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Analysis of Selected Characteristics of Dropouts 

at the University of Ottawa 

Brenda G. Stoneham 

University of Ottawa 

The purpose of this study is to Investigate 

selected characteristics of dropouts at the University of 

Ottawa in order to predict those students who may be 

prone to dropping out. If, in fact, factors are found 

which correctly classify a large percentage of cases, a 

discriminating profile may be established. The validity 

of such a profile would have to be assessed by continued 

investigation. 

The implications from the perspective of the 

University of Ottawa Counselling Service are many and 

varied. Counselling for those students who could be 

identified as potential dropouts might provide assistance 

in pointing out the possible difficulties they may face 

and in planning alternate courses of action, academic or 

otherwise. From the viewpoint of the institutional 

planner, a further understanding of the nature and extent 

of the dropout phenomenon perhaps could ease the loss in 

investment of personal, institutional and governmental 

resources. 
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The rationale for the model used in the present study 

is threefold. In the first place, despite the large volume 

of recent research on dropouts, there have been only a few 

multivariate analyses which permit isolation of independent 

effects of various factors on attrition. As Marsh (1966) 

concluded in his critical review of the literature, "The 

hope for one or two neatly packaged single predictors is 

quite unlikely and the need for greater precision and more 

research on the multi-dimensional level has become obvious." 

Secondly, it becomes apparent that the research 

findings vary according to the nature of the institution 

studied. There is, therefore, a need for individual studies 

of each particular institution in order to determine what 

is necessary for an individual to succeed. 

Thirdly, the necessity of dividing the general cate­

gory of dropouts into those who were failing at the time of 

withdrawal and those who voluntarily withdrew is evidenced 

by the complex and contradictory findings according to how 

the subjects are classified. Past researchers have often 

lumped together forms of leaving behaviour which were very 

different in character. The present study attempts to 

clarify the characteristics of the sample under investigatior 

by using the above-described classification. 

The first chapter will summarize and review the existir 

literature relating to characteristics of the university 

dropout. The second, third and fourth chapters will present 
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the Method, the Results and the Discussion respectively. 



Review of the Literature 

A plethora of investigations have considered the 

phenomenon of university dropouts. Aptitude, background, 

financial, motivational and personality variables of those 

who drop out of university, as well as characteristics of 

the institution concerned, have been analysed individually 

and in relation to each other.. Several.critical.reviews 

of the literature have been completed.. The.focus of this 

chapter, however, will be those areas under investigation 

in the present study; that is, characteristics of the student 

themselves. It should be noted that the review will include 

only those studies which are restricted to students at the 

post-secondary level of education. 

In particular, then, this chapter presents a discussior 

of the problem of definition of dropouts, followed by a 

review of studies which consider aptitude, demographic and 

personality characteristics of students who drop out of 

university. 

Defining Dropouts 

The term dropout has been used to refer to someone who 

leaves a particular institution to attend another, someone 

who fails all of his or her courses and decides to leave, as 

well as someone who Is succeeding scholastically but_ is 

4 
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dissatisfied with university life and leaves to travel. 

Each of these individuals presents a unique situation? 

however, the factor which links them is their nonpersistence 

with their academic plan (although there also exist students 

who enter university with no intention of obtaining a degree 

Such students as those mentioned above would be included in 

the following definition of the term "dropout": "Any studenJ 

who leaves college for any period of time, regardless of 

reason, and thus does not obtain his degree at the same time 

as the class with which he originally enrolled." (Pervin, 

Reik, and Dalrymple, 1966) This broad and over-inclusive 

definition does not distinguish those students who complete 

their degree programs over a longer period of time either at 

their original institution or by transferring to other insti­

tutions; nor does it differentiate between students who 

withdraw for academic reasons and those who withdraw for 

other reasons. These factors make comparison of findings 

and evaluation of the extent of the dropout problem extremelj 

difficult. 

It would seem that the best definition of a dropout 

would be one which considered the reasons for which the 

student withdrew. This information, however, is difficult 

to obtain for two reasons. First, those studies which have 

sent out follow-up questionnaires have yielded a poor return 

rate. Mcintosh, Wilson, and Lipinski (197^) for Instance, 

in their survey of dropouts from Simon Fraser University, 
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obtained only 29% returns. Secondly the reasons for with­

drawal are usually complex and overlapping and may not even 

be recognized by the student. 

In view of these difficulties, a sample of dropouts 

as defined by Pervin et al. (1966) would contain a vast 

mixture of dissimilar individuals. The present study 

attempts to cope with this limitation by identifying 

three classes of students: those who withdrew from the 

university with no evidence of failure (Dropouts), those 

who withdrew with indications of failure on their academic 

record (Failing Dropouts), and those whose academic records 

indicate persistence (Nondropouts). It is felt that such 

a distinction will provide a somewhat clearer focus on a 

particularly complex picture. There is, however, no 

differentiation made to isolate those individuals who 

withdrew and subsequently graduated from another institution. 

Identification of students falling into this category is 

beyond the scope of the present research. 

In the following pages, investigations of specific 

characteristics of the university dropout will be examined 

in terms of the implications for the present study. 

Scholastic Aptitude and Performance 

Several studies (Astin, 197L 1975? Blanchfield, 1971; 

Chambers, Barger, and Lieberman, 1965s Hanson & Taylor, 1970j 

Ikenberry, 1961) have found academic background and/or 

scholastic ability to be related to dropout-proneness. 
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These studies, however, are not necessarily comparable or 

mutually confirmatory. The discussion here will deal with 

two measures of aptitude, namely, high school average and 

intelligence test scores. Other measures which have been 

used include rank in high school graduating class, college 

admissions test scores, and student's academic rating of 

the high school. 

The most recent comprehensive investigation of dropouts 

done by Astin (1975) using a representative national sample 

of 358 two- and four-year American colleges and universities 

indicated that students' chances of dropping out of college 

increase consistently as their high school grades decrease. 

Of the students who obtained an A average in high school, 

87$ were persisters and 13$ were stopouts and dropouts; of 

those students who obtained a C average in high school, 44$ 

were persisters and 5&% were stopouts or dropouts. 

Irvine (1966) studied a group of 659 men entering the 

University of Georgia and found high school grade point 

average to be the best single predictor or persistence, 

correlating .34 with graduation from the University of 

Georgia. It should be pointed out, however, that the focus 

of this study was upon the prediction of graduation (not of 

dropping out) from preadmission academic information. 

Therefore, Irvine's study can not be interpreted as supporti-v 

of Astin's finding that the chances of dropping out are 

increased as high school grades decrease. In addition, 
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Irvine acknowledges that depending on selection policies, 

characteristics of student body and type of institution, 

other institutions might find a different combination of 

variables to be most predictive. Neither of these studies 

isolated nonachieving dropouts. Separating this class of 

students from the other dropouts might yield more signifi­

cant differences. Nevertheless, high school grade point 

average is the factor which has most consistently been 

found to be related to attrition (Astin, 1971; 1975; 

Summerskill, 1962). In addition, at the University of 

Ottawa, high school average is a common criterion used to 

admit students. Thus, the extent to which high school 

average is in fact related to persistence at this university 

would be a worthy subject of inquiry. 

In examining the relationship between measured scho­

lastic ability and dropping out, typically college admissions 

tests such as the SCAT, the ACT, and the SAT have been em­

ployed. These indicators are often used by admissions 

committees to decide on the acceptance of students. Most 

research of this variable (college admissions tests) has 

found scholastic aptitude to be directly related to success 

at university; that is, dropouts were found to have lower 

scores on the SCAT. For instance, Chambers et al. (1965) 

using the SCAT found that intellectual factors contributed 

most to discriminating between dropouts and nondropouts 

(accounted for approximately two-thirds of the total contri­

butions to D 2). However, Rossman and Kirk (1970) found 



9 

evidence which contradicted this relationship. They classi­

fied their freshman students as follows: persisters, 

voluntary withdrawals, and failures, and found that those 

students who withdrew with no failures on their academic 

record scored higher than persisters on the Verbal scale of 

the SCAT. They concluded that it is methodologically unwise 

to group voluntary withdrawals and failures in the same 

dropout category, because they differ significantly in 

academic ability. It may be, therefore, that students who 

drop out of university may have higher scholastic ability 

than those who persist, depending on how dropout is defined. 

Sewell and Shah (1967) found intelligence to be related 

to college graduation; their measure of intelligence was 

based on scores on the Henman-Nelson Test of Mental Maturity, 

administered to high school juniors. Thus, the intelligence 

scores for their large sample were obtained at a point much 

earlier in the academic career of the student than the 

measures which have typically been related to college achieve 

ment. It is difficult to predict from Sewell and Shah's 

findings what the relationship would be between persistence 

in university, and intelligence, if the latter were measured 

just prior to beginning university studies. 

In summary, academic ability as reflected in high schoo 

grade point average and in intelligence quotient seems to be 

important information to explore in relationship to attrition 

the former because it has most consistently been found to 
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discriminate and the latter because intelligence quotient 

at admission has not been investigated. In addition, studies 

using similar measures have yielded discrepant results. 

The importance of distinguishing between those students who 

drop out with failing grades and those who are succeeding 

in their courses seems particularly evident when examining 

the contribution of scholastic aptitude and performance 

factors. 

In the following pages, research regarding demographic 

characteristics of university dropouts will be reviewed. 

Demographic Characteristics 

Sex and Program. Panos and Astin (1968) reported 

that a woman is more likely to drop out of college than is 

a man who has a comparable high school grade average. Later, 

Astin (1971) also found the dropout rate was higher among 

women than among men and that for women, being older than 

the average student contributed to dropout-proneness. 

Bean and Covert (1973) found personality functioning of 

females to differentiate between persisters and withdrawers. 

In Astin's most recent study (1975) there was no evidence to 

support the sex variable as a predictor. In fact, other 

studies of biographical characteristics have not supported 

the finding of sex differences. For instance, DeVecchio (197̂  

did not find evidence of sex differences between dropouts 

and nondropouts; his study, however, was of community college 

freshmen, a somewhat restricted sample. 
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It has been suggested by Crookshanks and Herman (1975) 

that sex may play a role as a moderator variable within 

prediction research, and that further research might incor­

porate sex and program variables as moderator variables. It 

is understood that their study also used a community college 

sample; however, results of previous research reporting 

interaction of sex with high school average, age, and 

personality characteristics suggested that considering 

sex as a moderator variable would be a realistic approach 

to examining its significance. 

With regard to program, the rationale for including 

faculties in the present study is based upon suggested 

differences between arts and science students in intelligence 

motivational and personality factors. Trent and Medsker (1961 

found sex differences in persistence in major field of study; 

the rate of persistence for males was highest in the fields 

of engineering and medical science; for females the rate 

of persistence was highest in education. 

Thus, the present study will consider sex and program 

as control variables. 

Age. Astin (1975) reported that older students, 

particularly older women, were more likely to drop out than 

students of traditional entry age. Interestingly, there 

have been few studies which examined the relationship 

between age and attrition. Of those which considered age 

as one of a number of possible predictors (DeVecchio, 1972; 
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Crookshanks & Herman, 1975)• neither has found evidence to 

support Astin's results, and both referred to a community 

college population. Although one might argue that the 

extensive and thorough nature of Astin's research should 

not necessitate validation, the need to establish the 

predictive power of a collection of variables within the 

context of one particular institution, i.e. the University 

of Ottawa, must be reiterated. 

Language. The unique bilingual character of the 

University of Ottawa raises the question of the extent to 

which language might be related to attrition-proneness. 

Indeed, it has been reported (Lee, 1972) that the bilingual 

nature of the university was considered more important in 

the decisions of Francophone students to enroll at the 

University of Ottawa than for Anglophone students. It 

would seem reasonable, therefore, to expect that there might 

be some difference between linguistic groups with regard 

to dropping out of this university. One other study which 

is of relevance to the language factor is a descriptive 

study by Bordeleau and Gelineau (197*0 of dropouts in 

Quebec universities. These authors reported that parents 

of Anglophone dropouts were more wealthy and more educated 

than those of Francophone dropouts. However, as there 

was no control group of nondropouts in the Bordeleau and 

Gelineau study, it is difficult to ascertain the extent to 

which these linguistic differences were peculiar only to 
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the students who dropped out. 

Socioeconomic Background. The relationship between 

various measures of socioeconomic status and attrition has 

been well documented (Astin, 1975; Panes & Astin, 1968; 

Spady, 1970). There exists, however, confusion as to the 

independent influences of such factors as ability, parental 

income and education, race, religion, and size of home town. 

Astin (1975). for instance, reported that the relationship 

between family income and college attrition seemed to be 

mediated by such factors as student ability, parental edu­

cation, and student concern about finances. Thus, according 

to Astin, family income did not contribute independently to 

the estimate of dropout proneness, whereas parental education* 

level did contribute independently. Spady (1970) reported 

that father's education had an increasing influence on the 

completion rates of college entrants over time; however, 

his conclusions were based merely on percentages and census 

figures, with no attempt to test for actual statistical 

significance. Dutt (1972), Florey (1972), and Hoffman (1971) 

also found evidence that dropouts tended to have fathers 

with less formal educational achievements. The extent to 

which scholastic attainment of father can be equated with 

socioeconomic status remains questionable. Sewell and Shah 

(1967) based their definition of "Socioeconomic Status" on 

a weighted combination of father's occupation, father's 

formal educational level, mother's formal ediucational level, 
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estimate of funds the family could provide to attend college, 

degree of sacrifice this would entail and approximate wealth 

and income status of student's family. These authors found 

that when intelligence was statistically controlled, socio­

economic status as defined above was positively and signifies 

related to planning on college, college attendance, and colle; 

graduation. It is important to note though that when only 

those who attended college were included in the analysis, 

intelligence was found to be much more important than socio­

economic status in determining who would eventually graduate. 

Thus, according to the authors, socioeconomic status selectio] 

had already exerted much of its influence on who attended 

college. 

The results of Sewell and Shah were contradictory to 

the findings of Barger and Hall (1965) at the University 

of Florida; Barger and Hall reported that when ability was 

controlled, dropping out of college was not related signi­

ficantly to any of the socioeconomic variables studied, with 

the exception of parents' marital status. The other socio­

economic variables which their study examined included 

parents' income, father's education, father's occupation, 

student's religious preference, ordinal position, and family 

size. These authors concluded that studies which have 

shown relationships between socioeconomic variables and 

dropping out of college without taking ability into account 

may have been simply reporting findings which resulted from 
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the relationships of ability to the several socioeconomic 

variables studied. In spite of the fact that Sewell and 

Shah did control for ability, there is clearly a discrepancy 

between their findings and those of Barger and Hall, perhaps 

attributable to differences in definition of socioeconomic 

variables or in the nature of the institution studied, 

i.e. University of Wisconsin in the case of the former and 

University of Florida in the case of the latter authors. 

In conclusion, then, Investigations of socioeconomic variables 

have been contradictory and inconclusive. 

If one examines family income and scholastic attainment 

of father separately, will either be found to exert an in­

dependent influence on dropout-proneness? One might argue 

that university students from low income families would have 

to take time from their studies to work to supplement their 

finances, and would suffer from a relatively deprived cul­

tural and academic background; that is, less money available 

for books, outings, and travel. Thus, they might find 

persistence in a university environment quite difficult. 

On the other hand, the mere presence of these students in 

university, despite such limitations might reflect a level 

of motivation which is related to increased persistence in 

university. Motivational factors will be discussed later in 

this chapter. 

It would seem reasonable to assume that parents with 

high academic achievement would have values and expectations 
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oriented towards successful completion of university studies 

and would thereby influence the motivation of their offspring 

in this direction. Another viewpoint might suggest that 

parents with low scholastic attainment would project their 

aspirations onto their children and consequently strive to 

motivate their youngsters to high levels of aspiration and 

achievement, perhaps at times attributing an almost omnipotent 

power to the value of a university degree. Then again, many 

students may prefer to act in direct opposition to their 

parents' desires and expectations. 

In view of the contradictory findings of the research 

relating family background variables to dropping out, as 

well as the various interpretations one might hypothesize, 

it becomes evident that further study of the independent 

influences of such factors as family income and scholastic 

attainment of father is required. 

In this section, age, sex, program, language, and 

socioeconomic factors have been reviewed. In the following 

pages, motivational and personality factors will be discussed, 

from a theoretical perspective and from examination of the 

relevant research. 

Personality and Motivational Factors 

Theoretical Perspective. Before presenting the details 

of actual research into the personality and motivational 

factors related to attrition, it is useful to consider a 

variety of psychological -and interpersonal explanations 
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which may contribute to the understanding of the phenomenon. 

The discussion will attempt to incorporate proposed motiva­

tional and personality characteristics of the individual 

with the effects of interaction with his family and his 

academic environment. 

Bricklin and Bricklin (I967) have offered a thorough 

overview of the psychological causes of underachievement. 

Their comprehensive theoretical discussion of the possible 

causes seems particularly applicable to the issue of dropouts 

in view of the amount of research which has attempted to 

relate personality factors to attrition. This section will 

discuss Bricklin and Bricklin's proposed psychological 

causes in order to provide a theoretical framework from 

which to evaluate the existing literature in the area of 

personality and motivational factors. Presumably, the 

similarities drawn between dropouts and underachievers 

are primarily relevant to those students who drop out 

despite the fact that they display good academic ability. 

The first suggested psychological cause of under­

achievement is passive aggressiveness. The individual who 

fears the feeling or direct expression of anger may express 

anger in devious ways through his actions, even though he 

does not consciously realize that his displeasing behaviours 

are intended to express resentment and, anger. He may feel 

angry and resentful because of his parents' inability to 

tolerate the expression of genuine feelings, therefore he 
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senses a loss of inner freedom and subsequent dissatisfaction. 

The anger then escapes through the development and mainte­

nance of an educational problem, such as underachieving or 

dropping out of school or university completely. 

A second cause is the tendency to equate self worth 

with ability to achieve. The individual may lack confidence 

to put his talents to any test, because he wishes to avoid 

failure. Failure represents a complete loss of confidence 

and security; his desparate fear of failure, therefore, is 

closely related to his shaky self-confidence. Thus the 

individual is restrictive and passive, does not commit 

himself to his studies, and deceives himself into believing 

that he does not really care or try so he can not be consi­

dered a failure. 

Thirdly, a fear of being ordinary may sustain under­

achievement. The student desires and comes to enjoy the 

status of a non-conformist. 

A fourth cause of underachievement suggested by 

Bricklin and Bricklin is a fear of success. They explain 

that the individual may equate success with outdoing a 

loved but feared parent; the individual fears that he may 

alienate an overvalued source of support. 

Fifthly, the individual may hold the belief that com­

petitive attitudes are equal to aggressive attitudes; he 

thus associates positive happenings for himself with negative 

happenings for someone else. His competitive attitude thus 
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inhibited, he fails to strive. 

Poor tolerance for frustration has been offered as 

the sixth psychological cause of underachievement. The 

pattern here is an individual with a rigid and unrealistic 

self image; he tends to start many tasks but to quit when 

the going gets tough. Hefewants immediate success or 

guarantee of success even before engaging himself in a 

task. One might hypothesize that this type of university 

student would tend to change courses often and be involved 

in a variety of relationships and activities; if he were 

required to do a specific assignment, then, he might simply 

switch courses. 

A similar and related pattern is the immature per­

sonality who dislikes any stress or responsibility, and 

becomes irritable and blames others when challenged or 

questioned. At university, for instance, if this type of 

student were required to do an assignment he would probably 

criticize and devalue the professor, the assignment and 

perhaps even his fellow students. 

Bricklin and Bricklin's ninth and tenth causes are 

more related to the interpersonal relationships within the 

family than to individual personality characteristics. In 

the first case, an overprotective and anxious mother tends 

to control her child; the child becomes a psychological 

slave and is completely unable to behave in an independent, 

harmonious manner. His performance at school or in other 
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areas is undermined by his lack of freedom and independence. 

In the second situation, a problem between the parents might 

manifest itself in their child; the student, thus, accepts 

the role of being a source of difficulties within the family 

so as to divert attention and permit evasion of the genuine 

source, the parents' relationship. 

Other psychological causes of underachievement des­

cribed by Bricklin and Bricklin are less relevant to older 

students. Their overview does, however, provide a number of 

interpretations which might assist in further understanding 

the phenomenon of university students who, despite their 

academic potential, do not succeed in completing the programs 

in which they enrolled. The extent to which psychological 

or personality variables are involved in attrition has 

received considerable attention. Later in this section 

studies of personality and motivational factors related to 

withdrawal will be reviewed. 

Another dimension along which to consider the psycho­

logical causes of attrition is that of creativity and 

conformity. Pervin et al. (1966) in their overview of the 

college dropout discuss the differences between conformity 

and creativity, and give a description of four attributes 

of creative people. Some of these proposed attributes do 

not differ from the characteristics which Bricklin and 

Bricklin propose as related to underachievement; they do, 

however, have a less pathological connotation than Bricklin 
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and Bricklin suggest. According to Pervin et al. creative 

people display a lack of interest in small details and facts 

for their own sake. Secondly, they are free from conven­

tional constraints and inhibitions. In the third place, 

creative people show less inclination to strive for achieve­

ment when conformity is expected of them; fourthly, they 

are usually quite independent in thought and action. These 

attributes could conflict with the expectations of some 

university professors; thus the creative student could be an 

aggravation in the classroom, held in disfavour by the 

professor and perhaps by his fellow students. In addition, 

in keeping with the above attributes, the creative student 

would probably not prepare for conventional examinations in 

the usual manner, subsequently his grades would suffer, he 

might become dissatisfied and leave the institution. There 

may perhaps be, therefore, a distinct linkage between 

creativity and dropping out of university. 

Further to the psychological characteristics of the 

individual as related to underachievement or dropping out 

is his relationship to his environment - academic and 

familial. The individual's home environment has previously 

been discussed in Bricklin and Bricklin's description of 

psychological causes of underachievement. When considering 

the effects of the family on persistence in school, rather 

than the negative side of the coin, the importance of 

parental encouragement and expectations seems apparent. 
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The extent to which the child accepts his family's values 

of university attendance or of upward social mobility 

through such attendance would probably influence his decision 

to attend university, as well as his commitment and motiva­

tion to persist at university. 

Another aspect of the individual's environment is the 

academic institution. Spady (1970) discusses the interaction 

between student attributes and those of the institutional 

environment. He provides an interdisciplinary-based, 

theoretical model in order to treat several clusters of 

relevant variables simultaneously. According to Spady's 

model, the individual student's dispositions, interests, 

attitudes and skills are exposed to influences, expectations 

and demands from a variety of sources which include courses, 

faculty members, administrators and peers. The interaction 

which results provides the student with the opportunity to 

either assimilate successfully into the academic and social 

systems of the institution, or to withdraw. Grades and 

intellectual development are considered to be the rewards 

in the academic system. The rewards in the social system 

are "normative congruence" and "friendship support." Spady 

explains the social conditions affecting dropouts as follows: 

"a lack of consistent, Intimate interaction with others, 

holding values and orientations that are dissimilar from 

those of the general collectivity, and lacking a sense of 

compatibility with the immediate social system." Thus, 
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the social and academic rewards influence the degree of 

social integration from which flows satisfaction with the 

university experience and commitment to the social system, 

the university. Presumably, if the rewards available within 

either the academic or the social system appear insufficient, 

the student may decide to withdraw. 

Comparable to Spady's sociological model is the theory 

of "congruence" proposed by Cope and Hannah (1975). Their 

belief is that the extent to which the student fits in 

with the dominating social and academic values of the campus 

influences whether the student will continue, drop out or 

seek other educational alternatives. Thus, Cope and Hannah 

focus on the qualitative aspects of the student's decision 

to withdraw, the student's attitudes and feelings toward 

his academic experience. Again the focus is on the interaction 

between the student and the institution he is attending. 

It follows that an important dimension to be considered 

in dropout research is the institution, its goals and 

objectives. Presumably, with the establishment of a 

closer correspondence between student needs, interests 

and expectations on the one hand and institutional goals 

and objectives on the other, the problem of attrition 

could be reduced. 

What are the goals and objectives of the institution; 

what are the qualities and attributes it attempts to foster 

in its students? Are they intellectual openness, personal 
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autonomy, independence of thought, or promptness, loyalty 

and commitment? Are the attributes which are conducive to 

persistence at university also conducive to continued 

growth and development in later life, or does success at 

university relate more to temporary adjustment and transient 

participation? 

Trent and Medsker (1968) describe the role of schools 

as one of developing human potential—the intellectuality, 

creativity, autonomy and adaptiveness needed to cope with a 

changing, increasingly technocratized society. They further 

propose that if a student enters university without sufficient 

readiness for personality development, it is not clear how 

colleges can create a disposition which is open to changes 

in values and attitudes which in turn lead to intellectual 

interests, autonomy and self-understanding. It is their 

suggestion that perhaps many students who withdraw are not 

ready to assume the levels of autonomy and intellectual 

development expected of them. Thus, they emphasize the 

significance of predisposition for change. Some of the 

findings from Trent and Medsker1s comprehensive study of 

the different impacts of college and employment on values 

and attitudes of 10,000 high school graduates will be dis­

cussed in the following section. 

Investigations of personality and motivational factors. 

An immense body of research has sought to clarify the person­

ality and motivational characteristics of the university 
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dropout. Although the findings and interpretations of 

this research have failed to provide a clear and consistent 

personality description of the typical dropout, some trends 

become apparent as one examines this literature. Following 

a discussion of the particular significance which has been 

ascribed to motivational factors, a summary of the personality 

dispositions found by some authors to exist will be presented. 

Students' motivations for attending university, their 

readiness and their level of commitment to the goal of a 

university education have been described by Trent and 

Medsker (1968) as related to persistence at university. 

These authors through the administration of three scales 

from the Omnibus Personality Inventory assessed the academic 

motivation of persisters and withdrawers in a systematic way. 

The scales which were administered to the students before 

entering college were Thinking Introversion, measuring 

preference for reflective and abstract thinking; Complexity, 

measuring extent of intellectual curiosity and tolerance 

for ambiguity; and Nonauthorltarianism, measuring tendency 

toward independent, unbiased, open and flexible thinking. 

These authors found that the persisting men and women scored 

significantly higher on the Thinking Introversion and Non-

authoritarianism scales; whereas the Complexity scale did 

not distinguish between persisters and withdrawers. Trent 

and Medsker also found that the persisters entered college 

with considerably more intent than the withdrawers to attend 
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and graduate; in addition, they were more selective in 

choosing their colleges and saw more reasons for attending. 

These authors also suggested that there are strong indica­

tions that the academic orientation necessary for successful 

completion of college is extensively derived from very early 

family environment and beginning school experiences. The 

significance of the home environment has been discussed 

earlier in this chapter. 

Astin (1975) also reported students' degree aspirations 

to be related to college persistence and attrition. He 

illustrated the relative importance of degree plans by con­

trasting the regression weights of various degrees in terms 

of what they added to the student's estimated probability 

of dropping out. For men, Astin found that aspiring to 

a master's degree rather than a doctoral or professional 

degree added about five per cent to the chances of dropping 

out; aspiring to a bachelor's degree added another seven 

per cent and aspiring to "other" degrees added another 

twelve per cent, A somewhat different pattern was found 

for women, inasmuch as aspiring to a bachelor's rather than 

a doctoral or professional degree added only about four 

per cent to the dropout chances and aspiring to a master's 

degree was associated with a lower probability of dropping 

out than aspiring to a doctorate or professional degree. 

Astin's results, therefore, seem to indicate the significance 

of educational aspirations; however, they also point to the 
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value of differentiating between sexes. 

Reed (1968) investigated eight student motivational 

variables in an exploratory study using freshmen from a 

women's college. This author did not include an item 

referring explicitly to the individual's degree aspirations, 

so comparison to Astin1s findings is somewhat difficult. 

The student motivational variables which Reed selected 

for investigation were as follows: meaningfulness of daily 

college tasks, relevance of college to the student's future 

goals, warmth of interpersonal relations, academic challenge, 

importance of grades, college's implementation of selected 

educational objectives, college's concern for the individual, 

field of interest, and some additional items. Although the 

instrument used by Reed was not a sophisticated one, a 

chi-square analysis found eight items to be predictive of 

voluntary dropouts. Three of the significant items were 

for the variable "relevance of college to future goals," 

referring to the student's long range goals and his evalu­

ation of present college attendance as an effective means 

of attainment; two items were for the variable "warmth of 

interpersonal relations," referring to the student's assess­

ment of the warmth of interpersonal relations within the 

college community. The three additional items which 

predicted attrition were as follows: "my academic work at 

this college makes more demands on my time than I had anti­

cipated," "completion of my college education is of importance 
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to my parents," and "I become bored and restless at this 

college." In Reed's study two aspects of his methodology 

are important to note; in the first place, he is investigating 

only a female sample, and secondly, his measurement of motiva­

tional variables is done with an exploratory instrument and 

at the end of the freshman year, rather than at the beginning 

as in other studies of this nature. 

A fourth study (DeVecchio, 1970) found that non-returnin 

students intended to complete fewer years of college than 

returning students, thus reaffirming the conclusions drawn 

by Astin. In addition, non-returning students earned signi­

ficantly lower scores than returning students on an Academic 

Motivation scale based on students* responses to a group of 

questions concerning their attitudes toward college and 

study habits. Interestingly, this author included the 

Thinking Introversion and Complexity scales of the Omnibus 

Personality Inventory in his study, as in the Trent and 

Medsker study, but did not find significant differences 

between returning and non-returning students on these scales. 

However, it should be noted that the students in DeVecchio's 

study were freshmen from a public community college, not 

from a university, 

Hackman and Dysinger (1970) reported that they were 

able to differentiate meaningfully between persisters and 

three types of withdrawals on the basis of pre-college 

data. The "commitment-relevant variables" which their 
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study found to be significant were as follows: plans to 

continue at present college, earliness of decision to attend 

college, parents' perception of importance of college work 

for student's future, and parents' perceptions of student's 

commitment to higher education. Interestingly, in their 

study the reported highest level of education planned by 

student or expected from parent was not found to be signi­

ficantly different for persisters. Hackman and Dysinger 

did conclude that the commitment of a student and his 

parents to obtaining a college education, as measured 

before actual enrollment in college, significantly related 

to whether or not the student persisted beyond his freshman 

year. 

In summary, the evidence from studies of motivational 

factors related to attrition indicates that inclusion of; 

these types of variables is important in attempts to under­

stand the dropout phenomenon. There has been considerable 

variability in the past in the manner of investigating 

motivational variables. Measures of motivation have in­

cluded items from academic challenge to importance of 

college to parents. Such variability is also evident in 

research into personality characteristics related to attrition, 

as will become more apparent in the following pages. 

For the purposes of this review, the studies will be 

categorized according to the nature of their findings, that 

is, in terms of six personality characteristics frequently 
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found to discriminate dropouts from nondropouts. 

Nonconformity, as reflected on the Conformity scale 

of the Minnesota Counseling Inventory, was found by Brown (i960) 

to be highest for male dropouts from one institution and 

highest for female dropouts from another institution. 

Johnson (1970) also found mean differences on the Conformity 

scale, as well as on the Family Relationship scale between 

persisters and non-persisters, Barger and Hall (1964) found 

that students who score high on the Pd or Ma scales of the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory more frequently 

perform poorly or drop out of college than is the case for 

the average student. Morgan's (197*0 study of an all-male 

population found that Nonconformity, as measured by this 

scale on the Omnibus Personality Inventory, was related to 

attrition. The work of Trent and Medsker (1968), however, 

sheds a different light on the issue of student conformity. 

Their description of the persisting student, based on a 

higher score on the Nonauthoritarianism scale, was of an 

individual who is generally flexible and realistic in his 

relationships, unromantic and uncynical, tolerant, objective, 

and free of dependency on rules or rituals for dealing with 

ideas, objects and people. This description seems to contra­

dict previous descriptions of persisters as being conforming 

individuals. 

It becomes evident that considerable overlap occurs 

when attempts are made to categorize personality characteristics. 
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In spite of this overlap, further consideration must be 

given to Morgan's study. Morgan found that the Nonauthor­

itarianism scale of the O.P.I, was related to attrition; 

that is, individuals who scored high on this scale were 

least likely to persist. These findings contradict the 

findings of Trent and Medsker. Another study using the 

Omnibus Personality Inventory (Hannah, 1971) did not report 

differences between stay-ins and dropouts on either the 

Nonconformity or the Nonauthoritarianism scales; those 

scales which were found to differentiate between stay-ins 

and dropouts were Complexity, Impulse Expression, Personal 

Integration, Anxiety Level, Altruism, Response Bias. The 

nature of the sample studied by these authors must be 

considered in the interpretation and generalization of 

their findings; the 2,874 students were all from 13 small 

private colleges in the United States. 

Impulsivity is a third personality characteristic which 

has been related to attrition in more than one study, 

Vaughan (1968) in his attempt to differentiate between 

dismissals and voluntary withdrawals found that the former 

were more likely to be impulsive, overly active, and restless, 

and lacked deep emotional commitment, as reflected on the 

Pd scale of the M.M.P.I. The student who withdrew for 

non-academic reasons did not manifest these characteristics 

to a degree significantly in excess of the persisting 

student. Vaughan emphasized the importance of distinguishing 
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between academic dismissals and voluntary withdrawals. 

Although Astin (1964) did not make this distinction, his 

study of 6,660 high aptitude students tended to confirm 

that dropouts were more impulsive than nondropouts. On 

the California Personality Inventory, dropouts tended to 

score lower than nondropouts on the Self Control scale, 

and to be more aloof, self-centered and assertive. A 

smaller, more recent study by Maudal, Butcher, and Mauger (1974) 

using the Personality Research Form and the Minnesota Multi­

phasic Personality Inventory tends to confirm Astin's findings. 

Maudal et al. divided their sample into persisters, dropouts 

and transfers. Their findings suggested that persisters 

were students who aspired to accomplish difficult tasks, 

were able to work toward distant goals, did not particularly 

seek out or enjoy exciting activities, and tended to be 

more inwardly inclined than their dropout counterparts. 

On the other hand, students who dropped out exhibited a 

relatively greater enjoyment of new and different experi­

ences and adapted more readily to changes in the environment; 

they were described as being spontaneous, impetuous, and 

impulsive, but also requiring sympathy and reassurance 

from others and feeling alienated and singled out if 

reassurance was not forthcoming. Transfers had the lowest 

mean scores among the groups on Social Introversion and 

Needs for Harmavoidance and Achievement, and were about 

the same as dropouts on Need for impulsivity. In cross-
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validation, personality variables were found to be more 

important predictors in the case of transfers than dropouts, 

whereas for the latter group academic variables were better 

predictors. This latter finding suggests that excluding 

transfers from the sample of dropouts provides a clearer 

understanding of apparent personality differences. With 

regard to impulsivity, however, the two groups, transfers 

and dropouts, were basically the same. Thus, despite the 

apparent commonality of the investigations of Astin, of 

Vaughan, and of Mauger et al., there are definite methodo­

logical differences which place limitations on the 

interpretation of the findings. 

As well as nonauthoritarianism, nonconformity and 

impulsivity, Social Extraversion has been found to relate 

to attrition. Studies which have examined this variable 

will be discussed next. 

In DeVecchio's (1972) study of non-returning community 

college freshmen, the Social Extraversion scale of the 

Omnibus Personality Inventory was found to be significantly 

higher for non-returning students than for returning students. 

Again the nature of the sample is noteworthy; perhaps the 

motivations and dispositions of the individual who attends 

a community college are not comparable to those of an 

individual who attends a university. Corfield and Ogston (1973) 

studied freshmen students at the University of Calgary and 

found that students who continued to second year without 
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change and those who withdrew but returned the following 

year were found to have significantly lower extraversion 

scores than those who withdrew during their freshman year. 

These results tend to confirm DeVecchio's findings in a 

university setting, supporting the notion that dropouts 

tend to be more socially extraverted. Another study using 

a college sample, though all female, (Swisdak & Flaherty, 1964) 

found the Socialization scale of the California Personality 

Inventory to be a good predictor of potential dropouts. 

One limitation of this study was the small sample size; 

another limitation was the fact that significant differences 

were only at the .10 level. 

The. fifth personality characteristic which has recurred 

in various investigations of attrition has been independence; 

the results of these investigations, however, have been 

quite inconsistent. Trent and Medsker reported that their 

group of persisters tended to be more self-reliant and 

autonomous than the withdrawals. Rossman and Kirk (1970), 

however, found the opposite to be true; that is, voluntary 

withdrawals were found to be more independent than persisters, 

failures or withdrawal-returnees. These findings were 

supported in a study by Bean and Covert (1973) where a 

measure of independence was found to differentiate persisters 

and withdrawals for the females in the sample. These studies 

by Rossman and Kirk, and by Bean and Covert, both emphasize 

the importance of differentiating between dismissals or 
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academic failures and voluntary withdrawals; perhaps the 

fact that these withdrawals were leaving with good academic 

records is in part related to the finding that they were 

found to be more independent. It should be further noted 

that Bean and Covert did not find independence to be 

significantly related to withdrawal for the males in their 

sample; thus, the importance of classification by sex is 

reiterated. 

The sixth personality characteristic to be discussed 

in this overview of dispositions showing a relationship to 

attrition is hostility. Rose and Elton (1966) investigated 

personality differences between students who withdrew from 

college within their first semester (Defaulters), students 

who persisted successfully through one year (Successful 

Persisters), students who persisted unsuccessfully through 

one year (Probation Persisters), and students who persisted 

successfully but voluntarily did not return for the second 

year (Dropouts). These authors reported that students who 

dropped out of college were significantly more hostile 

than students who persisted or defaulted; high scores on 

the Maladjustment and Hostility scales of the Rotter Incom­

plete Sentence Blank and a low score on the Scholarly 

Orientation scale of the Omnibus Personality Inventory 

appeared to interact to differentiate the Dropout from the 

Persister. A second study (Chambers, Barger, and Lieberman, 

1965) using a different personality measure, the "Picture 
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Identification Test," found dropouts to be more aggressive 

than survivors. The definition of dropouts used by these 

latter authors, however, does not isolate those students 

who were succeeding from those who were failing when they 

left the university. Thus, the extent to which the results 

from the Rose and Elton study can be considered as supported 

by the findings of Chambers et al, becomes questionable. 

In summary, the findings of investigations into the 

personality and motivational characteristics of the university 

dropout have displayed considerable overlap and inconsistency. 

In spite of the nature of the results, certain trends become 

apparent, some of which tend to confirm certain psychological 

interpretations suggested in the theoretical perspective. 

For instance, a profile of the dropout as being unmotivated, 

nonconforming, impulsive and hostile would tend to corroborate 

the psychological formulations of the causes of underachieve­

ment proposed by Bricklin and Bricklin. Dropouts high in 

impulsivity and nonconformity might also fall into the 

Pervin et al, description of attributes of creative indivi­

duals. The motivational factors also come into consideration 

when one examines the importance of the individual's rela­

tionships to his academic and family environments. 

Undoubtedly, understanding the dropout is a multi-faceted 

and complex issue, not simplified by the variations in 

approaches to the examination. The next section will 

summarize specific criticisms of the methodological 
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limitations of the research in the area of university 

dropouts. 

Methodological Criticisms 

In summary, there are three major factors which 

render extremely difficult the comparison and confirmation 

of results of dropout research. The first factor is the 

nature of the sample studied. Institutions vary from 

private to community colleges; some samples are all male, 

some are all female. 

Secondly, the criteria used for classifying the sample 

display large differences. Whether attempts are made to 

isolate transferring students from those who are dismissed 

for academic reasons, or to distinguish between withdrawals 

who are succeeding and those who are beginning to fail, 

seems to depend upon the researcher. 

Thirdly, although some replication and generalization 

is possible in the area of personality factors related to 

attrition, there has been a considerable number of different 

measures used to evaluate these characteristics. 

Thus, those attributes which characterize the university 

dropout remain quite unclear. The necessity exists for a 

multivariate approach to the phenomenon in order to permit 

the isolation of independent effects of various factors 

on attrition. 

Having established the theoretical and experimental 

background, the problems posed by the present study can be 



38 

formulated in terms of the hypotheses being stated in null 

form. 

General Null Hypothesis 

There is no significant difference in ability, or in 

demographic or personality factors among Nondropouts (ND's), 

Failing Dropouts (FD's), and Dropouts (D's), between males 

and females, nor between Arts and Science students. 

Specific Null Hypotheses 

1. There is no significant difference in mean 

scholastic aptitude scores among ND's, FD's and D's, between 

males and females, nor between Arts and Science students. 

2. There is no significant difference in the Ad­

missions Averages among ND's, FD's and D's, between males 

and females, nor between Arts and Science students. 

3. There is no significant difference in age among 

ND's, FD's and D's, between males and females, nor between 

Arts and Science students. 

4. There is no significant difference in the means 

of the Responsibility scale of the Gordon Personal Profile (GPP) 

among ND's, FD's and D's, between males and females, nor 

between Arts and Science students. 

5. There is no significant difference in the means of 

the Ascendancy scale of the GPP among ND's, FD's and D's, 

between males and females, nor between Arts and Science 

students. 

6. There is no significant difference in the means 
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of the Emotionality scale of the GPP among ND's, FD's and D's, 

between males and females, nor between Arts and Science 

students. 

7, There is no significant difference in the means of 

the Sociability scale of the GPP among ND's, FD's and D's, 

between males and females, nor between Arts and Science 

students, 

8, There is no significant difference in the means 

of the Cautiousness scale of the Gordon Personal Inventory (GPI) 

among ND's, FD's and D's, between males and females, nor 

between Arts and Science students, 

9. There is no significant difference in the means of 

the Original Thinking scale of the GPI among ND's, FD's, and 

D's, between males and females, nor between Arts and Science 

students. 

10, There is no significant difference in the means 

of the Personal Relations scale of the GPI among ND's, FD's 

and D's, between males and females, nor between Arts and 

Science students, 

11. There is no significant difference in the means 

of the Vigor scale of the GPI among ND's, FD's and D's, 

between males and females, nor between Arts and Science 

students. 

12. A. There is no significant association between 

dropout status and the frequency of certain responses on 

the demographic items, i.e., language, family income, 
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scholastic attainment of father, and main reason for attend­

ing university. 

B. There is no significant association between 

dropout status and the frequency of certain responses on the 

demographic items, i.e., language, family income, scholastic 

attainment of father, and main reason for attending univer­

sity, when the faculty of the student is taken into consider­

ation. 

C. There is no significant association between 

dropout status and the frequency of certain responses on the 

demographic items, i.e., language, family income, scholastic 

attainment of father, and main reason for attending university, 

when the sex of the student is taken into consideration. 



Method 

This chapter presents the setting, the instruments, 

the selection procedure, and the statistical analyses that 

were used in this study. 

Setting 

The University of Ottawa Counselling Service (UOCS) 

conducted an Orientation Testing Programme (OTP) in September 

of each year since 1966, in order to gather information 

regarding freshmen entering the University of Ottawa, 

Specially developed biographical questionnaires and stan­

dardized psychological tests were administered in English 

or French to the participants. Computerized records of 

this information has been kept by the UOCS through the 

University of Ottawa Computing Center. 

Instruments 

From the biographical questionnaire used in the OTP, 

the five following items were selected: sex, mother tongue, 

total family income, scholastic attainment of father, and 

main reason for attending university. These items are 

further described in Appendix A. 

With regard to the variables reflecting socioeconomic 

status, consideration was given to quantifying this 

42 
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information through the use of transformation scales 

(Blishen, 1967; Pineo and Porter, 1967). However, the 

questionnaire data was not sufficiently elaborate to provide 

the required Information. Thus, it was decided that the 

items reflecting total family income and father's scholastic 

attainment would provide the data most relevant to the study 

of dropouts. 

The Otis Self-Administering Test of Mental Ability, 

Higher Form A, consists of 75 Items made up of antonyms, 

synonyms, arithmetic problems, general information, syllo­

gisms, analogies, proverbs and directions. The higher form 

is designed for use with high school students and college 

freshmen and has been used extensively at the UOCS for 

educational and vocational counselling. 

The measures of personality characteristics used in 

the OTP at the UOCS were the Gordon Personal Profile (GPP), 

consisting of four scales as described in Appendix B, and 

the Gordon Personal Inventory (GPI), consisting of four 

scales as described in Appendix C. The GPP has been found 

to contain scales which contribute to factor traits signi­

ficant in predicting college achievement (Smith, 1959). 

But Smith does not consider students who dropped out of uni­

versity. A study by Willingham (1958) looked at dropouts 

from a Naval Air Training Program, and did not find the 

scales of the GPP to be valid. The question arises, then, 

as to whether the scales of the GPP would differentiate 
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between university dropouts and nondropouts. In addition, 

are any of the scales of the GPI useful in differentiating 

between those who drop out of and those who remain at the 

University of Ottawa? 

Participants 

The participants in this study were 397 University of 

Ottawa undergraduate students who: 

1. participated in the OTP between September 1969 

and September 1973 inclusively; 

2. indicated their University of Ottawa Student 

Identification Number (UOSN)5 

3. reported on the Questionnaire that they were 

registered in the first year of a programme in the Faculty 

of Arts or the Faculty of Pure and Applied Sciences; 

4. reported on the Questionnaire their sex, mother 

tongue, family income, father's education, and their main 

reason for attending university; 

5. completed the Otis Test of Mental ability, Form A; 

6. completed the Gordon Personal Profile and the 

Gordon Personal Inventory; and, 

7. were included in the files (active or inactive) of 

academic records in the University of Ottawa Registrar's 

Office. 

Students participating in the OTP during other years 

were disregarded because the information required did not 

appear consistently from year to year. 
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First year students were chosen because they were 

more in need of accurate prediction than other groups, and 

because the dropout phenomenon is of most relevance to this 

group. 

The Faculties of Arts and Science were chosen because 

they had the largest enrolment. Thus, students who registered 

in faculties or schools other than Arts or Science were dis­

regarded . 

Seleetion Procedure 

In view of the fact that the necessary data was not 

all available from the same source, several steps were in­

volved in gathering the required information. 

Step one. Lists of names and UOSN of first-year students 

who had formally withdrawn from the Faculties of Arts and 

Science in the academic years 1969^70 to 1973-74 inclusively 

were obtained from the Registrar's office. 

Step two. These lists were matched with lists of 

students who participated in the OTP between the years 

1969 and 1973 inclusively. 

Step three. Of those participants remaining after 

the removal of the group of Dropouts, a random sample of 

first-year Arts and Science students (Nondropouts) were 

selected from the UOCS computerized records. For the two 

groups (Dropouts and Nondropouts), information regarding 

sex, language, family income, father's education, and main 
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reason for attending university was retrieved from the 

UOCS computerized records. 

Step four. The transcripts of all the participants 

were retrieved from the files of the Registrar's Office, 

The age and admissions average of each of the participants 

were recorded, where available, from the transcript. 

Step five. The transcripts of the Dropout group were 

examined individually to determine the presence or absence 

of failures on the academic record. Those students whose 

records revealed one or more course failures were separated 

and labelled Failing Dropouts; those whose records revealed 

no failures were labelled Dropouts, 

Step six. The transcripts of the group of Nondropouts 

were examined individually to determine if the students met 

the definition of Nondropout; that is, if they continued 

with their academic programme for the appropriate period 

of time. 

These steps resulted in three groups of students: 

188 Nondropouts; 194 Dropouts; and, 15 Failing Dropouts 

eligible for analysis (see Table 1). Using the UOSN, 

the age and admissions average were merged with the other 

pertinent data from the UOCS records. 

Statistical Analysis 

In this section, the statistical procedures used to 

analyze the data will be described. 

1. To test hypotheses 1 to 11, a 3-factor 2 X 2 X 2 



Frequency Distribution 

Dropout Status 

Nondropout (ND) 

Dropout (D) 

Failing Dropout (FD) 

Total 

ile 1 

of the Dropout Variable 

N Percentage 

188 47.4 

194 48.9 

_ii 3.8 

397 100.0 

Note: For the multivariate analysis of variance, 
there were only 216 students with complete 
sets of data. 
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multivariate analysis of variance was used to determine 

the difference between groups (ND's vs. D's, males vs. 

females, and Arts students vs. Science students) on the 

11 quantitative predictors. (Although it was originally 

planned to have a group of subjects in the FD category, 

only 3.8/6, or 15 students, qualified for this category. 

Therefore, as suggested in the thesis proposal seminar, 

the FD category was combined with the Dropout category. 

All tests of the hypotheses were computed using only two 

categories of dropout status.) The multivariate analysis 

of variance provided a multivariate F-ratio which indicated 

the differences between each of the two groups (ND's vs. D's, 

males vs. females, Arts students vs. Science students) 

taking into consideration the 11 predictors simultaneously. 

In addition, the multivariate analysis of variance programme 

provided univariate F-ratios which indicated which of the 

11 variables taken alone differentiated the levels of each 

factor. Using those variables found in the multivariate 

analysis of variance to differentiate the levels of any 

of the three factors, a discriminant function analysis was 

computed to determine the optimal combination of variables 

which discriminated between the two levels of dropout status,-

2. To test hypothesis 12a, b, and c, a Chi-square 

analysis was used on the qualitative variables to determine 

whether there was a relationship between dropout status and 

language, between dropout status and father's education, 
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between dropout status and family income, and between 

dropout status and main reason for attending university, for 

(1) all subjects, (2) Arts students only, (3) Science students 

only, (4) males only, and (5) females only. The Cramer's V 

statistic was used to measure the strength of those relation­

ships which were found to be significant. 

For statistical significance, it was decided to 

accept the .01 level of probability in all cases where 

significance was tested. The results of these analyses 

are presented in the next chapter. 



Results 

The present chapter presents the results of the 

analyses performed on the data. The first section describes 

the testing of the first 11 hypotheses, and the second 

section describes the testing of the 12th hypothesis, 

1, A multivariate analysis of variance was used to 

test the first 11 hypotheses simultaneously. Table 2 

presents the means for the 11 dependent (predictor) quan­

titative variables. Table 3 presents the results of the 

multivariate analysis of variance. It can be seen that 

the overall difference between dropout and non-dropout 

status, as measured by the 11 dependent variables, was 

not statistically significant (Multivariate F-ratio=,66, 

df=ll,208, p<,78). Therefore, in general, hypotheses 

1 to 11 cannot be rejected for the dropout status factor. 

The results further indicated that the overall 

difference between Arts and Science students, as measured 

by the 11 dependent variables, was statistically significant 

(Multivariate F-ratio=2.62, df=ll,198, p<,004). Therefore, 

with regard to Arts and Science comparisons, there were 

indications of overall differences in the 11 dependent 

variables. Specifically, the univariate F-ratio (F=8.55» 

df =1,208, p<.004) for differences in I.Q. score as 
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Table 2 

Means of the Quantitative Dependent Variables 

Nondropout 

Arts Science 

M F M F 

Dropout 

Arts 

M F 

Science 

\ M F 

Age 

HS Grade 

Otis IQ 

Ascendancy 

Responsibility 

Emotional 
Stability 

Sociability 

Cautiousness 

Original 
Thinking 

Personal 
Relations 

Vigor 

19.14 I8.39 

68.32 70.78 

116.39 114.05 

19.91 16.92 

21.80 21.97 

19.00 18.75 

71.15 74.15 

120.24 123.75 

20.05 16.50 

25.00 23.00 

20.43 20.29 24.90 22.00 

19.73 18.66 18.33 19.50 

21.45 22.76 25.14 25.25 

25.1^ 21.87 28.10 22.50 

20.93 22.03 22.33 23.50 

23.41 22.82 25.05 23.00 

18.91 18.16 19.30 19.00 

66.87 71.30 68.58 68.58 

114.91 115.48 116.90 128.20 

20.72 20.55 19.13 20.20 

21.14 23.10 22.93 21.60 

21.51 21.94 21.83 19.20 

20.77 20.90 18.40 23.80 

21.00 23.68 24.57 19.20 

23.00 25.00 25.53 25.40 

20.40 23.52 22.80 22.20 

23.74 23.58 23.40 26.00 
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Table 3 

Factor 1 (Dropout Status): 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Difference Between 

Nondropout and Dropout on 11 Dependent Variables 

Dependent 
Variable 

Combination of 

Age 

HS Grade 

Otis IQ 

Ascendancy 

Responsibility 

Emotional 
Stability 

Sociability 

Cautiousness 

Original 
Thinking 

Personal 
Relations 

Vigor 

11 dep.var. 

MS 

0.03 

90.15 

6.98 

115.62 

5.59 

4.76 

81.44 

0.84 

0.36 

6.09 

2,20 

df 

11,198 

df 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

Multivariate 
F-ratio 

0,66 

Univariate 
F-ratio 

0.01 

2.39 

0.07 

3.̂ 3 

0.19 

0.14 

2.08 

0.02 

0.01 

0.16 

0.07 

Level 
of sign. 

P<.78 

Level 
of sign. 

.90 

.12 

.79 

.07 

.66 

.71 

.15 

.89 

.92 

.69 

.78 



Table 3 (cont'd.) 

Factor 2 (Faculty): 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Difference Between 

Arts and Science on 11 Dependent Variables 

Dependent 
Variable df 

Combination of 11 dep. var. 11,198 

MS df 

Multivariate 
F-ratio 

2.62 

Univariate 
F-ratio 

Level 
of sign. 

p <,004 

Level 
of sign. 

Age 

HS Grade 

Otis IQ 

Ascendancy 

Responsibility 

Emotional 
Stability 

Sociability 

Cautiousness 

Original 
Thinking 

Personal 
Relations 

Vigor 

8.36 

34.12 

799.52 

4.62 

121.77 

122.60 

65.23 

229.52 

273.69 

46.65 

24.85 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

3.87 

0.90 

8.55 

0.14 

4.20 

3.50 

1.66 

5.̂ 2 

7,90 

1.22 

0.85 

.051 

.3^3 

.004 

.712 

.042 

.063 

.197 

.021 

.006 

.271 

.359 
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Table 3 (cont'd.) 

Factor 3 (Sex): 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Difference Between 

Males and Females on 11 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Multivariate Level 
Variable df F-ratio of sign. 

Combination of 11 dep. var. 11,198 2.82 p<.002 

MS £f Univariate Level 
F-ratio of sign, 

Age 

HS Grade 

Otis I.Q. 

Ascendancy 

Responsibility 

Emotional 
Stability 

Sociability 

Cautiousness 

Original 
Thinking 

Personal 
Relations 

Vigor 

20,25 

422.21 

10.90 

112.73 

14.53 

6.70 

1.20 

58.39 

55.44 

138.47 

2.73 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

1,208 

9.37 

11.17 

0.17 

3.3^ 

0.50 

0.19 

0.03 

1.38 

1.60 

3.62 

0.09 

.003 

.001 

.733 

.069 

.480 

.663 

.861 

.242 

.207 

.059 

.761 
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Table 3 (Cont'd.) 

Interactions of Factor 1 (Dropout Status) 
by Factor 2 (Faculty) by Factor 3 (Sex) 

Interaction 

Dropout Status 
by Faculty 

Dropout Status 
by Sex 

Faculty by Sex 

Dropout Status by 
Faculty by Sex 

df 

11,198 

11,198 

11,198 

11.198 

Multivariate 
F-ratio 

0.85 

1.29 

1.47 

0.46 

Level of 
Significance 

P<.59 

P<.23 

P<.15 

P<.93 
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measured by the Otis, indicated differences between the two 

faculties. That is, the faculty of Science students had a 

higher mean I.Q. (119.5) than the Arts students (115.2). 

The univariate F-ratio (F=7.90, df=l,208, p<.006) for 

differences in Original Thinking as measured by the G.P.I, 

indicated differences between the two faculties. That is, 

the faculty of Science students had a higher score (26.22) 

than the Arts students (23.72). This higher score could be 

interpreted to mean that the Science students in this sample 

are more intellectually curious, like to work on difficult 

problems, enjoy thought-provoking questions and discussions, 

and like to think about new ideas more than Arts students. 

Two other dependent variables approached statistical 

significance in terms of being able to differentiate between 

the faculties of Arts and Science. With regard to Cautiousness, 

as measured by the G.P.I., the univariate F-ratio (F=5.42, 

df=1,208, p <.03) indicated that the Science students (24.37) 

were more cautious, considered matters more carefully before 

making decisions, and were less likely to take chances or 

run risks than the Arts students (22.09). The fourth 

dependent variable which showed some ability to differentiate 

between the two faculties was Responsibility, as measured by 

the G.P.P. (F=4.20, df =1,208, p<.05)- That is, the Science 

students (23.55) indicated a higher ability to stick to 

tasks, to be persevering and determined, and to be relied 

on than did the Arts students (21.92). 



The data analysis further indicated an overall sig­

nificant difference between Male and Female subjects, as 

measured by the 11 dependent variables (Multivariate 

F-ratio=2.82, df =11,198, p<,002). Therefore, with 

regard to comparisons between male and female subjects, 

there were indications of overall differences in the 11 

dependent variables. Specifically, the univariate F-ratio 

(F=11.17, df =1,208, p<.001) for differences in High School 

Average, indicated that the female subjects (71.02) had 

higher Admissions averages than did the male subjects (68.35). 

In addition, the univariate F-ratio (F=9.37, df=1,208, p<.002) 

for differences in age revealed a sex difference. That is, 

male subjects were found to be older (19.08) than were the 

female subjects (18.36). 

There were no statistically significant interactions 

between the three independent variables. 

To summarize this section, the data analysis does not 

enable rejection of hypotheses 1 to 11 for dropout status. 

That is, when the Dropout group was compared with the Non­

dropout group, there were no differences in I.Q. score, 

Admissions Averages, age, in the means of the scales of 

the G.P.P. (Responsibility, Ascendancy, Emotionality, 

Sociability), or in the means of the scales of the G.P.I. 

(Cautiousness, Original Thinking, Personal Relations, Vigor). 

With regard to faculty differences, null hypotheses 1 and 9 

were rejected. That is, there were significant differences 
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in I.Q. score and in the Original Thinking scale, with 

Science students scoring higher than Arts students on both. 

Finally, with regard to male and female differences, hypo­

theses 2 and 3 were rejected. That is, females had higher 

Admissions Averages than males, and males were older than 

the females, 

A subsequent discriminant function analysis was con­

ducted to supplement the statistical tests of the multivariate 

analysis of variance. It was found that discrimination 

between Nondropouts and Dropouts was not possible on the 

basis of the predictor variables used. An attempted classi­

fication procedure resulted in approximately chance accuracy; 

approximately 50 per cent were correctly classified, while 

approximately 50 per cent were incorrectly classified. 

2. Hypothesis 12a, b, and c were tested by the use 

of Chi-square analyses. Hypothesis 12a states that there is 

no significant association between dropout status and the 

frequency of certain responses on the demographic items, 

i.e. language, family income, father's education, and main 

reason for attending university. Table 1 in Appendix D 

presents the frequency distribution of dropout status and 

mother tongue. The Chi-square for the association between 

dropout status and mother tongue was 0.43805 (df=2, p<,80). 

Therefore, there was no association between dropout status 

and mother tongue. In Appendix D, Table 2 presents the 
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frequency distribution of dropout status and family income. 

The Chi-square for the association between dropout status and 

family income was 10.882 (df=6, p<".25). There was, therefore, 

no significant association between dropout status and family 

income. Nor was an association found between dropout status 

and father's education (#2=10.362, df=7, P<.25). Table 3 

in Appendix D presents the frequency distribution for dropout 

status and father's education. There did, however, appear 

to be some association between dropout status and main 

reason for attending university (/2=24.293, df=13, P<.05). 

Table 4 presents the frequency distribution of dropout 

status and main reason for attending.university. Since the 

Chi-square statistic only gives the level of significance 

between two variables, a subsequent statistic, Cramer's V, 

was computed to measure the strength of association between 

the two variables. That is, the level of statistical signi­

ficance indicated by the Chi-square statistic could be 

associated with a trivial relationship. A measure of 

strength of association, Cramer's V, would give some indica­

tion of the non-triviality of a significant Chi-square. 

The Cramer's V for the association between dropout status 

and main reason for attending university was 0.254. This 

means that 6 per cent of the variance of dropout status is 

accountable by knowledge of main reason for attending 

university. Thus, it may be concluded that there is virtually 

no real or substantial relationship between dropout status and 



Table 4 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Main Reason for Attending University 

Reason 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Total 

Nondropout 

13 
3.4 

76 
20.2 

24 
6.4 

0 
0.0 

36 
9.5 

2 
0.5 

6 
1.6 

0 
0.0 

13 
3.4 

0 
0.0 

0 
0.0 

9 
2.4 

1 
0.3 

4 
1.1 

184 
48.8 

Dropout 

20 
5.3 

82 
21.8 

14 
3.7 

2 
0.5 

31 
8.2 

3 
0.8 

10 
2.7 

1 
0.3 

8 
2.1 

6 
1.6 

4 
1.1 

10 
2.7 

2 
0.5 

0 
0.0 

193 
51.2 

Total 

33 
8.8 

158 
41.9 

38 
10.1 

2 
0.5 

67 
17.8 

5 
1.3 

16 
4.2 

1 
0.3 

21 
5.6 

6 
1.6 

4 
1.1 

19 
5.0 

3 
0.8 

4 
1.1 

377 
100.0 

X2=24.29, df=13, P<.05 



main reason for attending university. 

Hypothesis 12b states that there is no significant 

association between dropout status and the frequency of 

certain responses on the demographic items, i.e. language, 

family income, father's education, and main reason for 

attending university, when the student's faculty is taken 

into consideration. Using only the Arts students in the 

analysis, the Chi-square for the association between 

dropout status and language was 1.861 (df=2, p<>5)j the 

Chi-square for the association between dropout status and 

family income was 5*776 (df=6, p<.5); the Chi-square for 

the association between dropout status and father's education 

was 7.134 (df=7, p<.75); and the Chi-square for the asso­

ciation between dropout status and main reason for attending 

university was 21.32 (df=13, p<.10). Tables 4, 5, 6, and 7 

in Appendix D present the respective frequency distributions. 

For the Arts students in the sample, therefore, no association 

was found between dropout status and language, between dropout 

status and family income, between dropout status and father's 

education, nor between dropout status and main reason for 

attending university. 

When only Science students were taken into consideration, 

no association was found between dropout status and language 

(^2-3.297, df=2, p<.25), nor between dropout status and main 

reason for attending university (^2=9.467, df=ll, p<.75). 

Tables 8 and 9 in Appendix D present the frequency distri­

butions. There was, however, a significant association 



between dropout status and family income for Science 

students rf2=22.012, df=6, p<.005). The Cramer's V 

for the association between dropout status and family 

income for Science students was 0.391? that is, 15 per 

cent of the variance of dropout status is accountable by 

knowledge of family income. Examination of Table 5 

reveals that generally there was a higher proportion of 

dropouts whose family income was less than $10,000, 

whereas there was a higher proportion of nondropouts whose 

family income was above $10,000. This could be interpreted 

to mean that in the Science faculty, dropouts came from 

poorer families. Some association also appeared to exist 

between dropout status and father's education for Science 

students (^2=l4.92, df=7, P<.05); the Cramer's V for this 

association was 0.319. This means that 10 per cent of the 

variance of dropout status is accountable by knowledge of 

father's education for students in the Science faculty. 

Table 6 presents the frequency distribution. 

In summary, hypothesis 12b cannot be rejected for 

Arts students In the sample, but can be rejected for the 

Science students, where an association was found to exist 

between dropout status and family income, and a moderate 

association was found between dropout status and father's 

education. 

Hypothesis 12c states that there is no significant 

association between dropout status and the frequency of 
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Table 5 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Family Income for Science Students 

Level 

Less than $3,000 

$3,000 - 4,999 

$5,000 - 9,999 

$10,000 - 14,999 

$15,000 - 19,999 

$20,000 - 24,999 

More than $25,000 

Total 

Nondropout 

3 
2.1 

3 
2.1 

11 
7.6 

21 
14.6 

7 
4.9 

10 
6.9 

8 
5.6 

63 
43.8 

Dropout 

3 
2.1 

11 
7.6 

32 
22.2 

23 
16.0 

8 
5.6 

2 
1.4 

2 
1.4 

81 
56.2 

Total 

6 
4.2 

14 
9.7 

43 
29.9 

44 
30.6 

15 
10.4 

12 
8.3 

10 
6.9 

144 
100.0 

X2=22.012, df=6, p<.005 



Table 6 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Father's Education for Science Students 

Level Nondropout Dropout Total 

7 
4.8 

6 
4.1 

12 
8.2 

5 
3.4 

6 
4.1 

4 
2.7 

13 
8.8 

10 
6.8 

63 
42.9 

22 
15.0 

8 
5.4 

22 
15.0 

8 
5.4 

9 
6.1 

5 
3.4 

5 
3.4 

5 
3.4 

84 
57.1 

29 
19.7 

14 
9.5 

34 
23.1 

13 
8.8 

15 
10.2 

9 
6.1 

18 
12.2 

15 
10.2 

147 
100.0 

X2=l4.92, df=7, P<.05 
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certain responses on the demographic items, i.e. language, 

family income, father's education, and main reason for 

attending university, when the sex of the student is taken 

into consideration. Using only male students in the analysis, 

the Chi-square for the association between dropout status 

and language was 2.498 (df=2, p<!.50); the Chi-square for the 

association between dropout status and family income was 

11.390 (df=6, p<.10). Tables 10 and 11 in Appendix D 

present the frequency distributions. For the male students 

in the sample, therefore, no significant association was 

found to exist between dropout status and language, nor 

between dropout status and family income. However, a signi­

ficant association was found between dropout status and 

father's education for male students (^2=19.701, df=7, p<.01). 

Table 7 presents the frequency distribution. The Cramer's V 

for the association between dropout status and father's 

education for male students was 0.284; that is, 8 per cent 

of the variance of dropout status is accountable by knowledge 

of father's education for male students. Some association 

was also found to exist between dropout status and main 

reason for attending university for the male subjects 

(X!2=22,32, df=12, p<«05); Table 8 presents the frequency 

distribution. The Cramer's V for the association between 

dropout status and main reason for attending university 

was 0.302; that is, 9 per cent of the variance of dropout 

status is accountable by knowledge of attending university 



Table 7 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Father's Education for Male Students 

Level 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Total 

Nondropout 

18 
7.4 

14 
5.7 

15 
6.1 

12 
4.9 

13 
5.3 

10 
4.1 

12 
4.9 

15 
6.1 

109 
44.7 

Dropout 

30 
12.3 

14 
5.7 

35 
14.3 

21 
8.6 

15 
6.1 

8 
3.3 

9 
3.7 

3 
1.2 

135 
55.3 

Total 

48 
19.7 

28 
11.5 

50 
20.5 

33 
13.5 

28 
11.5 

18 
7.4 

21 
8.6 

18 
7.4 

244 
100.0 

JZ X^ =19.701, df=7, p<.01 
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Table 8 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Main Reason for Attending University for Male Subjects 

Reason Nondropout Dropout Total 

30 
12,2 

94 
38.4 

23 
9.4 

2 
0.8 

39 
15.9 

3 
1.2 

13 
5.3 

17 
6.9 

5 
2.0 

4 
1.6 

11 
4.5 

1 
0,4 

3 
1.2 

245 
100.0 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Total 

„/2_oo oo . 

11 
4.5 

45 
18.4 

14 
5.7 

0 
0.0 

20 
8.2 

0 
0.0 

4 
1.6 

10 
4.1 

0 
0.0 

0 
0.0 

5 
2.0 

0 
0.0 

3 
1.2 

112 
45.7 

i-r—to T-, s~ nc 

19 
7.8 

49 
20.0 

9 
3.7 

2 
0.8 

19 
7.8 

3 
1.2 

9 
3.7 

7 
2.9 

5 
2.0 

4 
1.6 

6 
2.4 

1 
0.4 

0 
0.0 

133 
54.3 



for the male subjects. Thus, it may be concluded that 

for the male subjects there is only a moderate relationship 

between dropout status and father's education, and between 

dropout status and main reason for attending university. 

For the females in the sample, the Chi-square for the 

association between dropout status and language was 4,361 

(df=2, p<T.25); the Chi-square for the association between 

dropout status and family income was 9.358 (df=6, p-<,25); 

the Chi-square for the association between dropout status 

and father's education was 8.245 (df=7, p-<.50); and the 

Chi-square for the association between dropout status and 

main reason for attending university was 8,245 (df=ll, p<,75). 

Tables 12, 13, 14, and 15 in Appendix D present the respective 

frequency distributions. It is evident, then, that for the 

female subjects, no significant association was found to 

exist between dropout status and language, between dropout 

status and family income, between dropout status and father's 

education, nor between dropout status and main reason for 

attending university. 

To summarize this section, the data analysis does not 

enable rejection of hypothesis 12a, nor hypothesis 12c. 

However, hypothesis 12b was rejected. That is, when the 

faculty of the student was taken into consideration, there 

was a significant association between dropout status and 

family income. 

In the following chapter, the results will be discussed 

in light of their implications. 



Discussion 

This chapter will first re-examine the objectives of 

the present study and summarize the outcome. Subsequent 

sections will discuss the limitations and sources of 

error, and offer suggestions for future research in the 

area of university dropouts. 

The present study was designed to investigate selected 

characteristics of dropouts at the University of Ottawa in 

an attempt to enable prediction of those students who may 

be prone to dropping out. It was felt that a multivariate 

approach would permit the isolation of independent effects 

of several student characteristics on university attrition. 

The characteristics which were selected for examination 

were those related to scholastic ability and performance, 

demographic factors and personality traits. It was hoped 

that such an investigation would provide some confirmation 

and clarification of previous findings in the area of 

university dropouts, as related to the student population 

at the University of Ottawa. 

The outcome of the statistical investigation of 

existing data on the above-described student characteristics 

did not provide definitive isolation of variables which 

would discriminate between those students who drop out of 

69 
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university and those who do not. 

The most significant finding was that for students in 

the faculty of Science, a relationship existed between family 

income and dropout status. That is, Science students who 

dropped out of the University of Ottawa came from poorer 

families, whereas those who persisted came from wealthier 

families. 

Other findings in the present study reflected faculty 

and sex differences, independent of dropout status. Speci­

fically, differences were found between Arts and Science 

students, the latter scoring higher on scholastic ability, 

as measured by the Otis Self-Administering Test of Mental 

Ability. In addition Science students obtained significantly 

higher scores than Arts students on the Original Thinking 

scale of the Gordon Personal Inventory. The interpretation 

of this latter finding was that the group of students from 

the Science faculty, more than Arts students, liked to work 

on difficult problems, were intellectually curious, enjoyed 

thought-provoking questions and discussions, and liked to 

think about new ideas. 

The sex differences which were found to exist revealed 

that the females in the sample were of a younger age and 

had a higher admission average than did the males under 

investigation. 

The following section will discuss the limitations 

of the present study as well as the possible sources of 
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error. The first consideration is of the instruments 

employed in data collection. The Otis Self-Administering 

Test of Mental Ability, the Gordon's Personal Profile, the 

Gordon's Personal Inventory, and the Biographical Ques­

tionnaire were chosen primarily because of their past and 

present implementation at the University of Ottawa Coun­

selling Service. These specific measures of scholastic 

ability, demographic and personality factors had not 

previously been utilized in the exploration of student 

attrition. Their use in the present study was justified, 

it was felt, in view of the fact that they were considered 

to be valid measures of the variables under investigation. 

In addition, regarding the Otis, it was felt that a measure 

of intelligence at the time of university entrance would 

provide information comparable to that provided by college 

admissions tests, such as in the Chambers et al. (1965) study. 

Concerning the use of the GPP and the GPI, the scales have 

been demonstrated to be acceptably reliable, with split-half 

reliability coefficients of approximately .82. Although the 

scales used in the present study did not demonstrate person­

ality differences between dropouts and nondropouts, it 

should be reiterated that previous investigations of 

personality characteristics have been quite contradictory 

and inconclusive, suggesting that the issue is a complex 

and multifaceted one. It is felt that one of the complicating 
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factors in formulating a personality profile of the 

university dropout is the classification of participants 

in the present study, to be considered next. 

In defining the participants in the present investi­

gation, attempts were made to isolate those dropouts who 

were failing at the time of withdrawal from those who were 

succeeding. A study by Suczek and Alfert (1966) reflected 

that dropouts who left in good standing had personality 

characteristics different from those who were failing; the 

dropouts in their study were asked to respond to a ques­

tionnaire from three to six months after their withdrawal. 

However, in the present study, collection of information 

regarding academic standing at the time of withdrawal 

was extremely difficult. At the outset it was felt that 

trying to obtain such information from the students them­

selves via questionnaire would be quite fruitless, in view 

of the fact that they had withdrawn from the university 

three to eight years previously. In addition, the academic 

records often did not reflect any grades for the student. 

Subsequently, only 15 students were found to be eligible 

for the Failing Dropout group. It is felt that the 

inability to separate the students on the basis of 

academic standing was the major limitation of the present 

study. 

The third possible source of error to be considered is 

the selection procedure used in the data collection. 
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Although the information was considered to be accurate and 

representative, the fact that not all of the participants 

had complete sets of data reduced the number of subjects 

used in the multivariate analysis of variance to approximately 

5^% of the original sample. The remaining sample size was 

sufficiently large to permit a multivariate analysis of 

variance procedure; but possibly larger groups of dropouts 

and nondropouts would have displayed significant differences. 

A fourth possibility to be considered is that the 

statistical analyses chosen might have been inappropriate. 

The use of multivariate analysis of variance for the quanti­

tative variables was considered to be the best selection 

for the purposes of this type of investigation, namely to 

assess the effects of 11 variables simultaneously as well 

as independently. The Chi-square analyses and subsequent 

use of the Cramer's V statistic were thought to be the 

most appropriate in determining the significance of 

variables which were not quantitative. 

In view of the above discussion of possible limita­

tions, it is concluded that the sources of data for the 

present study were credible, and that, within the acceptable 

standards for research, the measures used were reliable and 

valid. 

On the basis of the literature review as well as the 

data collection and analysis involved in the preparation 
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of this thesis, a number of suggestions for future invest­

igation of university attrition are forthcoming. 

In the first place, it is recommended that more thorough 

and systematic attempts be made at the time of the student's 

withdrawal to collect information as to his reason for 

leaving. Even for those students who neglect to complete 

a withdrawal form, some type of follow-up contact in the 

form of a questionnaire, personality assessment, or perhaps 

an exit interview, would be helpful in coming to a more 

complete understanding of the motives and concerns of those 

who drop out. It would seem that between the time of 

entrance to the University of Ottawa and the decision to 

withdraw, some change takes place. Further understanding of 

such a transition could lead to development of methods of 

preventing or coping with such a process. 

Secondly, in view of differences noted in the present 

study between the faculties of Arts and Science, it is felt 

that further investigation might explore other faculties in 

order to provide a more complete awareness of factors which 

predispose a student to persistence in or withdrawal from 

a particular faculty. 

Thirdly, exploration of other demographic characteristics 

of those students who withdraw, such as size of home town, 

participation in extracurricular activities (on or off 

campus), or involvement In part-time employment, is recommended. 

A fourth issue which warrants further investigation is 
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the significance of high school average as a possible 

moderator variable. One method for examining this factor 

more closely would be to divide a sample of dropouts into 

those who had high admission averages, and those who had 

low admission averages. It would seem that having an 

extremely successful high school background would also 

relate to personality and demographic factors. Therefore, 

the extent to which high school average might enhance the 

predictive accuracy of such factors is worthy of further 

investigation. 

In conclusion, although the topic under investigation 

offers considerable scope for further investigation and 

clarification, the findings of the present investigation 

could be considered to be valid and reliable. 
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Appendix A 

Items Selected from Biographical Questionnaire 

A. Sex 1. male 

2. female 

B. Mother tongue 1. French 

2. English 

3, Other 

C. Total family income (Father, mother, child who 

contribute to the total family income) 

1. less than $3,000 

2. 3,000 - 4,999 

3. 5,000 - 9,999 

4. 10,000 - 14,999 

5. 15,000 - 19,999 

6. 20,000 - 24,999 

7. 25,000 or more 

D. Scholastic attainment of father 

1. Primary school not completed 

2. Primary school completed 

3. High school not completed 

4. High school completed 

5. Post-secondary studies, not in a Uni­

versity (Normal School, Technological Training) 
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6. Incomplete University Studies 

7. University Graduate (B.A., B.Sc, M.D., 

LL.B., B. Com.) 

8. Graduate Studies (M.A., M.Sc, M.S.W., Ph 

E. The following are various reasons for attending 

university. Select the one most important reason for you. 

1, To increase my earning power 

2, To prepare for a career already chosen 

3, To prepare for a career not yet chosen 

4, To make friends 

5, To increase my knowledge 

6, To improve my social status 

7, To make a better contribution to the 

progress of the world 

8, To find a suitable mate 

9, To prepare myself for graduate studies 

10, To develop further my appreciation of 

the creative arts (Music, literature, etc.) 

11, Did not know what else to do 

12, To sharpen my thinking and reasoning 

processes 

13, My family wanted me to go to University 

14, To acquire intellectual interests 
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Appendix B 

Gordon Personal Profile 

Description of Scales (Gordon, 1963) 

Ascendancy 

Those individuals who are verbally ascendant, who adopt 

an active role in the group, who are self-assured and assertive 

in relationships with others, and who tend to make independent 

decisions, score high on this Scale, Those who play a passive 

role in the group, who listen rather than talk, who lack 

self-confidence, who let others take the lead, and who tend 

to be overly dependent on others for advice, normally make 

low scores. 

Responsibility 

Individuals who are able to stick to any job assigned 

them, who are persevering and determined, and who can be 

relied on, score high on this Scale, Individuals who are 

unable to stick to tasks that do not interest them, and who 

tend to be flighty or irresponsible, usually make low scores. 

Emotional Stability 

High scores on this Scale are generally made by indi­

viduals who are well-balanced, emotionally stable, and 

relatively free from anxieties and nervous tension. Low 

scores are associated with excessive anxiety, hypersensitivity, 
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nervousness, and low frustration tolerance. Generally, a 

very low score reflects poor emotional balance. 

Sociability 

High scores are made by individuals who like to be 

with and work with people, and who are gregarious and 

sociable. Low scores reflect a lack of gregariousness, a 

general restriction in social contacts, and, in the extreme, 

an actual avoidance of social relationships. 
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Appendix C 

Gordon Personal Inventory 

Description of Scales (Gordon, I963) 

Cautiousness 

Individuals who are highly cautious, who consider 

matters very carefully before making decisions, and do not 

like to take chances or run risks, score high on this Scale. 

Those who are impulsive, act on the spur of the moment, make 

hurried or snap decisions, enjoy taking chances, and seek 

excitement, score low on this Scale. 

Original Thinking 

High scoring individuals like to work on difficult 

problems, are intellectually curious, enjoy thought-provoking 

questions and discussions, and like to think about new ideas. 

Low scoring individuals dislike working on difficult or 

complicated problems, do not care about acquiring knowledge, 

and are not interested in thought-provoking questions or 

discussions. 

Personal Relations 

High scores are made by those individuals who have 

great faith and trust in people, and are tolerant, patient, 

and understanding. Low scores reflect a lack of trust or 

confidence in people, and a tendency to be critical of 
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others and to become annoyed or irritated by what others do. 

Vigor 

High scores on this Scale characterize individuals 

who are vigorous and energetic, who like to work and move 

rapidly, and who are able to accomplish more than the 

average person. Low scores are associated with low vitality 

or energy level, a preference for setting a slow pace, and 

a tendency to tire easily and be below average in terms of 

sheer output or productivity. 
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Appendix D 

Table 1 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status 
and Mother Tongue 

Language 

French 

English 

Other 

Total 

Nondropout 

106 
27.4 

72 
18.6 

9 
2.3 

187 
48.3 

Dropout 

120 
31.0 

71 
I8.3 

9 
2.3 

200 
51.7 

Total 

226 
58.4 

143 
37.0 

18 
4.6 

387 
100.0 

^=.4381, df=2, p<.90 
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Appendix D 

Table 2 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and Family Income 

Level Nondropout Dropout Total 

Less than #3,000 

3,000 - 4,999 

5,000 - 9,999 

10,000 - 14,999 

15,000 - 19,999 

20,000 - 24,999 

More than 25,000 

Total 

5 
1.4 

18 
4.9-

48 
13.0-

47 
12.7-

21 
5.7-

21 
5.7-

20 
5.4-

180 
48.8 

7 
1.9 

19 
5.1 

63 
17.1 

53 
14.4 

27 
7.3 

12 
3.2 

8 
2.2 

189 
51.2 

12 
3.3 

37 
10.0 

ill 
30.1 

100 
27.1 

48 
13.0 

33 
8.9 

28 

369 
100.0 

X2=10.882, df=6, p<,25 
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Appendix D 

Table 3 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and Father's Education 

Level Nondropout Dropout Total 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Total 

30 
8.0 

21 
5.6 

28 
7.5 

22 
5.9 

18 
4.8 

12 
3.2 

29 
7.8 

19 
5.1 

179 
47.9 

35 
9.4 

19 
5.1 

45 
12.0 

31 
8.3 
24 
6.4 

11 
2.9 

18 
4.8 

12 
3.2 

195 
52.1 

65 
17.4 

40 
10.7 

73 
19.5 

, 5 3 

14.2 

42 
11.2 

23 
6.1 

47 
12.6 

31 
8.3 

374 
100.0 

X2=io.362, df=7, P<.25 
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Table 4 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Mother Tongue for Arts Students 

Language 

French 

English 

Other 

Total 

Nondropout 

71 
30.6 

46 
19.8 

4 
1.8 

121 
52.2 

Dropout 

63 
27.2 

47 
20.3 

1 
0.4 

111 
47.9 

Total 

134 
57.8 

93 
4o.l 

5 
2.2 

232 
100.0 

£2=1.861, df«2, p<£.50 
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Table 5 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Family Income for Arts Students 

Level 

Less than $3,000 

$3,000 - 4,999 

$5,000 - 9,999 

$10,000 - 14,999 

$15,000 - 19,999 

$20,000 - 24,999 

$25,000 & up 

Total 

Nondropout 

2 
0.9 

15 
6.8 

37 
16.7 

26 
11.7 

14 
6.3 

11 
5.0 

12 
5.4 

117 
52.7 

Dropout 

4 
1.8 

8 
3.7 

30 
13.6 

28 
12.7 

19 
8.6 

10 
4.5 

6 
2.7 

105 
47.3 

Total 

6 
2.7 

23 
10.4 

67 
30.2 

54 
24.3 

33 
14.9 

21 
9.5 

18 
8.1 

222 
100.0 

X2=5.776, df=6, p<.50 
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Table 6 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Father's Education for Arts Students 

Level 

1. 

2. 

3-

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Total 

Nondropout 

23 
10.3 

15 
6.7 

16 
7.1 

17 
7.6 

12 
5.4 

8 
3.6 

16 
7.1 

9 
4.0 

116 
51.8 

Dropout 

12 
5.4 

11 
4.9 

23 
10.2 

22 
9.8 

15 
6.7 

6 
2.6 

12 
5.3 

7 
3.1 

108 
48.2 

Total 

35 
15.6 

26 
11.6 

39 
17.4 

39 
17-4 

27 
12.1 

14 
6.3 

28 
12.5 

16 
7.1 

224 
100.0 

X2-7.134, df=7, P^.75 
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Table 7 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and Main 
Reason for Attending University for Arts Students 

Level 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Total 

Nondropout 

6 
2.7 

47 
20.9 

18 
8.0 

0 
0.0 

24 
10.7 

2 
0.9 

2 
0.9 

0 
0.0 

8 
3.6 

0 
0.0 

0 
0.0 

8 
3.6 

1 
0.4 

3 
1.3 

119 
52.9 

Dropout 

9 
4.0 

47 
20.9 

7 
3.1 

1 
0.4 

19 
8.4 

2 
0.9 

0 
0.0 

1 
0.4 

5 
2.2 

6 
2.7 

2 
0.9 

6 
2.6 

1 
0.4 

0 
0.0 

116 
47.1 

Total 

15 
6.7 

94 
41.8 

25 
11.1 

1 
0.4 

43 
19.1 

4 
1.8 

2 
0.9 

1 
0.4 

13 
5.8 

6 
2.7 

2 
0.9 

14 
6.2 

2 
0.9 

3 
1.3 

225 
100.0 

22=21.32 df=13 P^.10 



Table 8 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status 
and Language for Science Students 

Language 

French 

English 

Other 

Total 

Nondropout 

35 
23.0 

26 
17.1 

5 
3.3 

66 
43.4 

Dropout 

56 
36.8 

22 
14.5 

8 
5.3 

86 
56.5 

Total 

91 
59.9 

48 
31.6 

13 
8.6 

152 
100.0 

^=3.297, df=2, p^.25 
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Table 9 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and Main 
Reason for Attending University for Science Students 

Level 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

9. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Total 

Nondropout 

7 
4.7 

29 
19.5 

6 
4,0 

0 
0.0 

12 
8.1 

0 
0.0 

- .4 
2.7 

5 
3.4 

0 
0.0 

1 
0.7 

0 
0.0 

1 
0.7 

65 
43.6 

Dropout 

10 
6.7 

33 
22.2 

7 
4.7 

1 
0.7 

12 
8.1 

1 
0.7 

10 
6.7 

3 
2.0 

2 
1.3 

4 
2.7 

1 
0.7 

0 
0.0 

84 
56.4 

Total 

17 
11.4 

62 
41.6 

13 
8.7 

1 
0.7 

24 
16.1 

1 
0.7 

14 
9.4 

8 
5.4 

2 
1.3 

5 
3.4 

1 
0.7 

l 
0.7 

149 
100.0 

*2=9.467, df=ll, p.<.75 
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Table 10 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status 
and Language for Male Subjects 

Language 

French 

English 

Other 

Total 

Nondropout 

66 
26.1 

43 
17.0 

5 
2.0 

114 
45.1 

Dropout 

90 
35.6 

4o 
15.8 

9 
3.6 

139 
54.9 

Total 

156 
61.7 

83 
32.8 

14 
5.5 

253 
100.0 

£2=2.498, df=2, p<.50 
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Table 11 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Family Income for Male Subjects 

Level Nondropout Dropout Total 

Less than $3,000 

$3,000 - 4,999 

$5,000 - 9,999 

$10,000 - 14,999 

$15,000 - 19,999 

$20,000 - 24,999 

$25,000 and up 

Total 

3 
1.2 

10 
4.1 

27 
11.2 

33 
13.6 

13 
5.4 

15 
6.2 

9 
3.7 

110 
45.5 

6 
2.5 

17 
7.0 

48 
19.8 

32 
13.2 

17 
7.0 

7 
2.9 

5 
2.1 

132 
54.5 

9 
3.7 

27 
11.2 

75 
31.0 

65 
26.9 

30 
12.4 

22 
9.1 

14 
5.8 

242 
100.0 

^2=11.390, df=6, p<.10 
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Table 12 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Language for Female Subjects 

Language 

French 

English 

Other 

Total 

Nondropout 

39 
29.3 

29 
21.8 

4 
3.0 

72 
54.1 

Dropout 

30 
22.6 

31 
23.3 

0 
0.0 

61 
45.9 

Total 

69 
51.9 

60 
45.1 

4 
3.0 

133 
100.0 

^=4.361, df=2, p<,25 
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Table 13 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Family Income for Female Subjects 

Level 

Less than $3,000 

$3,000 - 4,999 

$5,000 - 9,999 

$10,000 - 14,999 

$15,000 - 19,999 

$20,000 - 24,999 

$25,000 and up 

Total 

Nondropout 

2 
1.6 

8 
6.3 

21 
16.7 

14 
11.1 

8 
6.3 

6 
4.8 

10 
7.9 

69 
54.8 

Dropout 

1 
0.8 

2 
1.6 

15 
11.9 

21 
16.7 

10 
7.9 

5 
4.0 

3 
2.4 

57 
45.3 

Total 

3 
2.4 

10 
7.9 

36 
28.6 

35 
27.8 

18 
14.3 

11 
8.7 

13 
10.3 

126 
100.0 

^=9.358, df=6, p<.25 
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Table 14 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Father's Education for Female Subjects 

Level 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Total 

Nondropout 

12 
9.3 

7 
5.4 

13 
10.1 

10 
7.8 

5 
3.9 

2 
1.6 

16 
12.4 

4 
3.1 

69 
53.5 

Dropout 

5 
3.9 

5 
3.9 

10 
7.8 

10 
7.8 

9 
7.0 

3 
2.3 

9 
7.0 

9 
7.0 

60 
46.5 

Total 

17 
13.2 

12 
9.3 

23 
17.8 

20 
15.5 

14 
10.9 

5 
3.9 

25 
19.4 

13 
10.1 

129 
100.0 

"^2=8.245, df=7, P<.50 
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Table 15 

Frequency Distribution of Dropout Status and 
Main Reason for Attending University for Female Subjects 

Level Nondropout Dropout Total 

1 . 2 
1.5 

2 . 31 
23.7 

3 . 10 
7.6 

5 . 16 
12,2 

6. 2 
1.5 

7 . 2 
1.5 

8 . 0 
0,0 

9. 3 
2.3 

10 . 0 
0.0 

12 . 3 
2 .3 

13. i 
0.8 

14. 1 
0.8 

To ta l 71 
54.2 

1 
0.8 

33 
25.2 

V
JJ

 

• N
O

V
A

 

12 
9.2 

0 
0.0 

1 
0.8 

1 
0.8 

1 
0.8 

1 
0.8 

4 
3.1 

1 
0.8 

0 
0.0 

6o 
45.8 

3 
2.3 

64 
48.9 

15 
11.5 

28 
21.4 

2 
1.5 

3 
2.3 

1 
0.8 

4 
3.1 

1 
0.8 

7 
5.3 

2 
1.5 

l 
0.8 

131 
100.0 

Z2=8.245, d f = l l , p<,75 
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Abstract 

Previous research investigating university attrition 

has considered a wide variety of factors in relation to this 

phenomenon. The literature is criticized for the variability 

and inconsistencies which exist in the nature of the samples 

studied, the criteria for classification of dropouts, and 

the personality measures which have been used. 

In the present study a 2 X 2 X 2 multivariate analysis 

of variance, testing the significance of 11 quantitative 

variables did not reflect significant differences between 

Nondropouts (n=107) and Dropouts (n=109)? thus, these two 

groups did not differ in I.Q. score, admission averages, 

age, or personality characteristics. When dropout status 

was held constant, Females (n=78) were found to be lower 

than Males (n=138) in age and higher on admission average; 

Science students (n=6o) were found to score higher than 

Arts students (n=156) on I.Q. score and on Original Thinking. 

Chi-square analyses for those variables which could not be 

considered in the multivariate analysis found an association 

to exist between dropout status (Nondropout=63, Dropout=8l) 

and family income for students in the faculty of Science. 

In conclusion, it was suggested that more systematic 

attempts be made in the future to collect information as 
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to students" reasons for withdrawing, that further investi­

gation might explore other faculties, that other demographic 

variables be included, and that high school average be 

considered as a moderator variable in university dropout 

research. 


