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INTRODUCT 1ON

$tudent attrition from higher education 1s a major
problem of higher education and needs to be studied on as
the central point of attention in education psychology. A
study of educational psychoiogy without an understanding of
the problems that lead students to drop out makes N0 sense.
A review of the attrition of students from higher education
wotld help us to know the basic problems that student of
higher education are facing and in making programmes and
noliciers towards eradicating these problems. A jarge number
of  dropout would lead to an  operational and  financiai
failure of the institution. Ihus attrition problem neeas 1.0

be naid attention.

Though many researches have been done on  J8GGGESD
data of dropout, there are relatively Tittle res=arch oo
the factors of dropout. Jhe background characteristics and
psycho-soci1o factors that lead a student decide whethar Lo

dropout or persist are still to be expliored.

As students dropoutl rate decides mzny oDerationa:

factors 11 edUcaTonal Tnat T oTisn, it needs Lo LR sk



studied on and the factors with expicred. To wunderstand
dropouts it is necessary to define dropouts and distinguish
it from persistent student students who have education
before completing a degree are dropcout whare as the non-
dropouts are the persisters. Farlier it was thought that a
students socio-economic status 1s the single most factor on
which students decision to dropout or persist depeand. But
with a closer look at the dropout process made researchers
realise that students socio-economic status is one of the
mAny bhackground characteristics that affects students

decisinn, along with many other variable determine the same.

5tudents wrhioc are persisting definitely have some thinags
Jistinguishingly different trom dropout students tnat makes

the stud<sntis Jde-ide to persisil.

Resear 2har on student persistence have taken dozar:
variables as the deciding factor in  student persicsti-is o
These factors range {from students Heckgircuno
charactaristics: such as age, sex, religicn, famiiy sire,

socio-economic status., family aspiration to environmentsl

and oruanisational factors such as  <ollege environment., i,



institutional size and location relationship with faculty
and peers, extracurricular activities, provision of
scholarship etc, motivations and personality factors such as
personality difference between persisters and dropouts,
educational and occupational interest, motivational 1levels
and commitments etc. These researches however, have been
done referring to some theories and can he classified under
the broad categories of theory taging the kind of factors

they emphasis on.

Tha STATE OF THEORY ON STUDENT DEPARTURE

tne way of distinguishing theories of student departure
from each other is done by researchers by the emphasis on
different individual ancd envircnmental forces in the snaping
of student behaviour. Houghly the past thecries «can be

categorize into one of the five types, each with 1ts own

particular focus s4nd Jevel of analysis. irese cAan be
described by the terms ‘psychological’, ‘sccietal’,
‘aconomic’, ‘organisational’ and '"interactional’.



PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES OF STUDENI DEPARTURE

Psychological models dominated the thinking of
researchers in the decades immediately folliowing the second
world war. lhey argued that student behaviour is primarily
the reflection of student attributes, specially those that
describe the individual's psychological characteristics.
Models such as those by Summerskill (1962) and marks (1Y6/7)
point to the image of intellectual attributes as shaping the
individual™s ability to meet the academic challengec of
college life, while those by Heilburn (19&65%), Rose & 1lton
(1966) stress the role of personality, motivational anda
dispositional characteristics in influencing the students’

ability and/or willingness to meet challenges.

Typically., research of this type has sought TO
distinguish <stayars and leavers 1in tearms of personat
attributes that acount for differing responses TG

supposedly similar <circumstances. Heiburn (1965) eargued
that dropouts were likely to be less mature, more likeily to
rebel against suthority and would tend to be less serious In

their sndeavors and jess dependable than persisters. RAnse



and I1ton (1966) argued that student leaving is an immediate
reflection of maladjustment and directed hostility.
students with hich hostility who are unable to adjust to the
college tend to direct their hostility to their problems
toward the institution and either leave higher education
altogether or transfer to another institution. However,
their views share a common theme, namely, that retention and
departure are primarily the reflection of individual
actions, largely due to the ability and willinaness of the
individual to successfully complete the tasks associated
with college attendance. More importantly, such models
invariably sge student departure as raflecting some
chaortcoming and/or weakness of the individual. Leaving 1s,
assumed to be a reflection of an individual’'s personal
failure to measure upto the demands of college life. Jhouah
e<ternal forces may matter, the individuail alone bears the

nrimary responsibility for persistence.

There is some merit in this view, as individual actions
matter and intellectual and personality attributes influence
student persistence. At the same time, there Iis nc

substantial body of evidence to suggest trniat ‘eavers are

[



consistently different in personatity from stayers or that
such a thing as ‘drop out personality’ exists. Rather, one
1s led to believe that the observed differences in
personality attributes cf stavers and leavers are

situationally determined.

I1. SOCIAL THEORIES OF STUDENT DEPARTURE

At the other end of the spectrum are environmental
theories of student departure which emphasize the impact of
wider social and economic forces on the behaviour of
students in institutions of higher education. One variant
of the environmental perspective, referred to here as
‘societal thearies of student departure’ sees educational
attainment as only one part of the broader process of sccial
attainment and the success of failure of students in higher
education as being moulded by the same forces that shape
social success generally. Rather than focussing on

individual dispositions, societal theories have concerned

1. Vincent Tinto. Theories of Student Departure
Revisited. In John C. Smart {&d.} Higher Education:
Handbook of Theory and Research, 1986, New York:
Agathon Press.



themselves with those attributes of individuals,
institutions and society such as social status, race,
institutional prestige and opportunity structure that
describe the individuals’ and the institutions’ place in the

broad hierarchy of society.

For example, Karabel (1972) and Pincus (1980) like most
conflict theorists have argued that social institutions in
general (and higher education in pa?ticu1ar) are structured
to serve the interests of the prevailing soncial and
educational elites. In their view, student departure must
be understood not as an isolated individual event, but as
part. of a larger process of social stratification which
operates ToO preserve existing patterns of educational and
cocial  ineguality. lThus, 1t 1is argued that individual
social status, race and gender are particularly important
predictors of student success and that high rates of
departure in the two year colleges reflect the desire of
educational organizations to restrict educational and social
opportunity to particular groups in society.1

Clark, 1960, Pincus. 1980.



Other theorists, who share the structural functional
view of sociery, see the outcome of schooling as a
reflection of the largely meritocratic contest among
individuals for social attainment (Duncan et al 1972, Sewel]
& Hauser, 1975, Featherman and Houser, 1978). In their
view, differences in educational attainment and therefore,
1N patterns of student department, tend to mirror
differences 1in individual skills and abilities rather than
social status per se. Social theories of departure often
stress the role of external forces in the process of student
persistence, which mainstream frequently insensitive to the
institution-specific character of the student retention.
lhough usefu:l in the aggregate, that is, in describing bkraad
trends in retention in society generally, these theories sare
less wuseful 1n explaining the institution-specific forces
that shape the varying forms of student institutiora:

departure,

III. ECONOMIC THEORIES OF STUDENT DEPARTURE

Derived from economic theories of educations’



attainment, the work of researchers such as Jensen (1481},
Iwai & Churchill (14982}, Manski & Wise 1983), Voorhees
{14984) =share the view that 1ndividual decisions about
persistence are not different in substance from any other
economic decision that weighs the costs and benefits of

alternative ways of investing one’s scarce economic

resources. More importantly, economic theories unlike
societal theories generally seek to take account of
institution-specific forces by arguing that individual
welghing of costs and benefits necessarily reflects

individual experijences within a given i1nstitution setting.
Nevertheless, economic theories are generally insensitive 1o
the sccial or non-pecuniary forces inside and oOuLSids
institutions the c¢olour individual decisions reqarding
parsistence, Understandably, A1l such theories emphasize
the I1mportance of tinances and financial aid 1irn  student
rotvention  (e.g. Iwai & Churchi11 1482, slampen & Cabera
1480} and have been unable to explain how various forms of
departure =arise within institution of higher education.
Indeed, there 1is tlittle financial forces, are for most
etudents paramournt in reterntion decisions. ine one

exceptinn to this conclusion concerns financial aic in  the



form of work-study arrangements. Within limits as expressed
by haours worked, this form of fimancial aid has consistently
been shown to effect persistence positively (e.g, Astin

19756).

Though there is little doubt that financial
considerations are important to the continued persistence of
some students, most notably those from working c¢iass and
disadvantaged backgrounds, they tend to be of secondary
importance to  the decisions of most other students. The
reasons are two-fold. First, the effect of finances wupeon
persistence is mogt often taken up in decisions regarding
college entry, that 18, whether to attend, where to attend,
and in what form (full time or part time) to attend (Manski
& Wise 14H3), Second, though students frequently <ii#&

finances as reasons for withdrawal, those reasons nocrmaliy
reflect other forces not associated with finances such  :e

disgsatisfaction with the institution.

It might be observed that esconomic theories may be
better suited to the anaiysis of reten<ion at the jevel o

the system than at the leve! of instituticn. Cver time. for



instance, it 1is «quite likely that the availabiiity of
different types of financial aid (e.g. the shifting of aid
from outright grants to loans) together with changing
economic conditions in the marketplace, do influence the
aggregate rate at which cohorts of students are able to
complete their college degrees. But even here the track
record of such analyses 1is spotty. As Oosterbeek (1989)
observes, there is much to be done before such theories can
be gainfully employed in the study of retention 1in higher

education.

IV, ORGANISATIONAL THEORY OF STUDENT PERSISTENCE

Organisational theories are concerned with the 1impact
of environmental factors on student behaviour. However
rather than focussing on broad social and ecoriomic forces,
their attention centres on the effect of the organisation of
higher educational 1institutions. Like studies of role
socialization and worker productivity and turnover
organisational theories of departure (Kamens, 197t and Bean,

1982), cee the occurrence of student ceparture as reflecting



the 1impact of the organization on the sococialization and

satisfaction of students.

tTypically, researchers have Jlooked at the effect of
organisational dimensions, such as bhureaucratic structure,
size, faculty-student ratio and institutional resources and
gecals on the aggregate rates of student institutional
departure. though individual attributes are somet imes
included, éhey are not of primary theoretical interest,
kamen's multl dnstitutional  study (1971) for instance,
focussed on the 1mpact of organisational size and complexity
of student role sccialization and retention. He argued that
it larger institutions with distinct student “charters’
would have Jower student attrition and higher rates of
persistence because of the superior capacity to aliocata
students to the more prestigious positions in society. 5uch
"charters”™ are a reflection, not only of dnstitutior=s]
resopurces but alsn of Yinks that larger mmstitutions
maintain with different occupational and economic groups.
Bean’s study takes a somewhat different view of departure 3in
that if looked at the impact of organisational attributee

and rewargds on retention and persistence thraough their



impact on student satisfaction. It 1is argued that
institutional rates of retention - that is student turnover
would be heightened by institutional policies that 1ncrease
students’' participation and enhance their rewards for ‘work’

in the institution.

As in formal organizations, organizational decision
within higher education necessarily affects the satisfaction
of all members with organization, students as well as staff.
In this respect, organizational models are especially
appealing to institutional planners concerned with the
restructuring of organization to achieve greater
institutional eftfectiveness, for they focus on

organizational attributes that are directly alterable by

administrative action. These models should be appealing to
researchers interested in comparative analysis of
institutional retention. For, they make it possible tao

highlight how different organizational structures are
related to different retention outcomes among relatively

similar student bodies.

13



However, crganizational theories such as Bean's (1383)
and to a letter extent kamen’'s (14/1), lack explanatory
power in that they do not show that the non-organizational
attributes eventually 1impact on student decision to stay
back or leave. The theories normally do not point out the
intervening factors, such as student sub-cultures and
patterns of student-faculty interaction, that serve to
transmit the effect of the organisation to student
behaviour, Nor do they explain why different types of
students take on different types of leaving behaviour within
the institution. They are not well suited to explaining the
patterns of departure/resistance that arise among different

types of student within the institution.

V. INTERACT LONAL THEORIES OF STUDENI PERSISTENCE

Interactional theories hold that student behaviour
reflected both individual and organizational atiributes.
Interactional theories of student departure have taken the
view that student leaving reflects individual’s experience

in the total culture of tne institution as manifested 1in

both formal and informal crganization of the institution.

14



They stress the role of informal organization (e.g. students
groups and sub-cultures) and the 1mportance of patterns of
personal interaction among students, faculty and staff in
shaping student departure. They arque that student
departure necessarily reflects the interpretation and
meaning that individuals attach to their expressions within
the institution. Though individual attributes matter, their
impact cannot be understood without reference to how they
retate to the understanding of that different students have

of events within the institution.

lhey are several variants of the interactional view,
such Aas those using the notion of role socialization and
"person-role fit" to describe student departure. (Pervin &
Rubin 1967, koat Man 14/2). For them, socialization 1intc
the student role is central to the retention process. As a
consequence, the more closely aligned with that role that
students see themseives to be, the more likely they are to
stay. Conversely, the greater the perceived discrepancy
between the individual's perception of self and student, the

greater the likselihood of departura,.



In heterogeneous settings or in those with no dominant
student sub-culture (e.g. non-residential colleges). the
same noticon may provide a less suitable account of student
departure, The ‘person-role fit' model tends to make the
false assumption that all leavings are same in character and

in source.

A more complex interactionail view of departure, is of
Tinto (1475, 1987). A derivative of Spady’'s earlier work
{(1970), it draws on the work of French sociologist Durkheim,

{Durkheim, 14951).

fintn’s model argued that colleges are very much 1like
other human communities and that the process of persistence
1s  very much like those processes within communities that
tnfluence the establishment of community membership. in the
multifarceted world of colleges, student decision to leave or
stay back are seen as directly and indirectly infiuential by
t.he individual’s social (personal) and intellectual
{normative) experiences in the varied communities, academic
and social, that make upo the world of college. The

decisions to leave reflect those personal attributes ifhat



are associated with how individuals interact with, and come
to attach meaning to, the world around them. Given the
person’s abiliity to meet minimum academic standards, the
model sees personal interaction or contact, especially with
facuity and immediate peers, as the primary vehicle through
which membership or persistence is attained (the absence of

rewarding interaction being the basis of departure).

Though quite complex, the interactional models provide
a more inclusive view of the departure process: one that
integrates both the grganizational and the psychological
view, while enabling researchers to sort out the various
forms of leaving that are typically subsumed under the latel
"drop out”. More importantly, that highlight the wvarious
mechanisms <through which organizations and personaiity
impact departure, By doing so, they move from a largely

descriptive view of departure to an explanatory theory ihat

is amenable tc testable hypothesis.

The interaction model 1is, as Peterson (1885) notes, the

only theorvy of student persistence, which has generatec =a

systematic testing and explanation of student persistence 1n

17



and departure from higher education (e.g. Pascarella &
Terenzini 1979, 1983, Munro, 1981). 1In almost all cases,
research supports the theoretical contention that student
integration 1in academic and social communities of the
college, are the single most 1important predictors of

persistence following entry.

The 1interaction model has been particularly effective
in studying the attrition/resistance among minority
students. Eddins (14987), Attkinson & Richardson (14983},
Baan & Hull {(1984), Benett & Okinaka (1984}, UDonovan {1984),
Pascarella (1985), Nettles et.al (1986), Fox (14986),
Fascarella et al (1989) & Noral (1987). Studies such as
those by Suen (1983) & Flemming (1984) highlighted the
importance of group membership and perceptions of acceptance
of minority persistence. They support the notion that the
prevailing ethos of a community, specifically 1its support
can be critical to minority persistence. The same is time
of studies focusing on the persistence of non~traditional
students (Metzner & Bean 1987, Swift 1987) and deaf students

(Stinson, 1987).

18



studies on attrition level typically assumed that
measures of interaction are suitable proxies for a student’s
integration into the college, though this need not apply Tor
all students. Some students may perceive themselves as
involved even though their formal contact with the faculty
is minimal (students who learn through correspondence) while
others may see themselves as alienated even though contact
with faculty may be freaquent. The quality of contact holds
the key to understanding the person’s perception of

involvement.

Interaction models have tended to overlook the effect
of formal aspects of the institution on student behaviour.
The adoption of organisational model makes it possibie to
trace more accurately the direct and indirect effecrts of
organizations on students’ behaviour. Availlable evidence
suggests that one of the primary effects of the organisation
on student departure is indirect through its 1influence on
the character of the social and intellectual communities
within the college (formal academic policies, such as
requiring facuity to take attendance, whicn may a:ter not

only the nature of classroom 1Instruction but also the

19



character of the academic communities of the college. Such
policies may have thus wider, though often unintended impact
on student retention that extend beyond 1initial policy

goals.

On a different Jevel organizational attributes such as
size, vertical differentiation, and workload, may also
influence persistence through their 1impact on student-
faculty contact. As fegards the effect of institutional
size, a recent multi-institutional study of persistence over
years found that institutional selectivity and size both
have negative indirect effect upon persistence. In the
later instance, increased size has a negative 1impact upon
social integration and contact with faculty, which in turn

has a negative indirect effect upon persistence.

The inclusion of organizational variabies 1n current
interactional theories of departure can lead to a more
compiete guide for administrative policy formation. It may
also dc so by pointing out the various and often unintended
ways in which formal administrative actions impact upon

student departure, Combining the interactional and

20



organisational theories may also serve as an effective tool
for the comparative study of student departure in different
institutional settings. They may make 1t possibte, for
instance, to analyse more carefully the ways 1in which
different organizational structures impact upon
institutional rates of student departure. Though some very
informative attempts have been made to wuse existing
interactional models for this purpose (e.g. Pascarella and
Chapman, 1983: Pascarella and Wolfe, 1985, Stecker et atl
1988; Williamson and Creamer, 1988), the research has ontly
bequn to scratch the surface of the multi-Tayered effects of
different institutional settings on student departure.

[ETION

STOP OU!, TRANSKFER AND SYSTEM WITHDRAWAL ": »

7y~64gé.

Most. of the recent theories on attrition have focused
on  the distrnction between staying or leaving. They have
not sought to explain why it is that some will withdraw cniy
temporarily (stop outs), some will transfer to other
institutions (inter-institutional transfer) while others
wiil witharaw from higher education altogether

(instituticnal departure).

Digg
378. 198019
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it must be recognised that not all such departures are
similar in character. Some, in fact, have Tittie to do with
events 1internal to the college but reflect 1instead either

the effect of events outside the college or the impact of

particular type of individual goals. Some depart only
temporarily with the intention of returning. They ‘stop
out’ rather than ‘drop out’. 1In these cases, external

events are much more important than the events internal to
the college. Rather than being pushed out, they are usually
pulled away from college attendance by external forces,
often those associated with work or family. 1t should be
noted, however, that not all ‘stop outs’ are intentional 1in
this way. In some cases the person first Jleaves without
intending to return and only afterwards reconsiders. lhe
later decision to return is not associated with an earlier

decision to i1eave.

It is also evident that some individuals enter college
with the intention of transferring to another institution

prior to degree completion.

22



It is seen that researcher on college departure has
been expioratory, designed to tdentify significant
relationships without referring to a theoretical framework
or focussing on system attrition. There have been numerous
studies on dropout rates (and particularly dropouts 1in
schools and truancy) but there has been relatively Jlittle
research on students persistence 11n  higher educatrion.
Tinto, Biddle Bank and Slavings, Pascarella and lerenzini
studied American Students. This mode)l present study aims at
identifying some psycho-social factors associated with

students persistence in higher education.

23
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

ihe present section focuses on studies conducted in the

area of student persistence in higher education.

Though thecory development and research on student
attrition 1in higher education has been largely an American
phenomenon, studies have also been carried out in some other
countries. However, 1in most cases, research has been
exploratory in character and/or focused on system attrition.
In noc case, has research been carried out wusing the

interactional theocries of student departure.

Among the various researches on student persistence,
the work of Spady and Tinto has been dominant ones which

precipitated the maximum number of researches.

spady (1370} views the college as a social system with
its own value and social structures. using Durkheim’s
theory of suicide as base, he builds upon it a descriptive
theory of drop out behavicur. Spady assumed that socia’
conditions affecting the drop out of students from the

social system of college would resemble those resulting in



suicide in the wider society, namely, insufficient
interactions with others in the college and 1insufficient
congruency with the value patterns of the college
colliectivity. Tinto (1975) developed his model on the
earlier work of Spady (1471). An outgrowth of Drukheim’s
theory of suicide. T7Tinto's model is based largely on degree
of fit between the individual student and the institutional
environment. The model suggests that students come to a
particular college or university with a range of background
traits (race, academic, achievement, aptitude, family
education, financial context, etc.), which lead to initial
commitments, both to the goal of graduation from college and
to the specific institution attended. Both the background
traits and initial commitments are hypothesized to influence
not only the academic achievement but also the students’
social and academic integration. Other things being equal
the greater the person's level of social and academic
integration, the greater is the institutional commitment and
commitment to the goal of graduation from college. Tinto's

model has been known as an interactional model of college

ttrition and retention.

fu
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Another important research precipitating further
investigation has been the theoretical model of achievement
bekaviour, in which behaviours are defined 1in terms of
persistence, choice and performance. This model proposed by
Parsons and Colleagues (1983) provides a framework for
specifying the casual relationships among aptitude,
socialization, attitude and other affective factors. In a
study Ethington (14990) examined Parson’'s mode of
achievement behaviour., he examined the two constructs that
were hypothesized to directly influence persistence. First
was the value placed on college attendance and the second
was the expectations for success in college. He found only
the first one having significant influence on persistence.
Level of degree aspiration also had a strong and significant
influence. In this study, Ethington also found that prior
achievement of students had the strongest total effect on

any of the variables in this model.

Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) did an extensive
investigation on the main and interaction effects of
students’ characteristics and measures of sociad and

academic integration on voluntary freshman withdrawal

26



decisions, After controlling for the influence of twelve
student-enterina characteristics, they found that the
thirteen measures of social and academic integration
contributed significantly in the explanation of voluntary
withdrawal from college. Students entering characteristics
were found to influence the specific measures of social and

academic integration.

Another research which precipitated further work was
done by Biddle, Bank and $lavings (1985). Data of a ‘large
mid - western university were analysed. With abijity
levels, grades, academic majors and many othar

characteristics of the students’ controlled, the effects of

social influences on students persistence remained
significant. Parents and peers were found to have strongsr
influence than faculty members on the persistence of
students, Normative influences were found to be =stronger

than the modelling influences.

Some factors that influenced student persistence and

have been researcned are:



ECONOMIC FACTORS

Researches on economic factors leading to attrition
reveal that most students dropout when they cannot afford to
continue at college. [ffert (19567) found that the financial
reasons were ranked third in importance by students as a

reason for their dropping out.

Iffert (1957} concluded that the financial aid programs
were insufficient and the funds should be used solely for
grants, instead of being distributed through other forms of
financial aid (such as loans of work-study). Iffert’'s post
hoc evaluation of the distribution of financial aid
resources showed that if the resources had been used only
for garants, an additional 80,000 students wculd have
graduated from coliege in the four years during which this

study was conducted.

Medsker and 1ilery (1%/1) found out that economic
factors exert a strong influence on college completion.
Students supported Ly psrerts, scholarsnips. or personal

savings tend to remain in college. Medsker and Tilery also

28



argued that public junior college students, as a group, come
from families in income groups that are lower than those of
the wuniversity students. The student who works at a job
while attending c¢ollege has a reduced time for studies,
Thus, a Jjob may interfere with satisfactory progress.
Moreover, the Jjob offers the student an alternative to

remaining in college (Astin, 1972).

Fields and LeMay (1973) have reported from their
findings that receiving financial aid will 1increase the
chances of the student’s enrclling in college, regardless of

the type of aid (grants, loans or work-study).

The research by Jensen (1981), I1war and Churchill
(19821}, Manski and Wise (1982), Voorhees (1984) shared the
view that individual’s decisions about persistence are not
different in substance from other economic decisions 1n that
they weigh the costs and benefits of alternative ways of
investing their scarce economic resources. Al these
studies emphasized the importance of financial aid and

“irances in students’ retention.

29



FAMILY BACKGROUND

kResearch has indicated that factors associated with
family background are alsg 1important to the child’s
educational attainment and performance in college. the most
important of these factors are the quality of relationships
within the family and the interest and expectations parents
have for their children’s education. [t is sesen that the
families where parents are more open, democratic and
supportive ana nave lass conflicting relationship with their
children, tend to produce children who are more persistent
(Congdon, 1464: Merill, 1464). College persisters seem tc
get. more parental advice, praise and express more interest
in their ccllege experience. According to Hackman and
Dysinger (1970}, persisters have parents who express greater
expectations for their children’s further education. Astin
(1964), Eckiand (14964b), Lembesis (1465) and Mc.Hannon
(1965) have shown that family’'s socio economic status 1is
inversely related to dropout and positively to persistence.
Astin (1984) in a 4-year longitudinal study of 6,800 high
aptitude students, found that fatner s ecucaticn. mother's

education, father’'s occupation, mother's cccupationh each hao
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a significant direct and positive effect on students

persistence at college over a flour year period.

In contrast, Reitzes and Murtran 1980) using a Jlarger
set of variables and more statistical controls, reported
that father’s education and family income had no direct
effects on the educational pians of undergraduates, although
parental characteristics exerted some indirect effect

through studerts’ past academic performance.

Children from lower status family seem to dropout more
often even when inteliigence has been taken into account

(Sewell and Shah, 1967).

Rrssman and Kirk {1970) through thelr research did not
find any significant relationship between father’s
occupation and students persistence j.e., students wnose
fathers were 1n lower occupational positions do not dropout
at significantly higher rates.

Eckilands Study (1565; demonstrated tnat, cver a 10

year’s period, SES variables become significant in



predicting which students will return to college after

dropping out.

To summarize the findings on familiar background 1t
appears that college persisters are more likely to come from

families whose parents are more educated.

Anderson and Munro (1981) from a National Longitudinal
Study of high school class of 1972, (which measured parental
influence), used different regression models for analyses of
data for this study. Both reported that parental

aspirations had significant effects on students attrition.

Sewell and Hauser (1480) supported the mediated process
of influence through internalization. Through this process,
parents include their aspirations into the minds of children
and thus influence them through internalizing the decision
to stay or leave. Additional support to claims about tha
indirect effects of family background has come from Aitken
(1982), who noted that the academic performance of

unNiversity freshmen and fcund significantly higher if their

parents had c¢ollege degrees. Though SES factors are



commonly believed to influence persistence, research has
provided equivocal results. There has been 1ittle agreement

as to the effects and significance of SES factors on rates

of attrition.

Slocum (1956) reported that only 35% of the dropout
samples felt that their parents were very much interested in
the student completing college as contrasted with 81% of the

‘parents of those who did not dropout.

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENI

Wise family students’ own ability Jlevel 18 a
determinant of college persistence. Individuals’ own
ability 1s a measure of different aspects of individual
competence. Sewell and Shah (1967) found that individual's
measdred ability was nearly twice as important in accounting
for dropout as was the social status of the family. Among
the various measures of ability, most of the researches on
dropout and persistence have focussed on ability as
gemcnstrated through grade point performance. This 18

because it corresponds more closely to the individual's
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ability to achieve within an educational setting with social
and academic requirements not too different from that of the

college (Astin, 1972).

With respect to past academic achievement and grade
performance, many studies have shown it to be the single
most important factor in predicting persistence in coliege
(Ammons, 1971 Astin.‘1970: Kemens, 1371; Mock and Yongsa,
1969; Blancheild, 1971; Chase, 1970; Morrisey, 1971 and

Summerskill, 1462).

Demitroff (19/4) asserted that academic factors are the
most. reliable predictors of attrition, concluding that 1t is
the only variable that can be usefully employed as a
predictor and that adding other variables does not greatly

improve prediction.
Astin and 1ffert (1977) found that scholastic aptitude

is only half as stable in prediction as high school rank.

it can not separately predict college persistence.
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Researchers have found it important to distinguish
between drop outs,who are academic dismissals and those who
are voluntary withdrawals with this regard, because the
latter often score higher on various measures of ability and

their grade performance 1is higher than the former ones

(Coker, 1968, Hackman and Dysinger, 1970, laylor, 1970,
Rossman, Kirk and Sexton, 146b). Hackman and Dysinger
{1970) were able to distinguish between persisters,

transfers, voluntary withdrawers and academic dismissals in
terms of the intaraction between an individuals Jlevel of
academic performance (as measured by grade point average)
and the level of commitment to the goal of college

completion. They found out that:

a. Students with solid academic competence but moderately
low commitment to college competition tended to withdraw
voluntarily from college, often to transfer to another
institution or re-enrcl]l at the same institution at a

later date (i.e. Stop cut}.



-

b. Students with poor academic qualifications but
moderately high commitment tended to persist in coliege
ti11 completion or until forced to withograw for academic

reason (i.e. academic dismissals); and

C. Students with both low commitment to college completion
and moderately Jlow academic competence tended to
withdraw from <c¢ollege and not transfer to another
institution or re-enrcll at a later date {(1.e. permanent

drcp out).

Johnson and Rossman  (19/3), in their study made a
distinction between the voluntary and non-voluntary type of
drop out. They found that there was no difference in
scholastic aptitude measures between non-drop outs and
voluntary withdrawals, who are presumably the students most
1ikely to transfer and re-enroll later. On the other hand,
there was a significant difference between voluntary and
non-voluntary withdrawals on  measures of scholastic

aptitude.
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summerskill (1962) examined 35 studies. In all studies
he found a highly significant relationship between attrition
and college grades. He found that poor grades are far more
stable predictors of attrition, than good grades are of
retenticn, since successful students drop out in  large
numbers than would be expected. he reported that though a
large percentage of drop out students in his studies had
poor grades, a small percentage considered their grades to

be an important factor in the decision to drop out.

PERSONALLTY CHARACTERISTICS

The researchers using psychoclogical models have sought
to distinguish between stayers and leavers 1in terms of
personal attributes that help to account for dgiffering
responses in supposedly similar circumstances. [hose models
dominated the thinking on retention in decades immediately
To1lcwing the World War 11, whereas modeis such as those by
Summerskill (1962) and marks (1967) pointed out the
importance of 1inteilectual attributes 1in shaping the
individuals ability to meet the academic chalienges of
college ‘ife. At the same time, models by Heilorun (1$65)

4
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and Rose and titon {(1966) stressed the role of personality,
motivational and dispositional characteristics in
influencing the students’ ability and/or willingness to meet
those challenges. Rose and Elton argued that students with
high hostility who are unable to adjust to the college tend
to direct their hostility towards the institution and either
leave higher education altogether or transfer to an
institution. Students’ retention or persistence is more a

reflection of the individual actions.

Heilburn {1965) found that the main personality
difference between persisters and non-persisters was 1in
their Socialization (So) and Responsibility {(Re) scores of
persocnality tests such as the MMPI. Scores on these sub
scales revealed that students who persist are higher in the
socialization measures of personal maturity, freedom from
rebellion and authority probiems, and in the capacity Lo
live with others without friction. The Rasponsibility
scores show higher levels of seriocusness of though,
development of values and dependability. Heilbrun also
found that persisters are more conrnfirming &nd zelf-

sufficient.




Vaughan (1964) concluded that persisters are lass
impulsive than the drop outs, have a deep emotional
commitment to education and are able to profit from their
past experiences than the drop outs. According to him,
voluntary withdrawals have almost the same scores on
different measures of personaiity, except social
integration. In this respect, college withdrawals seem to
be more egoistic and tend to manifest greater  over-
sensitivity. Another interesting finding regarding
personality as a predicting factor in college persistence
has been revealed by Roase (1496%). He found that there were
no significant differences 1in the anxiety level of
persisting students and drop oul. Both groups scored quite
high on this variable, as measured by Rotters Inccmplete
Sentences Blank. This high anxijety level, however, did not
disrupt the functioning of the students who persist. Other
factors affecting the drop outs made their anxiety ‘tevel
much more intolerable for them and playved a much more

important role in their emotional attrition from collage.
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Students who are college persisters seem to be more
able to adapt to the "college milieu’. They are more
mature, agreeable, confirming, cocoperative and salf-
sufficient, whereas drop outs are generally more impulsive,
impetuous, critical, unconventiocnal, alocof and assertive,
likely to over-emphasize personal pleasures, rebellicus
against authority, resentful of college academic and social
regulations, self-centered and wuncertain about future
(Astin, 1965); Blanchfeild, 1971; Johnson, 1i1%70; Manager,

gutcher and Mandal, 1474), etc.).

PEER REILATIONS

With regard to integration in college system composed
of one’s peers., On the other hand Iffert (195%7) noted that
only 15 percent of his drop outs described themselves as
‘Tonesome” while at college. Cope and Hewltt, Flacks (19Y63)
and Johnes {1482) found that s0Cial  integiration via

friendship support 1is directly related to persistence in

college.
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Although researchers do hnot show a direct causal
relationship between peer group influence and withdrawai or
percsistence, Carew (1457) showed that students characterized
by "higher acceptance” had significantly higher Grade Foint

Averages than students with “low acceptance’.

Reitzes and Mutran (14980) reported that the importance
of college friends did not affect the eaucational
expectations o©or college performance of 346 sophomores,

juniors and saniors at a large midwestern university.

FACULTY RELATIONSHIP

several stucdies have shown that dropouts were more
dissatisfiso than persisters with their relationship with

their praofescars (Hannah, 1469:; Slocum, 14565,

Following the suggestions made by Spady (1¢/1: and
Tinto (197%5), Pascareilla and Terenzini observed on ithe nssis
of that faculty-student contacts are an important componant
of both the academic ard zociatl integraticon of studsnts,

which 1n  turn, are impocrtant precictors of attriticon of
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students. tvidence from a number of studies (Gekowski and
Schwartz, 1961; Pascarelia and Terenzini, 1976, 197/: Spady,
1971) suggested that cuch aspects of student—-faculty
relationships as the freguency of student-faculty informal
contacts beyond the c¢lassroom are 1n fact positively
associated with student persistence. Later researches by
Pascarella and Terenzini and Duby and Ilverson (1983) at
public wuniversities, however, failed to replicate these
findings. Pascarella and laremzini suggested that such
differences 1in findings across studies represent real
differences among the institutions studies, but it may also
be true that academic and social contacts with faculty at
some institutions, especially private ones, have more
attrition-related context than they do at, other

institutions.

Davis (1967, Gekowski and Schwartz (i19%1), Katz and
sanfard (1969}, Mc Keachie (1964), Panus & Astin {14968) etc.
have shown through their studies that a positive interaction
facilitates the development of healthy attitudes towards
iege. These studies have also

bearing and towards the co°

shown that dropouts were more disastified with their
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professors than the persisters and experienced a barrier
between themseives and their professors that pnrohibited

close contact {Hannah, 1Y63).

Slocum (1956} reported from his study that 66% of the
dropouts were dissatisfied with their faculty relationships

as compared with 49% of the persisters.



CHAPTER il



ME THODOLOGY

Number of students’ persisting in higher education and
research 1s reduced to almost one third of the students
enrolled 1in high school. What are the factors that lead
some students to persist and not ali 7 Is it the
background factors that compel some students to leave and
others to persist? Are students' with higher aspirations
more persistent? Do students’ relationship with faculty and
peer 1influence their decision to stay or leave? Some of
these commonly observed phenomena led to this study having

the following problem statement:

PROBLEM STATEMENT :

wWhether students’ persistence 1n higher education 1s
influenced by their background characteristics such as their
encic-asconomic  status and family encouragement, peer and

faculty relationships; their satisfaction with the

institution, and degree aspirations.
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OBJECTLIVES

lhie principal objective of this study is to find out
whether student persistence 1n higher education is related
so thelr socio-economic status, family encouragement, degrea
aspiration, faculity and peer relations, and institutional

satisfaction. The specific objectives are:

1) 1o find out the relationship between socio-economic
status and persistence for post graduation and M, Phii

students.

Z) 1o find out whether students’ degree aspiration are

reilated to their persistence.

3) 10 ascertain the relationship between students

sati1sfacrtion with the institution and their persistence.

4) To ascertain the relationship between students’
relationshipn with the facuity and their persistence 1n

college.
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5)

ey
[

Jo find out the influence of peer relationship on

students’' persistence.

If family encouragement towards education igs a factor of

students persistence.

o find out whether students at post graduat and M.Phi)

levels differ is their persistence.

These objectives led ©o the following assumptions:

It 1is assumed that students of M.Phil have a higher
socio-economic status than students in post-graduation.
As the cost of education to continue for research 1is
high it 1s expected that only better SES background

persist from M.Phil,

It is assumed that students of M.Phil will have a higher

degree aspiration Jlevel than their countearparts at

M_A./M_S5c. Jevel.
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3)

4}

5)

b)

-

Those who are satisfied with the institution are more
Tikely to stay back. 1Institutional satisfaction, wnich
takes into account the students overall satisfaction
with the institution including administration,
examination system, grading. department etc. It s
assumed that students 1in research will bhave more

institutional satisfaction than Post-graduate students.

It is dssumed that students in M.Phil will have a closer

rejationship with faculty than post-graduat students.

Astin  (1980) has said one’s relationship with peers
influence the decision to choose a particular course and
the next enrallment. [t i1s assumed in this study that

studaents i M.Phil will have better peer-relationships.

it 18 assumed that for M.Phil students family
encouragement will be higher than post—-graduate
students.

Focet-graguat students w11l have a low persistence score

than M.Phil students.
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HYPOTHESES:

1)

2)

4}

in
s

There will be a signiiicant difference between the SES
of M.Phil and P.G. students, and between science and

arts students.

The degree aspiration level of post—-graduate and

research students will differ significantly.

FPost-graduate and research students will] differ

significantly in their institutional satisfaction.

lhe post graduate research and P.G. students will
differ significantly with regard to their relationship

with the faculty.

lhere will be a3 significant difference bstween the
nature of peer relationships of P.G. and M.Phil

Students.

For post-graduate and M.Phil students

encouragement will differ significantly.
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8)

9)

10}

11}

The relationship between socic-economic status and
persistence will be different for post-graduate students

and research students.

There will be significant difference in the relationship
between degree aspirations and persistence for P.G. and

M.Phil Students.

The relationship between institutional satisfaction and
persistence will be significantly different for posi-

graduate and research students.

For post-graduate and research students the relatioconship
between faculty relationships and persistence wiil be

significantly different.

There will be significant different in the relation of
between persistence and peer relationship for P.G. and

M.Phil students.
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12) The relationship Cetween family encouragement and
persistence will significantly differ for P.G. and

M.Phil Studants.

SAMPLE

160 students were chosen from Delhi University. &80
were Post Graduate and B0 were M,Phil Students either from
Science or Arts streams, without any pre-selection bias.

They were of both sex (Male and female) group. Most

students were in the age group 21 to Z6 years.
RESEARCH DESIGN:

As the study was done after the event took place, an
ex—-post-facto design was used. 160 students were taken for

the study and were given questionnaire.

DEFINITION OF VARIABLES:

>0c10-Economic  Status: - In thig stucy, &0Cl10-economic
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status 1is defined to conclude the 1ncome, education and

occupation of both the parents taken together.

Degree Aspiration - The students’ highest aspired degree.

Institutional Satisfaction - It is defined as the students’
overall satisfaction with the university administration,
examination system, grading, department and management of

the university.

Faculty relationship ~ It 1is defined as the kind of

cloceness or distance a student maintains with the teachers.

Peer Kelaticonship - 1t is defined as the c¢loserrRss and

distance a student maintains with other students.

Family enccuragement - It is defined as the interest shown

by the parents in the students education.

Parsistence - It 1is defined as the students diligence,

ability to wcrk hard and sticking to a particular job over a

long period of time, despite outside threat, versatility,
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divergent thinking, planning and study habits taken

together.,

T00LS USED

1) An extensive questionnaire consisting of 60 auestions

was used. It measured students socio-economic status,

family encouragement , faculty relationship, peer
relationship, institutional satisfaction and
persistence. A1l questions were to be responded 1in a

four choice format of likest type -

2) Students personal information sheet.

PROCEDURE

The researcher started conducted the study by giving
the extensive questionnaire to the students individually.
Before giving the questionnaire the researcher gave
instructions to the students informing them that the gata

collected would be used for research purpose and w11l not be
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disclosed, so the students should read and answer the
questionnaire as accurately as possibie. The answers to
questions were in the form of four alternatives, ranging

from strongly agree to strongly disagree.

Scores for each alternatives rangegd from 3 to O
depending on the answer marked. For example 1f the answer
was strongly agree the score was 3 and 1f strongly disagree
the score was 0. For each variable the scores were sumed up
separately. 1his way the total sum of each variable for ail
the subjects were found out. Then the total sample was
divided 1into sub-groups on the basis of their educational
level, educatioconal stgream and sex of the individuals. an
educaticnal level, students of M.A. were coded as group 1
and M.Pnil students as 2. On educational stream, students
of science were coded as 1 and Arts as 2 and on the basis of

sex, female students were coded as 1 and male students as .

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Data collected were analysed Lusing statistica’

procedures for means, standard deviations., correlational
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analysis and t-values. The t-test was used to know the
significance of mean differences for different variables and

different groupsc.

Correlational analysis was used to know the correliation

existing between different variables.
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CHAPTER IV



RESUL

MEAN DIFFERENCES

lThe difference bDetween the mean scores of M,A. and

M.Phil students on ajil the variables taken was tested by

using t-test,

Table 1: t-values on all the variables for M.A.
and M.Phi11l students.

M.A Students M.Ph11 Students
Mean sU N Mean SD N t-vValue
SES 13,2 3.69 80 12.82 3.47 80 1.59
DA 12.9/ 8.21 80 17.43 9.30 80 2.88**
IS 21.48 4.6/ 80 22.03 6.44 80 i.62"
RF  22.70 h.78 80 21.91 4.93 80 25
RP  18.67 5.01  BU 16.11 2.50 80 1.99%
FE 4.11 2.45 80 9.10 2.39 80 1.22
PER  16.54 .17 80 18.94 5.17 80 2. 20%*
Results showed that the mean score for M.Fhil. Group
was higher than M.A. group with a difference of 4.3b. inis

[ =Y

impiied that the M.Phii. group naoc nigher qegree aspiration
than M.A. students. The standard deviations for both the
groups were guite high signifying that the scores were
scattered widely. There were some students in the group who

experienced very 1ow degree aspgirations whereas there were
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others who experienced very high degree aspirations. The t-
value was siagnificant (2.89: P< .01) implying a significant

difference between the mean scores.

Apart from the degree aspiration, other variables which
showed significant mean differences were family
encouragement, persistence, institutional satisfaction and
peer relationships. M.Phi) students had a higher mean score
on persistence then M.A. students, with a difference of 24.
lThus, it was seen that M.fhil Students were more persistent
than M.A. students. The t-value was 2.20 showing a
significant difference. In peer relationships tThe M.A.

students had a higher mean score of 18.67, with M,Phil

students a mean score of 16,11. 1There was a difference of
Z.56. And the t-value was 1,99 which was significant at
P< .ub level. This meant that the M.A. Students had a more
extensive peer reiationships than the M.FPhii students. on

family encouragement, the M.Phil students again had a higher
mean score with a mean difference of ,99 and t’'value of 1.27
which was insignificant showed that the two groups did not

differ significantiy with regard te their family
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encouragement. With regard to the results in relationship
with faculty and socio-economic status there were no

significant gifference among the mean scores either.

The data was separated on the basis of the stream to
which the students belonged and the results were analysed

separately.

Table 2: t-values for Science and Arts students

Science Samples Arts Samples

Mean S0 N Mean 5D N t-value
SES 3b.zb  8.74 80  37.13 6.92 80 64
DA /.33 4.47 80 5.85 h.88 80 1.96"
1S  4.02 4.35 80 12.91 4.32 80 1.59
RF  22.15  3.55 80  20.59 4.49 80 2.11**%
RP .15 2.35 80  10.33 2.80 8U 2.6 **
FE 14.00 3.79 80  13.87 2. 36 80 1.56
PER  2B.13  4.06 B0  26.40 4.47 80 2.23%*

Hesuits showed that students 1n science and arts
differed significantly with regard to their score on
persistence, peer ielationsinip, Taculty relationship and
degree aspiration. On the scores of persistence, the
students of science had a greater mean score with a mean
difference of 1.73 than the Arts students. This 1implied

that tThe science students actually experienced greater

57



persistence than arts students. A significant t-value of
2.20 (P<.05) implied a significant difference between the
mean scores. With regard to the score on peer relationship,
the mean score was greater for the arts students with a
significant t-value of 2.54 implying that the arts students
had a closer and more personal relationship with peers than
the science students. on faculty relationship the science
students had a greater mean score with a significant t-value
of 2.11 (Pc.0b5), signifying that the&y had a batter
relationship with the faculty than did students of arts
stream. The mean difference on faculty relationship was
1.56. With regard to the t-value on degree aspiration of
both science and arts students, 1t was seen that there was a
significant t-value of 1.46 (P<.01). The mean score was
greater for science students with the difference of 1.48

from the arts students.

Correlation analysis was done for different groups

separataly.
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lable 3 Correlations analysis far thne total sampies {(N=16U])

—— — ——— ————————————— T ———————— T . e - e ———— T 7 ——— ————— ——

SES Da 1s RF RP FE PER
SES  1.006 Lex 14 .18 21 13 -
DA 22x% 1.00 bEbxx LAYxx 14 L7 59xx
IS IR S5Hxx 1.00 LAhxx 24% 18 47xx
RF 19x 4Yxx 45%x% 1.00 23x% .07 . 50%x
HE e 17 .18 07 .03 1.00 . 20%
PER 14 59%x 47%x% L 50%x 33xx 20x% 1.00

* significant at .01 level/xx significant at .00t level

The correlation matrix for the total sample shows that
among the variables that have high correlation are
persistence with aegree aspiration (r = .59, P(.0t1). This
signifies that for the total sample persistence is related

more significantly with degree aspiration.

lhe other variables that are related significantly are
institutional satisfaction with degree aspiration (r = .55),
faculty relationship with degree aspiration (r = .45 P<.01),
persistence with institutional satisfaction (r = .47),
faculty relationship with 1institutional satisfaction (r

M1 o e = L o A S
1 satisrtactition ]

.45) peer relationship with institutiona

.24}, persistence with faculty relationship (r = .50} and

persistence with peer relationship (r = .33). The results
imply that persistence, for the total sample is correlated

significantly with many other variables significantly for
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the total sample, mainly the students' degree aspiration,
institutional =satisfaction, faculty relationship and bpeer
relationship are correlated with their persistence in
c¢cllege significantly. Next to persistence, institutional
satisfaction is the variable that 1is correlated with maximum
other variabies. Socio-economic status was correlated with
degree aspiration (r = .22) with institutional satisfaction
(r = .18}, with faculty relationship (r = .19), with peer
relationship (r = .20). Faculty relationship is correlated
with family encouragement (r = ,23), persistence with family

encouragement (r = .20}.

Then correlation matrix for Post-graduate and M.Phil

Students were taken and compared on the besis of different

variables,.

Table 4: Correlation matrix for post-dgraduate students

S5ES DA 15 RF RP Fi PER
SES  1.00 .14 S 1h 5 LEZ .14 LEDK
DA .14 1.00 .56xx H3%x (7 .13 LATx
18 .15 .56x%xx 1.00 Lo1xx 17 .34% .53%x
RF .15 .H3xx -51xx 1,00 .31x% .33x% .H4xx
RP .22 .07 A7 L31x 1.00 L29% . 39%
FE .15 .13 .34x% .33x% .29x% 1.00 .E8xx
PER .25% .47% .53%x b4xx | 39x .58xx 1,00
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Analysis of the correlations for postgraduate students
(N=8B0) shows that many varijables are correlated
significantly at P<.0t level, institutional satisfaction
with degree aspiration (r =.56), faculty relationship with
degree aspiration (r =.53), persistence with gdegree
aspiration (r =,47), faculty relationship with institutional
satisfaction (r =.51), institutional satisfaction with
family encouragement (.34), institutional satisfaction with

persistence (r =.53), faculty relationship with persistence

(r =.54}), peer relationship with persistence (r =.39) and
family encouragement with persistence (r =.b58) SQcio-
economic status with persistence (r =.2b), faculty
relationship with family encouragement {r =.33), peer
relationship with family encouragement (r =,24). his
infers that persistence for post-graduate stugdents 18
significantly related to all the variables. This also

implies that for post-graduate students their faculty
relationship is correlated highly with their degree
aspiration, persistence, peer relations and their
institutional satisfaction significantly and highly meaning
that students who had high score on faculty relationship in

this group also had a high score onh persistence, their
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instituticnal satisfaction was also high comparing to other
students. Moreover, they had a more c¢lose and positive
relationship with their peers in comparison to students who

had a iower facuity reiationship.

The correlation for the M.Phil students. we find
completely differant results that the results for post-

graduate students.
Table 5: Correlation between different variables
for M.Phil students.

SES DA iS5 Rt kF FE PER

SES  1.00 .20b% .23 .20 .Y .15 .18
DA .Z6% 1.00 .Hhbxx  _4ux .21 .20 L TOxx
Is .23 .hoxx 1.0u L41x .33* .19 .4bx
Kt .20 AL LA41x 1.00 .16 .01 L4yx
R .19 L2 .33 .15 1.00 .12 L 30x
= .15 4V .18 A e 1.00 .16
FER .16 FECE S 8 .4b» .49x .30 .16 1.0U
N = BU

Hesults show that., for M.Phil students, their

~t

persistence is correlatad highly wWith their degreg
aspirations, (r = .70, P<.001). 1t implies that students 1in
M.Phil have a higher degree aspiration level and it s

correlated strongly with their persistence. Other variables

that are significantly correlated for M.Phil students are
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degree aspiration with institutional satisfaction {r = .65,

P, o0y, institutional satisfaction with persistence
satisfaction with persistence, (r = .45, P<.001), faculty
relationship with persistence (r = .49, P< .001}, faculty
relationship with degree aspiration (r = .42}, faculty
relationship with 1institutional satisfaction (r = .41},
socio—-economic status with degree aspiration {(r = .26,
P<.01), 1institutional satisfaction with peer relations (r

= .33, P<.01) and persistence with peer realationship (r
= .29, P<LOY). The results show that for students 1in
M.Fhil,, their persistence correlates highly with degree
aspiration and to many other variablies such as institutional
satisfaction, faculty relationship, ang also to peer
relationship to a certain extent. Family encouragement 1¢
Nnot correlated with any other variables, SocIo-economic
status 1is correlated only with degree aspiration, implying
that for these students socio-economic status does not
influence any other variables except the degree aspiration.
Similarly family encouragement is not significantly
correlated with any other variables. Degree aspiration is
significantly reiated to persistence, with facuity

relationship {r =.42, P<¢.001), and institutional
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satisfaction (r =.886, P<.001), meaning that for M.Phi}

studentes, faritlty rela.ionshib and institutional

satisfacoior are significantly correlated with degrese

]

aspiration. fFeer relationship is related to persistence (r
= .30) and institutional satisfaction (r = .33) only at .01

Tevel.

If we compare the correlation matrix for M.A, and
M.Phil students, 1t can be seen that peer relation and

family encouragement,. correlate differantly with other

variables. lhe persistence for postgraduate stugents s
correlated significantly w«with their peer retationship,
whercas faor M.Phil students there is no significant
correlation between persistence and peer relationship.

Similarly, for post graduates, the relationship with pesr is
correlated significantly with faculty relations ang family
encouragement, but for M.Phil students this is not 0. Thus
it can be inferred that for M.A. students, peer relationship
1s  mportant whereas, in case M.Phil students, it does ot

play any such significant role.
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Again, for post-graduates, family encouragement is Sseen

Lo be correlatea with persistence (r = .58, P(.U07), facuity
relationship (r = .32, P<.01), peer relationship {r
T .29.,PC.01) and with degree aspiration (r = .34, P<.001),

whereas, for M.Phil students, family encouragement 1S not

correlated significantly with any other variable.

Though degree aspiration 18 correlated with
persistence, institutional satisfaction and faculty
relationship for both M.Phil and M.A. students, the degree
of correlation differs for both the groups. For instance,
M.Phil students show a very highcorrelation between degree
aspiration and persistence (r = .70) than for M.A. students.
ihe correlaticon between degree aspiration and institutional
satisfaction for both the M.A. and M.Phil groups, is
somewhat similar, signifying a significant relationship.
Again, degree aspiration is correlated with faculty for bcth

the groups.

For M,A. students, their faculty relationship is
strongly correlated with all the variables except socio-

economic status. For M.Phil students, their is no

65



significant relationship between faculty relationship and
peer relationship (r = .ib5) and faculty relationship and
family encouragement (r = .01). For both grcups, the

faculty relationship is strongly related with persistence.

Socio-economic status as a variables is not correlated
with any other variables for both the groups, except
persistence for M.A. students (r = .25, P<.01), and degree
aspiration for M.Phil students (r = .26, P<.01) though

significant only at .01 level for both variables.

Now Tets take a look at the correlation between the

different wvariables for students of different educational

stream.
lable 6 Correlation for different variables for
science students.
SES DA 1s Kk RP FE PER
SES 1.00 .19 .16 .22 .26 .46x% .34x
DA .19 1.04 .hexx LOYx 24 . 2 EvECE 3
Is .16 .56xx 1,00 .49 .36% .19 .21
RF .22 .39x .A49x% 1,00 .27 .01 .HhExx
RP .27 .24 . 36% .27 1.00 .09 .21
FE .46x .20 .19 .01 .09 1.00 .28%
PER ., 38% .B53%x .21 .56xx .23 .28x 1,00
x = P{L,01
x*x P¢ 001



Results show that for science students, persistence 1s
correlated only with variabies of socio-economic status, (r
= .38, P<.001), degree aspiration (r = 63, P<.001), faculty
relationship (r = .66, P<.001) and family encouragement (r
= .28, P<¢.01). 1his may imply that for science students
their decision to stay back 1n college is influenced only by
degree aspiration, socio econcmic status, relationship with

family and family encouragement..

Feeor relationship 1s correlated significantly only witn
institutional satisfaction (r = .35, Pc,0ut), 1t 1s not

correlated with any other variables.

For students in science , faculty relationship is seen
ro be correlated with persistence (r = .56, P<.0U1) meaning
that their persistence 1= influenced by their faculty
relationship. taculty relationship 1s correlated with degree
aspiration {r = .38}, and instituticnal satistartion, (r

= .48, P<.001).

Institutional satisfaction 1is seen To be correlated

only with degree aspiration (r = .56, P<.001) and faculty
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relationship (r = .49), but riot persistence. 1n case of
the correlation between persistence and institutional
satisfaction the r value 1s only .2136 signifvina no
significant relationship. PFersistence, for science students

is not influenced by their institutional satisfaction.

Uegree aspiration has a significant relaticnship with

persistence in case of science students, with an r value of

(r = .63, Degree  aspiration is also correlated
significantly to institutional satisfaction (r = .56) and
faculity relatiaon {(r = _.39).

For science students, socio—economic status 15

correlated only with persistence and family enccuragement {(r
= .47}, signifying that for science students socio-economic
status 15 not an important variable in influencing the-1r
degree aspiration, institutional satisfaction, facuity and
peer relation, Family encouragement 1is correlated with
sQOCiQ-economic stétus (r = .47, P<.01) and persistenice (r
= .28, P<.01). This implies that socio-economic status, by

infiuencing family encouragement directly, also influences
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persistence. lhus family encouragement plays a signhificant

rale in influencing persistence.

Hesuits tor science students differ from arts students
quite significantly. Fersistence for arts students Iis
correlated with all the other variables. Variables with
which persistence is seen to be correlated at FC.001 level
are students degree aspiration (r = .53), satisefaction with
the institution (r = .37} and retationship with faculty (r
= ,42). With socio-economic status, peer relationship and
family ancouragement, persistence has a significant
correlation at .01 level the r value being .30, .32 and .30

respectively.

begree aspiration is correlated with students
institutional satisfaction (r = .b1, P<.001), facuity
retationship (r = .59, P<.001) and persistence (r = _.ki3,
P<.001) significantly. ror arts students, the degree

aspiration 1is correlated to their socio-economic status at
P<.01 level (r = .28). Faculty relationship for arts
students is correlated significantly with degree aspiration

(r = .859), 1institutional satisfaction (r = .38) and
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persistence (r = ,42, P<.01). Thus faculty relationship is

correiated with persistence for arts students,

Institutional satisfaction is correlated to persistence
(r = .37) and relationship with peers, 1implying that arts
students' persistence is correlated to their institutional
satisfaction through a better peer relationship. Students
with better peer relationship are 1likely to be more
satisfied with their institution and 1likely to persist.
Feer relationship 1is correlated only with persistence r
= .32, #Pc.01) and institutional satisfaction (r = .27).
Socic-economic status of arts students is correlated to

their degree asniration, persistence and famity

encoiragemant at P<.01 level.

If we compare the correlations for science and arts
students, it is found that there are certain hasic
difference between the two groups. For students of sacience,
persistence is related significantiy only to degrea
aspirations (r = .64}, family encouragement (r = _.56),

faculty relationship (r = .56) and socio-economic status (r

= .38). But there seem to ba no significant correlation

70




between persistence and institutional satisfaction neither
between persistence and peer relationship. However, for
arts students persisternce 18 correlated significantly with
all the variables at .01 level. This may impiy that for
students in arts, their staying hack in college for higher
education is influenced by their degree aspiration, Ssocio-
economic status, institutional satisfaction, faculty
relationship, peer relationship and family encouragement.
A1l these factors combined together influence the students’
decision to stay hack in college. whereas, for science
students, their decision to persist in higher education s
not influenced by their peer relationship and institutional

satisfaction.

Tabie 8: Correiation of Male students

SES DA I1s Rt R¥ HE PEKR
SES T,u0 2ix 18 K=} ’4 14 2H*
DA .27% 1.00  .Z9x L 28% .22 .26% LahxX
15 .18 29x 1,00 2ix 3Bx 20 27x%
R .18 .28B% 27> 1.00 . 3Ux U8 L1
R 24 22 38% L JUX 1.00 07 427%
FE .15 26% .20 arv 07 1.00 23
PER .28% 6bhxx _26% . 18 .42x 23 1.00
N = 80

*x = P01 level
xx = PC ,001 level

If we Took at the correlations for male students. we
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find that persistence for male students 1s correlated with
degree aspiration the r value being .65 (P<,QUtY): and peer
relationship {r = 42, P, 00, For male students
persistence is also correlated with socio-economic status (r
= .28, P<C,U01) and institutional satisfaction (r = .27,
P<.01) to some extent, the implication being that
decision for males to stay back in college depends on their
degree aspiration, peer relationship, socio-economic status
and institutional satisfaction. Their family encouragement
and facuity relationship donot play an important role 1in

their persistence. Faculty relationship is correlated with

institutional satisfaction (r = .2/, P<.01) and peer
relationship (r = .30, P<.01), Socio-economic s&tatus 1§
related to degree aspiration (r= .#6, P<c,01) and degree
aspiration with persistence (r = .28, P<.01). Family
encouragement s correlated Lo degree aspiration (r - .Zt,
Pa, 1),

Now let us take a 1ook at the correlation tabla for

female students.
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Table 9: Correlation table for female students.

SES LA 15 R+ HP Ft PER
sES 1.0 3U* 19 L 23 30x .28%
DA 3U* 1.00 47x% .47x 07 41% 69%x
15 19 47% 1.00 LA41x 43x 17 28x%
RF 17 435x= 41% 1.00 o7 23 .31x
RP 23 o7 41% 07 1.00 22 26x%
HE 30x 41x 17 23 22 1.00 44x
PER 28%* 6Yx* 24¥ J1* 206% 44 % 1.00
N = 80
¥ = P<¢.0O1

From the results, 1t is obvious that for females,
family encouragement plays a important role, In case of
mates, family encouragement is associated only with their

degree aspiration, whereas for femates family encouragement

18 correlated with socio-economic status {(r = .30, P<.0t1),
degree aspiration {(r = .41), and also persistence in college
(r = .44, P<c.0OU1).

Peer relationship is not corretlated significantly with
any other variable, except with their institutional

satisfaction {r = .41) and persistence (r = .26, F<.01).
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Degree aspiration 1is correlated significantly Lo

females’ [Fstahle economic status (r = L300, famiiy
encodragament {(r = .47% and to persistence (r = .64 ),

50C10-6CGNCMIcC  status 1s  correlated significantly Wwith
degree aspiration (r = .30j, famiiy encouragement (r = 3]
and persisternce (r = .7/7). tor females their satisfaction
with the institution is correlated with degree aspiration (r

= ,47) facuity relationship (r = .41), peer relstionshin;  {r

= ,41) ang persistence (r = .28). For males aiss  the
institutiosnal suatisfaction was correlated with the  gAam:-
variablies. Fosr msles, the faculty relationship (r = .0/
HoL01) 514 novw play  an important role as qgid Qg2

i P

relaticnashsp (r =+ .&8. - .00}, wnereas for femaisse boih

plaved eaquziiy sigriticart rale.

i by Felationghip for females 15 corraiated
=igniticantiy with their Seuree aspiration (r o= a4y, 2. oGt
ineLitutinnal satisfaction { r =,41, P, 001 and persisrenne

(r = .51, R0

-—

).

For temale students their decistcn to stav in ooiiege

and go for higher aducation seems Lo be depsnding or 21 the
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other variables. Persistence has a significant corretation
with family encouragement {(r =.44, P<.D01), s0C10 e€conomic
status (r = .z7), institutional satisfaction (r = ,[24),
faculty relationship (r = .321) and peer relationship (r
= .268). 1t means that persistence for girls is correlated
max imum with their degree aspiration and family
encouragement, while for male students the persistence did
not correlate with faculty relationship and family

encouragement,
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CHAPTER V



DISCUSSION

The results obtained from the analysis are discussed 1n

the light of the hypotheses tested.

The first hypothesis was that there wiil be a
significant difference between the socio-economic status of
M.Philt and M.A. students, and between science and arts
students. lhe t-test analysis showed that there was no
significant mean difference between M.A, and M.Phil.
students. Similarly the science and arts group did not show
any significant mean difference. S0 the first hypothesis

was rejected.

lhis result is supported by summerskills (1962), who
aptly stated that though StES factors are commonly believed
to 11nfluence attrition, research has provided misleading
results. tckland (1965) argued that the source of mucn of
this ambiguity was due to methodoiogical fiaws. otudies Dy
Little (1959), Rossman and Kirk (1970) found no significant
relationship between fathers occupation and the attrition of
college students; i1.e. students whose fathers were in lower

occupation did not dropout at significantly higher rates.
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Ecklang {(1%6b5) found fatner’'s occupatiocn to be significant
for those students who were in the lower quartile of their

high schoal class in predicting who would join college.

Iffert (1495’) discovered that the median income of
families of students who withdraw was significantly Jlower
than students who did not dropout. But he cautiored against
the conclusion that family income is a factor in determining
withdrawal. Eckland (1465), 1ffert and also Astin (1973b)
concluded from their studies that when one 1looks at the
percentage of family 1income spent on c¢ollege education
{after taxes), there 15 no difference between the dropouts
and persistent students., Astin's (1973b) and Ekckland’s
{1464} analysis of factors related to attrition strongly
suggestad that family 1income is not a direct factor in

attration.

Parental education has been found to be related to
attrition decisions in some studies. Chase (19/0G), Eckland
(1965), Panos and Astin (1988), Fransworth (19539), and
Slocum (1856) have found a relationship between the level of

parental education for both parents and the probabiiities
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that the student will persist through college. There has
not heen much research on the separate effects of mothers
and fathers education, but Fransworth (1959) concludeda that
i f the c¢child comes from a family background where
educational and intellectual achievement are valued, then
the student is more likely to absorb these values and be
more inclined to complete college. However, this does not

appear to be one of the major factors in persistence,

Morrisey (1971} found that social status (SES variable)
differentiates between dropouts and persistent, but not 1n
the expected direction. His results documented the fact
that students whose families have low socio-economic status
have higher retention rates. He suggested that this may Dbe
related to sccial mobility facteors; 1i1.e., students from
lower social classes have more motivation to achieve (and
graduate} because a college education 1is a means of
improving one’'s social position. However, Sewell and Shah
(1967) and Tinto (1975) found inverse relationship between
socio-economic status and persistence even when intelligence

is controlled.
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The second hypothesis was that the research students
and the post graduate students will differ significantly
with regard to their degree aspiration. 1t was seen through
different previous studies that people with higher
expectancies had a greater vigour towards action and thus
persisted more, Expectations for success in college and
perceived value of college comprised our definition of the
variable of degree aspiration. The expectancy-value models
{e.g., Atkinsons, 1964: Crandall, 146Y4; Weiner, 1972, 1?74)
ascertain that expectation for success and the subjective

value of the outcome influenced the actual outcomes.

There seemed to be a significant mean difference
between the dearee aspiration of M_A. and M.Phil students,
the t-value being 2.8Y. ihe M.Phil students had a higher

mean score than the M.A. students.

This result supports that found by Astin (1964),
Bucklin ana Bucklin (1970), Coker (1968), Kerbs (1971},
Medsker and Trent (1968), Sewell and Shah (1967) and White
(1971), These researchers suggest thgt once the

individual’s ability was taken into account, it was his
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commitment to the goal of college completion that was mOSt
infiuential 1in determining college persistence. whether
measured N terms of educational plans, educational
expectations, oOr career expectations, the higher the level
of plans, the more likely was the individual to remain in
college. Ssewell and Shah (1967), found that level of
educational aspirations and plans held by individual was by
far the strongest independent 1influence upon college
compietion, once family sociai status and ability were taken

into account.

The third hypothesis was that post graduate and
research students will differ significantly 1in their
institutional satisfaction. Institutional satisfaction was

defined as the individuals overall satisfaction with the

university administration, examination system, grading,
department and management of the university. Guestionnaire
on this contained questions based on these aspects.

Institutionai satisfaction thus is one study comprises what
Tinto (1975) in his model referred to as social integration
and academic integration. In Tinte’s model social  and

academic 1integration concerned the overall satisfaction of
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the individual with the university. Fcr Tinto, together with
background characteristics, the initial goal commitments are
hypothesised as influencing, not only now the individual
will perform academically, but also how he or she will
interact with and subsequently begome integrated i1nto, the
institution’s social and academic system, Cther things
being equal, the greater the 1individuals Tavel of
integration towards the institutions, the greater is his or
her subsequent commitment to the institution and commitment
to the goal of college graduation, respectivaly. These
subsequent commitments, in turn, are seen, along with levels
of integration as having a positive infiuence on

persistence.

A significant mean difference is found between the M.A.
and M.Phil students with regard to their institutiona)l
satisfaction with the M.Phil students showing a greater
degree of =eatisfaction. Again, from the correlation
analtysis 1t 1s seen that for students of M.Phil the
corre]aﬁion between ihstitutional satisfaction and
parsistence 1in greater than the correlation vaiue for M.a.

students. This shows that students in M.Phiil who are
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assumed to be more persistent have a greater 1institutional
satisfaction than students of post graduation. So this

hypothesis 15 accepted,

The fourth hypothesis was that students of M.Phil and
M.A. will differ significantly with regard to their

relationship with faculty.

The amount of contact the student has with faculty, the
students’ evaluations of the faculty, and amount of his or
her satisfaction with these interactions have been the most
common measures used to assess the influence of faculty on
the attrition of students. Following the suggestions made
by Spady (1970) and Tinto (19/5), Pascarella and lerenzini
(18/7) argued that faculty student contacts are an important
component of poth the academic and social integration of
students, which, in turn, are 1mportant predictors of the

attrition of students.

This hypothesis was tested by taking the mean

difference again., It was seen that the M.Phil students bhad



a mean egcore of 21.91 and M.A. students 20.70 with a

difference of 1.71 in faculty relationship.

lhough FPascarella and Terezini (1977) had supported
their argument that faculty relationship 1is important
component of student persistence and attrition through
findings from several studies concluded at a private
university, later their research at public universities
failed to replicate these findings. Pascarella and Chapman
suggested that these difference in the effects of faculty.
Student interactions across studies represent real
differences among the institutions studied, but it may also
be true that academic and social contacts with faculty at
some institutions, especially private ones, have more

attrition~ related content than at other institutions.

The fifth hypothesis that there will be & difference
in the nature of peer relationships between M.Phil and M.A&.
students 1is partially accepted. From the results it is found
that M.A., students had a mean score of 18.67 and M.:Phil
students had a mean score cf 16.17 with a t.value of *®, 98

which is significant t .05 level. It implies a eignhificant
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difference among the means of both the groups and the result
favouring the M.A. group having a grater mean. JThus, M.A.
students ceem to be having a more closer relationship with

peers than do M.Phi11 students,

Psychologists and sociologists are in general agreement
that the peer group forms the most significant external
influence on the college student and is second only to the
personal characteristics of the student. 8iddle, Bank and
Slavings (1990} came to the conclusion that peer norms had
significant direct effects on the students’ persistence.
FPeer norms also had significant indirect effect on students’

persistence by means of behavioural intentions.

The sixth hypothesis concerned the students’ family
encouragement and that there will be significant difference
in the family encouragement of students of M.A, ang M.Phil.
The results show the student of M.A., having a mean score of
8,11 and M.Phil. students have a mean score of 9,10 1in
family encouragement with a difference of .99. The t-value
ig 1.22 which is not seen to be significant. ihis  means

that there is no significant mean difference between the two
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groups with regard to their familial encouragement. The
mean score is high for the M.Phil students meaning that the
M.Phil students have a better family encouragement than M.A.

students. This hypothesis was thus rejected.

From their study Trent and Ruyle (1965) had concluded
that the interest and expectations that parents have for
their children's education influences the children’'s
persistence . in college directly. They found out that
college persisters seemed to be not only to get more
parental advice, praise and expressed 1interest 1in their
college experience, but they also had parents who expressed
greater expectations for their children’s further education.
Hackman and Dysinger (1970) also found similar results 1in
their study. 1t appears that parental expectations may have
as much influence upon the child’'s persistence in college as
the child’'s own expectations for oneself (Hackman, Dysinger,
1979). Sexton (1965) from his study concluded that parental
expectations and aspirations infiuenced children’s
aspirations and expectations and thus their achievement
motivation, as well as educational and occupatiocnal

aspiration.
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However several studies have also refuted this as a
principal factor of student persistence. For exsampie,
Rossman and Kirk (1970) failed to find any significant
relationship between parental aspirations and student
persistence. Barger and Hall (1965) found that &80% of
dropouts believed that their own aspirations corresponded
with their parents aspirations, and only 6% had any serious

conflict between the two sets of aspirations.

ihe seventh hypothesis concerned the relationship
between socio-economic status and persistence of M.A. and
M.Phil students. From the correlation anaiysis the resuits
showed that the correlation value of persistence and socio-
economic status for M.A. students is 25.35 and for M.Phil.
students it is .1642. This suggests that for both the group
socio-economic status as a separate variable is not very

significant

As has been true 1in other areas of educational

perfcrmance, the likelihood of an individuals persisting 1in

coliege has been shown to be related to the characteristics
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of the famiiy to which he/she belongs. But there seems TO
be 1ittle evidence that socio-economic status influenced the
individual’s decision to stay on level directly. lhe
family’s socio-economic statuys appears is found 1Inversely
related to dropout (Astin, 1964: Eckland. 1946: (embesis,
1965: McMannon, 1965 Panos and Astin, 14968:; Swell and Shah,

1496/ ; Wegner, 1467).

The hypothesis relating to the degree aspiration and
persistence of M,a. and M.Phil students is accepted. The
results show that for M,A, students r vaiue Detween
persistence and degree aspiration is .4t where as that of
M.Phil students 1s .70 showing a vast difference between the
two values, Though it is seen that for both M.A. and M.Phil
students, degree aspiration is signiftficantly reiated to
persistence of the students still, for M.Phil. students this
relation seems o be higher., Degree aspiration, is  the
variable that has maximum correlation with persistence in
compar ison  to other varijabies. Marks (i967) atrempred TO
find out the relationship between dropout/persistence and
aspiration level of students., His results showed that those

students who are expected to dropout do dropout in
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significantly bhigh percentage:; those students who expected
to drop-out hat Jlow aspiration and vaiue expectations and
were Jless committed to the:r educational values. Thus
students with low degree aspiration are more Jilkely to
dropout and more persistent students are more likely to have
a higher 1level of aspiration. Marks' findings have been
supported by the present study as well as by other
researchers (Marcia, 1966; Sewell and Shah, 1987, Trent and
Ruyle, 14Y65). Astin (1873b) found a significant difference
between the degree aspirations of persisters and dropouts in
that students with moderate to low 1ntentions of receiving a
degree had Tless chance of obtaining the aegree 11n four

years.

The ninth hypothesis that there will be a significant
difference in the relationship between institutional
csatisfaction and persistence for M.A. and M.Phil students 1s
accepted. The correlation value for the two variables for
M.A. students 1is found to be .53 which is significant at
P<.001 level. For M.Phil students also the correlation s
found significant at P<.001 tevel. Though the correlation

vaiue differed, 1in both the groups, students seemed to be
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satisfied with their institutions on an average. this could
be because of the fact that samples were taken from renowned

universities 1n an urban area.

Hypothesis concaerning the correlation between
persistence and faculty relationship was accepted. The
correlation value was to be .54 for post graduate students
and .49 for M.A. students. It implied that both M.A. and
M.Phil students’ persistence was related to their
relationship with faculty. The quality of the relationship
between & student and her or his professors is of crucial
importance in determining satisfaction with the institution.
Several studies have shown that dropouts were more
dissatisfied than persisters with their retlationship with
their professors, and experienced a barrier between
themselves and their professors that prohibited close
contact (Hannah, 149649, Slocum, 1956). Interestingly, the
later study reported that 66x%x of the dropouts were
dissatisfied with faculty relaticnships, as compared to 49./7/
of the persisters. Iffert (1957) found that most students
rated facuity i1nteractions very low despite giving them high

marks for strictly academic qualities,

89



The tenth hypothesis that correlation between peer
relaticnship and persistence will be different for both the
groups was tested through correlations analysis. The
results showed that the M.,A. and M.Phil students had
correlational value which were significantly different. It
is seen that the r value of persistence and peer
retationship for M.A. students is .39 which is significant
at P<.001 level, whereas for M.Phil Students the correlation
value 1is .31 which is significant at P<.001 level Tlhis
implied that for M.A. students the persistence was more
closely related to their relationship with peers than M.Phil

students.

Positive experience within a peer group is associated

with academic performance, which has a bearing on attrition.

Carew (1457) showed that students characterised by "high
acceptance” had significantly higher GPA’s than students
with “low acceptance’. On the other hand Iffert (1957)

noted that only 15% of his dropout described themselves as
"Lonesome” at college. Summerskill (1962) reported that

"Lonesome" students ranged from 4% to 17% in the studies of
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dropouts which he survayed with a medium value of 10%. Thus
it appears that social isclation is not a major factor 1in
attrition though students having more social acceptance have

a slightly greater chance of persisting.

The quality of the rejationship with peers seems to be
an important factor, as are the values that the peer groups
endorse (Panos and Astin, 1968). Thus, a social group with
negative attitude towards the college or towards education
as a whole is more likely to have a greater number of its
members dropout, even if the social l1ife of that group 18
extremely satisfying for its members. Similarly, the social
group with positive value for college and education is more
likely to have a positive impact on its members and they are
more 1ikely to persist even though they do not maintain a
broad social lifa, or the social l1ife for the members is not

very satisfying (Pentages and Creedon, 19/8).

The next hypothesis was regarding relationship of
family encouragement with persistence, 1t was found that
the correlation value between persistence and family

encouragement was very significant for M,A. students (r
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=_h8, P<.0U1), but not tor M,.Pn1l students, 1implying that
for M.Phil. students persistence was not related to family
encouragement, significantly. It influences students
decision to stay by influencing his intellectual values and
achievements and also his/her expectation and aspiration.
Pentages and Creedon (1978) found out that parental
encouragement acts as a variable independently on
persistence of high school students. Once the children are
in college, parental encouragement no longer exerts
independent control. It influences the educational and
intellectual values and expectations of the students, and

tndirectly influences the children’'s persistence.

on the whole the results show that students’
persistence 1is related most with their degree aspiration,
institutional satisfaction and faculty relationship. Peer
relationship and faculty relationship relate to students
persistence and influencing his satisfaction with tne
institutions and togetner they constitute the factor, what
Tinto (1975} called social integration. Degree aspiration
which shows from students personal values and expectaticns

ana influences student persistence in college by influencing
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his academic goal comm:iment. ihe higher the degreas
aspiration, the more is his endeavor 10 achieve the academic

1 satistaction stems from his

ar

goals. Students institution
cverall satisfacticon with the administraticn, personal
relationships, management, examination and grading system
and then to students’ persistence, by influencing both his

academic and institutiornal goal commitment,

A comporison of groups on the stream chosen by the
student, 1t was found that science students’ persistence was
related to tneir degree aspiration, socio-economic status,
facuity relationship and fami1ly encouragement, but npot to
students’ peer group ralations and institutional

satisfaction. For science students, the correlation between

persistent and degree aspiration was mora than arts
students. It 1mpiied that science students who are
persistent had a higher degree aspiration than ai'ts

students. For arts students institutional satisfaction and
peer refiations alcngwith other factors were related
significantly to students’ persistence. One explanation for
this would be that science students in general are knownt to

be wmore engrossed with their academic goals than social



goals. For this they also had a greater correlation between
degree aspiration and persistence and also persistence and
faculty relationship than arts students. while comparing
their means on peer and faculty relationships it 1is seen
that science and arts students differ significantly. Arts’
students secured a higher mean on peer relationship, while

the science student’'s were high on faculty relationship.

Science and arts students did not differ significantly
on socio-eceonomic status. One reason why the two groups
did not differ significantly on socio-economic status 1is
that samples weare taken from Delhi University where the
students generally were from a comparatively higher socio-
econcmic background, Arts and Science students also

differed significantly on persistence.

When students were compared by gender, it was found
that female students had a much higher correlation between
persistence and family encouragement than male students. It
means that femaies who are more persisted in the higher
education had a higher family encouragement than their male

counterparts, impiying that for male students Tamily
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encouragement was not important factor in persistence. For
both the groups, degree aspiration had significant
correlation with persistence, implying that degresa
aspiration irrespective of gender was an important factor in
persistence. Moreover, for males faculty relationship was
not related to persistence, whereas for females their
relationship with faculty was correlated significantly to
persistence. Boys had a higher correlation between

persistence and peer relationship than girls.
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CHAPTER VI



CONCLUSION

The present study aimed at finding cut the 1nfluence of

some psycho-social-organisational factors on student
persistence. 160 students were taken from Delhi University,
B0 from M.A., and 80 from M.Phil. 1he main objective of the

research was to find out whether student persistence 1in
higher education was related to their socio-economic status,
degree aspiration, family encouragement, faculty and peer
realationship and institutional satisfaction. An extensive
questionnaire was prepared which dealt with guestions
relating to the measured dimensions and students personal

information sheet was alsc used.

The questionnaire used Likert scale. All the scores
were summed up for different variables and their mean scores
calculated for M.A., and M.Phil students separately. A t-
value analysis was done for each variabie for M.A., and
M. Phil  Studsnts. Again scores of students from arts anq
science stream were separated and then t—va1ué was
calcuiated. The mean differences were found out also for

arts and science students, and for M.A. and M.Phil students.

o
o



Then correlation analysis was done to investigate the
relatinonship bnetwaen different variables and of different
variables with persistence of students in higher education.
Correlation analysis was done separately for M.a, and M.Phil
students, for arts and science students and also for male

and female students.

Analysis showed that the students’ decision to dropout
from college or persist for higher education is a result of
deliberation over a period of time and over different
issues. lhese issues 1include the students' problem 1n
different fieids Ihe reasons are complex behind student
rersistence or withdrawal and cannot be tapped through

nuestionnaires and relatively short interviews.

There are certain factors which are predominant in the
persistence of students across educational stream and sex of
students, One conclusicn, was that the factors of
persistence differed vased on their background
characteristic, educational level, stream and sex. 1t was
found that fcr female students. socio-economic status and

family encouragemant were highly correlated to their



persistence in education, whereas for males there was no
significant relationship between persistence and family
encauragement. Simjlarly, students of science stream be
have higher correlation between persistence and faculty
relationship than 1in arts for whom a high correlation is
found between peer relationcship and persistence, implying
that students of science who were more persistent had a
closer relationship with faculty whereas as students of arts
who were more persistent had an intimate relationship with

peers.

A  second conclusion is that though no singie varijabie
explained persistence for all groups of students, still
degree aspiration was the most predominant variable for atl
groups by educational level, stream and gender. M.Phii
students had a higher dearee aspiration, yet both the grouns

had significant correlation between persistence and degree

aspiration. student’s value expectations and aspirat.ons
int iuence their commitment toward goal and oAl
achievement. Degree aspiration though in itself was not a

predominant variable, it raflected one’s backgrcing

characteristics. it seems that students aspirations are
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incuicated through the values and expectations that the
parents have towards education and intellectual achievement.
Students coming from families where parents are more
educated, they have greater value for education as endorsed
by educational aspirations, Therefore, when these
aspiration are found to be correlated highly with
persistence, it reflected the students own expectations and
values as well as the expectation and values of significant

others,

Students socijo-economic background, does not bhave a
direct 1inflience on the student persistence vyet, 1t acts
more as an  Internalized influence. As the sample were
chosen from a urban university students had more or less

similar socio-economic status.

Students with higher institutional satisfaction have a
greater goal orientation in the sense that they are more
Tikely to be committed towards their academic gcal
achievement Jleading to a greater degree of persistence.
Satisfaction with the institution to a great extent is seen

to be influenced by the college anvironment and the students

g9



accommodation to the coliege environment., Thus 1t seems
1ikely that students 1in better institutions have more
freedom and it brings more satisfaction to the individual

students, and thus be more persistent.

Students’' family encouragement is highly correlated
with socio-economic status and it can, 1influence the
persistence directly. But the impact of family
encouragement 1is Jlessened as the student goes to higher

. N ‘ . ‘
education. It might act as a strong variable for students

who from high school to coliege. But after reaching a

definite educational level, this influence seems lessened

A highar relation of family aencouragement with
persistence 15 found than the peer or faculty. But family
encouragement alone is more influential in students decision
to stay 1in <college than peer relationship or faculty

relationship.

Like all studies, this research had some limitation, it
is not clear that the findings can be generalised to other

campuses or to different places. The samples were drawn
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from a definite university having its unigue
characteristics. Again it was not possible to draw
longitudinal data to trace down the factors of persistence
and researching how these operate. The future researches on
students persistence should trace down the variables through

years and see thelir impact on students’ dreopout behaviour.
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