
STUDENTS PERSISTENCE IN
 
HIGHER EDUCATION
 

DisserlQlioll Submiiled 10 rhe lawaharlal Nehru University
 
in par/ill Ifu(filllienr of the requirements
 

for rhe awardof rhe Degree of
 

MASTER OF PHILOSOPHY
 

SASMITA MOHANTY
 

ZAKIR HUSSAIN CENTRE FOR EDUCATIONAL STUDIES
 
SCHOOL OF SOC~,L.L SCi[!\CES
 

JAWAHARLAL NEH?U UN'\!!':RSiTY
 
NE I',- n Ct ' 'I • 'r"· n"'jI ,.."./ L L. ~t-l, - I ~ ,1 .)0 



-,...--­

j.\WAHARLAL ,,!HPJ' \ 1\!\ERSI; 
\TW DfLHI-lln067 

,8 Hl!~',AIN CENTRE FC', EDUC'; ~ rONAL S ;,IDiES 

CEBTIEICATE
 

Tllis tl) certify dial 1['[' M,Phl1 DisSd1aTI0'1 (:i'1:1 IL d 
"STUDENTS PERSISTENCE IN HIGHER EDUCATION" sub:r:!t1C'j 
I)\, S"srnit:l Mohanty in Parlla! fulfillment of 1he rcqu'f'.: 1- Sf, i S f Of 
the rleg-p8 of r·M\ST[cR OF PHILOSOPHY has IlL" been I;[evi('~';i\ 

:;ubmitt(!rl f;:r "ny 01ilH rlp.GrPP of thi: UniversI1y or 10 ::1'\ C~' ',', 
l)niver;-"ly. 

Vve r8COrnrn(~n~: ::l,-11 tiilS (::ss:-?rL,i.iOn be plar.;tjd ijpic;(- l;'C 
(-j ><arl1\("'l,::r~ ~ Gr (;\..';·)lu'--~1, -)! I. 

s:-~~ (, C, C, ~,"s~ S L.s k, L S', '", g-k.J.­
Pcc)f. S.c. '-"i,-d, Fruf. SUSt-:llC: ~:;,. 

,
 

k-{(11) 667676, 667557/303 



r
 

CONll'NrS 

chapter I
 

( Introauction)
 

Chapter II
 

(Review of Literature)
 

Chapter III
 
(Methodology)
 

Charter I v 
(Hesult,s) 

Chapl,er V 

{I.;"I ",:}cussions) 

Chapter VI 

(ConcluSl0n) 

81bl iography 

01 

24 

44 

/0 

23 

43 

54 

It> 

~ U 1 



I 
r 

ACKNO\VLEDGEMENT 

In the course of this work I am fortunate to have received 

cooperation from more than one quarter. 

I'm grateful to mv supervisor Prof. Sushila Singhal, without 

whose cooperation this work would have been impossible. 

MV special thanks to mv centre chairperson Prof. 

s. C. Ghosh and other facultv members Prof. Geeta Nambisan & 

Prof. Karuna Chanana. 

Friends! TheV are reallv a helpful lot. MV special thanks to 

Sununani, Mix'f, Piku, Anupama, Ravinder, Urvashi, Vijava, Rita 

and Venkatesll. I thank them all. lowe mv deb~ to mv parents. 

Nothing would have been possible without the presence and 

support of mv fal7/1Jy 

~~~<'1 
SASMITA MOHAN~,' 



I 
r
 

CHAPTER I
 



r
 
INIRODUCIION
 

~tudent attrition from higher education lS a maJor 

problem of higher education and needs to be stuoied orl as 

the central point of attention in education psychology. A 

study of educational pSYChology without an understanding of 

the problems that lead students to drop out makes no sense. 

A review of the attrition of students from higher education 

wo"ld heln us to know the basic problems that student of 

higher education are facing and in making programmes and 

nnlicie~ towards eradicatl"q these problems. A 1arge numher 

cf dr0f10ut, ~«()U 1d lead to ar, onerational 

failure of the lnstitution. Ihus attrition problem nEeos to 

oe naid at.t.ention. 

! hough many r-esearches have been done on ;je!!i~)(:4! ;-;~)n: '" 

data of dropout, there are relatively little res~arcl, ,Jr 

the factors of dropout. lhe background character-istics and 

psycho-SOClO factors that lead a student decioe wllethar ~o 

dropout or persist are still to be explored. 

AS studen~s Jropou~ ra~e decides men: ooerat~0r,a'l 

factors 
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studied on and the factors with explored. To understand 

dropouts it is nece&sary to define dropouts and distinguish 

it from persistent student students who have education 

before completing a degree are dropout where as the non-

dropouts are the persisters. Earlier it was thought that a 

students socio-economic status 1S the single most factor on 

which students decision to dropout or persist depend. But 

with a closer look at the dropout process made researchers 

realise that students socio-economic status is one of the 

m'lny h'l~kgrnund characteristics that affects student.s 

decislon, along with many other variable determine the same. 

StlJdp"ts who are persisting definitely have some thlnqs 

distinQuishing)y diffen,nt h'oil1 dropout stullents tnFlt rna''':; 

the stu~~nlS de'lde to persist, 

variables dC, the deciding fsctor 1n studpnt perS'I";-,'-i' ", 

These factors range trom students 

charact0ristics: such 3S age, sex. re 1 i g i en , fami-iY si?€, 

socio-~conomic stat~~. faml1y 3spiratio~ to eny)r~rl~~r,=.:~ 

2 
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institutional size and location relationship with faculty 

and peers, extracurricular activities. rrovlsl0n of 

scholarship etc, motivations and personallty factors such as 

personality difference between persisters and dropouts, 

educational and occupational interest, motivational levels 

and commitments etc. These researches however, have been 

done referring to some theories and can be classified under 

the broad categories of theory taking the kind of factors 

they emrhasis on. 

lhR STAl!' OF lHI:OHY ON STLJIlI:NI DEPARTURE 

Une way of distinqulshing theories of student departure 

from each other is done by researchers by the emrhaslS on 

different individual and environmental forces in the Shaping 

of student behaviour. Houghly the past theories ran be 

categor i ze into one of the five types, each with i t~, own 

particular focus and lev",l of analysis. 

described by the terms 'psychological' , soc i e t.a 1 ' • I 

'economic'. 'organisational' and' interactional'. 

3
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PSYCHOLOGICAL IHFORIES OF STUDENT DEPARTURE 

Psychologicsl models dominated the thlnking of 

researchers in the decades immediately following the second 

world war. They argued that student behaviour is primarily 

the reflection of stlldent attributes, specially those that 

describe the individual's psychological characteristics. 

Models such as those by Summersklll (1962) and marks (1~61J 

point to the image of intellectual attributes as shaping the 

individual's atJllity to meet the academic challenges of 

college llfe. while those by Heilburn (1;J6b), Rose s. Ilton 

(1;J6b) stre,~s H,e role of P8rsonality, motiVational and 

dispositional Characteristics in influencing the stUdents' 

ability and/or willingness to meet challenges. 

Typically, research of this type has sought t,o 

distinguish stayers and leavers in terms of 

attributes ,,,,cuunt for oi ifer i ng response.s T.. G 

supposedly similar circumstances. Heiburn (1965) argued 

that dropouts were likelY to be less mature, more likely to 

rebel agairlst authority and would tend to be less serious In 

their endeavors aGd less dependable than persisters. ROSE: 



r 
and Ilton (1956) argued that student leaving is an immediate 

reflection of maladjustment and directed hostility. 

0tudents wlth high 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 willingness of the 

lndivinual to successfully complete the tasks assOClated 

with college attendance. More importantly, such morjels 

invariably see student departure as reflect'ng some 

shortcoming and/or weakness of the individual. leaving is, 

assumed to be a reflection of an individual's personal 

failure to measure upto the demands of college life. 

pxternal forces may matter, the indivldual alone bears the 

primary responsihility for persistence. 

There is some merit in this view, as individual actlons 

matter and intellectual and personality attributes influence 

student persistence. At the same time, there is no 

substantial body of evidence to suggest tnat 'eavers are 

5 



consistently different in personality from stayers or that 

such a thing as 'drop out personality' exists. Rather, one 

1S led to believe that the observed d1fferences in 

personality attributes of stayers and leavers are 

situationally determined. 1 

II. SOCIAL THEORIES OF STUDENT DEPARIURt 

At the other end of the spectrum are environmental 

theories of student departure Wh1Ch emphasi7e the imoac~ of 

wider social and economic forces on the behaviOllr of 

students in institutions of higher education. One variant 

of the ~nvironmental perspective, referred to here as 

'societal theories of student departure' sees educational 

atta1nme/lt as only one part of the broader process of social 

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 (ed.) ~igher Educa~ion: 

Handbook of Theory and Research, 1886, New York: 
Agathon Press. 

6
 



themselves with those attributes of individuals, 

institutions and society such as social status. race. 

institutional rrestige and opportunity structure that 

describe the individuals' and the institutions' place in the 

broad hierarchy of society. 

For example, Karabel (1912) and Pincus (1980) like most 

conflict theorists have argued thAt social institutions in 

general (and higher ed"cation in particular) are structured 

to serve the interests nf the prevailing sncial and 

educational elites. ln their view, student departure must 

be understood not as en isolated individual event, but as 

part of a larger process of social stratification whictl 

operates to preserve existing patterns of educational and 

~·oc i a 1 inequal ity. I hIls, it is argued that inriividual 

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. 

I 
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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 a1 1972, Sewell 

& Hauser. 197b, Featherman and Houser. 1978). In their 

view, differences in educational attainment and therefore, 

in patterns of student department, tend to mirror 

differences in 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 retentiori. 

I hough usefl'l in t.he aggregate. that is, in descri bi ng broad 

trends in ret.ention in society generally. these theories are 

less useful in explaining the institution-specific forces 

that shape tne varying forms of student institutionR1 

departure. 

III. ECONOMIC THEORIES OF STUDENT DEPARTURE 

Derived from economic theories of 

H 
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attainment. the work of researchers such as Jensen (1~H1). 

lwai & Churchill (1~82). Manski & Wise 1983). Voorhees 

(1~H4) share the view that lndividual 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 un 1 ike 

societal theories generally seek to take account of 

lnstitution-specific forces by arguing that individual 

wp;ghinq of costs and benefits necessarily reflects 

individual experiences within a given lnstitution setting. 

Npvertheless, economic theories are generally lnsensitive tc 

the social or nOll-pecunlary forces inside and outsiu~ 

institlitions the colour 1ndividual decisions reqarding 

Understandably. all such theories emphasize 

the importance of finances and financial ald 111 student 

(e,9, Iwai & chlirchlll 1982. 

l'.JHU) and have been unable to explain how varlOUS forms of 

departure arise within institution of higher education. 

Indeed, there is little financial forces, are for most 

st;j',jents paramount in reter.tion decisions. one 

exception to this conclusion concerns financial ala 1n the 



form of work-study arrangements. Within limits as expressed 

by hours worked, this form of financial aid has consistenLly 

been shown to effect persistence positively (e.g. Ast1n 

1975). 

lhough there is 1 itt le doubt that financial 

considerations are important to the continued persistence of 

some students. most notably those from working class and 

disadvantaged backgrounds. they tend to be of secondary 

importance to the decisions of most other students. The 

reasons are two-fold. ~irst, the effect of finances upon 

persistenre is most often taken UP in decis10ns regard1ng 

college entry, that IS. whether to attend. where to attel1d. 

and in what form Ifull time or part time) to attend (MansK1 

& W1se 1;0<13). Second, though students frequenLly clr~ 

finances as reasons for withdrawal, those reasons normally 

reflect other forces not associated with finances SUCh is 

dissatisfact10n with the institution. 

It might be observed that economic theories may be 

better suited to the analYE1S of reten~~on at the level of 

the system than at the level of inst1tution. Cver Lime. for 

10 



r
I 

I instance. it is Quite likely that the availability 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 is spotty. As Oosterbeek (1989) 

observes. there is much ~o be done before such theories can 

be gainfully employed in the study cif retention in higher 

education. 

IV. ORGANlSA110NAL IH~OHY O~ SlUU~Nr PERSIS1ENC~ 

Organisational theorles are concerned with the impact 

of Rnvironmental factors on student behaviour. However, 

rather than focussing on broad social and ecorlomic forces. 

their attention centres on the effect of the organisation of 

higher educational institutions. Like studies of role 

socialization and worker productivity and turnover 

organisational theories of departure (Kamens, 1971 and Bean, 

1983). see the occurrence of student aeparture aE re~lecting 

1 1 



the impact of the organizatjon on the socializatlon and 

satisfaction of students. 

i ypically, researchers have looked at the effect of 

organisational dimensions, such as bureaucratic structure, 

size, faculty-student ratio and institutional resources and 

goals on the aggregate rates of student institutional 

departure. tholJgh individual attributes are sometimes 

includerJ, they ace not of primary theoretical Interest. 

Kamen's rTilJ 11. i institution"l st\ldy (1Y71) for i nst.anc6, 

focussed on tIle Impact of organisational size and complexity 

of stlJde'lt role socialization and retention. 

it larger institutions with distinct student "charters" 

would l1iive lower student attrition and higher rates of 

students to the more prestigious positions In socIety. 

are a reflection, IIOt only of ;nstituti<,pq, 

~inks that 

maintain with different occupational and economic groups. 

Bean's study takes a somewhat different view of deoarture 'n 

that if looked at the imOBct of organisational attribute. 

and rewardS on retentjo~ and Persistence through their 

1 2 



impact on student satisfaction. It i 6 argued that 

institutional rates of retention - that is student turnover 

would be heightened by institutional policies that lncrease 

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 organlzation to achieve greater 

institutional effectiveness, for they focus on 

organizational attributes that are directly alterable by 

administrative action. lhese models should be appealing to 

researchers interested in comparative analysis of 

institutional retention. For, they make it posslb1e to 

highl ight how different organizational structures are 

related to different retention outcomes among relatively 

similar student bodies. 

1 3 



However, organizational theories such as Bean's (1983) 

and to a letter extent Kamen's (1~/1), lack explanatory 

power in that they do not show that the non-organizational 

attributes eventually impact on student decision to stay 

back or I eave. 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 

behav i our. 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. INlrHACllONAL lHEORlES OF SlUDtNI PtRSlSltNCt 

Interactional theories hold that student behaviour 

reflected both iildividual and organizational ati..,r iuutes. 

Interactional theories of student departure have taken the 

view that student leaving reflects individual's experience 

in the total culture of tne institutlon as manifested in 

both fot'mal and informal organization of the institution. 

14 



They stress the role of informal organization (e.g. students 

groups and sUb-cultures) and the Importance of patterns of 

personal interact.ion among students. faculty a',d staff in 

shaping student departure. They argue 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 

relate to the understanding of that different students have 

of events within the institution. 

Itley are several variants of the interactional VIew, 

such as those uSIng the notion of role socialization and 

"person-role fit" to describe student departure. (Pervin 8. 

Rubin 1967. kont Man 1~12). ~or them, socialization into 

the student r()le is central to the retention process. As a 

consequence, the morA closely a1 igned with that role that 

students see themselves to be, the more likely they are to 

stay. Conversely. t.he greater the perceived discrepallcy 

between the individual's perception of self and student. the 

greater the ',kelihood of depar~cre. 

Ito 
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In heterogeneous settings or in those with no dominant 

student sub-culture (e.g. non-residential colleges). the 

same tlot1on 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 interactional view of departure, is of 

Tinto (1~J75', 19H7). A derivative of Spady's earlier work 

(1970), it draws on the work of ~rench sociologist Ourkheim, 

(lJurklle1m. 19b1). 

iintn's model argued that colleges are very much like 

other human communities and tllat the process of persistence 

15 very much like those processes within communities that 

influence the establ ishment of community membership. In the 

multifaceted world of colleges. student decision to leave or 

stay back are seen as directly and indirectly influential by 

the individual's social (personal) and intellectual 

(normative) experiences in the varied communities, academic 

and social, tnat make UP tne world of college. The 

decisions to leave reflect those personal attributes tnat 

1 ti 



are associated with how individuals interact with, and come 

to attach meaning to. the world around them. Given the 

person's abili~y ~o meet mlnimum academlc standards, the 

model sees personal interaction or contact, especially with 

faculty 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 organizational and the psychological 

view, whlle enabling researchers to sort out the various 

forms of leaving that are typically subsumed under the lacel 

"drop out". More importantly, that highlight the varlOUS 

mechanisms through which organizations and personality 

impact departure. By doing so, they move from a largely 

descriptive view of departure to an explanatory theory that 

is amenable to testable hypothesis. 

The interaction model is, as Peterson (1985) notes. the 

on:y theory of student persistence, which has generateo a 

systematic testing and explanation of student persistence In 

1 7 
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and departure from higher education (e.g. Pascarella & 

Terenzini 1979, 1983, Munro, 1981). In almost all cases, 

research supports the theoretical contention that student 

integration in academic and social communities of the 

college, are the single most important predictors of 

persistence following entry. 

The interaction model has been particularly effective 

in studying the attrition/resistance among minority 

students. Eddins (1982), Attkinson & Richardson (1983), 

KAan & Hllll (1984), Benett & Okinaka (1984), Donovan (1ge4), 

P8scarella (1getl), Nett,les et.al (1985), I'ox (1yeb), 

Pascarella 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 its 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 
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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 for 

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 frequent. 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. 

lhe adoption of organisational model makes it possible cO 

trace more accurately the direct and indirect effects of 

organizations on students' behaVlour. Available evidence 

suggests that one of the primary effects of the organ;satlon 

on student departure is indirect through its influence on 

the character of the social and intellectual communities 

within the college (formal academic policies, such as 

requiring faculty to take at;:endance, whlcn may a~ter not 

only the nature of classroom instruction but also the 

19 



cha~acte~ of the academic communities of the college. SUCh 

pOlicies may have thus wider, though often unintended impact 

on student ~etention that extend beyond initlal policy 

goals. 

On a diffe~ent level o~ganizational attributes such as 

size, ve~tical diffe~entiation. and workload. may also 

influence pe~sistence th~ough thei~ impact on student-

faculty contact. AS ~egards the effect of institutional 

size, a recent multi-institutional study of pe~sistence ove~ 

years found that lnstitutional selectivity and size both 

~Iave negative indi~ect effect upon pe~sistence. In the 

later instance, inc~eased size has a negative impact upon 

social integ~ation and contact with faculty, which in tu~n 

has a negative indi~ect effect upon pe~sistence. 

lhe inclusion of o~ganizational va~iables ln cu~~ent 

inte~actional theories of depa~tu~e can lead to a mo~e 

complete guide fo~ administ~ative policy fo~mation. It may 

also do so by pointing out the va~iou6 and often unintended 

~ays in which fo~mal administ~ative actions impact upon 

student depa~tu~e. Combining the inte~actional 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 it possible. for 

instance. to analyse more carefully the ways in which 

different organizational structures impact upon 

institutional rates of student departure. lhough some very 

informative attempts have been made to use existing 

interactional models for this purpose (e.g. Pascarella and 

Chapman, 1983; Pascarella and Wolfe. 19B5. Stecker et al 

1988: Wi 11 i amson and Creamer, 1988). the research has on 1 y 

begun to scratch the surface of the multi-layered effects of 

different institutional settings on student departure.

i 
;, "'" ..

..- ~, 

STOP our. rRANS~~R AND SYSTEM WITHDRAWAL 

Most of the recent theories on attrition have focused 

on the dlst1nction between staYlng or leaving, lhey nave 

not sought to explain why it is that some will withdraw only 

temporarily (stop outs), some will transfer to other 

institutions (inter-institutional transfer) while others 

wi 11 witharaw from higher education a 1t.ogeu,€ r 

(institut'ona departure).
' 
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It must be recognised that not all such departures are 

similar in character. Some, in fact, have little t.O do with 

events internal to the college but reflect instead either 

the effect of events outside the college or the imnact of 

particular type of individual goals. Some depart only 

temporarily with the intention of returning. They 'stop 

out' rather than 'drop out'. In 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. It shou 1d be 

noted, however, that not all •stop outs' are intent i ona 1 in 

this way. In some cases the person first leaves without 

intending to return and only afterwards reconslders. [he 

later decision to return is not associated with an earlier 

decision to leave. 

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 identify significant 

relationships without referring to a Lheoretical framework 

or focussing on system attrition. There have been numerous 

studies on dropout rates (and particularly dropouts in 

schools and truancy) but there has been relatively little 

research on students persistence in higher educa~ion. 

Tinto, Biddle Bank and Slavings, Pascarella and lerenzini 

studied American Students. This model present study aims at 

identifying some psycho-social factors associated wiLh 

students persistence in higher education. 

23
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE
 

The present section focuses on studies conducted 1n the 

area of student persistence in higher education. 

Though theory development and research on student 

attrition in higher education has been largely an American 

phenomenon, studies have also been carried out in some other 

countries. However, in most cases, research has been 

exploratory in character and/or focused on system attrition. 

ln no case, has research been carried out using the 

interactional theories 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 (1970) 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 behavjour. Spady assumed that socia; 

conditions affecting the drop out of students from the 

social system of college wou'd resemble those resulting in 

24 



suicide in the wider society, namely, insufficient 

interactions wlth others in the college and insufficient 

congruency with the value patterns of the college 

collEctivity. linto (1975) developed his model on the 

earlier work of Spady (1971). An outgrowth of Drukheim's 

theory of suicide. Tinto'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 

commit.ments. 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 

attrition and retention. 



Another important research precipitating further 

lnvestigation has been the theoretical model of achievement 

behaviour, in which behaviours are defined in terms of 

persistence, choice and performance. This model proposed by 

Parsons and Colleagues (19~3) provides a framework for 

specifying the casual relationships among aptitude, 

socialization. attitude and other affective factors. In a 

stUdy Ethington (1990) examined Parson's model of 

achievement behaviour. he examined the two constructs that 

were hypothesized to directly influence persistence. First 

was the value placed on college attendance anrl the second 

was the expectations for success in college. He founa 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 ~hAt 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 social and 

academi c integration on voluntary freshman withdrawal 
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decisions. After controlling for the influence of twelve 

student-entering characteristics, they found that the 

thirteen measures of social and academic integratlon 

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 r~search which precipitated further work was 

done by Bindle, Bank and Slavings (lY85). Data of a large 

mid western university were analysed. With ability 

levels, grades, academlc majors and many other 

characteristics of the students' controlled, the effects of 

social influences on students persistence remained 

significant. Parents and peers were found to have stronger 

influence than faculty members on the persistence uf 

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 attrltlon 

reveal that most students dropout when they cannot afford to 

contlnue at college. Iffert (1957) 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 grants, an additional 80,000 students would 

graduated from college in the four years during which this 

study was cond'Jcted. 

Medsker and lilery (1911) found out that economic 

factors exert a strong influence on college completion. 

Students suPPorted by p~rents, scholarShips. or personal 

savings tend to remain in college. Medsker and Tilery also 
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argued that publ ic junior' college students, as a group. come 

from families in income groups that are lower than those of 

the university students. The student who works at a job 

while attending college has a reduced time for studies. 

Thus, a job may interfere with satisfactory progress. 

Moreover, the job offers the student an alternative to 

remaining in college (Astin, 1972). 

~ields and LeMay (1973) have reported from their 

findings that receiving financial aid will increase the 

chances of the student's enrolling in college, regardless of 

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

1 cle research by Jensen (1981). lwar and Churchi 11 

(1 ~H2), Mansk i and wi se (1983), 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. All these 

studies emphasized the importance of financial aid and 

:i~ances in students' retention. 
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FAMILY BACKGROUND
 

Research has lndicated that factors associated with 

family background are also important 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. It is seen that the 

families where parents are more open, democratic and 

sunportiveana have less conflicting relationship with their 

children, tend to produce children who are more nersistent 

(Congdon, 1Mb4: Merill, lM64). College persisters seem to 

get more parental advice, praise and express more interest 

ln their college experience. According to Hackman and 

Dysinger (1970), persisters have parents who express greater 

expectations for their children's further education. Astin 

(1964), Eckland (1964b), Lembesis (1905) and Mc.Hannon 

(1965) have shown that family's socio economic status is 

inversely related to dropout and positively to persistence. 

Astin (1964) in a 4-year longitudinal study of 6,600 high 

aptitude students, found that fatner's ecucatio~. mother's 

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

persistence at college over a flour year perlod. 

In contrast, Reitzes and Murtran 1980) using a larger 

set of variables and more statistical con~rols, reported 

that father's education and family inc~e had no direct 

effects on the educational pi~ns of undergraduates, although 

parental charac~~ristics exerted some indirect effect 

through stude~ts' past academic performance. 

children from lower status family seem to dropout more 

often even when intelligence has been taken into account 

(Sewell and Shah, 1967). 

Hossman and Kirk (19j(l) through their research dia net 

finrl Clny significant relationship between father's 

oCCUPAtion and students persistence i.e., 

fathers were in lower occupational positions do not dropout 

at significantly higher rates. 

Ecklands Study (1555; demonstrated tnat, C:ver a 

year's peri od, SES variables become significant 1 n 
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predicting which students will return to college after 

dropping out. 

10 summarlze the findings on familiar background it 

appears that college persisters are more likely to come from 

families whose parents are more educated. 

Anderson and Munro (lY81) from a National LOngitudinal 

Study of high school cl'ass 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. 

~ewell ar,d Hauser (lY8U) 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 the 

indirect effects of family background has come from Aitken 

(1982), who noted that the academic performance of 

unlversity freshmen and fCun~ significantly higher if their 

paren~s had college degrees. Though ~ES factors are 
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commonly believed to influence persistence. research has 

provided equivocal results. There has been little agreement 

as to the effects and SIgnificance of S~S 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. 

ACAIJI-MJ C ACHJ IcVI:Mf-:N I 

Wise family students' own ability level 16 a 

determinant of college persistence. Individuals' own 

ability IS a measure of different aspects of individual 

competence. Sewe 11 and Shah (1967) found that i nd i v i dua 1 • s 

measured 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 

aemonstrated through grade point performance. Th i s 16 

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. 19i2). 

With respect to past academic achievement and grade 

performance. many studies have shown it to be the single 

most important factor in predicting persistence 1n college 

(Ammons. 1911; Astin. 1970; Kemens. 1971; Mock and Yonge. 

1959; Blancheild, 1971; Chase. 1970; Morrisey. 1971 and 

Summersk ill. 1962). 

Uemitroff (1914) asserted that academic factors are the 

most reliable predictors of attrition. concluding that it is 

the only variable that can be usefully employed 3S a 

predictor and that adding other variables does not greatly 

improve prediction. 

Astin and Iffe,-t (1917) 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 abili~y and 

their grade performance is higher than the former ones 

(Coker, 196H, Hackman and uysinger, 1970. laylor, 1970, 

Rossman, Kirk and Sexton. 1965). Hackman and Dysinger 

(1970) were able to distinguish between persisters, 

transfers. voluntary withdrawers and academic dismissals ln 

terms of the interaction between an individuals level of 

academic performance (as measured by grade point average) 

and the level of commi~ment 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 ano~her 

institution or re-enroll at the same instltutlon at a 

later date (i.e. Stop out). 
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b. Students with poor academic Qual ifications but 

moderately high commitment tenaed to persist in college 

till completion or until forced to witharaw for academic 

reason (i .e. academic dismissals); and 

c.	 Students with both low commitment to college completion 

and moderately low academic competence tended to 

withdraw from college and not transfer to another 

institution or re-enroll at a later date (i .e. permanent 

drop out). 

Johnson a'ld Hassman (19/3), in their study made a 

distinction between the voluntary and non-voluntary type of 

drop out. lhey found that there was no difference in 

scholastic aptitude measures between non-drop outs and 

voluntary withdrawals, who are presumably the students most 

likely to transfer and re-enroll later. un the other hand. 

there was a significant difference between voluntary and 

non-voluntary withdrawals on measures of scholastic 

aptitude. 

36 



r
 

Summe~skill (1962) examined 3S studies. In all studies 

he found a highly significant ~elationship between attrition 

and college g~ades. He found that poor grades a~e far mo~e 

stahle p~edictors of att~ition. than good grades are of 

~etention. sInce successful students d~op out in large 

numbers than would be expected. he ~eported that though a 

large percentage of drop out students in his studies had 

poor g~ades. a small percentage considered their grades to 

be an important factor in the decision to drop out. 

P~HSONALI1Y CHARACTERISIICS 

The researchers using psychological models have sought 

to distinguish between stayers and leavers in te~ms of 

personal attributes that help to account for differin2 

~esponses in supposedly similar circumstances. Ihose models 

dominated the thinking on retention in decades immediately 

I ... "fo11cwing the World War II, where6s models su~h ~~ ~hCGC ~, 

Summersk ill (1962) and marks (1967) pointed out the 

importance of intellectual attributes in shaping the 

individuals ability to meet the academic challenges of 

college ,ife. At the same time. models by Heilbrun (1966) 



and Rose and Elton (1966) stressed the role of personality. 

motivational ana dispositional characteristics i 11 

influencing the st-udents' abilhy 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. 

Hei 1burn (196b) found that the main personality 

difference bet-ween persist-ers and non-persisters was 1n 

their Socialization (So) and Responsibil,ty (ReI scores of 

personality t-ests such as the MMPI. Scores on t-hese sub 

scales revealed that students who persist are higher in the 

Socializat.10n measures of personal maturity, freedom from 

rebellion and authority problems, and in the capacity to 

live with others without friction. The Responsibility 

scores show higher levels of seriousness of though, 

development of values and dependability. Heilbrun also 

found that persisters are more conflr~;n9 and ::;Eo 1 f-

SUfficient. 

38
 



Vaughan (196e) concluded that persisters are less 

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 personality, except bocial 

integration. In this respect, college withdrawals seem to 

be more egoistic and tend to manifest greater oV8r­

sensitivity. Another interesting finding regarding 

personality as a predicting factor 1n college persistence 

has been revealed by Rose (1~6~). He found that there were 

no significant differences in the anxiety level of 

persisting students and drop out. Both groups scored Qui\e 

high on this variable, as measured by Ratters lncomplete 

Sentences Blank. This high anxiety level, however, did not 

disrupt the functioning of the students who persist. Other 

factors affecting the drop outs made their anxiety level 

much more intolerable for them and played a much more 

important role in their emotional attrition from college. 
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Students who are college persisters seem to be more 

able to adapt to the "college mi 1 ieu". They are more 

mature, agreeable, confirming, cooperative and self-

sufficient, whereas drop outs are generally more impulsive, 

impetuous, critical, unconventional, aloof and assertive, 

likely to over-emphasize personal pleasures, rebellious 

against authority, resentful of college academic and social 

regulations, self-centered and uncertain about future 

(Astin, 1965); Blanchfeild, 1971; Johnson, i970; Manager, 

tiutcher and Mandai, 19/4). etc.). 

PH::R RI:-LAIIONS 

With regard to integration in college system composeu 

of one's peers. On the other hand lffert (19b7) rioted that 

only 15 percent of his drop outs described themselves as 

'lonesome' while at college. cope and Hew1tt, ~iacks (1963) 

. .
!~IJ~fJI -~ .. - _._"..... - ~.. ­and Johnes found that social VIa.\ '..JV~ J 11' ..... t~1 01.... IVII 

friendship support is directly related to persistence in 

college. 
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Although researchers do not show a direct causal 

relationship between peer group influence and withdrawal or 

pers1stence, Carew (IYb7) showed that students characterized 

by "higher acceptance" had slgnificantly higher Grade POlnt 

Averages than students with 'low acceptance'. 

Reitzes and Mutran (lY8U) reported that the importance 

of college friends did not affect the eoucational 

expectations or college performance of 3Yti sophomores, 

juniors and ssnlors at a large midwestern universil.y. 

~AClJLlY RfLll1 JONSH1P 

several stUC1€S have Shown that dropouts were more 

dissatisfieo than perslsters w1th ~heir relationshlp ~l~h 

their profes~<or'~ tHannah. 1YbS; Slocum, 19~b). 

f-ollowlnq thE: suggestions made by Spady (i~/1,' 2nd 

Tinto (197b), Pascarella andlerenzini observed on th8 tJ2sis 

of that faculty-student contacts are an important component 

of both the academic and s~c'ia~ integration of StUd6~tS. 

which 1n tur", are important creaictors of attrition of 
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students. ~vidence from a number of stUdies (Gekowski and 

Schwartz, 1961: Pascarella and Terenzini, 1970, 1971: Spady. 

1971 ) suggested that such aspects of stUdent-faculty 

relationships as the frequency of student-faculty informal 

contacts beyond the classroom are 1n fact pos1t1vely 

associated with student persistence. Later researches by 

Pascarella and Terenzini and Uuby and Iverson (1983) at 

public universities, however. failed to replicate these 

findings. Pascarella and [8renzini suggested that such 

differences in findings across stUdies represent real 

d1fferences among the 1nstitutions stUdies, but it may also 

be truB that academIC and soc1al contacts with faculty at 

some institutions. especially private ones, have more 

attrition-related contex t than they do at other 

institutions, 

Davis (190;'». C;ekowski and Schwartz (19b1), Katz and 

Sanfard (1969). Mc Keachie (1904). Panus & Astin (1968) etc. 

have shown through their studies that a positive interaction 

facilitates the development of healthy attitudes towards 

bea~ing and towards the c":;~ 1-=9~. These stUdies have also 

shown that dropouts were more disastified with their 
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professors than the perslsterS and experienced a barrier 

between themselves and their professors that prohibited 

close contact (Hannah. l~b~). 

Slocum (1956) reported from his study that 55% of tne 

dropouts were dissatisfied with their faculty relationships 

as compared with 49% of the persisters. 
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CHAPTER III
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METHODOLOGY
 

Number of students' persisting in higher education and 

research 1S reduced to almost one third of the students 

enrolled in high school. What are the factors that lead 

some students to persist and not all 'l 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 influence their decision to stay or leave~ Some of 

these commonly observed phenomena led to this stuoy having 

the following problem statement: 

I'HOHLEM SlAI!:MENT: 

Whether students' persistence in higher education 1S 

influenced by their background characteristics such as their 

socia-economic status and family encouragement, peer and 

faculty relationships; their satisfaction with the 

institution, and degree aspirations. 
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OBJECllVES 

lhe princIpal objective of this study is to fInd out 

whether student persistence in higher education is related 

so their socio-economic status, family encouragement, degree 

aspiration, faculty and peer relations, and institutional 

satisfaction. lhe specific objectives are: 

1)	 10 find out the relationshin between socio-economic 

status and persistence for post graduation and M.Phil 

students. 

<!	 10 find out whether stUdents' degree aspiration are 

related to their persIstence. 

:3) 1" ascertaln the relationship between students 

satIsfaction WIth the institution and their psrslstenre. 

4) To ascertain the relationship between students' 

relationship with the facult\ and their persistence 1n 

college. 
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5) 10 find out the influence of peer rela~ion5hip on 

students' persistence. 

b) 

students persistence. 

If family encouragement towards education is a factor of 

7) ro find out whether students at post graduat and 

levels differ is their persistence. 

M.Phil 

lhese objectives led tn the following assumptions: 

I) 

persist from M.~hll. 

research i 5 

high it 1S expected that only better S~S background 

As the cost of education to continue for 

socia-economic status than students in post-graduation. 

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

2) 

~.A./M.SC._ level. 

It is assumed that students of M.Phil will have a hig~er 

degree aspiration level than their counterparts at 



3J lhose who are satisfiea with the institution are more 

more 

It 1 s 

administration.including 

Institutional satisfaction, which 

institutionthe 

likely to scay back. 

with 

examination system. grading. department etc. 

assumed that students 1n research will have 

institutional satisfaction than Post-graduate students. 

takes into account the students overall satisfactlOn 

4) It is assumed that students in M.Phil will have a closer 

relationship with faculty than post-graduat students. 

bJ Astin (1~bU) has sald one's relationship with peers 

It 1S assumed in this studY that 

influence the decision to choose a particular course and 

the "ext enrollment. 

stucents in M.Phil will have better peer-relationships. 

b) fan,il, 

post-graduate 

students 

thanDe higher101 i ) 1 

assumed that for M.Phil1 S It 

encouragement 

students. 

7) Pos:-graauat s~udents 

than M.Phil students. 

wlll have a low persistence score 
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HYPOTHESES:
 

1)	 There will be a signijlcant difference between the SES 

of M.Phil and P.G. students. and between science and 

arts students. 

2)	 The degree aSPiration level of p06t-graduate and 

research students will differ significantly. 

3)	 Post-graduate and research students wi 1 1 differ 

significantlY in their institutional satisfaction. 

4) 1he post grad'late research and P.G. students wlll 

differ significantly with regard to their relationship 

with the faculty. 

S)	 lhere will be a significant differencE between tns 

nature of peer relationships of P.G. and M. Ph i 1 

Students. 

f)	 For post--graduate and M. Ph i 1 students t~,e fami 1)< 

encouragement will differ significantlY. 
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7)	 The relationship between socio-economic status and 

persistence will be different for post-graduate students 

and research students. 

8)	 There will be significant difference in the relationship 

between degree aspirations and persistence for ~.G. and 

M.~hil Students. 

9)	 The relationship between instItutional satisfaction and 

persistence will be significantly different for post­

graduDt.e ilnd research students. 

lU)	 cor post-graduate and research students the relationsnip 

between faculty relationships and persistence wilT be 

significantly different. 

11)	 There will be signifIcant different in the relation of 

between persistence and peer relationship for ~.G. and 

M.Phil students. 
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12) lhe relationship between family encouragement and 

persistence will significantly differ for P.G. and 

M.Phil Students. 

SAMPLE 

160 students were chosen from Delhi University, 80 

were Post Graduate and 8U 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 ~1 to ~6 years. 

RESEARCH DESIGN: 

As the study was done after the event took place, an 

ex-past-facto design was used. 16U students were taken for 

the study and were given auestionnaire. 

DEFINITION OF VARIABLES: 

~OGio-Econ0mic Status: I~ th 1s stuCy, saclo-economic 
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status is defined to conclude the ,ncome, education and 

occupation of both the parents taken together. 

Degree Aspiration - The students' highest aspired degree. 

Institutional Satlsfaction - It is defined as the students' 

overall satisfaction with the university administration, 

examination system, grading, department and management of 

the university. 

cacu1ty relationship It 1S defined as the kind of 

closeness or distance a student maintains with the teachers. 

Peer ke1ationship It is defined as the closeness and 

distance a student maintains with other students. 

Family encouragement - It is defined as the interest shown 

by the Parents in the students education. 

Persistence It is defined as the students diligence. 

abili~y to ~c~k hard and stloking 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 

rogether. 

fOOLS USED 

1)	 An extensive Questionnaire consisting of 6U Questions 

was used. It measured students socio-economic status. 

four choice format of likest type 

faculty 

institutional 

All Questions were 

encouragement, 

relationship, 

family 

rersistence. 

-

relationship. 

satisfaction 

to be responded 

and 

peer 

in a 

2) Students personal information sheet. 

PROCEOURE 

The researcher started conducted the study by giving 

the extensive Questionnaire to the students individually. 

Before giving the Questionnaire the researcher gave 

i~structions to the students informing them that the cata 

collected would be used for research purpose and wlll not be 
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disclosed, so the students should read and answer the 

questionnalre as accurately as possible. The answers to 

questions were in the form of four alternatives. ranging 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Scores for each alternatives ranged from 3 to 0 

depending on the answer marked. For example if the answer 

was strongly agree the score was 3 and if strongly disagree 

the score was O. For each variable the scores were sumed up 

separately. This way the total sum of each variable for all 

the subjects were found out. Then the to~al sample was 

divided into sub-groups on the basis of their educational 

level, educational stgream and sex of the individuals. On 

educational level, students of M.A. were coded as group 

and M.Phil 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 ~ere a~alysed using statist~ca: 

procedures for means, standard deviations. correlational 
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analysis and t-values. The t-test was u6ed to know the 

significance of mean diffprences for different variables and 

different gt'OIJP6., 

Correlational analysis was used to know the correlation 

existing between different variables. 
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------

RESUU
 

MI::AN Ul FFI:-RI::NCI::S 

lhe difference between the mean scores of M.A. and 

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

using t-test. 

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

---------------~--------------------------------------

M.A	 Students M.Phil Students 

Mean N Mean So N t-Value 

SI::S 1::;.2u 3.69 eo 12.e:-' 3.47 80 1 . b 9 

UA U.9/ e.21 eo 17.33 ~.jO 60 2.e9** 

IS 21.4e 4.6/ 60 a.Oj 6.44 60 i .62 * 

Rf­ 22.10 b.26 eo 21.91 4.93 80 .2b 
riP le.51 b. 0 1 8U 1 5 . 1 1 2.5U 80 1.99* 

f-1:: e. 1 1 2.4b 8U 9. 1 U 2.39 80 1 • 2:-' 

PI::R 15.b4 5. 1 7 80 1l:l.94 6. 1 7 80 2.20** 

Results showed that the mean score for M.Phil. Group 

was higher than M.A. group with a difference of 4.36_ in's 

implied that the M.Phi1. group ~lao higher aegree aSDlrat10n 

than M.A. students. The standard deviations for both the 

groups were Quite high signifying that the scores were 

scattered widely. There were some students in the group who 

experienced very low degree aspirations whereas there were 
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others who experienced very high degree aspirations. The t­

value was significant (2.~9; 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.Phil students had a higher mean score 

on persistence then M.A. students, with a difference of 24. 

Thus, it was seen that M.Phil Students were more persistent 

than M.A. students. Ihe t-value was 2.20 showing a 

signlficant difference. In peer relationships the M.A. 

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

students a mean score of 16.11. There was a difference of 

L.bo. And the t-value was 1.99 which was significant at 

P< .Ub level. This mpant that the M.A. Students had a more 

extensive peer relationships than the M.Phil students. On 

family encouragement, the M.Phil students again had a higher 

mean score with a mean difference of .99 and t'value of 1.22 

Which was insignificant showed that the two groups did not 

differ significantly with regard to their family 
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encouragement. with regard to the results in relationship 

with faculty and socio-economic status there were no 

sign1ficant aifference 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 

M"an SD N Mean SO N t-Value 
---------------------------------------------------------_.­
SES :;0.25 8.24 80 31.13 6.92 eO .64 

DA I. :;:; 4.47 80 5.1:15 5.88 80 1 . 'l b '" 

IS :4.02 4.35 80 1 2 . 91 4.32 1:10 1 . ~') ~ 

RF 22.15 3.55 80 20.59 4.49 1:10 2.11** 

RP 9. 15 2.35 80 10.33 2.80 8U 2.54** 

FE 14.0U 3./9 80 13.1:17 2.36 8U 1 . 56 
PER L H • '3 4.06 80 26.4U 4.42 1:10 2.23** 

Results showed that students 1n science and arts 

d1ffered significantly with regard to their score orl 

persistence. peer ra1atiunsh-ip, facull~Y relationshlp 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. Th i simp 1 i ed 

that the science students actually experienced greater 
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l persistence than arts students. A significant t-value of 

2.20 (P<.05) implied B 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. un faculty relationship the science 

students had a greater mean score with a significant t-value 

of 2 • , , (I-'(.Ob), signifying that they had a better 

relationship with the faculty than did students of arts 

stream. lhe mean difference on faculty relationship was 

1 .;'6. With regard to the t-value on degree aspiration of 

both science and arts students, it was seen that there was a 

significant t-value of 1 .~6 (1-'<.01). lhe mean score was 

greater for science students with the difference of 1.98 

from the arts students. 

Correlation analysis was done for different groups 

separate 1y. 
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lable ~ CorrelatIons analysIs for the total samples \N=lbU) 

SES DA IS RF RP FE PER
 

r 
SES 1 . UU .LL- . 1 !J . 1!oj • <' 1 · 13 • 1 !J 

DA .22'" 1.0U .55** .49"'''' . 14 · 17 .59** 
IS . it:. .bb.:l;.:l; 1.00 .45"'* .24'" · 1!J .47*'" 
RF • 1 !oj '" .4!oJ** .45** 1. 00 .23* .07 .50*'" 
FE .1J . 17 . 18 .01 .03 1.00 .20* 
PER . 18 .5!oJ*'" .47** .50** .33** .20* 1 . 00 

* significant at .01 level/** significant at .001 level 

The correlation matrix for the total sample shows that 

among the variables that have high correlation are 

persistence with degree aspiration (r = .59, P<.Ol). This 

signifies that for the total sample persistence is related 

more significantly with degree aspiration. 

Ihe other variables that are related significantly are 

institutional satisfaction with degree aspiration (r = .55), 

faculty relationship with degree aspiration (r = .49 P<.01), 

persistence with institutional satisfaction (r = .41 ) , 

faculty relationship with institutional satisfaction (r 

= .45) peer relationship with institutional satisfactiol1 II 

= .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, 

instltutional satisfactl0n, faculty relationship and peer 

relationship are correlated with their persistence in 

ccllege significantly. Next to persistence, institutional 

satlsfaction is the variable that is correlated with maximum 

other variables. Socio-economic status was correlated with 

degree aspiration (r = .~~) with institutional satisfaction 

(r = .18), with faculty relationship (r = .19), with peer 

relationship (r = .~O). Faculty relationship is correlated 

with family encouragement (r = .~3), persistence with family 

encouragement (r = .20). 

Then correlation matrix for Post-graduate and M.Phil 

Students were taken and compared on the basis of different 

v8riables. 

Table 4: correlation matrix for post-graduate students 

Si=S DA IS RF RP i-'i=R 

c,A1 h SI::S 1 .00 . 14 15 .v . ~~ . i 4 .~b* 

DA · 14 1 .00 .56** .53** .07 . 13 .47*­
IS · 15 .56** 1 .00 .51** , 17 .34* .53** 
RF · 15 .53** .51** 1 .00 .31* .33* .54** 
RP .22 .07 . 1 7 .31* 1 .00 .29* .39* 
FE · 15 . 13 .34* .33* .29* 1 .00 .58** 
PER .25* .47*- .53** .54** .39* .58** 1.00 

N = 80/- = p< .01 , /** = P<.001 
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Analysis of the correlations for postgraduate students 

(N=80) shows that many variables are correlated 

significantly at P<.Oi level, institutional satisfaction 

with degree aspiration (r =.5b), faculty relationsh1P w1th 

degree aspiration (r =.53), persistence with degree 

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 =.3~) and 

family encouragement with persistence (r =.58) 50cio­

econom1c status with persistence (r =.25) , faculty 

relationship with family encouragement (r =.33), peer 

relationship with family encouragement (r =.2~). Ihis 

infers that persistence for post-graduate stUdents 

significantly related to all the variables. This also 

implies that for post-graduate students their faculty 

relationsh1p 1S correlated highly with their degree 

aspiration, persistence, Deer relations and their 

institutional satisfaction significantly and highly meaning 

that students who had high score on faculty relationship lr. 

this group also had a high score on persistence. their 
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institutional satisfaction was also high comparing to other 

students. Moreover, they had a more close and posItive 

relationship with their peers in comparison to students who 

had a lower faculty relationshIp. 

The correlation for the M.Phil students. We find 

completely different results that the results for post­

graduate students. 
Table 5: Correlation between different variables 

for M.Phil studants. 

SES DA IS RP FE PER 

SES 1.00 .2b* .2:; .20 · 1 'l · 15 . 1 b 

UA .2b* 1. UU .t>b** .42'" · L 1 .20 .70"'''' 
IS .2:; .t>b"'''' 1 . uu . 4 1 '" .:;:;'" · 1 'l .4t>'" 
RF .20 .42'" .41 '" 1 . OU .16 .01 .4'l'" 
RP . 19 .21 .33" . 15 1.00 · 12 .::>0'" 
FE . 1 t> .20 . 19 .21 · 1 L 1 .00 . 16 
PHI .1b ./0*'" .4b* .49'" .::>0'" · 16 1 . 00 

N = IJO 

'* = P< . u 1 
"'''' = P< .001 

Results show studen1.s, 1.heir 

,.1'; t- h 
, ~IIis correlat.ed highly .... the ~ r- degree 

aspirations, (r = .70, P<.OOl). It implies that students in 

M.Phil have a higher degree aspiration level and it is 

correlated strongly with their persistence. Other variables 

tha1. are significantly correlated for M.Phil students are 
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degree aspiration with institutional sat1sfaction (r = .65. 

p ( .001 ) • institutional satisfaction with persistence 

satisfaction with persistence, (r = .4b, P(.U01), faculty 

relationship with persistence (r = .49. 1-'< .0(1), faculty 

relationship with degree aspiration (r = .4L). faculty 

relationship with institutional satisfaction (r = .41). 

socio-economic status with degree aspiration (r = .~O. 

P<.Ol), institutional satisfaction with peer relations (r 

= .33. P<.Ol) and persistence with peer relationship (r 

= .29. P<.Ol). lhe results show that for students in 

M.Phil., their persistence correlates highly with degree 

aspiration and to many other variables such as institut10nal 

satisfaction. faculty relationship. and also to peer 

relationship to a certain extent. Family encouragement 18 

not correlatea with any other variable~. Socia-econom1C 

status is correlated only with degree aspiration. implyinp 

that for these students soc i o-ecoroomi c status dORS nut. 

influence any other variables except the degree aspiration. 

Similarly f am i 1y encouragement is not significantly 

correlated with any other variables. Degree aspiration is 

signiflcantly related to persistence. with faculty 

relationship ( r =.42. P<.OOl). and institutional 
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satisfaction (r =.55, P<.OOl). meaning that for M.~hil 

st:Udpntf. rela',ionship and institutional 

sat' sfac:~ ior' are signif,cantly correlated with degree 

aspiration. ~eer relationship is related to persistence 

= .30) and institutional satisfaction (r = .33) only at .01 

level. 

If we compare the correlation matrix for M.A. and 

M, Ph i I students, it' can be seen that peer relation and 

family encoIJragement correlate differently with other 

va r i Cit, 1es. lhe persistence for postgraduate stuaents 1S 

corr8lated s'jqniflcantly ,,-ittl their peer re-Iationshic. 

whereas fnr M.Phi I students there is no significant 

correlation between persistence and peer relationship. 

Simllarly, for post graduates, the relationship with Deer is 

correlated signIficantly with faculty relations and famlly 

enCOUI"agement, but for M.P~il students this is not so. 1 r.us 

it can tIe inferred that for M.A. students. peer relationshIp 

1S 1mpo rtant whereas. incase r< .. Ph i 1 students. it dOl3S not 

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

to be correlatea with persistence (r = .be. P<.UU1), faculty 

relationship (r = .32. P<.Ul), peer relationship ( r 

= .29.P<.Ol) and with degree aspiration (r = .34, P<.U01), 

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

correlated significantly with any other variable. 

1 hough degree aspiration is correlated with 

persistence. instjtutional satisfaction and faculty 

relationship for both M.Phil and M.A. students, the degree 

of correlatlon differs for both the groups. ~or instance, 

M.Phil students show a very hjghcorrelation between degree 

aspiration and persistence (r = .7U) than for M.A. students. 

Ihe correlation between degree aspiration and instltutional 

satisfaction for both the M.A. and M.Phil groups. is 

somewhat sim1lar. Signlfying a significant relationshlP. 

Again, degree aspiration is correlated with faculty for tJOU, 

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 
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slgnlflcant relationship between faculty relationship and 

peer relatlonship (r = .1b) and faculty relationshlp Bnd 

family encour'3gement (r- = .01). For both groups, the 

faculty relatlonship is strongly related with persistence. 

~ocio-economic status as a variables is not correlated 

wlth any other variables for both the groups, except 

persistence for M.A. students (r = .25, P<.Ol), and degree 

aspiration for M.Phil students (r = .26, P<.()l) though 

significant only at .01 level for both variables. 

New lets take a look at the correlation between the 

different variables for students of different educatIonal 

stream. 

lable 6 Correlation for different variables for 
science students. 

lJA IS RP FE PER 

SES 1 .00 • 1 ~ . 16 .22 .26* .46* .38'"
 
DA 1 ~ , • VO .56"''' .3~:t: .24 .20 .63*·
 
IS .16 .56** 1.00 .49* .36* . 19 .21
 
RF .22 .39* .49* 1 .00 .27 .01 .56**
 
RP .27 .24 .36* .27 1 .00 .09 . 2 1
 
FE .46* .20 .19 .01 .09 1.00 .28*
 

.. r­ ~PER .38* .63** .21 .56** . 2 ~ .28* ~ • 'J'J 

* = P<.Ol 
** P< .001 
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Results show that for SClence students, persistence is 

correlated only wlth var1ables of SOCl0-economlC status, (r 

= ,Clb, P<.U01), degree aSPlration (r = td, P'.UU1), faculty 

relationship (r = ,50, P<.OOl) and family encouragement (r 

= .LI!, peUl), Ihis may lmply that for science students 

their decision to stay back in college is influenced only by 

degree aspiration, socia economic status, relationship with 

family and family encouragement. 

Peer relationship is correlated significanLly only wit.h 

institutlonal satisfaction (r = .Clb, P< .UUl J, It is not 

correlated with any other variables. 

~or students in science , faculty relationship lS seen 

t.o be correlated wlth persistence (r = .tJtJ, jJ( .UU1) meanlnq 

that their persistence 15 influenced by their faculty 

relationship. ~aculty relationship is correlated with degree 

aSPiration (r = ,Cll!) , and institut10nal satisf"r.uon, (t­

= .48, peOOl). 

Institutional satisfaction is seen to be correlated 

only with degree aspiration (r = .56, P<.OOl) and faculty 
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relationship (r = .49). but not persistence. In case of 

the correlation between persistence and inst1tutional 

satisfact10n the r value 1S only .2136 signifyino no 

signif1cant relat10nship. Persistence. for science students 

is not influenced by their institutional satisfaction. 

Degree aspiration has a significant relationship with 

persistence 1n case of science students. with an r value of 

( r .6::1). Degree, aspiration is also correlated 

significantly to institutional sat1sfaction (r = .b5) and 

faculty relation (r = .::19). 

I-or science students. socia-economic status 1 S 

correlated nnly with pers1stellce and family encouragemen~ (r 

= .41), signifying that for science students socia-economic 

statlls is nnt an important variable in influencing the,r 

degree aspiration, institutional satisfaction, faculty and 

peer relation. Family encouragement is correlated with 

socia-economic status (r = .47. P<.Ol) and persistence (r 

= .28, P<.Ol). This implies that socia-economic status, by 

influenc1ng family encouragement directly, also influences 

• 
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I,"ersistence. lhus familY encouragement plays a significant 

role in influencing persistence. 

Hesults tor science students differ from arts students 

Quite significantly. Persistence for arts students is 

correlated with all the other variables. variables with 

which persistence is seen to be correlated at PC .001 level 

are students degree aspiration (r = .53), satisfaction with 

the institution (r = .37) and relationship with faculty (r 

= .42). With sOClo-economic status, peer relationship and 

f am i 1 y encouragement, persistence has a significant 

correlation at .01 level the r value being .;;0, .32 and .;;0 

resnectively. 

LJegree aspiration is correlated with students 

inst.itutional satisfaction (r = .51, 1-'<.001,1, facuH.y 

relFlt.lonship (r 0.59, P<.OU1) and nersistence (r = .5:;, 

PC .001) significantly. ~or arts students, the 

aspiration is correlated to their socio-economic status at 

P< .01 level (r = .28). Faculty relationship for arts 

students is correlated significantly with degree aspiration 

(r = .59) , institutional satisfaction (r = .38) and 
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persistence (r = .42, P<.Ol). Thus faculty relationship is 

correlat.ea with pers1stence for arts students. 

lnst,tut10nal satisfaction is correlated to persistence 

(r = .37) and relationship with peers, implying that arts 

students' persistence is correlated to their institutional 

satisfaction through a better peer relationship. Students 

with better peer relationship are likely to be more 

satisfied with their institution and likely to persist. 

Peer relationship 1S correlated only with persistence lr 

. 32. P<.U1) and institutional satisfaction (r = .21) . 

Socio-economic status of arts students is correlated to 

thelr degree asnirat.ion. persistence and f am, 1 y 

encn1lr'lgemAnt 'it P< .01 level. 

]f we compare the correlations for science Rnd arts 

students. it is found that there are cert'lin b'lsic 

dlfference between the two groups. ~or students 0+ ~C1Rnce. 

persistence is related significantly only to degree 

aspirations (r = .64). family encouragement (r = .56), 

faculty relationship (r = .56) and socio-economic S~acUS (r 

= .38) . But there seem to be no significant correlation 
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between persistence and Institutional satisfaction neither 

between persistence and Deer relationship, However, for 

arts s~udents persistence is correlated significantly with 

all the variables at .U1 level. lhis may impiy that for 

students in arts. their staYIng back in college for higher 

education is influenced by their degree aSPIration. socio­

economic status. institutional satisfaction. faculty 

relationship. peer relationship and family encouragement. 

All these factors combined together influence the students' 

deCIsion to stay back in college. Whereas, for scierlce 

student.s, their decisioll to persist in higher education 15 

not influenced by their peer relationshIp and lnstitutional 

satisfaction. 

lable 8: Correlation of Hale students 

SlcS lJA I e 
" 

SI::S 1 • UU .~l* . 18 • 1e .?4 • 
1

v
>. .~e* 

lJA .L7* 1 • UU .L9* .L8* .n .LO* .b6:J* 

IS .18 .~9* 1.00 .27- .3e* • L'O .2/" 
HF . 18 .28* .27* 1. 00 .30* .Ub .11C 
HI-' .24 .'22 .38'" .30'" 1 . UU · U7 .42* 
FE . 15 .20'" .20 .07 .07 1.00 .'23 
PER .28* .65** .26'" . 18 .42'" .23 1.00 

N = 80 
* = P< .01 level 
* '" = P < •001 1eve 1 

If look the correlations for male stUdents. 



find tnat pers1stence for male students 1S correlated with 

degree aspiration the r value being .05 (P<.OU1); and peer 

relationship (r == .42, P<.0011. ~or male students 

perSlstence is also correlated with soclo-economic status (r 

= . Le, PC.Ul) and institutional satisfaction (r == .27 • 

P<.Ul) to some extent, th8 implication being that 

decis10n for males to stay back in college depends on their 

degree aspiration, peer relationship. socio-economic status 

and instltutional satisfaction. Their family encouragement 

and faculty relationship donot play an important role in 

their persistence. faculty relationship is correlated with 

institutional satisfaction (r == .21 • P< .01) and peer 

relationship (r = .30, P<.Ul). Socio-economic status 1S 

related to degree aspiration (r== .~6, Pc.OI) and 

aspiration with persistence (r = . 2I:l , P<.Ol). 

encouragement is correlated to degree asplrat10n (r 

degree 

~amily 

- ., .­
.LV, 

PC.l)l). 

Now let us 

female students. 

take a look at the correlation table for 

i 
, 

I 
! 
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Table 9: Correlation table for female students. 

SES IJA _v Rf- kP Fe PERTcc 

0t:S 1 .ou .:>u* . 19 . 17 .23 .30* .28* 
llA .:>u* 1 .ou .47* .42* .07 .41* .b9** 
IS 19 .47* 1 .00 .41* .43* . 17 .28* 
kf­ . 1 7 .4';':-: .41* 1 .00 .U7 .23 .31* 
RP .<'3 .ur .41* .07 1 .00 .22 .26* 
H .30* .41* . 1 / .23 .22 1 .00 .44* 
PI::R .28* .b9* .2e* .31* .2b* .44* 1 .00 

N = 80 
* = P<.Ol 
** = P< .001 

From the results. it is obvious that for females, 

family encouragement plays a important role. In case of 

males. family encouragement is associated only with their 

degree aspiration, whereas for females family encouragement 

1S correlated with socia-economic status (r = .30, P(.Ol). 

degree aspiration (r = .41). and also persistence in college 

(r = .44. P <. UU 1 ) • 

Peer relationship is not correlated significantly with 

any other variable, except with their institutional 

satisfaction (r = .41) and persistence (r = .26, P<.Ol). 



, 
1 

Degree aspiration is correlated significantlY to 

fema.les' socia economlC status ( r .30,1 • 

E:nco:J r a.geme n t. .41) and to persistence { r = . b~). 

Soclo-economic status is correlated significantlY 

degree asplration (r = .3ul, family encouragement (r = 

and persls~ence (r = .21). ~or females their satisfactlon 

with the institution is correlated with degree aspiration (r 

= .41) faculty relationship (r = .41 J, peer relationH,it; [r 

= .41 ) ana persistence (r = .2Hl. For males a I ~r:! the 

i nst. i tUT, i 0na 1 satisfaction was correlated with Th~ SA",·· 

var-1atlles. ~r;, rn.51es, tI\e faculty relationship (r = . :' ( . 

h • U1 ! (11d 'lOT. play ar1 impor"tant role as aid 

I-;.J!I; 1) r-~laT,ionship for- females lS 

(r = .:j1, P;.')'). 

~or female students their decisl0n t~ stay'~ C~; IGge 

and go for !,igher I;lducation seems to be deoending or· ,,11 tho;> 



other variables. Persistence has a significant correlation 

with family encourageme~t (r =.44, P<.OOl). SOC10 economlC 

status (r = .LT), inst,ituc'ional satisfaction (r = .2Cl), 

faculty relationship (r = ,31) and peer relationship (r 

= .26). It means that persistence for gi rls is correlated 

maximum with their degree aspiration and family 

encouragement, while for male students the persistence did 

not correlate with faculty relatlonship and family 

encouragement, 
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CHAPTER V
 



DISCUSSION
 

lhe results obtained from the analysis are discussed ln 

the light of the hypotheses tested. 

lhe first hypothesis was that there will be a 

significant difference between the socio-economic status of 

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

stUdents. Ihe 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. So the first hypothesis 

was rejected. 

lhis result is supported by Summerskills (190L), Who 

aptly stated that though SeS factors are commonly believed 

to influence attrition, research has provided mlsleading 

results. ~ckland (1~65) argued that the source of mUCh of 

this ambiguity was due to methodological flaws. Studies DY 

Little (1959), Rossman and Kirk (1970) found no significant 

relationship between fathers occupation and the attrition of 

college students; i.e. students whose fathers were in lower 

occupation did not dropout at significantly higher rates. 



~cklana (1905) found faener's occupation to be significant 

for those stu~ents who were in the lower quareile of their 

high school class in preriicting who would join college. 

Iffert (195!) discovered that the median income of 

families of students who withdraw was significantly lower 

than students who did not dropout. But he cautioned against 

the conclusion that family income is a factor in determining 

withdrawal. ~ckland (1905), Iffert and also Astin (1913b) 

concluded from their studies that when one looks at the 

percentage of family income spent on college education 

(after taxes), there is no difference between the dropouts 

and persistent students. Astin's (1973b) and ~ckland's 

(lYO~) analysis of factors related to attrition strongly 

suggested that family income is not a direct factor In 

attrition. 

Parental education has been found to be related to 

attrition decisions in some studies. Chase (19/0), Eckland 

(1965), Panos and Astin (1968). Fransworth (1959), and 

Slocum (1956) have found a relationship between the level of 

parental education for both parents and the probabilities 
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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) concluded that 

1f the child comes from a family background where 

educational and intellectual achievement are valued, then 

the student 1S 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 droDouts and persistent, but not 1n 

the eXDected direction. His reslJlts documented the fact 

that students whose families have low socio-economic status 

have higher retention rates. He suggested that this may be 

related to social mobility factors; i.e., students from 

lower social classes have more motivation to achieve (and 

graduate) because a college education 1S a means of 

1mprov1ng one's social position. However, Sewell and Shah 

(1901) and Tinto (1975) found inverse relationship between 

socio-economic status and persistence even when intelligence 

is controlled. 



The second hypothesis was that the research studenLs 

,i 

and the post graduate students will differ signiflcantly 

with regard LO Lheir degree aspiration. it was seen Lhrough 

different prevl0us studies that people with higher 

expectancies had a greaLer vigour towards action and thus 

persisted more. ExpectaLions for success in college and 

perceived value of college comprjsed our definition of the 

variable of degree aspiration. The expectancy-value models 

(e.g., Atkinsons, 19ti4; Crandall, 19ti9; Weiner, 1972. 1974) 

ascertain thaL expectation for success and the subjective 

v~lue of Lhe outcome influenced the actual outcomes. 

There seemed to be a significanL mean difference 

beLween the degree aspiration of M.A. and M.Phil studenLs. 

the L-value being 2.89. Ihe M.Phil sLudents had a higher 

mean score than Lhe M.A. studenLs. 

This result supports that found by ASLin (19ti4). 

Bucklin and <lucklln (197U), Coker (19ti8), Kerbs (1971), 

Medsker and frent (1968), Sewell and Shah (1967) and White 

(1971). lhese researchers suggest that once the 

individual's ability was taken into account, it was his 



commitment to the goal of college completion that was most 

influential in determining college persistence. Whether 

measured ln terms of educational plans. educatlonal 

expectations. or career expectations. the higher the level 

of plans, the more likely was the indivldual to remain in 

college. o,ewe 11 and Shah (19b 7) • found that 1eve 1 of 

educational aspirations and plans held by individual was by 

far the strongest independent influence upon college 

completion, once family social status and ability were taken 

into account. 

The third hypothesis was that post graduate and 

research students will differ significantly in 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. Questlonnaire 

on this contained questions based on these aspects. 

Institutional satisfaction thus is one study comprlses what 

Tinto (1975) in his model referred to as social integration 

and academic integration. In Tinto's model social and 

academic integration concerned the overall satisfaction of 



,
 
the individual with the university. For T1nto. together with 

background characteristlc~, the initial goal commitments are 

hypothesised as influenclng, not only now the individual 

wlll perform academically, but also how he or She will 

interact with and subsequently become integrated into, the 

institution's social and academic system. Uther things 

belng equa 1 , the greater the individuals level of 

integration towards the institutions, the greater is his or 

her sUbs,equent commi tment to the i nst i tut i on and commi tment 

to the goal of college graduation, respectively, These 

subsequent commitments, ln turn, are seen, along with levels 

of integration as haVl ng a positive influence on 

persistence. 

A significant mean difference is found between tne M.A. 

and M.Phil students with regard to their institutional 

sHtisfaction with the M.Phil students showing a greater 

degree of satisfaction. Again, from the correlation 

analysis it lS seen that for students of M.Phil the 

correlation between institutional satisfaction and 

persistence in greater than the correlation ~alue for M.a. 

students. This shows that students in M.Phil who are 



assumed to be more persistent have a greater institutio""l 

satisfaction than students of post graduation. So this 

hypothesis lS accepted. 

The fourth hypothesis was that students of M.Phil and 

M.A. will differ significantly with regard to their 

relationshin with faculty. 

The amount of contact the student has with faculty. the 

students' evaluations of the faculty. and amount of his or 

her satlsfaction with these interactions have been the most 

common measures used to assess the influence of faculty on 

the attrition of students. ~ollowing the suggestions made 

by Spady (1~7U) and Tinto (1~15). Pascarella and lerenzini 

(1~11) argued that faculty student contacts are an important 

comnonent of both the academic and social integration Qf 

sturJents, WhlCh, in turn. are lmportant predictors of U,P 

attrition of students. 

This hypothesis was tested by taking tne mean 

difference again. It was seen that the M.Phil students had 

l 
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a mean score of 21.91 and M.A. students 20.70 with a 

difference of 1.71 in faculty relatl0nship. 

[hough Pascarella and Terezini (1977) had supported 

their argument that faculty relationship is 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. especlally private ones. have more 

attrition- related content than at other institutions. 

lhe fifth hypothesis that there will be a difference 

in the nature of peer relatlonships between M.Phil and M.A. 

students is 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 of 16.11 with a t.value of '.99 

which is significant t .05 level. It implies a significant 
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difference among the means cf both the groups and tne result 

favouring the M.A. group having a grater mean. Thus. M.A. 

students seem to be having a more closer relationship wittl 

peers than do M.Phl 1 students. 

psychologists and sociologists are in general agreement 

that the peer group forms the most significant external 

influence nn the college student and is second only to the 

personal characteristics of the st~dent. ~iddle. ~ank and 

Slavings (IYYO) came to the conclusion that peer norms had 

significant direct effects on the students' persistence. 

Peer norms also had significant indirect etfect on students' 

persistence by means of behavioural intentions. 

lhe sixth hypothesis concerned the students' family 

encouragement and that there will be significant difference 

in the family encouragement of students of M.A. ana M.Pnil. 

The results show the student of M.A. having a mean score of 

iJ. II and M. Ph i 1 . students have a mean score of 9.'u in 

family encouragement with a difference of .99. The t-value 

is 1.22 which is not seen to be significant. This means 

that there is no significant mean difference between the two 
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groups with regard to the1r familial encouragement. 1he 

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. 1hey found out that 

college persisters seemed to be not only to get more 

parenta 1 adv i ce. praise and expressed interest in their 

college experience. blJt they also had parents who expressed 

greater expectations for their children's further education. 

Hackman and Uysinger (1970) also found similar results in 

their study. It 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. 

1':JIU). Sexton (1965) from his study concluded that parental 

expectations and aspirations influenced children's 

aspirations and expectations and thus their achievement 

motivation. as well as educational and occupational 

aspiration. 



,
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However several studies have also refuted this as a 

principal factor of student persistence. For exsample. 

Rossman and Kirk (1970) failed to find any significant 

relationship between parencal 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. 

The seventh hypothesis concerned the relacionship 

between socia-economic status and persistence of M.A. and 

M.Phil students. From the correlation analysis the results 

showed chat 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 noc very 

slgnificant 

As has been true in other areas of educational 

performance, the likelihood of an individuals persisting in 

college has been shown to be related to the characterlstics 
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of the family to which he/she belongs. 8u~ there seems ~o 

be little evidence that socia-economic status influenced the 

individual's decision to stay on level dlrectly. Ihe 

family's socio-economic status appears is found inversely 

related to dropout (Astin. 1964: Fckland. 1946: Lembesis, 

1965: McMannon, 196&: Panos and Astin. 1968: Swell and Shah, 

1961; Wegner, 1967). 

The hypothesis relatlng to the degree aspiration and 

persistence of M.a. and M.Phil students is accerted. The 

results show that for M.A. students r value Detween 

persistence and degree aspiration is .46 where as that of 

M.Phil students is .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 significantly related to 

persistence of the students still. for M.Phil. students this 

relation seems to be higher. Oegree aspiration, is the 

variable that has maximum correlation with persistence in 

comparlson to other variables. Marks (1907) attemp~ed 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 



significantly high percentage; those students who expected 

to drop-out hac low aspiration and value expectat10ns and 

were less comm1tted to the1r educational values. "I hus 

students with low degree aSP1rat10n are more llkely to 

dropout and more persistent students are more likely to have 

a higher level of aspiration. Marks' findings have been 

supported by the present study as well as by other 

researchers (Marcia. 1966; Sewell and Shah, 1967, 'rent and 

Ruyle, 1965). Astin (1973b) found a significant difference 

between the degree aspirations of pers1sters and dropouts ln 

that students with moderate to low 1ntentions of receiving a 

degr"ee had less chance of obtaining the degree ln four 

years. 

The ninth hypothesis that there will be a significant 

difference 1n the relationship between institutional 

satisfaction and persistence for M,A. and M.Phil students lS 

accepted. The correlation value for the two variaDles for 

M.A. students is found to b~ .~J which is significant a~ 

P<.OOl level. For M.Phil students also the correlation lS 

found s~gnificant at P< .001 level. Though the cor'relation 

value differed, in both the groups, students seemed to be 
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satisfied with their institutions on an average. lhis could 

be because of the fact that samples were taken from renowned 

tJniversities In an urban area. 

Hypothesis concerning the correlation between 

persistence and faculty relationship was accepted. The 

correlation value was to be .54 for post graduate students 

and .4~ for M.A. stUdents. It implied that both M.A. and 

M.Phil studehts' perslstence was related to their 

relationshlp with faculty. Ihe Quality of the relationship 

between a student and her or his professors is of crucial 

importance in determining satisfaction with the institution. 

Several stuaies have shown that dropouts were more 

dissatlsfled than persisters with their relationship with 

their professors. and experienced a barrier between 

themselves and their professors that prohibited closs 

contact (Hannah, l;Jb;J, Slocum, 1956). Interestingly, the 

later study reported that 66% of the dropouts were 

dissatisfied with faculty relationships, as compared to 49.1 

of the persisters. Iffert (1957) found that most stUdents 

rated faculty lnteractlons very low despite giving them hign 

marks for strictly academic Qualities. 
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The tenth hypothesis that correlation between peer 

relationship and persistence will be different for both the 

groups was tested through correlations analysis. lhe 

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 

relationship for M.A. students is .39 which is significant 

at P<.001 level, whereas for M.Phil Students the correlation 

value is .31 which is significant at P<.001 level lhis 

implied that for M.A. students the persistence was more 

closely related to their relationship with peers than M.Phil 

students. 

positive exper1ence within a peer group is associated 

with academ1c performance, wh1ch has a bearing on attrition. 

Carew ll~b7) showed that students characterised Dy "high 

acceptance had significantly higher GPA's than students 

with "low acceptance", On the other hand Iffert (19b7) 

noted that only 15~ of his dropout described themselves as 

"Lonesome" at college. Summerskill (1962) rePOr-ted that 

"Lonesome" students ranged from 4% to 17% in the studies of 
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dropouts which he surveyed with a medium value of 10~. Thus 

it appears that social isolation is not a major factor in 

attr1tion though students having more social acceptance have 

a slightly greacer cnance of persisting. 

The Quality of the relationship 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 1tS 

members dropout, even if the social life of that group 15 

extremely satisfying for its members. Similarly. the sorial 

grou~ with positive value for college and education is more 

likely to have a positive impact on its members and they are 

more likelY to persist even though they do not maintain a 

broad social life, or the social life for the members is not 

very satisfying (Pentages and Creedon. 1~/e). 

The next hypothesis was regarding relationship of 

family encouragement with persistence. It was found that 

the correlation value between persistence and family 

encouragement was very significant for M.A. students (r 
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=.b8, P<.OU1), but not for M.Phll students, implying that 

for M.Phil. students persistence was not related to family 

encouragement significantly. It influences stlJdents 

decision to stay by influencing his intellectual values and 

achievements and also his/her expectation and aspiration. 

Pentages and Creedon (1~78) found out that parental 

encouragement acts as a variable independently on 

persistence of high school students. Once the children ara 

in college, parental encouragement no longer exerts 

independent control. It influences the educational and 

intellectual values and expectations of the students, and 

indirectly influences the children's persistence. 

On the whole the results show that students' 

persistence 1S 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 dnd 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 

92 



his academic gool cOff,m ~ tment. lhe hlgher tne degree 

dspirat~on, the mOr-e is hlS endeavor t.o achieve the academic 

goals. Students institlj~iorlal satistaction stems from his 

eVErall satisfactiGn with the adminlstration, personal 

relationships. management, examination and grading system 

ana then to students' persistence. by influencing both his 

academic and institutional goal commitment. 

A comporison of groups on the stream chosen by the 

student. it was found that science students' persistence was 

related to tneir degree as~;ration. socio-economic status, 

faculty relationship and famlly encouragement, but not to 

students' peer group relations and i r,st i tut iona 1 

satlsfaction. For science students, the correlation between 

p~.f-S i .stent and degree aspi ration was more than arts 

sT,udents. It lmplied that science students who are 

persistent had a higher degree aspiratlon than acts 

students. For arts students institutional satisfaction and 

relations alongwith other factors were related 

significantly to students' persistence. One explanation for 

this would be that science students in general are knowr~ to 

be more engrossed with their academic goals than sooial 
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goals. For this they also had a greater correlation between 

degree aspiration and persistence and also persistence and 

faculty re1at1onship than arts students. While comparing 

their means on peer and faculty relationships it is seen 

that science and arts students differ significantly. Arts' 

students secured a higher mean on peer re1ationsh1p, while 

the science student's were high on faculty relationship. 

Science and arts students did not differ significantly 

on socia-economic status. IJne reason why the two qroups 

did not differ significantly on socio-economic status 1S 

that samples were taken from Ue1hi University where the 

students generally were from a comparatively higher SOC10­

economic 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 females who are more persisted in the higher 

eaucation had a higher family encouragement than tne1r ~ale 

counterparts, implY1ng that for male students rami 1y 
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encouragement was not important factor in persis~ence. For 

bo~h the groups, degree aspiration had significan~ 

correla~ion with persistence, implying that degree 

aspira~ion irrespective of gender was an important factor in 

persistence. Moreover, for males faculty rela~ionship was 

not related ~o 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 out the lnfluence of 

some PsyCho-social-organisational factors on student 

persistence. 160 students were taken from Delhi university, 

80 from M.A. and 80 from M.Phil. lhe main objective of the 

research was to find out whether student persistence in 

higher education was related to their socio-economic status, 

degree aspiration, family encouragement, faculty and peer 

relationship and institutional satisfaction. An extensive 

questionnaire was prepared which dealt with questions 

relating to the measured dimensions and students personal 

information sheet was also 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 variable for M.A. and 

M.Phil Students. Agaill ~cu,eti of students from arts ana 

science stream were separated and then t-value was 

calculated. The rr~an differences were found out also for 

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



... 

Then correlation analysis was done to investigate the 

relAtionship between different variables and of different 

variables with persistence of students in higher education. 

Correlation analysis was done separately for M.A. and M.Phi1 

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 1S a result of 

deliberation over a period of time and over different 

1ssues. fhese issues include the students' problem in 

different fields Ihe reasons are complex behind student 

r-ersistence or withdrawal and cannot be tapped through 

~'J~5tionnaires ~n~ relatively short interviews. 

There are certain factors Which are predominant in ~he 

persistence of students across educational stream and sex of 

students. Une conclusion, was th~t the factors of 

persistence differed based on their background 

characteristic. educational level. stream and sex. It was 

found that fer female students. socio-economic status and 

family encouragement were highly correlated to the1r 
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persistence in education. whereas for males there was no 

significant relationship between persistence and family 

encouragement. Similarly. students of science stream be 

have higher correlation between persistence and faculty 

relat10nship than in arts for whom a high correlation is 

found between peer relation8hip 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 conclllsion i8 that though no single variable 

explained persistence for all groups of stUdents. still 

degree aspiration was the most predominant variable for all 

groups by educational level. stream and gender. M.Phil 

students had a higher degree aspiration. yet both the groups 

had significant correlation between persistence and degree 

aspiration. ~tudent's value expectations and aspirat,ons 

influence their commitment toward goal and 

achievement. Degree aSPiration though in itself was not a 

predominant variable. it reflected one's background 

characteristics. It seems that stUdents aSPirations are 
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inculcated tnrougn the values and expectations that the 

parents have towards education and intellectual achievement. 

Students comlng from families where parents are more 

eaucated, they have ~reater value for education as endorsed 

by educational aSrJirations. 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. 

Student~ socio-economic background, does not have a 

direct inflilence on the student persistence yet.. it act.s 

n~re as an int.ernalized influence. As the sample were 

chosen from a urban universit.y students had more or less 

similar socio-economic stat.us. 

Students wlth higher instit.utional sat.isfactlon have a 

great.er goal orientation in the sense that t.hey are more 

1 i ke 1y to be commltted towards their academic goal 

achievement leading to a greater degree of persistence. 

Satisfaction with the institution to a great extent is seen 

to be influenced by the college environment and the students 
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accommodation to the college environment. Thus it seems 

likely that students in 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, influence the 

persistence directly. But the impact of family 

encouragement 1S lessened as the student goes to higher 

•education. It might act as a strong variable for students 

who from high school to college. But after reaching a 

definite educational level, this influence seems lessened 

A higher relation of family encouragement with 

persistence 1S found than the peer or faculty. But family 

encouragement alone is more influential in students decision 

to stay 1n college than peer relationship or facIJlty 

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 unlQue 

characteristics. it was not possible to draw 

longitudinal data to trace down the factors of persistence 

and researching how these operate. lhe future researches on 

students persistence should trace down the variables through 

years and see their impact on students' dropout behavlour. 
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