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I}{IRODUCTION

Every year students who qualify academíealIy and meet other college

andfor university entrance requirements coilrnence their first year at

Ëhese institutions. However, by the end of the year some of these stu-

dents will have withdrawn and others will have failed. Over the past six

years (from r1ne L966-67 term to the L97L-72 term) the overall drop-out

rate from the University of Manitoba has increased from 3.6 percent to

3.7 percent. These t\^7o figures were the highest percentages cited in

this períod; the lowest drop-out rate occurred during the 1968-69 term

when only 1.6 percenË of the undergraduates withdrew. During the past

two school terms (where fígures were broken doum by class) over half of

the drop-outs r^rere first-year (Freshmen) students. To lose so many sËu-

dents is obviously a v/aste both of the students¡ and the Universityrs

time, energy and resources.

1.1 Purpose

The purpose of this study is to ascertain whether Ëhere are specific

non-academic characteristics which differentiaÈe the first-year studenËs

who voluntarily withdraw or fail during their first year from those stu-

dents in Ëhe population of Freshmen who remain at the University of

Manitoba to continue wiËh their second year of studies.



l-2 Jus tification

A multitude of studies have been conducted at colleges and uníver-

sities in order to find data r¡hich r¿ould predict accurately the students

chances of attaining academic success Ín college (Fishman, L962); yet

even some of these academically qualified sËudents drop out. No consis-

tently reliable predictive non-academic críteria have appeared (Surmner-

skill , Lg62; and Goetz and Leach, 1967) although trends have been noted.

And furthermore, no previous studíes have been conducted at this Univer-

sity which rnight aid Ëhe potenLial dropout and/or lower atËrition rates.



2. LITERATURE REVIEÏ,f

A large number and variety of studíes have been conduct.ed on college

dropouts (students who fail to persist to the bachelor's degree eiËher

through dísmissal or volunËary \^rithdrawal from college or university).

Fishman (L962) reports on over 1,000 studies occurring over the past 25

years which relate to selection of sLudents and the prediction of their

academic success in college. Yet with all thís research, few definiLive

ansvrers to the problem of identifying non-academic or academic differences

appear. Summerskíll (L962), Goetz and Leach (L967) ' among others, point

out. that their findings are inconclusíve as to actual causes for college

withdrawal. However, SummerskíIl does conclude that a large percentage

of dropouts leave for other than academic reasons.

Perhaps one of the difficulties in obtaíning a clear predictive pro-

file of students who will probably be dismissed and those who will pro-

bably wíthdraw is that quite often these tr,üo groups have been lumped to-

gether and analyzed as dropouts. Yet these tT¡Io groups seem to be distinct

by theír very nature. rrFlunk-outstr are dismissed by the college or uníver-

sity for academic reasons; whereas, withdrawals may leave of their or¿n

volition or on otherst recournendations. Hackman and Dysinger (1970) give

evidence of these differences; the academic dismissals had more academic

and personal problems than did voluntary withdrawals. Vaughn (1968) , too,

finds differences (using a battery of cogniÈive and non-cogniËive tests)

in intellecËual abiliËy and personality characteristics. Dismíssed sLu-



dents tend to be unstable, overly active and restless, and score lower on

cognitive measures; whereas, the wíthdrawal group tends to express these

traits to a lesser extent and more closely approximate the scores of the

control group. trrlhen these t\^ro groups are combined, the differences be-

t\^reen the dismissed and Ëhe control are obscured.

Not. only do there appear to be differences between the dropout groups,

but r.ríthin them as we1l. Eckland (1964) and SLordahl (1970) give evidence

that the student who discontinues his matriculaËion for a time, only to

reLurn to university to graduate, dÍffers from the student who becomes a

permanent dropout. Hackman and Dysinger (1970) find other differences

among withdrawals; they note that students who wiËhdrew during the semester

do so for very different reasons than did end-of-the-year withdrawals.

Reasons for v¿ithin semester \,rithdrawal differed by sex. Females (p = 0.01)

withdrew for actual (or concern over) illness or physical disabílity;

whereas, males cÍted (p = 0.01) that they were lonely or had poor study

habits. End of semester withdrawals rated academic items highly. This

lead Hackman and Dysinger (1970) to conclude thaË these students wíËhdrew

to avoid academic penaltíes.

When studies are conducted to obtain data for predicting dropouËs,

some of the following criteria have been used. Reed (i968) sËudying Fresh-

men !üomen, cites that women who were in Liberal ArËs, and scored low on

future goals, and low on r¡rarmth, had 55% chance of staying in school and

4I% chance of voluntarily wiËhdrawing. Cope (1968) finds sex differences

in predícting dropouts using the OPI (Omnibus PersonaliËy InvenËory) Scale.



decisions to withdrar¡/. After questioning students he

give the real reasons for t,heir withdrar¿al decision.

Men who scored low on the scale of Religious Liberalism and women who

scored low on the Estheticism and Theoretical Orientation scales had higher

chances of dropping out. Other researchers (Keenes and Holmes, L97O) using

multiple discriminate analysis found thar 30 items of non-intellective

data (e. g. Close to Home, Person Family, City Location, Faculty, and

Commute to

alone; when

university) were better predictors than ínLellective data iËems

proved Lo be

items alone"

the non-intellective and intellective items were combined, they

only slightly better predictors than the non-intellective

Demos (1968) is inËerested in the actual reasons behind students t

felt they did not

These sËudenLs were

referred to counselors who regarded the studentst anshrers as safe, non-

punitive jusËifications for withdrawing (such as financial difficulties);

whereas, Ëhe counsellors felt the students' prímary reasons rvere actually

lack of motivation and poor academíc perforrnance.

Some studies suggest that Ëhe sËudentrs environment may lead to his

dropping out of college. However, there is little agreement. as to whaË

facËors in the environment predispose a student to withdraw. Hood (1967)

in his studies on students from farrn backgrounds, finds that these studenEs

achieved higher grades both in high school and in college than did other

freshmen. This pattern \¡/as consËant for the various colleges studied.

A recent Canadian study (Blackburn and Storey, I972) suggests rha¡

rural youth may encounter many difficulties when migrating to urban cenËres



These may arise from the following kinds of condiLions: the youth may

have received substandard education; they may have lower occupational

aspírations due to their limited experience of urban occupations available;

higher education may have less meaning to them as hard r¿ork rather than

higher education may be seen as being linked wiËh rural success. Yet

Blackburn and Storey (1972) cite that rural youth rrfrom higher íncome

farm families have a much betËer record of achievementtt in urban life

suggesting Ëhat Ëheir home milieu more closely approximates that of their

urban counterparts Ëhan do homes of lower income farm families.

Rossen and BurneËt (1970) suggest that voluntary withdrawals left

school (two year colleges) to get away from their home environment (urban

settíngs and parents) and to f ind their or^7n identities. I,rlright (1967)

suggests that the sLress due to change instead of the environment per se

may be at fault; he also feels that freshmen attemptíng to cope with tran-

sitional sËress of entering a residential university mighË fare better if

subjected to an orientation program. He found that high sËress areas

Ìrere sex-linked. For ma1es, maladjustmenË ¡¿as linked wíth depending on

others, Ëransportalion, eating, and appearance; whereas, females stress

areas \^rere r¡rorrying, sleeping, depending on oËhers, and mother.

A high percentage of drop-outs do return to college to continue their

education; Stordahl (1970) shows that as many as 60% return to the same

or another institution. Hackman and Dysinger (1969) have found that stu-

dents who withdraw and subsequently transfer to another institution are

on a variety of biographical, ability, and attitude measures, more similar



Ëo persisters than they are to other types of withdrawals. They assume

(as noted by Hackman and þsinger, 1970, above) that there are several

tyPes of v¡ithdrawals which may be better characterÍzed by their differences

than by their similarity as dropouts. Other criteria found useful in pre-

dicting the withdrawal studentrs chances of returning to college (Bossen

and BurnetL, 1970) are the studentrs academic motivation, parents having

attended college, and the studentrs clear vocational goal. The withdrawals

who did noE return rated Ëheir counselling help as poor, feeling that they

were misled and noË helped by counsellors. Bossen and Burnett (f970) refer

Ëo this phenomenon of returning to universiËy after a period of being

away, as attmoraËoriumrrwhich they feel may have helped Lhe students to

establish their own educational and vocational goals" In oËher r,¡ords stu-

dents need internal motivation and meaning to return Ëo school.

Socioeconomic staËus continually appears as a criterion; however,

studies seem to be inconclusive as to its effect. Astin (L964) and Caskey

(L964) find that the majority of dropouts came from Ëhe lor¿er end of the

socioeconomic scale. AlËhough low-income freshmen males studied by

Bradfield (L967) show personal characteristics similar to those v¡hich

appear in studies of college dropouËs, they do as well or better than the

control group after one semester of co1lege. Schroeder and Sledge (1966)

concur suggesting that personal or motivaEional factors may be more im-

portanL determinants of college achievement than the socioeconomic level

of the parenËs.



Blishen developed a socioeconomic Index for Occupations in Canada

(The Blishen Scale). In 1953 he described a sysLem whereby occupations

listed in census publications could be ranked in terms of socioeconomic

characteristics of incumbents of these occupations; these were obtained

during the 1951 census. In 1961 the scale was revised. Pineo-Port.er

prestíge scales scores \n/ere matched to census occupational titles, thus

correlating prestige with íncome and education of male heads of house-

holds. The scale consists of. 320 occupaLions rangíng from Trappers and

Hunters (25.36) to Chemical Engineers (76.69).

Because attitude and concreteness of goals seem to

dropouts' decisíons as r¿el1 as academic achievement and

courses, some studies have been conducËed to ascertain

be involved in

suitability of

how students would

fare if more counselling were available. In a study by Rossman (1969) on

freeíng faculty members from teaching in order to have time for academic

advising, he finds that students assigned to Ëhose advísers without teach-

ing loads are more saËisfied than Ëheír peers, although no differences

appear in rate of retention, grade poinË average, level of aspiration,

satisfaction with college, or perception of campus. In a similar study

(Rossman, 1968), freshmen are more inclined to discuss course planning,

career planning, and study problems with their advisers than are the con-

trol group. Again no significant differences are found in grade point

averages, although women ín the experimental group do show a slíghtly

higher ret.ention rate than in the control group.

A sËudy on underachievers and the influence of counselling on dropout



rate vlas conducted by Goodstein (1967). After five years the counselled

group had a higher percentage of students in attendance than the non-

counselled conLrol group; however, an ínterestíng findíng is that the

conLacted yet non-counselled control group had the highest percent.age

subjects in overall attendance. They also had the highest percentage

graduates and the lowest percentage of dismissals of all the groups

studied.

üIilliams (L967) suggests that middle class socieLy views dropping

out of college as someLhing rrbadrr. He reconrnends against sending all

possible dropouts to see counsellors or therapists as he feels that Ëhese

approaches have shown few demonstrable effects, and further that it is

unrealistíc in terms of the facilities and resources available. However,

I¡Ii1liams does feel that the students Lhemselves must find out how they

are dealíng with feelings r¿hich are interfering wiËh achieving their

goals. They musË find out what experiences either in or out of college

may help them Ín achieving these goals so that they will be able to make

maËure decisions about staying in or dropping out of co1lege.

of

of
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PROCEDUR-ES

3.1 Subiects

Three groups of Freshmen (first year students) at the UnÍversity of

Manitoba ín the L97o-71 term are compared in thís study: Failures,

Voluntary l,rlithdrawals and Controls. Names and addresses \^rere collected

from the Registrarrs Offíce of the Uníversity of Manitoba.

3.1.1 Failure Group: The Failure group consisted of the total failure

population of 38 full-time first year students who had failed courses

and were listed as having failed their first year, Questionnaire results,

however, laLer showed that over half of Ëhese students \,üere not first-

time, first year students as they had aLtended some college or university

prior to the L970-7I term, and of them over 60% T:.að, previously aÉtended

the UniversiLy of Manitoba.

3.L.2 Voluntary Vlithdrawal Group: The second group, voluntary wÍth-

drawals, \^lere 72 f.uLl--time fírst year sËudenËs who had left the Universíty

of Manitoba of their own volition, someËime during the 1970-71 term and

r¿ho were not on record as having returned the following year to the same

university. They were selected from 24L wíthdrawals on file as first

year students. However, noË all of these sËudenËs i¿ere first-time, first-

year students; some I4lere first year graduate students; some had attended

other colleges or universities or the University of Manitoba previously.

Even after selecËion it was found Ëhat one third of the respondents had

J.
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had some previous college or university experience. Members of both of

these dropout groups (Failure and Voluntary Lrlithdrawal) could. return Lo

the University of Manitoba the following Fall and be readmitted again as

first-year students if they had taken and passed two courses during the

1971 suurner school sessÍon.

3.1.3 conËro1 Group: The control group consisËed of 200 students

selected at random from the ful1-time first year students (excluding

those included in the tr.ro dropouË groups) .

3.2 Instrument

A questíonnaire (Appendix A-í) of. 32 questions \,/as prepared in order

to gather data in five areas from Lhe students comprising the three groups

listed above. These areas are I) Personal Charact.erístics (Questions 1-6);

rr) llousing and study conditions (QuestÍons 7-13, L9-2L); rrr) post High

School university or college experience andfor alËernatives and plans

(Questions 14-18); rv) Experience with the counselling service (at the

University of Manitoba) andfor alternatives (Questions 23-31). Ansr¡ers

Ëo each question r¡/ere arranged on a gradient as much as questions per-

mítted for ease of quantitatíve analysis.

The last area V) the Blishen Scale ranking was compiled from the

sLudentts father's occupation or when applicable (as in Lhe case of older

self-sufficient students) tro\{nrt occupation, which were then ranked in

accordance with the occupational tiËles of this socioeconomic, presLige



T2

Scale for Canada. Ambiguous

given rankings approxímating

Question 32 allowed for

additional information which

study could be included which

occupations and occupaËions noL listed were

the occupational tít1es.

further conrnents by the respondents. Thus

the students felt was applicable to the

r¡rere not to be quantified.

3.3 Method

Questionnaires (Appendíx A-i) were sent out to each of the three

groups during the winter following the first term (1970-7f) with stamped,

reËurn-addressed envelopes included for dropouts and addressed campus

mail envelopes included for the control group. A cover letter (Appendix

A-ii) explainíng the nature of the study r¿as included ín the first mailing

sent out with the questionnaire on Match' 25, 1972. Responses from the

control group were high (100) or 50% (See Table 3.3.1). However only a

1ittle over a third of the voluntary wíthdrawal group and failure group

responded. Therefore a second maíling v/as sent out on April 5, 1972, to

members of the two dropout groups who had not responded; a second cover

letter with a hand-written reminder was enclosed (Appendix A-iií) with

another copy of the questionnaire. Responses Ëo the second mailing

brought the total percentages receíved over Ëota1 sent out up to the

50% level for both of the dropout groups. Since nine envelopes of Ëhe

failure group and eleven of the withdrar¿al group ¡¿ere losL due to untrace-

able changes of address, the percentage of actual response to the ques-

tionnaires received is acËually higher than appears in Table 3.3.1 for
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Lhe dropout groups.

3.4 Hypotheses

In this study it has been attempted to ascertain r¿hether or not Lhere

are any differences among the three groups; Failure (F) , Voluntary With-

drawal (V.I^I.) and Control (C) of first year students at the University

of Manitoba when compared on a basís of non-academíc characteristícs.

The comparisons of the hypotheses will be made pairwíse; that is F versus

C, V.lf . versus C. and F versus V.I{.

The main hypotheses to be tested are as follov¡s:

Ho:1 There is no significant difference in personal characteristics.

Ho:2 There is no significant difference in housing and study condítions.

Ho:3 There is no sígnifícant difference in post high school university

or college experience and/or alternatives and plans.

Ho:4 There is no significant dífference in experience with the Counsel-

ling Service and/or alternatives.

Ho:5 There ís no significanË difference in means obtained using the

Blishen Scale.

Testing of the foregoing hypotheses should lead to the development

of a profile for each group (using only those questions in i^¡hich differen-

ces appear) r,rhich r¿ould be representative of members of each of the three

grouPs.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.r Introduction

The hypothesis stated Ín the prevíous chapter to find where diffe-

rences occurred among the groups for the five areas were tested. The

results of these tests will be expressed and the findings discussed in

view of the overall findings.

The answers to the 31 questíons will be treated in five separate

areas as indicated previously: I) Personal Characteristics; II) Housing

and Study Conditions; III) Post High School university or college experi-

ence and/or alternaLives and plans; IV) Experience with Counselling

Service and/or alternatives; and V) the Blishen Scale. Question 32 allows

for individual furËher coûEnents; these are included in Appendix B (i-iíi)

for all three groups.

An ltem Analysis of the data has been included for each of the three

groups (See Appendix C (i-iii)). Tables reported in percentages are com-

puted from the data included in Appendix C. Means and variances for

each question were compuLed and can be found in Appendix C-iv. A matrix

of correlatíon coefficients \,ras prepared for each of the three groups

(See Appendix D-i to D-iv) . An examination of the responses shor,rs that

in some quest,ions all respondents of a group had the same ans\,úer; hence,

there is no variability in these questions and no discriminating ability.

As a result these questions had to be eliminated from the analysis.

Questions 5 and 6 were eliminated from all three groups and Questions



L6

L6 and 30 were also eliminated for the control group.

A multivariate analysis of variance (I4ANOVA) was run on questions

in each of the fÍve areas (see Table 4.L.2) in order to ascertain if

there vrere signifÍcant dífferences occurring between the three groupso

(Refer to Anderson, 1958; Cooley and T,ohnes, L97L; Cooley and Lohnes,

1962; Morrison, L967; and Rao, L952, for a complete discussion of I,ÍANOVA.)

It was also run to determine if signifícant differences between any t\nro

or more of the groups would result when related questions were grouped

into areas. This was done in order to take into account the inter-

dependencies of similar questions (e.g. \,üithin area II, Personal Charac-

teristics, in most cases anslders for all combinatíons of questions 7, B,

19, 20, and 2r are positively correlated; see Appendix D-iv for signifi-

cant coeffÍcÍents of correlation). Again quesËions 5, 6, 16 and 30 were

eliminated from the MANOVA analyses because of the zeto vatíances. Ques-

Ëion 20 was also eliminated since it correlated positively at the 1 per-

cent level with questions 19 and 2L. Question 22 (the Blishen Scale) was

eliminated as different analyses T^rere run on this quesËion.

As a part of the MANOVA individual comparisons of each equation were

made for the three groups. Questions whích appeared to differ signÍfi-

cantly (p = 0.01) were combined furËher for analysis. Only questions

with quantitative predictive value were used. A discriminant function

analysis \^Ias run to determine íf there were significant differences

among the failure, voluntary withdrawal, and conLrol groups on predíctive
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TABLE 4.L.2

RESI]LTS OF MULTIVARIATE ANAIYSIS OF VARTANCE FOR DIFFERENCES AMONG

THE THREE GROUPS (FAILURES, VOLITNTARY WITHDRAL{ALS, AND COIüTROLS)

FOR SELECTED QUESTIONS

I Personal Characteristics

Question
Among

Group Mean sq.
hlithin

Group Mean sq. F RaËio

1

2

J

4

34.4L
2.46

47 .44
0.02

1 .80
0.49

48.34
0.13

f Ç.ll:k:k
J . Ql'*:'r
0. 98

0.16

!lirh

F Ratio for
I{irh

4.82
90 .40
18.4s

0 .31
0 .68
7 .4r
6.00

95 .81
69 .38

n-d.f.I
overall
n d.f.

I

= 2; nrd.f . = !57

discrimination = 5.79*-*
= B; nrd.f. = 308

II Housing and SLudv Conditions
7

Õ

9

10

11

T2

I3
T9

2L

0.80
6.72
8.31
0 .53
0 .58
/, -7o

2.59
s.04
3 .83

6.03*?k
I J . (J>'r:!

2.22
0 .59
I.L7
L.49
2.3L

l$. Qf :'L:k

L8.L2

(Same d.f. as above)
F Ratio for overall discrimination = l¡.fQ:t:k

(rtd.f. = 18; nrd.f. = 298)

Continued
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TABLE 4.L.2 (Continued)

III Post High School Education, Plans, and Alternatives

Ques tion
Among

Group Mean sq.
ïlíthin

Group Mean sq. F Ratio

L4

15

T7

1B

292.49
54.LL

L74.74
r44.39

I .30
7 .27
2.42
5.12

4af.1r-L-L

7 .44
72.25*',u
29.23'!<r\

ltrith nrd. f .

F Ratio for overall
(nrd. f . =

= 2; nrd.f . = L57

discriminaËion = Jl.Jg*:k
B; nrd.f.. = 306)

23
24
25

26
27

28

29

31

IV Counsellíng Experiences

o.2L
r.4t
2.77

17 .90
L8.44
0.23
0 .20
0.79

0 .06
4.34
6.03

L2.T3
38.30
L.32
3.59
3 .89

o.28
3 .07?k

2.L7
0.68
2.08
5 .83

l$.{Q:'s:k
{. ÇQ:'*'s

(Same d.f. as above)
F Ratio for overall discriminaËion = J.l!,xtc

(nrd.f . = 16; nrd.f.. -- 298)

V Blishen Scale

ÃnaLyzed Separately

.L

.L.L

Significant
Significant

.05 1eve1.

.01 1evel"
at
at
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non-academic criLeria (Table 4.1.3). This analysis consisLs of three

comparisons of F vs V.h7., F vs C and V.l{" vs C"

4.2 Personal Characteristics

Analyses on Ì"ÍANOVA of the questions included in the area of personal

characteristics show an overall significant, discrimination (p = 0.01) for

quesËions one through four grouped together. This difference seens to be

accounted for mainly in questions number I (age) and 2 (sex) both of

which show significant differences between at least two of the three

groups at the 1% 1evel 
"

There appears to be an age difference (QuesËion l) between the faílure

group and the control. Most (77%) of the control sËudenLs are L7 or 18

years old as would be expected of first-time, first-year students; whereas,

only one failure student is under lB (i.e. 16 years old), the others are

older: 26"3% are L9, 26.3% are 20, and 36.8% are 2I to 25 years old.

The withdrawal group more closely matches the control wiËh 62.5% aged 17

or 18 and 20% 19 years old"

The failures are not only older than the students in the V.III. and C

groups, a higher proportion are male (Question 2). More than four-fifths

(84.2%) of the F group are male; whereas, just over three-fifths (657.) of the

wiEhdrawals are male. The percentage of males in the V.Þf. group closely

matches the general undergraduate Male/Female ratio for the I970-71 term

where 59.2% are male (Table 3.3

nately female (56%), appears to

The control group, which is predomi-

different from the dropouL groups.

1)

be
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However, this difference ís due to quest.ionnaire response rather than

sampling error; 55% ol the 200 students in the randomly selected control

group were male. This percentage is a close match wíth the actual pro-

portion of male to females in the undergraduate class.

In order to determine íf most dropouts came from particular faculties,

Question 3 was included. Since the response to this question cannot. be

quantified an alËernative analysis v¡as used for the four faculties which

appeared to differ from one another among the three groups. A test for

equality of proportíons in each of these faculties (Arts, conrnerce,

Engíneering and Scíence) was used. The test is based on a standard nor-

mal deviate (Steele and Torrie, L960, p. 40); namely,

"=(Pl -pz)

The results of these comparisons can be found in Table 4.2.4. only stu-

dents enrolled in the Engineering Faculty in the failure group rÁrere over

represented. They díffered significantly from the C group aË the 1% level

and from the V.l,r7.s at the 5% level. The preponderance of failures in

the Engineering faculty may be explained by the fact thaË Engíneering

students must pass first year courses which are prerequisites for the

next year courses. of the failure students 36.8% were in Engineering,

and almost three-quarters of this group (26.3%) returned to college the

following year (perhaps to repeat. the same courses). The high nurnber of

Engineering students in the failure group might also explain the very
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TA3LE 4.2.4

COMPARISON OF FOUR MAIN FACI]LTIES REPRESEMED,
rN PERCE}TIAGE OF GROUP (QUESTTON /É3)

Faculty Failure
Voluntary
I¡liËhdrawal Control

General
Population
ofUofM

L970-7L

Arts

Connnerce

Engineeríng

Science

26.30

5.25

36.30

10 .50

35.00

2r .00

7 .50

26.00

47.00

8.00

5 .00

20.00

30.24

5.97

7 .39

L6.s4

DifferenËial Representation of Groups in the Engineeríng Faculty

Failure
Voluntary
I{íthdrawal

Failure

VolunÉary
trnlithdrawal

ConËro1

aË the .05

at the.01

-L Significant

S ignificant

1evel.

1evel.
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high percentage of males in that group.

Most students are single (Question 4), as are F. 89.5%, V.I4I. 90%,

and C. 96%. These dífferences vlere not significant among these three

groups. Not only are most of the students single, but no change in mari-

tal status (Question 5) occurred during the school term for Ëhe F and C

groups. And orrLy 7 .5% of. the \nrithdrar,¡al group changed their marital

status. SÍnce most students vlere single, and did not change their marital

staLus, questíon 6 follows, that most students had no children, (i.e.

94.7"L, and 90% of the failure and voluntary withdrar¿al groups respectively,

and 1007. of the control).

4.3 Housing and Studv CondiËions

The questions grouped together in the housing and study conditions

area proved to be significantly different (p = 0.01) on overall discrimina-

t.ion among the three groups when tested on MANOVA. The actual differences

among Ëhe groups occur in the questions on housing; no differences v/ere

shown to exist between any pairs of the groups on the questions concerning

study conditions (i.e. facilities, noise 1evel, and proximity of others).

In this case, where and with r¿hom one lives are relevant factors concerning

attrition; whereas, study habits appear to be less influential.

Living in a house seems to be more conducive to staying in school

(Question 7) than living anywhere else. Almost all (94%) of the conËrol

group live in a house (only 2% ín an aparËment). Many of the students

in the failure group live in a house (78.9%), and only 5.3% LLve in apart-
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ments. However, only 60% of the voluntary withdrawals live in a house

and 30% (close to a third) live in an apartment.

It is not surprising to note that where one lives is posítively

correlated with the people with whom one lives (Question B). Since most

of the control group live in a house, it follows that most (92%) also

live with their parents andfor siblings. Not all of the dropout students

who live in a house líve with their parents and/or siblings: only 68.4L

of the failures ar'd 47.5% of. the wíthdrawals do so. As an alternative,

20% of. the r^Tithdrawals live with one roommate.

Since students who live at home usually live with their parents,

Question 19 shows similar results to that of Question B. A very large

percenËage of Ëhe control (93%) live wíth their parents as compared with

68.4% of the failure group, and only 47.5% of the voluntary withdrarøals.

Approximately a third of the studenËs in both dropout groups live over

100 miles from their parents (30% of the failures and 37% of withdrawals,

Table 4.3.5). The differences in distance from parenËs between these

two dropout groups and the control were significant on MANOVA at the 0.01

1 evel,

Question 20 is closely related to the previous questions, as the

frequency v/ith v/hich students see their parents during the school year is

positively correlated with the distance they are from their parents.

Failures (68.4%), voluntary withdrawals (50%), and controls (93%) all

lived at home and saw Ëheir parents daily. Although there is some discre-

pancy between these figures and those given for oËher questions concerning
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livíng aË home, in each case it is only a matter of one respond.ent v¡hich

may have been an oversight or misinterpretation on the part of the student

It is interesting to note that nearly half of the dropout students not

living at home saw their parents five or fewer times duríng t,lne L970-7I

term (i.e. L5% of the voluntary withdrawals, and over 20% of the failures

versus onLy 3% of the controls).

The size of the conrnunity one lives in for the five years prior to

attending university (Question 21) appears to be as important Ëo attrition

rate as r¿here one lives while attending university. Differences between

the three groups are significant (p = 0.01) on MANOVA. The control group

(94%) are mainly from urban centres with populatíons of 100,000 or above.

Inlhereas, 25% of the failures come from tor¡rns with populations of 101000

to 100,000 and another 15% from rural settings populations under 10,000.

The opposite ís true for the wiLhdrawaL group where only 12.5% are from

t.o\^7ns of 10,000 to 100,000 population and 32% come from rural sett.ings

(Table 4.3.6). Thus 4.0% or more of both dropout groups are noË used to

life in a large urban centre before they enter the University of Manitoba.

Facílities (Question 9) used for studying seem to have no bearing

on aLtriËion although there is a decreasing progression of use of desk

and/or dining table from failure Lo withdrawal to control group (52.6%)

and (10.5%): (42.5% and L5%); and (34% and 8%) respecËively. There is

no significant difference between use of librarÍes (Dafoe and Faculty)

wiËh 36.8% of failures preferring libraries, 20% oÍ. r,sithdrar.¡aLs and 32%

of the control group.
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Noise level of study area (actual noise in question 10 and optimal

noise in 11) does not seem Lo make a difference as long as the student

is studying under the conditions approximating those he most prefers

(Table 4.3.7). There is no significant difference between the three

groups for acLual and opLimal noise, although the withdrawals' answers

appear to be different from the other groups . Only the control group's

ans\,üers to the two questions are positively correlated (p = 0.01) indi-

cating that they study under noíse level conditions which are optímal

for them. In contrast ar.a:-.yzing actual answers per respondent for the

dropouts, 26.3% of the withdrawals ar'd 20% of failures would like quieter

study conditions than they have at present. The voluntary withdrawals

in particu\ar (26.8%) would 1íke very quiet study conditions, yet only

5.3% actually study under these círcumsËances presently. This difference

is sígnifÍcant at the 1% level.

Similarly, both the failure and control group are actually studying

under their optímal conditions of proximíLy Ëo others; their choices for

present and opËima1 conditions are positively correlated at the 1 percent

level. Question 12 shows present conditions and QuesËion 13 shows opËima1

conditions (Table 4.3.8). Although all three groups would like to be

alone or sometimes alone more than they are presently, the faí1ure and

control groups are rather satisfied wiËh their present condítions rvith

only 10,6% and 76.0% respectively feeling that optimal conditions should

be more solitary for studying. This is greatly contrasted with the volun-

tary withdrawals, 35 percent of r¿hom would like to be more alone Ëhan they
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are presently. Although

and the t\,üo other groups

paËtern of the voluntary

than houses and live more

to agree with the

IN apartmenËs

than either

and friendsof the two other groups,

whíle they study.

4.4 ?ost High School Educational Experience, Alternatives and Plans

Significant dífferences among groups do occur on comparisons of

ansvrers to questions of educational experience; both dropout groups show

more and diverse college and alternaËive experience than the control.

Analyzing four of the five questions together (question 16 concerning

Ëhe main reason for \,/ithdrawing was not included because ít was not appli-

cable for either Ëhe failure or control groups), MANOVA shows that there

is a signifícant difference between at least two of the groups on these

four questions (p = 0.0f). The very large differences found among the

three groups exemplÍfies the very nature of the selection of the two drop-

out groups. They should appear very different from the control group

which remains at university throughout the 1970-71 and L97L-72 Ëerms.

In response to (Question 14) how long sËudents remained at the

University of Manitoba after beginning in September I970, results r¿ere

as expected wit.h 1007. of the control group completing the year and reLurn-

ing either to the same or a different faculty Ëhe next year. Less than

lnal.f (47.4%) of the faílures compleËed Ëhe year and did not return, and

31

this difference between the voluntary wíthdrawals

\,{as not significant, it seems

withdrawals who also live more

with roonunates rather than family

and may be disturbed by roommates
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3L.6% completed the year and returned to the same faculty the following

year (presumably to repeat the year). The withdrawals presented a differ-

ent picture leaving school from September until March; one even completed

the year and then withdrew. Over half (52.5%) withdrev¡ before January.

However, 45% \ñíLlndrew during January, February or March which could índi-

cate that they knew Ëhey were failíng and withdrev¡ in order to avoid an

academíc failure on their record. This might indicaLe two different kinds

of groupings within the voluntary withdrawals.

In order to assess the value of prior college or universíty experience

in dropout or retention rate, students were asked to note any and all insti-

tutions previously attended (Question 15). The sËudents in the control

group were mostly (9I%) college naive (had attended no other colleges or

universities before entering the University of Manitoba). Almost one-

third of the withdrawal group (30%) had attended some kind of institution

(academic and non-academic posL-secondary educaËion), before attending

the University of Manitoba. And almost half the failure group had attended

a University (University of Manitoba 3L.6%; and UniversiLy of hlinnipeg

15. B%) ; only 42.L% were college naive.

I{hen students leave or withdraw from university, it can be for a

wide varíety of reasons or for basically one reason. Questíon 16 asks

respondents for their main reason for leaving. This question, had very

obvious buílt in differerrces as 1007. of the control group had not left

University, and so answered rrnot applicablerr. Since some 63 .2% of tlne

failures dÍd not leave, but faíled at the end of the year, their response
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too, r^rasrrnot applícablerr. Others who failed gaverrfailing in one or

more coursesrr (10.5%), rtcourse work irrelevant to careertt (10.5%), and

Itotherrt (f0.5%), as their main reasons. The voluntary withdrawal group

(at r^rhom this question was specifically dírected) gave a wide range of

reasons for leaving: 30% felt that Uníversíty was ttnot relevant at this

Limefr, and 32.5% had rrotherrr reasons (See Appendíx B) for leaving. Finan-

cial difficulties ranked next r¿ith L2.5% while another 7.5% rated rrillnessrr

and trfailing in course-workrf as their main reason.

Of Lhe three groups the \,iíthdrawals seem to have the most divergenL

ansv/ers from each other vrithin the group givíng some credence to Hackman

and þsinger's studies (1969, L97O) r¿hich hypothesized that there r¿ere

basically two different types of wÍthdrawals: wiLhin term and end-of-term,

with the end-of-term vrithdrawals act.ing more like failures. Demos (1968)

suggests lack of motívation as one of the prime reasons for student wiËh-

drar¿al which he found was cloaked under safe justificatíons. One third

of the withdrawals in Lhis study found rrcollege not relevant at this

timerrwhich may be a safer thing to say Lo onets peers than that one is

Lazy, thus corroboratíng Demost study. And almost another third (32.5%)

of the withdrawals checked troËherrr reasons for r{ithdrawing. These reasons

sound very much like lack of motivation: Itfalling behind in work and

getting discouragedrr;rrlosL interestrt;rrleft due to lack of interest and

the need f.or a restrr (conrnents included in Appendix B, Question 16 |totherrr

and Appendix E, Question 32 trFurther Cormnentst').
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Once students have dropped out of university, what did they do

(Question 17) in the I97L-72 term? As was expected most (93%) of rhe

control group continued their studies at the University of Manitoba

(table 4.4.9). Almost half of the failure group returned to college or

university the next year \ñitln 2L.7% atLending the University of Manitoba

and 26.3% attendÍng a Manitoba college. This correlated posítively at

the 5% level with their attendance prior to the L970-7I term. There seems

to be a certain group vüithin the failures \^rho keep trying in spíte of aca-

demic failure. Most of the rest (42.L%) of the failures were workíng

fu11-time. Similarly, 3O% of. the wíthdrar¿als \^ient on to att.end universíty

or college in Manítoba the following year (L97L-72) while another 12.5%

were working and going to school part-Ëime. Approximately a third (32.57")

\'üere rnrorking full-time; others found a variety of Ëhings to do (other

L2.s%) .

Although plans (Question 18) for the year L972-73 do change slightly

from what students were doing ín 1971-72, ansr¡/ers Ëo these two questions,

present college or a1Ëernatives, and plans for L972-73 term are correlated

for Ëhe control group (p = 0.01) and failure group (p = 0.05). The with-

drawal group does not shovr this correlation; perhaps because the distri-

bution of posË-secondary insËitutions which they plan to attend in I972-73

is much more diverse than the colleges and universities they presently

attend. However, 27.5% of the r¿ithdrawals still plan to attend some

college; as did 307. the preceding term.

Educational experiences as a predictor of future educational success
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does not differentiate betv¡een the two dropout groups; even though close

to tr¿ice as many failures (57.9"/") as withdrawals (30%) had prior college

or universíty experíence versus only 9% of the control group. The con-

trols are the most consistent, going straight frorn high school to Univer-

sity of Manitoba (L970-7I), on to their second year in L977-72 and,

planning to contínue on in 1972-73.

Most of the failures who return during the 1971-72 Lerm (47.4% of.

the original group), also plan to go on to the 1972-73 term (positively

correlated p = 0.05), and some who r¡/ere ar¡/ay for one year plan to return,

making a total of 68.5% reLurning the second year after withdrawal, which

is even higher than Stordahlrs reported return rate of. 60%. Bossen and

Burnett. (1970) felt that dropouts would have a good chance of returning

if their academic motivation T/¡ere high and their parents had attended

college. Perhaps r^7e can assume that the academic motivatíon of the

failure ís high; however from the low Blishen scale mean, vre cannot assume

that a Large proportion of their parents had attended co1lege.

Although withdrawals had prior post secondary educational experience

(30%) and after withdrawing again 30% contínued their education at either

college or university in Manitoba, they are not the same students (no

correlation). Nor do the 30% who recently compleËed the l97I-72 term

appear to be the same students as the 27 .5"L who plan to return in the

L972-73 term. Bossen and Burnett (1970) feel that it is beneficial for

dropouts to leave school for a time giving them a chance to think about

their goa1s. This seems useful for some of the failure group \'iho returned



37

after a year's ttmoratoriumrt; it seems to r¿ork both ways for the volunt.ary

withdrawals as differenL students return

return the year af.ter they withdraw only

the next term (1972-73); whereas, others

after a full year's moraËorium.

from the original group. Some

Ëo decide agaínst college for

do not return right away, but

4.5 Experience with Counselling Service and/or Alternatives

I4ANOVA analyses of the area of counselling experience (Questions 23-

29, and 3l) díd show overall significant differences among the groups

(p = 0.01). However no differences in awareness of the counselling cent.re,

of the types of counselling sought, or from r¿hom counselling was sought

appear in thís analysis.

Questions in Ëhis area \^rere posed to determine the amount and kinds

of counselling experiences the three groups have encountered either at

the Counselling Service on campus or with other persons (in lieu of pro-

fessional counsellors). All groups \^rere first asked (Question 23) if

Ëhey were even a'hzare of the Counselling Service on campus; in this way it

could be determined if ar¡rareness of these services would serve as a deter-

renË to dropping out of the Uníversity. However, all three groups vrere

equally aT¡/are of the existence of the counselling facílit.íes (Failures,

73.7%; volunËary withdrawals, 75%; and controls, 69%). In fact, more

students in both dropout groups v/ere a\,üare of the Counselling Service

than ¡¿ere students in the control group.
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In order Ëo assess the use and benefit received from the Counselling

Service to students, they were asked to note the circumstances under

whích they visited the service during the 1970-71 term (Questjorr 24),

whaL services they have received (QuestÍon 25), and (Question 31) how

strongly they would or would not recormnend the Counselling Service to

their fríends (ta¡te 4.5.10) .

Although 36.8% of Ëhe failure group visited the Counselling Service,

onLy 2I% of them actually received any form of counsellíng (half indivi-

dual and half individual plus study ski11s). only L5% oÍ the voluntary

withdrar¿als visited the Counselling Service and all but one of these re-

ceived indivídual counselling. Only 15% of the control group, reported

visiting (perhaps seen as differing from using) the Counselling Service;

however, 2L% avai-Lled themselves of the facilities (7% having received

individual counselling and L4% travíng taken the st.udy skills course or

used other facilities). There is very liËËle difference in amounË or

kinds of services received among the groups.

Of the three groups, the, failures seem to have received the most

beneficial services as 31.6% sËrongly recommend and 21.4L would sometimes

recormnend the Counselling Service to friends (over 50% positive response);

none of the failures \¡/as inclined not to reconnnend ít. The withdrar¿al

and control groups reacted less posítively. Only L7% of. each of these

tiüo groups would recormnend the servÍces at all; and L2.5% and 9% respec-

Ëívely were inclined Loward recommendation only occasionally or not at

all. Over Ëwo-thirds of these two groups r^iere non-cormnittal (70% wÍ-tln-
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TASLE 4.5.L0

USE OF COUNSELLING SER\IICE BY TTTE THR-EE GROUPS IS sHoI,n{ IN PERCENTAGES

Círcumstances for Visiting Counselling Service (il2a)

On a l¡Iith
Never Alone Tour Friends Referred Other

Failure 63.2 15.8 0.0 0.0

Voluntarv
I^Iithdrawal B5'o 5'o o.o 2.5

Control 85.0 9.0 0. O Z.O

15.8

0.0

3.0

5.3

7.5

1.0

Services Received from Counselling Serwice (lfZS¡

Individual Group
Counselling and

Individual Group Study and Study Study
None counselling counselling skí1ls skills skills other
(a) (b) (c) (d) (b+d) (c+d)

Failure 78.9 10.5

Voluntarv
Ittithdrawa r 87 '5 L2 '5

Control 79.0 7 .0

0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 9 .0 0.0 3 .0 2.0

Reconnnendation for use of counsellíng service (/Ésr¡

Strongly
Reconrnend

Do Not
Know

Definitely
Not

Failure

Voluntary
!Jithdrawal

Control

31.6 2L.4 47.4 0.0

L2 .5 5.0 70.0 7 .5

14.0 3 .0 74.0 s.0

0.0

5.0

4.0
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drawals and 74% control responded rrDo Not Knowrt) r¿hereas, only 41 .4L of the

failures felt they had insufficíent information to reconnnend the services.

Inlhen students were asked from whom they most sought academic

advice (Question 26), in general they chose people who r¿ere easily acces-

sible and aware of university regulations (Dean or Assistanl Dean, SÈudent

Adviser, Professor and Best Fríends) (table 4.5.1f). Failures felt most

confident seeing Professors (26.3%) and Student Advisers (2L.L%). An

equal number sought advíce from the Dean and/or Assistant Dean and Best

Friends: 15.8% went to each. One third (35%) of the students who with-

drew sought no academic advice. And like the failures, an equal number

\"/ent Lo the Dean or Assistant Dean and to their best friend (17.5%).

Professors and relatives were sought out by some (7.5% each) for advice.

About one quarter of the control group (23%), líke the withdrawal group,

soughÈ no academic advice; however 20% went Ëo their Professor, Il% to

besË friends and L4% to student advisers. The differences between the

three groups as Lo whom they saw for academic advice vrere non-signifícant.

Students in all three groups tended Lo seek non-academic advice

(Question 27) from their best friends or family rather Ëhan from out-

siders. Almost half (47.4%) of the failure group preferred best friends

(Table 4.5.lf); whereas 2L.I% preferred parents, and 26.3"/" sa\¡r no one

for non-academic advice. The conËrol group paralleled the failure group

wLtla 4L% preferring their best friends, 2I% taLkíng to their parents, and

21% seeking advice from no one. The withdrawals r¿ere twice as independent

as eiËher the failures or controls , 45% of them preferred to seek no onets



)N Ç
Ð

ö t; j.a ü T
R

¡

T
A

B
LE

 4
,5

,L
L

C
O

M
P

A
R

IS
O

N
 
IN

 P
E

R
C

E
I{

T
A

G
E

S
 B

Y
 G

R
O

U
P

S
 A

S
 T

O
 P

E
R

S
O

N
S

 S
O

U
G

H
T

 F
O

R
 A

C
A

D
B

{I
C

 A
N

D
 N

O
N

-A
C

A
D

E
M

IC
 A

-D
\N

C
E

'<
.\\ '(*
\ 4 rì

r-
/l

'Y
i'Í

F
ai

lu
re

V
ol

un
t.a

ry
I^

Iit
hd

ra
w

al
C

on
tr

ol

JJ (/
) 

O
sl

d
<

 
F

É
{ 

>
r 

f.{

ltr
 

xr
{ 

ps
 

ãt
 

3 
, 

g
O

oI
JO

Ë
O

IJ
O

Ø
Jr

.id
l

F
{c

D
ol

m
.r

{t
n(

,1
 

Ê
Ð

õ
q 

q 
t.n

 
E

.F
r 

E
.F

r 
'+

r 
hj

 
<

o 
ü

qd
 

oÞ
 

5Þ
 

l-{
Þ

 
o 

È
 

J 
õ

_o
 q

 
$€

 
r-

¡'o
 

q¡
d 

rr
 

d 
cj

 
ó

Ê
â 

t4
<

 
ca

4 
â<

 
Ê

r 
tr

 
ú 

¿
;

N
o

O
ne

P
er

so
ns

 f
ro

m
 l¡

Ih
om

 A
dv

ic
e 

an
d 

C
ou

ns
el

lín
g 

S
ou

gh
t

0.
0

35
 .0

23
.0

F
ai

lu
re

V
ol

un
Ë

ar
y

lli
th

dr
aw

al
C

on
tr

ol

15
. 

B

17
 .

5

5.
0

5.
3

2.
5

2.
0

26
.3

4s
.0

27
.0

A
dv

íc
e 

S
ou

gh
t 
fo

r 
A

ca
de

m
íc

 M
aË

te
rs

 (
11

26
)

F
ai

lu
re

V
ol

un
ta

ry
In

/it
hd

ra
w

al
C

on
tr

ol

2L
.L

 
0.

0 
26

.3
 

0.
0 

0.
0 

0.
0

0.
0

2.
5

0.
0

2,
5 

0.
0 

7.
5 

0.
0 

7.
5 

0.
0 

L7
.5

L4
.0

 
1.

0 
20

.0
 7

.0
 

3.
0 

0.
0 

17
.0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

N
/A

73
.7 2.
5

10
0.

0

A
dv

íc
e 

S
ou

gh
t 
fo

r 
N

on
-A

ca
de

m
ic

 M
at

re
rs

 (
llT

7)

0.
0 

0.
0 

0.
0 

zL
.L

 
0.

0 
0.

0 
47

,4

0.
0 

0.
0 

2.
5 

7.
5 

10
.0

 0
.0

 2
0.

0

0.
0 

2.
0 

0.
0 

2r
.0

 
7.

0 
3.

0 
îL

.O

5.
3

7 
.5

O
f{

'lJ
 r

-r
 

t't
 

O
.d

d.
tJ

+
J+

Jl
J

'ú
od

oØ
a)

É
 

$.
{ 

g.
r{

 
o 

ó 
.J

 
.r

J
O

 
O

 
o 

ö,
0(

J 
ê 

ô0
 

t{
.n

r{
F

-{
oo

.+
J

_t
{ 

F
{ 

. 
F

{ 
F

l 
(.

) 
.-

-{
 

qj
 J

 
aJ

 c
Ü

È
t 

O
cô

 
o 

o 
o 

rü
 

+
J 

o 
+

r.
¡

.. 
(4

__
. 

0l
,C

.i 
o 

d.
d 

(d
.Ë

 
r{

+
r 

E
C

) 
É

 O
 Þ

 
.r

r 
>

'o
 

>
E

 
qJ

9l
 

? 
a 

>
,r

.{
 

'ú
 

.¡
 >

ì 
.¡

 
Þ

r 
,.É

q 
O

 Ð
 

O
 Ø

 c
J 

(J
 

$.
¡ 

i/r
' 

S
{ 

LD
' 

.u
Ê

a 
uc

ú 
(J

p{
co

 
t 

p,
Ê

l 
È

iÈ
l 

ö

0.
0

0.
0

P
er

so
n 

M
os

t 
In

flu
en

tia
l 

in
 I

,J
ith

dr
aw

al
 D

ec
ís

io
n 

(/
É

30
)

0.
0

0.
0

15
 .8

0.
0

0.
0

10
. 

5

2.
5

2.
0

0.
0

2,
s

0 
.0

 
0.

0

0.
0 

0.
0

0.
0 

0.
0

0.
0

5"
0

0.
0 

0.
0

2.
5 

2.
5

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

1.
0

0.
0

2.
5

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

5.
3

2.
5

5.
3

0.
0

0.
0

5.
3

7\ 5.
0

5.
3

,q

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0 

0.
0

0,
0 

10
.0

0.
0 

s.
0

0.
0

5"
0

0.
0

0.
0

S
el

 f
0.

0 
10

.5
 0

.0

2 
.5

 2
0.

0 
45

 .0

N ts



advice for non-academic mat.ters, and half as many as the two other groups

r¡/ent to their best friend (20%) for advice. However, these differences

v¡ere not significant when anaLyzed by MANOVA, although again the volun-

tary withdrawals differed from the other t\n/o groups.

A comparison of whom the voluntary withdrawals sought for academic

(Question 26) and non-academic (Question 27) advice and whose advice was

most influential in their decision to withdraw from university (Questíon

30) was made (Table 4.5.11). The preference to consult no one for acade-

mic advice correlated positively (p = .01) with the fact thaL 45% of them

made their o\dn (Self) decision to withdraw (Appendix D-ii, Question 30).

This question was 100% rrnot applicablerf for the control group who did not

withdra\,l and 73.7% ttnot applicablert to the failures since most failed at

the end of the Lerm.

QuesËions 28 (regarding fear of failure) and 29 (regardíng Ëhe deci-

sion to withdraw) r,¡ere included to find out how many of each group thought

they might fail or had considered wiËhdrawing from the university seriously

enough to talk it over with someone. Almost three-quarters (73.7%) of

Ëhose who failed realized that they were failing ahead of t.ime and spoke

to someone (counsellors and alternates mentioned in Questions 26 and 27)

about theír fears. Only 30% of the T¡rithdravral group and 37% of the control

v/ere concerned enough about failing to consult someone about their fears.

Most (72.5%) of the wÍthdrawals planned to leave the uníversity during

the year and spoke Ëo someone about leaving. And almost half (47.4%) of

the failures thought of iË as an alternaËive to failing; however, they
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did noL follow it through by withdrawing instead of failing. There is

very little overlap between the 30% of the withdrar¿als who thought they

were failing, and the 72.5"/" who spoke Ëo someone about withdrawing. Thus

almost every student who ultimately withdrew realized ahead of tíme that

something \^7as \¡rrong and spoke to someone. They left withouL incurring a

ItFailurerr on their record. In this way Ëhey seem t.o be exemplifying more

maturity than the failure group who sLayed in school even though many of

them realized that they were not doing well. Thus there may be some over-

lap between the failure and withdrawal groups; that is there are sËudents

in both groups r¿ho are failing and consider r¿ithdrawing as an alternative.

The decisíon r¿hether or not to withdraw dístinguishes between the students

in these tvro groups.

Although 23% of. the control group spoke to someone about withdrawíng,

they did not fol1ow through. It is interesting Lo note that most of Ëhe

same people in the failure and control groups who sought help in regard

to failing, also sought advice about withdrawing (answers are positively

correlaËed aË the 1% level).

The failure group is the same group who did frequent the Counselling

Service more than respondents of the other groups, and they tend to re-

conrnend it very strongly to their friends. It is curious that the con-

trol group who continued at University and the viithdrawals who left of

their ohrn accord are non-cormnittal about reconmending the Counselling

Service on the grounds that they rrdo not knowrt much about it; this seems

Ëo corroborate Ëhe facË Lhat since the control group stay aË. school, they
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feel they need little counselling and sÍnce

mainly make their ov/n decisions they do not

the failures. However, failures r¿ho have a

tary withdrar¿al or of staying and trying to

seem more satisfied with the fact thaL they

the voluntary withdrawals

seek advíce as often as do

choice, of becoming a volun-

better Ëheir failing marks,

were helped in making their

direct contact with thehas moredecision. Since the failure group

Counselling Service, their positive

ences. This is in contrasL to some

by the two other groups which may be

experience.

feelings emanate from actual experi-

of the negatíve feelings expressed

Ëhe result of hearsay or second hand

4.6 Blishen Scale

The Blishen Scale r¿as used to quantify results of Question 22 (fatherts

occupation). B1íshen scale rankings \^zere assígned to the occupaËional

Ëitles occurring as responses to this question. Occupational titles r¡hich

did not correspond to any particular titles given in the Blishen scale ¡nrere

assigned rankings approximating the title given. using a t test (page 72,

SLeele and Torrie, 1960) where,

r=s (x. -x^) /pr¿ withn,*n- -2d.f..L2

1. 2wirh ro=^|[r,r-r)sr2 + (n2-r)s22J / Grr+nr-2)

a significant difference (p = 0.01) was found between means of the volun-

tary withdrawal group i, = 43.51 and the conËrols i, = 52.9L (fable 4.6.12)
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TABLE 4.6.L2

COMPARISON OF GROUP MEANS ON THE BLISH¡N SCALE USTNG A 'fT TESTII

Failure Voluntary trriithdrawal Control

Failure

Vo luntary l,rlithdrawal

0 . 5086n's ' 1 .3283n's '

3 . Og65tktb

it:k = SígnificanL aË .01 level with 138 degrees of freedom.

n.s. = Non-significant.
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The failure group r¿ith a mean of i" = +a .32 faL1lrng between the means of

the voluntary withdrawal and control groups differed from neither group

signífícantry. A graph is presented (Figure 4.6.L) v¡hich shows a com-

parison of the distributíon of socioeconomic status among the three groups

in this study and that of the general working (male) population of

Manitoba. The fígures are presented in percentage and show clearly how

the higher socioeconomic groups are over-represented at Lhe University of

Manitoba and lower socioeconomic groups are under-represented.

The Blishen scale rankíngs ranging f.rom 25.36 for Trappers and

Hunters to 76.69 f.or Chemical Engíneers was divided ínto six groupings

from lower- to higher socio-economic status: 30.00 and below; 30.00 -

39,99;4O.OO - 49.99;50.00 - 59.99;60.00 - 69.99; and 70.00 and above.

Thus similarities and differences between the three groups and the Manítoba

working population can be seen readily on bar graphs íncluded for purposes

of visual comparison (See Figure 4.6.2) .

The general workíng population of Manitoba differs significantly

(p = 0.05 and/or p = 0.01) from the control group in five out of six of

the socioeconomic ranges (See Table 4.6.13). The voluntary withdrawal

students differ from the students in the control group on three out of

the six ranges showing significantly fewer students from the top two socio-

economic ranges (70.00 and above, p = 0.05; and 60.00 - 69.99, p = 0.01),

and being over-represented in the second lowesË socio-economic range

(30.00 - 39.99, p = 0.05).
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The failure group did not significantly differ from the control

group and paralleled it in terms of distribuLion over the socro-economic

ranges included on campus; it thus sho-,¿s that socio-economic factors are

not sígnificant in determining failure as failures cuL equally across

all ranges represented at the University of Manitoba.

Tables showing the number of students per faculty in each socÍo-

economic group were prepared; however, because of the smal1 samples in-

cluded in this study, the data was very scattered and proved ínconclusive.

For this reason, Ëhey have not been included.

As has been.menËioned all three groups under-represent the 30.00 and

below scale: with far fewer students from this range at University than

ín the general Manitoba working population, there are consequently fewer

dropouts. All three groups over-represent the range 70.00 and above,

and tend to over-represenL Lhe second highest range 60.00 - 69.99 as we1l.

Although more students from the upper socio-economic strata are enrolled

aË the UniversiËy, Ëhe means of the two dropout groups, show that more

of the students from the lower socio-economic straËa drop,out, thus making

the means of these tvro groups lower than that of the control group.

4.7 Profile Analvsis

As stated previously, ans\47ers to most of the questions on the ques-

t.ionnaire vlere compared on the IfANOVA to ascertain r¿hich questíons were

answered significantly different by at least two of the three groups.
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Eight questions were selected r¡rhích shoi¿ed such differences, T¡zere easily

quantifiable, and were predictive in nature. They were compared by a

discriminate function analysis (table 4.L.3, Part A). This technique

is discussed in detaíl by Rao (1952) and Anderson (1958). These tests

are based on the statistic

lJ=
("r) ("2) (nr+nr-L-1)

D2

t1nr2 (nr+nr-2)t

\^rith l-U distributed as a F-ratio with t (total number of variables),

and n, * 12 - 2 degrees of freedom. Sígnificant differences (p = 0.01)

vrere found using the criteria from these eight questíons between the

failure and control groups and between the voluntary wíthdrav¡al and con-

trol groups. Horøever, no differences were found between the two dropout

groups (failures and voluntary withdrawals).

Because of the inverse proportion of males responding to the question-

naire over the percentage of males senË out questionnaires as represented

in Question 2 on sex, these eight variables were analyzed by treaËing sex

as an auxilliary variable (table 4.1.3, Part B). Here a similar statistic

ís used; namely

nnL2
[aJ =

n,*n^
L1

/(\-"2-2)

using the tables found

illusËrations of Ëhese

@?
E

D2)
cov

This can be tested by forming X =

in Subrahmaniam and Subrahmaniam

tñ / (1 + lt) and

(197L). Further
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techniques can be found in subrahmaniam (1969, r97L). However, the re-

sults remained constant, with significant differences occurring between

each of the dropout groups versus the control group.

The questions used for the profile rrere questions (1) âge, (z) sex,

(7) type of housing, (B) with whom one lived during the l97O-7L Lerm,

(15) posË high school educational experience, (19) distance from parenrs,

(2L) size of. coirrnunity lived in during past five years, and (22) Ëhe

Blishen scale. The profile for each of the three groups ís given in

Table 4.7.r4 in percentagesi the mean is given for the Blishen scale.

Itlhen the three profiles of the groups are compared, it becomes appa-

rent that the two dropout groups have undergone more change and thus more

sËress than the control group. The dropout groups are generally older

than members of the control group; this may be accounted for by the fact

that many of the dropouts have had previous college or university experi-

ence and so are not directly out of high school. Many students in the

two dropout groups have moved away from their parental homes and are

livíng less ín houses and more in dormitories and apartmenLs than are

students in the conËro1 group. Over a quarter of both dropout groups are

livíng on their own with a roommate or Éheir spouse.

Further evidence of change brought about by attending university for

Ëhe dropout groups is that over a quarter of both groups live over 100

miles from their parents. And over 40% of both groups have lived in rural

cornmunities or small towns over the pasË five years. Not only díd many

of these students have t.o leave their parents and the security of their
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TABLE 4 "7 .L4

PREDICTÏVE PROFILE FOR FIRST YEAR STUDENTS

Ques t ion
Number

Ansrr¡ers to
Non-academic

Questions
Failure

ol

Voluntary
itlithdrar¿al Control

o/

B1

9

4

5

44
56

94
2

2

92

2

3

2

9T

15

Age: 16-18
I9
20
2r-30

Sex: M

F

Housing: House
Apartment
Dormítory

Líved with: Parents
and/or Siblings
Roonrnate (s)
Spouse l-

Post High-School Education:
None
Universíty, College or
Technical Institute

Distance from Parents:
Home

Same CíËy
101-300 Miles
over 300 Miles

Population of Town:
Over 100, 000 (e .g . Ìüpg. )
10 , 000 - 100, 000
Rural - Under 10,000

Blis hen Scale Mean

5.3
26.3
26.3
36.8

84.2
15.8

78.9
5.3

10 .5

68.4

t5.B
10.5

42.L

57 .9

68.4
0.0

10.5
L5 .8

5 .3 (otherþ

57 .9
26.3
15 .9

48.32

47 .s
20.0
10 .0
20.0

65

35

60

30
5

47 .5

25.0
12.5

70 .0

30

47 .s
10.0
15.0
22.5

s5 .0
12.5
32.5

43.5L

9

93

3

J

0.0

o/,
J-

2

4

52.9I

I9

21

22
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familial ties, but also, they went from rural communíty Iife, to the

large urban centre. All this adds up to change uihich could cause a greaL

deal of stress fot a first year student.

The eight questions used as predictors centre around concepts closely

related to life style. It would be interesting to investigate other fac-

tors contríbuting to one's personal characteristics to see if they were

important in determining a studentts chance of success in college. McClure

(1971) feels Lhat the factors of sibling order and number may have a

bearing on motivation which in turn would affect hor^r a student vier¡ed and

reacted to co1lege. Certainly the studentts attítude and personal goals

may also be important det,erminers of his future behaviour. However, what

kinds of goals will encourage the student to conËinue in college? tr{illiams

(L967) suggests that rrfewer (students) should feel compelled to enter or,

once admitted, to leave collegerr if they could be taught to work Ëoward

their own goals. In order for students to aËtaín this maturity and self-

sufficiency and to be able to make their ohTn decisions and abide by them,

I,'7í11iams feels they must learn to develop a questioning attitude. Perhaps

this kind of atËiËude would help sLudents over initial periods of stress,

and with the aid of- counsellors working vrith the students to define their

goa1s, realistic limíts could be set for and by the students, so that they

could learn to actually cope with some of the change and stress v¡hich is

bombarding them.
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RECOM}{ENDATIONS AND SI]MMARY

5.1 Conclus ion

The profile analysis indicates that the followíng symptoms should

be watched for. trrlhere any one of Ëhese characteristics is present, the

chances Lhat the student will withdrar¿ or fail, are higher than if the

symptom does not appear, and the more numerous the symptoms, the more

probable it is that the student will be a withdrawal or failure:

l. The student is 19 years of age or older.

2. The student is a male.

IIis accornrnodations are other than a house

does not live with his parents and siblings.

lives over 100 miles from his parents.

is not a first Ëime freshman ín a post high school learning

s ituation.

7. In the five years prior to enËering the University of Manitoba,

the populaLion of his home town was less than 10,000.

B. The lower the socioeconomíc group from which he comes, the

better are his chances of wiËhdrawing; his chances of becoming

a failure will be influenced by this facËor to a lesser degree.

This cluster of characteristics for potential dropouts could be

saying a variety of conflicting things about the sËudents. The dropout

may be making a very mature choice in the líght of his career and future

goals whether he wíthdraws of fails if he has decided thaË university is

He

He

He5.

6.
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not

post

from

necessary for attaining his goals. since he is older, has had more

high school educational experience, and has lived on his oTrn ar^ray

home, he may have made the

choosíng against university, but

cular life style.

right choice for himself. He may not be

rather, he may be choosing for a parti-

Yet these same characterístics may represent a very immature índivi-

dual's l,lay of dealing with a situation. This student may be older than

(the control group) students in his same class because he has failed or

withdrawn previously either in grade school, high school, or college. He

may have no definite future plans, but may be going to school to fill ín

time. Living away from home may noË be a sign of independence, bu¡ raËher

a sign of immaturity. He v/ants to do what his fríends are doíng. This

may help Ëo disorient him further, especially if he ís in a new city, in

a very different milieu. He may find himself failing in courses because

he cannot settle dor¿n to study; or he feels so lonely Lhat he seeks out

others and cannot concenËrate on course work. Lack of purpose, nebulous

mot.ivation, and apathy may all contribuËe to the student failing or with-

drawing during the year. In this kind of situation the stud.ent has not

made a choice; he has allowed circumstances to run theír course, and he

may feel vícLímized by the whole university system.

A single characterístic which may have a variety of effects on a

sËudent is that of socíoeconomic status. Since the average dropout is

from a socioeconomic group lower than Ëhat of the average student from

the control group, it may be that some of the dropout students vÍere pushed
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Ëo go on to college by overambitious parents who saw universíty as the

most direct route to wealth and success. Once the student is at University

of Manítoba he may find that it is not at all as he was told; the courses

are difficult, he may find them boring or Ëime-consumíng and he may feel

that it does not lead to the kinds of Ëhings he wants from life. Thus he

may wíthdrar^I or 1et his courses slip and in this way choose against univer-

sity.

Of course the converse may be true as well. Students from lower socio-

economic groups may have felt that their friends whose parents were from

higher socioeconomic groups had an easier life. This may have motivated

Ëhem to go to universiËy. However, once aË university and beseÈ with

financial problens, difficult course work, and the differences of life

in a large city; they may find it difficult to persist especíally if their

family feels Lhreatened at the thought of having a university graduate in

the family and belittles the studentts efforts. The sÈudent may give up

his goals because he feels he has no support from his family, and he may

even question his own goals.

5.2 Reconrnendations

As has been shown there can be a multitude of interpretaLions for

Ëhis cluster of characteristics of dropouE students--probably as rnany as

Ëhere are students who drop out of university or college. Since it has

been shown thaË differences have been found vrhich distinguish the drop-

outs from the control group, it would seem reasonable to assume that first



5B

year University of Manitoba sLudenËs ¡¿ith characteristics resembling

those of the dropout groups' profíle should be given the opportuníty of

meeting other sËudents and counsellors to aid them in adapting to their

ner¿ environment.

It is the reconrnendation of this author, that after students have

been accepted at the University of Manitoba as first year students, that

a questionnaire asking for information simÍlar to that collected for the

rrprofile variablesrr be sent out to them. Students could respond to the

questionnaire on forms easily converted to computer cards so that the

information could be easily and rapÍd1y sorted and analyzed. Students

whose profiles differ from the profiles of Lhe students who have a high

retention rate (the control) and proved Lo be more similar Ëo those of

the dropout groups, should be contacted and invited to the Counselling

Service along with other ne\¡/ freshmen students. The students should be

Èreated like any new students entering the Counselling Servíce and not

acquainted with their similarity to dropouts as Ëhis might Ëend to work

against them influencing Ëheir chances of dropping out to their detriment

(the self-fu1fi11ing prophesy) .

It is further reconnnended that an orientation program for first year

students be offered by the Counselling Service. The objectives of such

a program would be to acquaint students with various facets of University

of Manitoba life and to help them to become ar^iare of and to acclimate to

changes encountered in urban university life. The students should be
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familiarized r¿ith the variety of services offered by the Counselling

Service and how to acquire these services (individual counselling, group

counsellíng, and study skills courses). This should be geared to helping

the students to orient themselves to a different milieu, to acquaint them

wÍth ways of coping with specific difficulties, and of overcoming Ëhe

sLresses due to change.

Not only the actual services offered by the Counselling Service and

the people involved, but also the very fact that the university is shorving

a PersonaLlzed concern for the r¿elfare of Lhe student by offering such an

orientation program may help some students to feel less alienated from

the universíty. Perhaps this would help to allevÍaËe one of the críteria

mentioned for dropping out (i.e. loneliness).

In order to deal with loneliness, anoËher function of the orientaËion

program could be to provide a nucleus of second year fellow studenËs or

student advísers who would be assigned to the new students. They r¿ould

need to be screened so that only those genuinely interested, sincere

students well-acquainted r¿ith the Uníversity of Manitoba and the city of

trrlínnipeg would be involved in this program. Their funcËion would be to

act as"buddies"Ëo the nehr students helping them to get acquainted with

Ëheir ne\4/ surroundings and aiding them in becoming adjusted to Ehe pace

of university 1ife.

Other criLícisms cited in the general corünents by the dropout students

had to do with the counsellors themselves. Although many of Ëhese criti-

cisms may have been brought abouË by fear of this instiËutionalized service,
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certainly a negative feeling towards the counsellors andfor the bureau-

cracy of making an appointment are not desirable. An orientation program

whereby students could meeË with the counsellors in small groups as well

as individually so thaË a l{arm personal relationship could be generated

by the counsellors would ensure that each student could feel that his

counsellor is someone who is concerned about him as an individual. This

r¿ould be one of the first steps to be taken tor¿ard breaking down the v¡a11

which seems to surround the Counselling ServÍce making it almost impene-

trable in all but dire emergencies such as failing.

The above reconmendatíons would serve a tri-fold purpose. Firstly,

students who might otherwise feel isolated and 1one1y and negative about

their netr^/ surroundings would be acquainted v¡ith students who are success-

ful at university and counsellors to whom they could easily go for dis-

cussing a variety of concerns. Once the studenÈ feels more secure ín his

new environment., finds that he has friends and professional counsellors

to r¿hom he can turn for help, he may critically anaLyze his own goals and

his methods of achieving them. Once he has determined his own goals, he

may subsequently cope betËer with his courses as they may novü correspond

more logically with his long range plans. of course this same process

could lead some students to decide against atLending university; the

orientation program should help all students to look at their own goals

in respect to attending university so that they could decide early in

the school term rvhether they would stay or not.. Thus they would not have

to ú/aste monËhs coasËing before Ëhey realízed tJnat university was not
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what they ruanted or needed.

Secondly, assuming that fewer students would leave, some of the paper work

entailed in \^/ithdrawal procedures and failure notices would be e1ímÍnated.

A1so, the university as a ruhole would have the opportunity of servíng

and benefíting from a broader cross section of the socioeconomíc groups,

as both dropout groups (especially the voluntary withdrawals), tended to

overrepresent the lower half of the socio-economic scale; this is generally

underrepresented at most colleges and universities including the University

of Manitoba.

Thirdly, other students would find out about the Counselling Service

through the students participating in the orientation sessions. They

would see how easily their friends used the Counselling Service to talk

over all kinds of situaËions with

the fear or stigma attached to the

selling Service) might be replaced

the beneficial and individualized

the counsellors; in this way some of

fourth floor of the UMSU Buildíng (Coun-

with a more positive attitude from

services received by these students.

5.3 Suurnary

A study was conducted on three groups of first year stud.ents at the

University of Manitoba, (Failures, Voluntary Ï{ithdrawals, and Controls).

Thirteen of the non-academic variables used in the study were found to

discrimínate significantly (p = 0.01) on overall differences each of the

Ëwo dropout groups from the control. Eíght of these variables vüere pre-

dictive in naËure, and a profile consistíng of these variables resulted
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which again differentiated the control group from each of the dropout

groups. In neither case did the dropout groups differ significantly from

one another. In four of the five remaining (after-Lhe-fact) variables,

both dropotlt groups differed significantly from the control. Dropouts

tended to seek academíc and non-academíc advice more often than students

in the control group, indicating an aqrareness of their situation. Failures

received the most counselling and would recorffnend the Counselling Service

to their friends twice as often as members of either of the other groups.
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Please ,ead eaeh qu-estion before eheekíng aour ans,iey. Giueonly on.e ,q,nsuer pez' questíon ( ercept f oz, question #25) . Thís isessential! Do no.t ski.-p ar¿u question. rf youz,z,esponse is,t0THERtl
p-Lease be eæplici.t .and speci.fu on the Líne- prouided. After filLingin this questionnaír,e, p'tease'retuz,n it to ne through the Dean of -
students 1ffice ín the ød.dresoed". stamped enueLope, eneLosed. for yout,
conuenienee (blue enueLcþes z,equit,e no postage ¿f leturned thiough
campus maiL). PLEASE nEruRN rHE QUESIT1NNATRE AS s7oV AS p0ssrBLE,

1. Àge at time of
a.( ) 16; b.
f. ( ) 2I-25¡

Sex:
a. ( ) MaIe;

entering Freshman
() 17¡ c.() te;
9.( ) 26-30; h.(

b. ( ) FemaÌe.

c Iass--September 2L , I97 O:
d.() 19; e.( ) 20¡

) 3t-40t i. ( ) 40 and over

Faculty of st.udy during Freshman year:
a. ( ) 'Agriculture; b. ( ) (pre Architecture) Environmental Studj-es;
c.( ) Arts; d.( ) commercer e.( ) pre Denti-sLry; f.( ) Dental
Hygiener S.( ) Education, h.( ) !ìngineering ; i. ( ) Fine Arts;j. ( ) Home Economics; k. ( ) Interior Design; 1. ( ) pre Law;pre _Med j_cine r n. ( ) Medical Rehabil_itation; o. ( ) Music;

Nursingr q. ( ) pre Pharmacyr r. ( ) physical Educat,ion;
Science; t. ( ) Social l,Iork.

m.
p.

Marital status at
a.( ) single; b.
e.( ) widov¡ed, f.

Change of marital
a.( ) No Change;
e.() Widov¡ed, f

status during Freshman
b.( ) Married, c.( )

. ( ) other

year 197O-7It
Separated; d.( ) Divorced;

time of entering Freshman class--September 21, l_970:
( ) Marriedr c.() Separated; d.( ) Divorced,.
. ( ) Other

C

6.

7.

Number of children at time
a.() 0; b.( ) 1; c.( )

9.( ) 6¡ h.( ) other

of entering Freshman class:
2¡ d.( ) 3; e.( ) 4t f 5;

Type of housing
year (september
a.( ) House; b
or quadroplex; e

lived in during
to April) :

. ( ) Apartment;

. ( ) Dor¡nitory;

major portion of

c. ( ) Duplex;
f. ( ) other

Freshman school

d. ( ) Four-p1ex

Livi ng quarters shared with whom during Freshman
Parents; b. ( ) parents and siblings; c
Spouse and child (ren) , e. ( ) Spouse and
Spou5e and in-Iav¡sr S. ( ) one roommate (
One roommate (coed. ) ; i. ( ) fwo roommates

\eo roommate (opposite sex); k. t ) Other

year:
. ( ) Spouse;
parents;
same sex);

(same sexi j.( )

(co@page.-)

a
¡
f
b
T

B.
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APPENDIX A-i (conr.)

Facilities most often used for studying:a.( ) Desk; b.( ) Dining Table; c.( ) sofaroom or den; d. ( ) Sofa or chair in b.år;;;;f: ( ) Faculty Library; S. ( ) Dafoe Library;at a friend,s house; i, ( ) Other

or chair in living
e. ( ) sed;

h. ( ) Facit-i-ties

10

11

Noise level of study
a. ( ) Very quiet; b.
d. ( ) Very lou,i; e.

What is the optimal
a. ( ) Very quiet; b.
d. ( ) Very loud; e. (

what are your
a. ( ) Alone;
with others;
of people, but
librarv: f I
- such as with

area:
( ) Some noise; c. (
( ) Extremely toud.

noi-se 1eve1 for you
( ) Some noise; c. (

) Extremely Ioud.

) Moderate noise;

r^¡nen you study?
) Moderat.e noise;

12. present st.udy conditions?
b.( ) Sometimes ac. ( ) With one other person, d.unable to see them; e. ( ) In a

)_ fn a group - such as a lounge;friends or family; h. ( ) otú;,

13' what do you feel are optimal study conditi-ons for you?a. ( ) Alone; b. ( ) So¡netimes aIåne, 
"o*.ti*es with others;c. ( ) with one other person; d. ( ) within hearing of people,but unabl_e ro see them; e.(_) ï" u ;;;;p _ such as a library,f.( ) ln a group - such loungeì s.( ) ln a group _ such aswith friends or family; h. ( ¡ oitå,

Ï:'r:;i:-i:: i;;.:emain 
at the universirv or Maniroba arrer besinnins

a' ( ) september only; b. ( ) until october 31; c. ( ) untiL November 30;d. ( ) Until December 3l; e. ( ) untit January 3t; f. ( ) UntilFebruary 28; 9. ( ) Unti1 tutarch 31; h. ( ) Completed the year butdid not return in the Fal_I 1971 term, i. ( ) Cãmp j-eted the yearand returned in the FaLl 1971 term to the same faculty; j. ( )completed the year and returned ln the Fal.r iõzr t.r* to.different faculty; k. ( ) Other

what institutions after High schoor- education did you attend beforeattending the university oi t'tanitoba in the 197o-77 term?a. ( ) None; b. ( ) univårsity or_uanitoba;- ;:i ) universiry ofWinnipeg, d. ( ) St. Bonifacã co1:-ug", .. ( ) ianaAian MennoniteColleger f .( ) Brandon University;- S.( l'erroifr., CanadianUniversity; h.( ) Red. River Cã**unity College; i.( ) ÀnotherCanadian technical_vocational_ colfegel j. (-í-o u.a. Universityor college; k. ( ) A university or óorr.é.'in arrotrrer countryi1. ( ) More than one of the above; m. ( ) Other

lone; sometimes
( ) Within hearing
group - such as a

S. ( ) In a group

I4

15
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l-6 ' rf you r-ef t. the university of r,ranitoba during the r97 0_71 term,please check Èhe main r.r'.on for your aecision to reave:a. ( ) Not appJ.ica¡f e lilã not leave University; b. ( ) failingin one or more courses; c. ( ) friends 
"iirr¿r.r, d. ( ) marriagee. ( ) course work seen as irrefevant to'"à."ur, f. ( ) financialdirf icul-ries; s. ( ) i_rtnes"; --;:i"i 

;;r;års:.ty nor rerevanr ar
otfi:rtirne; 

i. ( ) prusr,.r,"y; j. ( ) chance ro rravel; k. ( )

Vlhat are you currently doing this year?
:. J ) Artending rhe universíty or Maniroba;University of winnipeg; c. ( j Attending anyd.1 ) Working fuff-time, .. ( ) working part_and going to school part-time; S. ( ) Neitherto school-; h.( ) rravelling.;'i.( ) other

68

I7

Thia.are your plans for next year?a. ( ) Attending,the University of Manitoba; b. ( )university of I^IJ-nnipeg, .. i j Àttending a Ilanitobad. ( ) Working fufr-liÃe, 
". 

( ) working part_rime;and goj-ng to school part-time; g. ( ) Neither workito schoolr h. ( ) rrãveIling; i. ( ) other

b.( ) Attending the
Manitoba CoJ. lege;
time; f.( ) Working
working nor going

Attending the
CoIl-ege,.
f. ( ) working

ng nor going

18.

20-

l_9 During the rgTo-7r schoor- term hov¡ far away from your parents or1ega1 guarcìians did you Iive?a. ( ) Iived with them; b. ( ) Lived elsewhere in same city; (e.g.greater i^rinnipeg) c' ( ) o-15 miLes awayr- 
-i. 

t-l 1or.-3OO milesav¡ayr g. ( ) More than 300 miles away (within Manitoba); h. ( )'rn another province; i. ( ) i;-the urs.; j:i j rn another counrry.'Èd. ( ) 16-50 MiIes away, e. ( ) 5L_lOO miles a\,.¡ay.

i3irli.t":.iå3r"iå,;;. """'parenrs or 1esal suardians durins the
a.( ) l'¡ever; b.( ) Once; c.( ) 2_S times, d.( ) À few times a
i:iti'o.iåJ ) More orten than once a week, r. ( ) r.ived ar homei

2r' rn the five years previous to attending the university of Manitobain the Farl of r-gJõ, v¿t ai r+as the size of the community in whichyou lived most of the tinre (approxi*.iu iopuJ.ation) ?a.( ) on a farm (not in a town); b.( ) tnder 500; c.( ) 5OO_Ì5OO;d' ( ) l-5oo-10'000;* e' ( ) foo,ooo-soo,óoã, i. ( ) 5oo,o00 and aboveJl;'; io.:;å;:î¿ó.åoå:' ' ro'ooo-2s,ooo, s-( ) 2s,ooo-ro,òoo,

22. If you were living at homeyour father,s occupation;
your occupation?
FÀTHER:

before coming to University, v¡hat wasor if you \{ere working yourself r"/hat was

SELF:

(Continued on back of page.



DurÍng your Freshman term
avrare of the existence of
UlrfSU building?
a.( ) Yes; b.( ) No.

Ðid you ever speak to any
regarding fear of failure
the 1970-71- term?
a-( ) ves; b.( ) No.

A??ENDIX A-i (cont.)

at the University of llanitoba v¡ere you
the Counselling Service located in the

of the people mentioned in question g26,
from the University of l"fanitoba during

69

rf you every visited the counseJ-ling service in the UMSU buirdingduring the i-97O-7 I term, check the circumstances:a. ( ) Never visiterl the Counselling Service; b. ( ) Visited alone;c. ( ) Visitecl on a tour of the UMSU building, d. ( ) Visited withfriend (s); e. ( ) ooas referred to the counsel_Ling service,f. ( ) other

25' check any services received from the counselfing service duringthe 197o-7 1 term: (check ALL sev'uices receiued).a. ( ) No services received; b. ( ) Individual CounselJ_ing;c. ( ) participated in the the Group CounselJ-ing program; d. ( )Attended the Learning Skitls Course; e. ( ) Other

23.

24.

26.

2A.

to

During the 197o-7r term from whom did you seek Academic advice,assistance or information most often: (check the main one).a. ( ) No one; b. ( ) Dean or Assistant Dean of Facul-ty; c. ( )Facu1tyAdvisor;d.()Student.Advisor;e.()D";;ii;'y_..
.Advisor¡. f.( ) professor; g.() parents; '1.,.t 

I Relative;i. ( ) Spouse¡ j. ( ) Best friend; k. ( ) Counsellor at Counsellingservice ¡ 1' ( ) counser-r-or at psychoJ.ogical service centre;m. ( ) Medical doctor; n. ( ) private psychologist; ^o. ( ) privatePsychiatristr p.( ) Other

27' During the 197o-7r term from whom did you seek Non Academic adviceassistance or information most often: lChecX iir;a. ( ) No one, b. ( ) Dean or Àssistant Dean of FacuJ_ty; c. ( )

:":"lal ldvisorr d. ( ) Srudenr Advisory e. ( ) Dormirory Advisor,r.( , lnroressor, s.( ) parents, h.( ) Relative; i.( ) spouse;
?' f I f est f riend; k. ( ) counsel-l-or at counsetling service;r-. ( ) counsell0r at psychol0gicar- service centre; rn. ( ) Medicaldoctor; n. ( ) private psychologj_st; o. ( ) private psychiatrist;
P. ( ) other

aa

Did you ever speak to any of the
regarding a decision to voluntarily
I'f anitoba during the l_ 97 O-7 J. term?
a.( ) Yes, b.( ) No.

people mentioned j.n question #26,
withdraw from +_he University of

27



30. If you v¡ithdrew during
decision most?
a. ( ) Not applicable -
Dean of Facultyr c. ( )
e.( ) Dorrnitory Àdvisor
h.( ).Relative; i.( )
at Counselling Service;
Centre; m.( ) Medical
Private psychiat.rist;

AP?ENDIX A-i (cont.) 70

the 197O-7I te.rm, vrho influenced your

did not withdraw; b. ( ) Dean or Àssistant
Faculty Àdvlsor; d. ( ) Student Advisor;

t f.( ) Professorr S.( ) paxents,
spouse, j.( ) Best friend; k.( ) Counsel-J_or

1. ( ) CounseLlor at psychological Service
doctor, n. ( ) private psychoLogist, o. ( )p. ( ) other

3t

32

Would you recom¡oend the CounselLing Service infor any of their services offered?
a. ( ) Definitely yes; b. ( ) Most of the time;
d. ( ) Some of the time; e. ( ) Definitely not.

UMSU to your friends

) Do not knowi

to include any comments
not covered in this

Please feel free to use the following spaceyou feeL are relevant to this st.udy but werequestionnaire:

PLEASE CEECK PAGES 1. TEROUGH 5 TO ],4A]TE SURE IOA ANSHERED ALL THEQUESII0NS. Ihan k you. 
4/-t
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gg
Univorsity of Manitoba

Dean of Students

7T

The

503 University Centre
Winnipeg 19, Manitoba, Canada

Telephone 474-8279
Area Code 204

March 23, I972

Dear

You have been selected as part of a group study ofthe Fresh¡nan (first year) class of L97O-7I. I^rhiLe thisstudy is being conducted as part of my Masters Thesis inthe Faculty of Education, the Dean of Students and theDirector of the Counsell-ing Service are also very interestedin the results and have been instrumentar in facilitatingthe development of this guestionnaire.

We are interested in what you are presently engagedin, whether it be wo::king, travel_ing, stuãying, etc. . weare arso interested in the factors which have i-nfruenced youin planning for this year and in your plans for next year.rn order to obtain a general picture of the current statusof members of rast year's Freshman class we are sending outcopies of the encl-osed questionnaire to a cross-section ofthe Freshman c1ass. your assistance in answering thisquestionnaire vrill_ be invaluable j_n this study.

The information asked for will be kept entirely con_f,identialr your name is not asked for, nor n,:-ff it be usedin any way. However, vre do need comprete information in orderto reach any valid conclusions. Thereforer please read thequestionna ire c aref uIly .

Please firr in the questionnaire now whir,e you have theenvel0pe open. rt wirr onry take you a few minutes. withoutyour response the reliabilit,y of this study will be decreased.

If you are interested in the results
shaIl be happy to let you read the completed
clusion of Èhis study.

of this study I
Paper upon con-

Thank you for your assistance and your im¡nediate response.
yours sincerely,

-/a

BMtsr

/'7 7
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gg
University of Manitobs

Dean of Students

Telephone 474A279
A¡ea Code 204

April 5, 1972

l4a:reh- -?3 7 - -l-97 a

not yet received your completed questionnaire, I have
Please fill it in and return in the envelope pro-

questions, feel free to phone me evenings at 269-7259.

72

The

503 University Centre
Winnipeg 19, Manitoba, Canada

Dear

Since we have
enclosed a second copy.
vided. If you have any
Thank you.

You have been sel-ected as part of a group study ofthe Freshman (f irst year) class of ]9 7 O-7I. vJhil_e Èhissiudy is being conducted as part of my Masters Thesis i-nthe Facul-ty of Education, the Dean of students and theDirector of the counser-ling service are also very interestedin the results and have been ilrstrumental- in facilitatingthe development of this questionnaire.

We are interested in v¡hat you are presently engagedin, whether it be rvorking, traveling, stuãying, etc.. weare also interested in the factors which have influenced youin planning for this year and in your plans foi next year.rn order to obtain a generaJ- picture of the current statusof members of rast year's Freshman class we are sending outcopies of the encr-osed questionnaire to a cross-section ofthe Freshman c1ass. your assistance in ansv¡ering Lhisquestionnaire wiIl be inval_uabte in this study.
The information asked for will be kept entireì_y con_fidential-; your name js not asked forr rro,,iI1 it be usedin any way' Horùever, we do need compr-ete information in orderto reach any valid conclusions. Therefore, please read thequestio nnair e c are f ul ly .

PIease fill in the guestionnair whil ve thenvelope open. It will only take you a f er.¡our resÞonse the reliability of this s tud

If you are interested in
shall be happy Lo 1et you read
clusion of this study.

the results of this study I
the completed paper. upon con-

minutes
wi 11 be

. lJithcut
aeõ?ããsãã

Thank you for your assistance and your immediate response

Yours sincerely,
à 2 tl /'/..

BM: sr
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APPENDIX B

Specific responses for Questions where rrOtherrr was checked

3-i Failure Group

Service) .

B-ii Voluntarv lfithdrawal Group

lf24 rrhad occasion to use services previous yearrf .

lf3L rrcannot reconrnend something r never usedrf (re: counselling

lfI3 |talone, buË with musictr.

lfL6 I'fa11ing behind in work and getting discouragedrr.

ItL6 trlost interesttr.

lfL6 StudenË checked ti,üo responses: b) rrfailing in one or more

coursesrr; and j) rtchance to travellt.

lfL6 ttleft due to lack of interesË and the need for a restrr.

#16 rrdidntt like the system of instructionrr.

lfl6 ItI had no friends in Idinnipeg and could not manage to work.

I had no ínitiativert.

lÊL7 ttplaying musíc and v¡orking parË-time, travellingrt.

ll24 Itvisited alone to withdrawrr.

lÍ26 trHigh School teacherrr.

lf30 EighÈeen of tlne 26 (i.e. 45% of rhe voluntary withdrawals)

respondents who checked (p) rrothertt for quesËion /É30 res-

ponded that they r¡ere making their own decision to withdraw.

Continued
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APPENDIX B (Cont.)

lf30 (Contínued)

Examples are as f o1low: "me"; rrmyselfrr; Itself tt. rto\n¡n

decisionrr; rfnot influenced by anyoner; and ,no one realry

influenced me to withdraw. r more or less made my own

decisionrr. other reasons \¡/ere: 'busíness reasonsrt.

ttpersonal reasonsrr; rrdue Lo move to Calgaryrt; rrcourse

itselfrr (Scíence); rtthe Universíty itselfil.

B-íií Control Group

1i B itnobodyrt.

lf 9 t'Fletcher Argue Study Halltr (two respondents).

lÊLB rrundecidedrr.

llTg ttnot appl icablett . 
à

lf23 trl had an appointment which they tr^/ice postponed so I

didnrt come backr'. (The same student responded also to

question 31. See the following conrnent).

lþ3L rtThere is very poor service if you can get to see

^L.L

anyone. tt

lÉ25 rrFaculty of Arts Counsellingrt.

lf27 rrfriends and parentsrr.

:k Since no allocation has been made for an it0therrr in this
question, this conrnent r¡zas given the letter rrkrr r¿hich in
effect a1lows for an lrotherrr coÍrnent.

-^L:! This student ansv/ered questíon ll3:-rrdefiniËely noËtt.



ab
cd

cf
gh

ljk
lm

no
pq

rs
t

00
00

00
00

20

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
 C

-T

IT
E

}I
 /

\M
LY

S
IS

 O
F

 F
A

IL
IJ

R
E

 G
R

O
U

P

O
ue

st
Ío

n 
A

ns
w

cr
s 

bv
 l

-c
ttc

r

0 00 00 00

! Lt
¡

10
05

57
01

16
 

3

2t
51

00
17

r7
2.

00
00

0
19

00
00

00
18

 
I 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0

15
 

t 
I 

0 
2 

0 
0

76
11

00
30

r0
20

00
25

0
11

43
10

5L
22

00
85

L2
00

03
69

t2
00

01
01

01
00

09
86

30
00

00
L2

20
t2

00
0

40
58

1r
00

60
43

13
00

13
00

00
20

2
r1

2t
0l

3 
I

1 
0 

I 
1 

2 
I 

2 
1l

14
5

t2
30

03
1

15
20

00
00

0
03

14
05

00
5o

0o
'0

04
0

14
5

91
0

t4
 

10
00

00
0

64
90

0
tt 

I

I I 0 t I

20
00

00
00

o3
20

oo
0r

09
00

I0
00

01
r0

00
02

6 
.r

00 00 0 2 0t

Q
ue

s 
t 
lo

n
N

um
be

r

I 2
.3

4 5 6 7 a 9

10 1l LZ 13 14 15 l6 T
7 18 19 20 2t 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 3l 32



A
P

P
I:N

D
IX

 C
- 

T
1

IT
E

M
 A

M
LY

S
IS

 
O

F
 V

(}
LI

JN
T

A
R

Y
 I

,II
T

IID
R

Â
W

Â
L 

G
R

O
U

P

ab
cd

ef
gh

fJ
kl

m
no

pq
rs

t

05
14

84
53

01
26

 
74

0 
lr4

 
4 

L 
0 

2 
4 

0 
0 

0 
0 

I 
0 

o 
1 

o 
01

1 
1

36
40

00
0

37
20

00
1

36
 

o 
2 

I 
0 

0 
o,

 
1*

24
t2

10
21

lt 
I 

l 
3 

I 
0 

I 
2 

0 
0 

6
L7

61
06

26
02

8 
19

 
tZ

 
0 

I
10

19
90

2
18

40
33

20
10

22
14

03
00

01
3 

2 
5 

ll 
5 

I 
5 

I 
0 

0 
0

28
L2

00
10

20
2t

03
03

01
25

31
21

01
3

2 
2 

I 
13

 
l 

5 
4 

0 
5

5 
0 

6 
15

 
I 

r 
3 

Z
 

7

t9
 

4 
0.

 
1 

I 
6 

2 
4 

L 
2 

0
54

ó3
r2

0 
1

2 
2 

4 
5 

3 
t 

I 
I 

2I
30

 
t0

34
2A

10
3

35
 

5 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

o 
0 

o
t4

7r
10

30
30

7L
00

00
3

18
 

10
00

13
40

80
10

00
4

L2
 

28

29
 

lt
r3

00
0t

2l
1l

lo
2o

t2
6

52
28

32
25

 
t5

\l o,

Q
ue

s 
tio

n
N

um
be

r

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 9
10 11 T

2 I3 t4 l5 16 t7 t8 i9 20 2I 23 24 25 26 28 29 30 31 32

nt
 r

ep
lle

d 
rr

do
t 

ap
pl

lc
ab

le
'r 

(I
.e

. 
ha

d 
rx

r



Jk
ln

no
pq

rs
t

4.
 

I 
0 

I

00
50

70
10

00
00

12
07

0 0 00
0

0.
,

0 
r,

.r
. 

t 
I 

0 
3

LO
22

0¡
2

11
1

01
2

00
09

37
0

00
30

00
01

00
00

00
60

00
30

24
30

00
01

93
 

I
I 

I 
9l

I 00
00

30
00

00
0

20
 

7 
3 

0 
17

 
2 

0 
0 

I 
0 

5

02
17

34
I0

00
00

5

A
P

P
D

N
'D

IX
 C

-if
I

IT
E

}I
 A

ìI/
JY

S
IS

 O
F

 C
O

N
T

R
O

L 
G

R
O

U
P

a 
b 

c 
d 

e,
 

f 
I 

h 
f

!

4 I 0 0 0 2 0 I 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0

21
87

t9
44

 
56

30
47

8
96

Z
Ll

00
00

0
00

00
0

94
22

0
36

56
11

34
83

3
2t

 
s2

 
27

 
q,

26
55

18
1

29
28

19
3

40
33

27
1

00
00

91
 

41
0

00
00

0
93

 
'O

 
0 

1

85
01

5
93

2r
0

0 
I 

2.
 

2

10
2L

69
 

3l
85

90
2

79
70

9
23

52
14

2L
00

0
37

 
63

23
 

77

00
00

0
14

 
3 

74
 

.5
85

 
15

Q
ue

s 
t 
lo

n
N

un
be

r

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 o 9

10 1l l2 13 14 15 t6 t7 18 l,e 20 2L t1 24 25 26 21 28 )a 30 3l 32

00 4.



lö

APPENDIX C-iv

TABLE OF MEANS AND STANDAR.D DEVIATIONS

Voluntary
I,rIithdrawal

Ques tion
Number

Failure
Standard

Mean Deviation
SËandard

Mean DeviatÍon

Control
Standard

Mean Devíation

I
2

J

4
5

6

7

B

9

10

11

T2

13

L4

15

T6

L7

1B

t9
20
2L

22
23
24
25

26
27

28

29

30

31

L.43
0.37
5.15
0.32
0.0
0.23
1 .30
2.86
2.7 B

0. 63

0.60
2.5L
1.66
t.99
3.48
3.2L
T.4L
2 .58
3 .59
1.67
2.5L

1s .90
0.45
L.7 5
2.50
3.Bs
4.06
0.4s
0.51
5.27
0.90

1 .68
0.48
7 .LO
0.30
0.81
L.25
1 .19
3.64
2.68
0. 84
0.97
2.97
I.32
1.80
4.03
2.69
2.23
2.59
3.1s
L.97
2.87

T4.LL
0.44
L.40
0.33
4.79
5 .18
0.46
0.45
4.86
0. 91

3.L7
I.63
8.52
r.07
1 .00
1.00
T.L4
2.t2
4.30
2.06
L.94
2.96
2.40
9.07
L.39
I .00
I .33
L.7B
r.29
s.B6
8.67

52.9L
r.32
r.32
I.69
5.76
7 .5L
1.63
I.77
1 .00
2.82

7.L7
0"Bl
7 .17
0 .38
0.0
0.0
0.63
1.98
2.98
0.69
0.69
1 .80
L.70
0.26
L.69
0.0
L.22
2.05
1 .31
0. 65

L.29
L7 .06
0.46
0. 95

L.78
4.06
3.93
0.49
0.42
0.0
0-88

s .05
L.L6
6.53
1.11
I .00
1 .05
1 .58
3 .05
3.2L
2.2r
1 .84
2.79
2.26
8.05
2.84
2.74
3.26
3.74
3.26
s.t6
7 .2L

48.32
1.26
2.05
L.95
o.+t
7 .16
L.26
1 .53
3.63
2.16

4.10
1 .35
9.22
I .10
1.18
1.30
L.67
4.63
3 .35
2.L7
2.L3
3.63
t.75
4.5s
3.20
7 .97
4.75
4.Bs
3.67
4.37
6.57

43.5L
L.25
1 .50
1 .13
s.15
5 .88
L.70
r.27

13 .0s
2 .88
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APPENDIX E-i

COMMEIfIS ON QUESTION /É32 By FAILUR_E cROUp

i. rtl found U. to be more relevant as a background for socíal inter-
action and un-academic learning than for the purpose of formal edu-
cation, due to the fact that the whole process is job and status
inclined. It is as much part of the Lotal learning experience is
as having a paper route is earning a Livinglt(Male, L9,60.93).

rrl47ith the buílding of the ner¿ l]}4su Buílding many servíces r¿hich
r,rere not readily accsable ts:gl are noL much more soft (Male, lg,
74.27).

rfl was in Science in the L969-70 academic year and transferred into
Agriculture last academic year. However, r answered the question
as to what r did last year (L970-71) and r hope it will help in your
research, r am also planning to visit Ëhe counselling offíce to
find out what they are doing for studentstt (Female, zL-25, 70.15).

rrAlLhough r have never used the counselling service personalry, r
have a friend, . who knows of the service and has spoken highly
of itrr (Ma1e, 2L-25, 29.71).

trr went to the counselling service at IJMSU but my first experience
r¿as bad (r was asked who r wanted to see then tord Ëo go somewhere
else) r never went back. r think with a litt1e more help (Faculty
adviser) possibly r would stil1 be there, r never met one and did
not know they exisËed. The u \das Lo fs-igl big, impersonal, these
servÍces are greatly neededrr (Male, 20, 14.27).

rrr enjoyed the time spent at the university of Manitoba, perhaps Ëoo
we11.
My inabiliËy to do well on final examinations has been my problem
for years. r have been repeaËly tgic'-] told that r would outgrolr
this conditíon, but still appear to have trouble ín this regard.
r am now taking Business Administration at Red River college. rt
is disappointing to have to get by without a Universíty degreert
(Male, 20, 53.80).

Note: Each respondentts sex, agê, and Blishen scare Ranking has been
included ín parentheses following his comment.

5.

6.
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1.

COMME}üIS

ItI left the U

(Female, L7,
take the one course

APPENDIX E-ii

0N QUESTION /É32 BY VOLUNTARY I4IITHDRAI,IAL GROUP

I want.ed - -archeolo gyrtofM
7 5 .4L)

to

2. rrr withdrew from u. of Man, as r was generarly bored. r feel it is
too large and impersonal to make one wish to continue. r never
liked being a numberlr (Male, 2I-25, 39.66).

ttu of M is far too impersonal at leasË
18, 55.4r) .

in Arts or Sciencert (Male,3.

rru of M academic freedom is almost non-exisËant and
are like high school teachers (i.e. ínflexable and.
(Male, 2L-25, 52.07) .

the professors
total ítarian)tt

ItI left the University because of illness
but I would say it r¡zas a good thing I was
failed anywayrr (Male, 18, 35.05).

. I was síck for five weeks,
sick because I would have

6. rrr've not regretted my decision to wíthdraw from Lhe U of M. 'r have
since decíded to enter nursing and gain that valuable medical skil1.
The u--particularly arts did not offer me anything r considered both
valuable and enjoyableft (Female, L7 , 59.69) .

rrThe counselling service, r found very hard to go to. At the begínning
of the year, you have a very impersonal, very quick visit, at your
counsellorts office- r found it hard to go there, and to go, you had
to have an appointment which r thought vras a lot of unnecessary red-
tape. The study areas r found adequaterr (Female, L9, 49.55).

ItI wish that every person enteríng unÍversity from High school would
take the opportunity to discuss theír future plans with a qualified
counsell0r and not wÍth a parent who figures university is ,the
greatestfr because he/she did noË get to go and not with a friend who
knor¿s just as 1itt1e as you do.

rf r do return to university, the first thing r want to do to do
is talk to a person r¿ho knows the campus academically and socia11y.

I dropped out because I just \nrasnrt able to cope r¿ith the changert
(Female, L9 , 29 .7 6) .

rrltlhen r began university, at the university of Manitoba, r felt very
confident in myself. r was sure r knew what r was interested ín and.
r^7as sure r had my next fer¿ Academic years decided upon. r soon found.

8.
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APPENDIX E-ii (Cont.)

Continued

out that I was T/rrong. As my academic year tumbled on, down, I
became more confused and unsure. This continued until one day r
had an opportunity to join a musical group in calgary. Because of
my position at the u of Man, and because of my intense interest in
music, I withdrer,z from university and r^7ent to CaLgary.

From that point on I feel as though ltve learned some, about
myself and other people in general. r now feel much more relaxed
and I am sure I am more ready for university.

After experiencing what I have, that past two years, I feel
that if anyone is not sure of his purpose at university, they should
withdraw, which would enabre he or she to see other walks of life
which would in Éurn help them to decide wheËher then need university
or not. I have found that I dorr (MaIe, 19, 35.05).

ttr did not ask for any services from the counselling service, but
r feel r should have. r feel they must be r¿ell-informed and their
services could be very valuablert (Male, L7 , 54.54) .

ItFrom my or^rn experience I would say that itts likely that
people unfamíliar with Ïfinnipeg and the u of M would be well advised
not to live off campus in an apartment. The coldness of attitude
that r felt from the general student body and the professors r¡/as
very distressing to me and contributed to my inability to work in
the 7o-7r term. r dontt Lhink freshmen undersËand that this is a
possibility and should be made avüare of the danger of loneliness.
r also feel that the fact thaË your counselling servíce v¡i1l be
hindered by the fact that it ís called a counselling service. rt
has some connotations of weakness of character, that alËhough may
be the case, would turn some people offft (Male, 18, 55.62) .

rrr was approached by the Department of rndian Affairs as t.o
my plans and they mentioned university. They talked me into trying.
r was enthusiastic at first (spring) but by the fal1, r realized
that r just wasnrt prepared. Having been ouL of school for three
years previous r found it hard to adjust and therefore by December
r made my decision to withdraw. The course \,,/asntt hard buË r simply
couldn't concentrate but r do know thaË r will try again when r am
ready and noË when r am told thaË r should gort (Mare, zr-25,28.96).

11

10.

L2.
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13. tfThe biggest influence in nry life is my Lord and Saviour,
Jesus Christ. I am presently working at a part-time housekeeping
job. The rest of my time is filled with ministry at the House of
Peter on Maine Street. My plans for the following year is to rent
a house with three other gÍrls and to minister love to girls in a
live-in situation. I have always been thankful that I withdrew
from university and have no intentions of returningrr (Female, 18,
39.6s) .

Note: Each Respondent.ts sex, agê, and Blishen Scale Ranking has been
included ín parentheses following his connnent.
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coMtG}{IS ON QUESTION /132 By COMROL cROUp

rrr knew about the services offered but didn't. and don't actually
know how to go about receiving themft (Female, L9, 55.37).

rrr found that first year u was a real shock. very impersonal.
r didnrt have any idea of the amount of work required. Nor did r
know of the many courses available, even though r attended an orien-
tation programrt (Female, 17, 45.36) .

3. ttOnly recently had a friend mentioned the counselling service
to me--I am certain it r¿as in some brochure I got but I do not seek
advice in academic matters. As to personal problems r feel free
psychiatric counselling should be more advertised as being a student
today intails tgigj hardships, srrains and doubrs which may be
underestimated. A chaplain, or professional who ís rea1ly concerned
about indivíduals is what is neededrr (Female, 2L-25, 32,14).

Itr don'L know anything about the UMSU counselling service, so
r cantt. give a real ans\¡rer as to whether or not it is good. r thínk
maybe rt1l find out what is going on as r am an interested sËudenË
and that it might help me more Ëhan what rtve been getting. Also,
I'd be very interested in the results of this surveyr' (Male, 20,
67 .28) .

tfr am presently enrolled in an honors course but am switching
back to general in 1972-73.

Feel that some aspects of university are rather useless, (Male,
19, 30. 19) .

6. ttThe reasons for not reconmending the Counselling Service and
Student Advisor in particular are as follows;

1. My advisor openly admitted his ignorance in counselling
maLters and then asked if I needed he1p.

2. He mísinformed me on procedures for course withdrawals,
which cost me a loss of $:0.00 and a near academic penalty.
Note: my personal experience was not necessarily experienced by
others I knew but because of it I tended to recornmend other persons
to my friends. r am happy to say this rradvisorrt is no longer on
counselling sLaff as there r.{ere many complainËstt (Male, lB, 14.34).

4.

5.
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rrr fee1, r have an undersÈanding, as to the objective of this
questionare t g&J could not help, but feel the questions are
possibly more relevant to an unattached single person out of High
school (e.g. 1fL9). obviousry, you are trying to determine the
effectiveness of counselling services. Here again, r r,¡as puzzLed
for r took you to mean student advisors. Now, r see the distinc-
tion; counselring (r \,'as never aware of l) is intended to help and
guide, whereas advisors only relate to academic schedulingrf (Male,
27-25, 30.74) .

8. rrl do feel the University is lacking in a service
rather unprofessional and casual where half-formulated
those one feels might be rather trivial but need to be
nonetheless might receive sympathetic and intel1Ígent
response. The place is too biglrt (Female, L7, 70.L4).

whích is
problems and
expres s s ed

listening and

Note: Each respondentrs sex, agê, and Blishen scale Ranking has been
íncluded in parentheses following his comment.




