?

(CHOOSE ONLY ONE)

A university provides vocational traimning;
it develops skills and techrniques that are

applicable to a student's chosen occupation......

A uwriversity develops a student's ability
to get along in different kinds of groups and

with different kinds of people eececcecccestcoces

A university provides for a student a basic

general education and an appreciation of ideaS....

A university develops a student's knowledge

and interest in community and world problems .e..

A undversity develops a student?s moral

capacities, ethical standards and values ececeees

A university prepares a student for a happy

marriage and fami].y 1ife seevccccccncscccccrccene

110

(2-1h)

1.

2,
3.
L,
5.
6.

T

PLEASE CHECK AND SEE THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL. THE QUESTIONS,

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO-OPERATION.
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