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Organisational Effectiveness in Higher Education on the Basis  

of Student Background   
Introduction 

Organisational effectiveness is essentially about the ability of an organisation to meet its pre-

determined goals and objectives given the available resources. It refers to the degree of 

congruence between an organisation’s pre-determined goals and its observable outcomes. In 

the case of institutions of higher education, some of the observable outcomes include 

students’ (a) academic performance (AP) and (b) their perceived gains from post-graduate 

education (PGFPGED). The present paper focuses on these two outcomes as these are 

concerned with the most important stakeholders of institutions of higher education, namely, 

students. 

Rationale of the Study  

The student-outcomes of an educational organisation, namely, academic performance of 

students and their perceived gains from post-graduate education are likely to differ on the 

basis of their background measured in terms of being a first generation college/tertiary 

education entrant or second/third/fourth generation college/tertiary education entrant as these 

are expected to bestow advantages or otherwise to students. Besides, these outcomes are also 

likely to be influenced by the socio-economic status (SES) of students in that students from 

different SES backgrounds expose students to diverse facilities and benefits or the lack of it. 

If the effect of SES of students is statistically removed from student-outcomes, it may reflect 

on the indicators of organisational effectiveness differently. Thus, the comparison of 

PGFPGED as an indicator of organisational effectiveness is done twice, one with raw scores 

of PGFPGED and once with residual scores of PGFPGED from which the effect of SES is 

removed statistically from raw scores of PGFPGED. Besides, the comparison of AP as an 

indicator of organisational effectiveness is done thrice, once with raw scores of AP, once with 
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residual scores of AP from which the effect of SES is removed statistically from raw scores 

of AP and once with residual scores of AP from which the effect of prior academic 

performance of students is removed statistically from raw scores of AP.    

Statement of the Problem  

Organisational Effectiveness in Higher Education on the Basis of Student Background   

Variables and their Operational Definitions 

The present research included the following variables : 

Organisational Effectiveness  

It refers to the extent to which post-graduate education achieves the goals of high level of 

academic performance of students at the post-graduate level.  

Academic Performance (AP)  

It refers to a student’s percentage of marks represented by numerical scores obtained in the 

final year examination at the Master’s degree. 

Perceived Gains from Graduate Education (PGFGED)  

It refers to a student’s perceptions of his/her gain in the field of knowledge, attitudes, values 

and skills received from graduate education (Masters Degree) in order to be a socially useful 

and economically productive individual.  

Socio-Economic Status  

It refers to the extent of wealth, power and prestige enjoyed by a student’s family. 

First Generation College/Tertiary Education Entrant (FGCE)  

It refers to a student whose either parent (father or mother) has had no access to higher 

education or not. 

Non-First Generation College/Tertiary Education Entrant (NFGCE)  

It refers to a student whose either parent (father or mother) has had access to higher education 

or not. 

Research Questions 

1. Is there a difference in the raw academic performance of post-graduate students on the 

basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE? 

2. Is there a difference in the residual academic performance of post-graduate students on 

the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE after partialling out the effect of socio-

economic status of students? 

3. Is there a difference in the residual academic performance of post-graduate students on 

the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE after partialling out the effect of prior 

academic performance of students? 
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4. Is there a difference in the raw perceived gains of post-graduation education among 

students on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE? 

5. Is there a difference in the residual perceived gains of post-graduation education among 

students on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE after partialling out the effect 

of socio-economic status of students? 

Research Design 

 The study has adopted the quantitative approach as it has used structured instruments 

of data collection. Besides, statistical techniques have been used to analyse numerical data so 

as to arrive at a nomothetic body of knowledge.  Methodology of the study is an essential 

component of a research design. 

Methodology of the Study 

The study has adopted the descriptive method of the causal-comparative type as it is 

focussed on studying organisational effectiveness in the present times and neither studies the 

past nor administers an intervention programme to test its effectiveness. It is causal-

comparative in that it compares indicators of organisational effectiveness on the basis of 

gender of the students. 

Sample Size and Sampling Techniques 

The sample was selected using a three stage sampling technique. At the first stage, 

four faculties were selected using stratified random sampling technique. At the second stage, 

subjects were selected using stratified random sampling technique. At the third stage, 

students from intact classes were selected.   

Initially, data were collected from 284 students. Of this, 11 students had given 

incomplete data and hence were rejected. Thus, the final sample size was 273 with a response 

rate of 96.13%. The sample consisted of 121 (44.32%) boys and 152 (55.68%) girls. The 

distribution of the sample by subjects is given in table 1. 

Table 1 : Sample size 

 

 

 FACULTY SAMPLE SIZE % 

Arts 157 57.51 

Science 75 27.47 

Commerce 26 9.52 

Law 15 5.50 

TOTAL 273 100 
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Moreover, the sample consisted of 136 FGCE and 137 NFGCE students. It included 106 

students from the open category and 167 students from the reserved category. (The 

Constitution of India provides for reservation of seats in educational institutions to students 

from socio-economic disadvantaged sections based on caste. These are termed as reserved 

category students. The rest are termed as open category students.) This implies that 61.17% 

of the sample is from socio-economic disadvantaged section of the Indian society. Besides, 

34 (12.45%) students’ parents were illiterate, 109 (39.93%) students’ parents had completed 

primary or secondary education, 48 (17.58%) students’ parents were graduates, 43 (15.75%) 

students’ one parent was a post-graduate, 25 (9.16%) students’ both parent were post-

graduates and 14 (5.12%) students’ parents had qualifications higher than post-graduation. 

Thus, 52.38% students had parents who had no access to higher education.  

Instruments Used in the Study 

Perceived Gains from Post-Graduate Education (PGFGED) : This tool was developed by 

the researcher and was used to measure the gains from Graduate education as perceived by 

students. It is a self-report measure and covered the dimensions of students’ perceptions of 

knowledge in the subject areas as well as a broad knowledge base in related subjects, 

preparation for future career/profession, cognitive, affective and psychomotor development 

and self awareness. These dimensions were identified on the basis of literature review in the 

subject. The content and face validities of the tools were established by obtaining opinions of 

8 experts and an item analysis of the tool was conducted in a pre-pilot study. Its final form 

consisted of 33 items. Its internal consistency reliability & test-retest reliability were found to 

be 0.82 and 0.80 respectively on a sample of 87 post-graduate students in a pilot study. 

Socio-Economic Status Inventory  

This was developed by Patel (1997) and modified in 2015. It covers the following areas: 

(i) The size and nature of the family  

(ii) The type of accommodation, facilities and services available in the home 

(iii) Articles and assets possessed 

(iv) Total family income 

(v) Literacy level of parents 

(vi) Occupation of parents 

(vii) Exposure to mass media 

(viii) Library/Club membership 

(ix) Interaction among family members  
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The inventory provides a comprehensive index of an individual’s level of socio-economic 

status. This inventory was modified slightly. There are 35 items in this inventory. The 

internal consistency reliability of this tool after modification as calculated by the split-half 

method was found to be 0.96 and the test-retest reliability was found to be 0.77. The highest 

possible score of an individual on this tool is 178 and the lowest possible score is 28.  

Techniques of Data Analysis 

 Differences in AP and PGFPGED on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE 

are tested using the t-test. The residual scores on AP and PGFPGED are computed using 

Dyer’s Regression Residuals Analysis techniques. 

Null Hypotheses of the Study 

1. There is no significant difference in the raw academic performance of post-graduate 

students [AP] on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE. 

2. There is no significant difference in the residual academic performance of post-graduate 

students on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE after partialling out the effect 

of socio-economic status of students [AP(SES)]. 

3. There is no significant difference in the residual academic performance of post-graduate 

students on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE after partialling out the effect 

of prior academic performance of students [AP(PAP)]. 

4. There is no significant difference in the raw perceived gains of post-graduation education 

among students [PGFPGED] on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE. 

5. There is no significant difference in the residual perceived gains of post-graduation 

education among students on the basis of whether they are FGCE or NFGCE after 

partialling out the effect of socio-economic status of students [PGFPGED(SES)].  

These null hypotheses were tested using the t-test as shown in table 1. 

Table 1 : Differences in indicators of organisational effectiveness on the basis of  

being FGCE or NFGCE 

 

No. Variable Group N Mean t P Significance 

1 AP FGCE 136 67.95 
2.97 0.0032 Significant 

NFGCE 137 72.48 

2 AP(SES) FGCE 136 -1.52 
1.89 0.0598 NS 

NFGCE 137 1.51 

3 AP(PAP) FGCE 136 0.0475 0.09 0.9283 NS 
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NFGCE 137 -0.0472 

4 
PGFPGED FGCE 136 96.03 

3.11 0.0021 Significant 
NFGCE 137 88.82 

5 
PGFPGED(SES) FGCE 136 1.85 

1.56 0.1199 NS 
NFGCE 137 -1.83 

 

Conclusion  

The t-ratios for AP(SES), AP(PAP) and  PGFPGED(SES) are not significant. Hence the null 

hypotheses are accepted for these three indicators of organisational effectiveness. On the 

other hand, the t-ratio for AP and PGFPGED is significant at 0.0032 and 0.0021 levels 

respectively. Hence the null hypothesis is rejected for these two indicators of organisational 

effectiveness. It can be seen that NFGCE students are higher on AP as compared to FGCE 

students. On the other hand, FGCE students are higher on PGFPGED as compared to NFGCE 

students. 2.94% and 2.79% of the variance in AP and PGFPGED is explained by their status 

of being FGCE or NFGCE respectively. It further needs to be noted that these differences in 

AP and PGFPGED disappear when the effect of SES and PAP of students is partialled out. In 

other words, SES and PAP of a student influences their AP and PGFPGED.  

Implications of the Study  

These findings have implications for equity in education. Equity in education means that 

personal or social circumstances such as gender, being a first generation of college entrant, 

ethnic (caste) origin or family background, are not obstacles to 

achieving educational potential (fairness) and that all individuals reach at least a basic 

minimum level of skills (inclusion). Equity in education is a measure of achievement, 

fairness and opportunity in education. Educational equity is dependent on two main factors. 

The first is fairness, which implies that factors specific to one's personal conditions should 

not interfere with the potential of academic success. The second important factor is inclusion, 

which refers to a comprehensive standard that applies to everyone in a certain education 

system. These two factors are closely related and are dependent on each other for true 

academic success of an educational system (http://www.oecd.org/edu/school/39989494.pdf). 

Thus, a fair and inclusive system that makes the advantages of education available to all is 

one of the most powerful levers to make society more equitable. Education has expanded 

significantly in the past half-century, but hopes that this would automatically bring about a 

fairer society have been only partly realised. Income has always played a significant role in 
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shaping academic success. Those who come from a family of a higher SES are privileged 

with more opportunities than those of lower SES. Those who come from a higher SES can 

afford things like better tutors, computers and access to internet, admissions to elite schools 

and colleges and so on. This creates an unfair advantage and distinct class barrier. These 

barriers and an unfair advantage lead to lower AP of NFGCE students as compared to FGCE 

students. Similarly, NFGCE students perceive that they have a relatively higher gain more 

from post-graduate education as compared to FGCE students. A large majority of FGCE 

students are from rural areas or from the reserved category. Thus, they find that they have 

gained considerably from post-graduate education. 
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