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ABSTRACT
Educational organisations are being influenced dxeral

from the government, rising aspirations of firshegetion learners
in higher education and so on. Along with this, tmciety is
investing huge amount of human, financial and nmteesources
in establishing and running institutions of highearningmaking it
imperative to study the effectiveness of educatiorsitutions. The
present study therefore attempts to ascertainatm®rs influencing
organisational effectiveness in the educationaosegith students’
academic performance asan indicator. The reseahetseidentified
four variables that are expected to influence asgional
effectiveness measured in terms of academic pediocen These :
factors include organisational health, psycholdgieell-being of strandintertwines together many issues and
students, satisfaction with quality of campus ld@d student variables. Organisational effectiveness requires
engagement. The study has adopted the descriptkonh of the the satisfaction of multiple stake-holders — each
correlational type. The sample comprised of 273t gpaduate having an impact on the primacies which form the
students of University of Mumbai selected randonttyough criteria ofascertaining the magnitude of
stratified random sampling techniques. When andlyssing organisational performance.
multiple regression techniques, it was found thdi8%, 15.29%, While  National Assessment &
22.70% and 26.08% of the variance in academic peeoce is Accreditation Council (NAAC) deals with the
contributed by organisational health, psychologme@ll-being of issues of quality, it does not focus on the factors
students, satisfaction with quality of campus ld@d student |eading to organisational effectiveness and the
engagement respectively. In all, 72.55% of theara# in academic magnitude of the effect of these factors. This
performance is explained by the variables includdtie study. necessitates an in-depth study of the effectiveness
of institutions of higher education. The present
KEYWORDS : Organisational Effectiveness, Organisationaésearch therefore attempts to study organisational

Health, Psychological Wellbeing of Students, Satisbn with /institutional effectiveness. Post-graduate
Campus Life, Student Engagement, Academic Perforean education is at the apex of the system of higher

education and its importance is immense as it is
INTRODUCTION not only expected to provide educated and trained

Concern with the effectiveness, productivity, aéficy, manpower to the economy but also provide an
excellence, performance or quality of organisatisna subject that important input into the system of undergraduate
has motivated the writings of economists, orgaiusatheorists, education in the form of teachers. Thus, studying
management philosophers, financial analysts, manege the effectiveness of post-graduate education
scientists, consultants, educationists and prawtts. It has servedinstitution is of paramount significance. Students
as a coalescing theme for more than a century sefareh on the are one of the most important stake-holders as
management and design of organisations, yet thériealpesearch well as the beneficiaries of the post-graduate
has not been able to develop a universal theorgrgénisational education system and thus, studying the
effectiveness. There is a golden strand that cdsngeople and effectiveness of post-graduate education from
their  performance to organisationaffediveness.  This their perspective is essential and a priority.

Available online at www.lsrj.in



ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTSASAN INDICATOR OF ........ Volume - 6 | Issue - 7 | August — 2016

CONCEPT OF ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

The concept of organizational effectiveness is heemost elusive and controversial one in the drgaion
theory literature. A major contributor to the caversy appears to be the fact that organizatioifett@/eness has come
to be regarded by many as synonymous with godhatent. In the simplest form, an organisation igl $a be effective
if it achieves the outcomes the organization ingetedproduce. Thus, it refers to outcome accouilitiahin the present
research, it will include student-outcomes in aittr.

Whilst all disciplines have an interest in the s organisational/institutional effectivenessisithe “people
and performance” aspects that this research focuseb addition, the most important “people” instimesearch is the
students. Organisational/institutional performanise an indicator of organisational effectivenessstitational
effectiveness is not just assessment of studemtifen It also includes all non-instructional comeats of the institution
that either directly or indirectly contribute taident success in the institution. To capture traskwthe present research
has adopted a broad definition of performance, hdyof course just financial performance — hence tiéren
organisational effectiveness — and tapping intoatttéevement of important outcomes, such as tlezgptions of gains
from post-graduate education. It has focused onrttegmediate performance outcomes that are negetsachieve
other strategic outcomes.

matter, that they do have major effects upon stigdelevelopment and that, to put it simply, indiidas do make a
difference.

Definitions of organisational effectiveness are atgent upon a variety of factors such as type of
organisations/institutions examined (education-fsed versus research-focussed, Government versuestePaided
versus Private-self-financed), choice of outcomasuees (studies which focus on only one or twoautes giving only
a partial picture of effectiveness, both in terrheffects and the correlates of effectiveness)aathrange reflecting the
aims of education being desirable (for exampleusidns of several cognitive measures and a rangeadl/affective
outcomes), adequate control for differences betwestitutions/departments in intakes to ensure fthat is compared
with like' (ideally, information about individuakwsent-background including baseline measures iof @ttainment,
personal, socio-economic and family characterisdies required), methodology (value added approafdmssing on
progress over time and adopting appropriate dtalstechniques such as Dyer’'s Regression Residdalthod or
multilevel modelling to obtain efficient estimatesinstitutional effects and their attached confide limits), timescale
(longitudinal approaches following one or more aghorts over a period of time rather than crostiaeal "snapshots"
necessary for the study of institutional effectstuir students).

In the present study, an organisation is said teffeetive if the Mean Academic Performance is high

In the present paper, organisational effectiversass factors affecting it are conceptualised keepngind
some specific aspects. In view of the review ofcamiual and empirical literature, the following iadles have been
identified by the researcher for the present resear

It included academic performance of students amdicator of organisational effectiveness. Thusstitdied
organisational effectiveness from the perspecthitsalients, namely, students. It included indival student as the unit
of analysis. The purpose of the study is to idgritie factors influencing organisational effectigsa and develop and
test the model of organisational effectivenessablét for PG education in the Indian context. Thauld in turn throw
light on how to enhance organisational effectivenéhe factors identified for the present study amganisational
health, psychological well-being of students, studesatisfaction with quality of campus life anident engagement.
The time-frame for studying organisational effeetiess is short-term in nature. It used quantitatata obtained from
students for the study with high inference meas@eganisational effectiveness was judged using iBpepre-
determined, quantitative criterion.

Statement of the Problem : It has been observed that the post-graduate edncsystem in Mumbai University has
witnessed several positive changes. At the same, tinere are also some pressures on the studemt® doternal and
external influences on the campus. The systemgifanieducation is also witnessing immense studeatsity in terms
of medium of instruction, divergence in the studemtly composition in terms of socio-economic statu®an-rural
back- ground etc. These are likely to influenceirtlreademic engagement, psychological well-beingalas their
academic performance. The researcher being a teachee post-graduate level is concerned withesitgl well-being,
what they gain from the system of higher educatitheir performance and ultimately the effectivene$sthe
organisation (institution). This makes it imperatithat organisational effectiveness is examined.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The present paper therefore deals with the follgwasearch question :
1. What proportion of the observed variance in stusleatademic performance can be attributed to thigtimion?
Need of the Study in the Indian Context

Prior research done in the developed countriebénpresent decade focus on Value-Added Models,rigald
Model, Cameron’s Models of Organizational Effectiess and Sustainability Framework with a focus aoretditation,
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bench-marking. Another prominent feature of thaadies is to focus on institutional efficiency antprovement based
on findings pertaining to organizational effectieen in higher education. Besides, studies have falsassed on
resource dependence on public funding and the atrafumoney institutions spend per student haverdingnce on

some aspects of effectiveness, institutional cheristics, organizational citizenship behaviour atypology of

information cultures.

On the other hand, prior research conducted irdéwveloping countries in the present decade hauss$ad on
identifying perceptions of the respondents abofihdien of organizational effectiveness, studyistydents’ perceptions
of teaching & evaluation, infrastructure facilitjessailability of resources, social life, studembgress as indicators of
organisational effectiveness, reviewing the exgtimodels and explore different dimensions of orgadnal
effectiveness, developing the components and itatisaof organizational effectiveness for public Heg education
institutions, developing an instrument for the ewion of administrative effectiveness, by discugsihe aspects of
organizational effectiveness, identifying the valés and factors associated with effectivenesgntierstand the basis of
attaining effectiveness in academic institutionsl aeflecting on the ways in which effectiveness tenenhanced,
comparison of the various models of organisatiefigctiveness.

This implies that the developing countries ard stiliving to define organisational effectivenesstlie higher
education sector, identify its dimensions and idgrfiaictors influencing it. This is essential aradjical since the socio-
economic and cultural conditions, the needs andlpnos of students, teachers and the system in tmsstries are
entirely different from those of the developed doies. Thus findings and suggestions of researatidwcted in
developed countries may not hold in case of deweippountries. This justifies the need for reseamtorganisational
effectiveness in the higher education sector iritkdéan context.

Moreover, the organisational effectiveness reseperadigms have been used mostly in isolatiorachether
and without a conceptually integrated model to guielsearch, thus ignoring organisational varialdeastified in other
paradigms. Most prior research has been undertizkeither industrialized or developed countriessgibly obscuring
the importance of certain organisational varialpiesent in other developing countries.

Very little prior research has been done anganisational effectiveness at the level of higher education
especially involving post-graduate level. Most bé tresearches on organisational effectivenesseatetrel of higher
education deal with variables such as leadershbipflicts, motivation or organizational culture.

Prior researches are correlational in nature. Mafrthe prior studies are of survey type. Veryditrior work
has dealt with identifying factors influencing onjgational effectiveness at the level of higherczdion.

Scanty work has been done on students and teaabanembers of organisation. Very few prior studiiage
included the “customers’ (viz., students) of theteyn of higher education as the sample of the sthsiremely few
studies have been conducted on post-graduate studethe Indian context.

Prior research has not focussed on building a mofdeiganisational effectiveness suitable to ttéidn context
and testing its validity.

Outcomes variables in prior research do not foeustadentsacademic performance in the organization. This
particular outcome variable is a low inference measf outcomes of organisational performance. o Inference
measure is a measure of organisational effectigewbgh is more specific, denotable and relativddjective.

However, the present study deals with the “custshigiz., students) of the system of higher ediocaind not
employees. Thus, it is seen that prior, studiesshast included variables afrganisational health (as perceived by
students), satisfaction with campus life and student engagement as factors influencing organisational effectiveness
Besides, psychological well-being of employees leen studied in previous research. This is an itapbwvariable for
students too as it is expected to influence thefalviour and ultimately their performance too. Thpsgchological well-
being of students is also identified as an important factor affegtorganisational effectiveness in the present study

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF THE STUDY

In the present paper, organisational effectiversask factors affecting it are conceptualised keepngind
some specific aspects. In view of the review ofcamtual and empirical literature, the following iedles have been
identified by the researcher for the present resear

Organisational effectiveness has been studieddrpthsent paper by adopting a combination of thioRal
Goals Model (Perrow, 1961 Etzioni, 1964; Price 198&row, 1970), Multivariate Effectiveness Modéhplow, 1964;
Friedlander and Pickle, 1968) and Cameron’s Mod&myanizational Effectiveness for Higher Educat{@®76). The
study has also drawn from the socio-ecological pskgy approach (Shweder’s, 1991).

The Rational Goals Model has been adopted for iiyérg the goal or the student-outcome of the studythe
criterion of organisational effectiveness in thegamt study.

The Multivariate Effectiveness Model has been agld@ts the study aims at model-building which fosuze
relationships between important independent vaeghbk they jointly influence organizational effeetiess. In addition,
such a model typically demonstrates or at leasbthgsises, how the variables under study are tetatene another.

The present study is also based on the CamerontteeMi Organizational Effectiveness for Higher Ealtimn
(1976) which includes several dimensions of orgatiosal effectiveness such as (a) Student edu@tBatisfaction, 2)
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Student academic development, 3) Student careeelaj@went, 4) Student personal development, 5) Bacuid
administrator employment satisfaction, 6) Professiaevelopment and quality of the faculty, 7) Bystopenness and
community interaction, 8) Ability to acquire resoas and 9) Organizational health. Furthermoregraieg to Cameron
(1978), there are four main fields of organizaticeféectiveness which are compatible with the dffemess dimensions.
The following are the outlines: 1) The academiddfigvhich is concerned with the students’ academioggess,
professional development and the productivity &f lécturers as well as the potential to obtainueses. 2) The moral
field. This deals with the student’s educationaiséaction, the organizational health and the fgcahd administrator
employment satisfaction. 3) The external adaptafield which deals with the student’'s career pregrand system
openness and community interaction. 4) The extranuar field discusses the single dimension ofistit’s personal
development. Later, Cameron incorporated the stigiparsonal progress dimension into the acadeiglid &nd deleted
the last field. The present study has includedaltsmensions of Cameron’s model which directly deigth students and
hence excluded Faculty and administrator employrsatisfaction, System openness and communityaictien and
Ability to acquire resources from its purview.

In addition, the present study has also drawn fthen socio-ecological psychology which is definedaas
approach that investigates how mind and behavieustaped in part by their natural and social bébeand how natural
and social habitats are in turn shaped partly bydnaind behaviour. The main goal of this approadb welineate how
individuals and social ecologies define each otBecial ecology comprises of the social and physingironments that
constitute people’s surroundings. As ecologicaldgists study animals’ behaviours in relation teitatural habitats
(Stutchbury & Morton, 2001), socio-ecological psgldyists study how natural and social environmexfisct human
mind and behaviour and how human mind and behaviouurn affect natural and social habitats. Soeieblogy
represents both physical and human environmentsaffect mind and behaviour. Specifically, sociablegy includes
macrostructures such as economic systems, eduabfigstems, societal and organizational rewardesyst population
structures, geography, climate and religious systéimalso includes intermediate structures sudh@sharacteristics of
cities, towns and neighbourhoods and socio-econataitus. Socio-ecological approach explicitly tebis relations
between objective macro-environments and human amiadbehaviour.

It has also derived logic from interactionists wdee behaviour as a function of both person andt&in, with
the nature of the combined effect broadly conceividtis behaviour is viewed as a combined resuttootextual and
individual-difference effects. Besides, James amked's (1974) approach has also been helpful inegdnalizing the
present study which distinguished objective charistics of the organizational context, which dre antecedents of
climate, from individuals' interpretive perceptipmghich ascribe meaning to the context. This congdjzation views
climate perceptions as a result of both contexamnal individual influences. In addition, James aade3 distinguished
psychological (that is, individual-level) climatef organizational climate, arguing that homogesgmerceptions could
be aggregated to represent climate as a propetheairganization.

The present study was aimed at developing a déiserimodel which typically takes a more empiricatligsed
approach, simply attempting to describe those citariatics that emerge as a result of investigation

VARIABLESAND THEIR OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

The present research included the following vaeabl
Organisational Effectiveness : It refers to the extent to which post-graduate atlan achieves the goals of high level
of academic performance of students at the posiugite level.
Organisational Health(OH) : It refers to the goodness of the psycho-sociasgstems of an organization as perceived
by students.
Psychological Well Being(PWB) : It is defined as the being fulfilled and makingantribution to the community and
includes a) positive attitude toward oneself, bjiségng relationships with others, c¢) independermed self-
determination, d) sense of mastery and competefgrirpose in life and f) feeling of personal griowt
Satisfaction with Quality of CampusLife(SWCL) : It is defined as the extent to which a studeneexnces fulfilment
of his/her expectations from academic, interperkand intrapersonal occurrences on the campus.
Student Engagement(SE) : It refers to the amount of physical and psychimal energy that the student devotes to the
academic experience on the campus.
Academic Performance (AP) : It refers to a student’s percentage of marks sred by numerical scoresobtained in
the final year examination at the Master’s degree.

OBJECTIVESOF THE STUDY
In the educational sector, there can be severatatats of organizational effectiveness. The pregaper
focuses on one of the low inference measure ofniegtional effectiveness, namely, academic perfocaalAP) of
students.
Hence, the first objective of the study is as fata
1. To study the factors influencing academic perforcear{AP) of students as an indicator of organization
effectiveness in the educational sector and asoétsamagnitude.

Available online at www.lsrj.in



ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTSASAN INDICATOR OF ........ Volume - 6 | Issue - 7 | August — 2016

On the basis of review of related literature and subsequent gap analysis, some specific varidbld®
included in the present study were identified. Thelationship with AP is explained in the followiparagraph which
forms the basis of formulating the research hypithef the study.

Students’ psychological well-being is expected mfluence their perception of the organisational lthea
satisfaction with quality of campus life and studengagement. Moreover, students’ psychological-behg is likely
to influence their academic performance as it ailhble them take part in the organisational d@&/imore positively.
Similarly, conducive organisational health will teto better adjustment to the campus life and ecéndimeir satisfaction
with quality of campus life and student engagemehis in turn is expected to enhance students’ exwéalperformance.
In other words, organisational health, psycholdgieall-being of students, satisfaction with qualdfcampus life and
student engagement are expected to be some ahpwtant factors which are expected to have a coedbielationship
with students’ academic performance.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS

1. H; : There is a significant combined relationship aofjanisational health, psychological well-being stidents,
satisfaction with quality of campus life and studengagement with academic performance of students.

Resear ch Design

The study has adopted the quantitative approaithas used structured instruments of data cotlactesides,
statistical techniques have been used to analyseemical data so as to arrive at a nomothetic badknowledge.
Methodology of the study is an essential componéatresearch design.

M ethodology of the Study

The study has adopted the descriptive method of ciieelational type as it is focussed on studying
organisational effectiveness in the present tinmesraeither studies the past nor administers amviatéion programme
to test its effectiveness.

Sample Size and Sampling Techniques

According to Green (1991), “If we assume that thees are a random selection, an alpha level ofgddéd
reliability and a normally distributed dependentiable, the minimum sample size for detecting a inmaesized R is 50
plus eight times the number of independent vargaitent, 2015 : 164). Some statisticians suggesdtttie number of
cases should be 20 times the number of independeiables (Kent, 2015 : 167) Hence, it was decittedelect the
sample size keeping in mind these minimum numbdosvever, the total final sample size included isrenthan this
minimum number as the population is heterogeneousture.

The sample size was determined based on the Hais fmllowing criteria : (a) The population dfe study is
heterogeneous in nature in terms of different féesil subjects, student background (SES, mediunwidting
examination, first generation versus non-first gatien exposure to higher education etc.). The $arigrefore was
selected using a three stage sampling techniquéheAfirst stage, four faculties were selected gisitratified random
sampling technique. At the second stage, subjeets gelected using stratified random sampling tecien At the third
stage, students from intact classes were selected.

Initially, data were collected from 284 student$.tlds, 11 students had given incomplete data amté were
rejected. Thus, the final sample size was 273 aitbsponse rate of 96.13%. The sample consist&A10§44.32%) boys
and 152 (55.68%) girls. The distribution of the péarby subjects is given in table 1.

Tablel: Samplesize

FACULTY SAMPLE SIZE %
Arts 157 57.51
Science 75 27.47
Commerce 26 9.52
Law 15 5.50
TOTAL 273 100

Moreover the sample consisted of 92 boys and 181 girlsidiuded 106 students from the open category and

167 students from the reserved category. (The @otish of India provides for reservation of seatseducational
institutions to students from socio-economic disadaged sections based on caste. These are knowssawed
category students. The rest are known as openargtstiidents.) This implies that 61.17% of the senigpfrom socio-
economic disadvantaged section of the Indian spciBesides, 34 (12.45%) students’ parents wereeriflte, 109
(39.93%) students’ parents had completed primarysecondary education, 48 (17.58%) students’ paremse
graduates, 43 (15.75%) students’ one parent wasstagraduate, 25 (9.16%) students’ both parent west-graduates
and 14 (5.12%) students’ parents had qualificatligber than post-graduation. Thus, 52.38% studeaxdsparents who
had no access to higher education.
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INSTRUMENTSUSED IN THE STUDY

Psychological Well-being (PWB) : A ready-made tools developed by Ryff's (2005) wsed to measure PWB of
students. It consisted of 42 items. Its internaisistency reliability & test-retest reliability weefound to be 0.80 and
0.79 respectively on a sample of 87 post-graduatiests in the Indian context in a pilot study.

Organisational Health(OH) : This tool was developed by the researcher forsmag students’ perceptions of
organisational health. It is a self-report measamne is descriptive in nature rather than evaluatlvecovered the
dimensions of psycho-social climate in the depantm@sycho-social climate on the campus, naturelassroom
activities and availability of teachers inside amatside the class. These dimensions were identdiedhe basis of
literature review in the subject. The content amckefvalidities of the tools were established byaislitg opinions of 8
experts and an item analysis of the tool was caoedum a pre-pilot study. Its final form consistefl 30 items. Its
internal consistency reliability & test-retest addility were found to be 0.83 and 0.81 respectivatya sample of 87
post-graduate students in a pilot study.

Satisfaction with Quality of Campus Life(SWCL) : This tool was developed by the researcher for orgas students’
Satisfaction with Quality of Campus Life. It is elfsreport measure and covered the dimensionsudksits’ satisfaction
with the quality of physical and infrastructuratifies, teaching and evaluation processes, ietexgnal relationships
with peers, faculty and administrative staff andobasis on student development. These dimensions identified on
the basis of literature review in the subject. Toatent and face validities of the tools were disthbd by obtaining
opinions of 8 experts and an item analysis of o tvas conducted was conducted in a pre-pilotystltd final form
consisted of 22 items. Its internal consistencyabdity & test-retest reliability were found to b@.84 and 0.81
respectively on a sample of 87 post-graduate stadera pilot study.

Student Engagement(SEn) : This tool was developed by the researcher for méas Student Engagement. It is a self-
report measure and covered academic, cognitivetienad, social and action dimensions. These dinmessiwere
identified on the basis of literature review in theject. The content and face validities of thlgavere established by
obtaining opinions of 8 experts and an item analysi the tool was conducted in a pre-pilot study. final form
consisted of 25 items. Its internal consistencyabdity & test-retest reliability were found to b@.86 and 0.80
respectively on a sample of 87 post-graduate stadem pilot study.

RESULTSOF THE STUDY
The present section provides details about testitige null hypothesis as follows :
1.H; : There is a significant combined relationship avfjanisational health, psychological well-being stfidents,
satisfaction with quality of campus life and studengagement with academic performance of students.
2.Ho : There is no significant combined relationship asfanisational health, psychological well-beingstdidents,
satisfaction with quality of campus life and studengagement with academic performance of students.
In order to test this hypothesis, two major stemge been followed :

Step |
The first step was to compute the inter-correlaion different variables included in the study dest their
significance. These are shown in table 3 in thenfof a matrix of inter-correlations as follows :

Table 3: Inter-correlations among the variables

(PWB) OH) (SWCL) SEn) AP)
(PWB) 1 0.123 0.141 0.148 0.322 (0.01)*
(OH) 0.123 1 0.198 0.265 0.429 (0.01)*
(SWCL) 0.141 0.198 1 0.258 0.495 (0.01) *
(SEn) 0.148 0.265 0.258 1 0.531 (0.01)*
AP) 0.322 0.429 0.495 0.531 1

* Figures in parenthesis show the level of sigaifice
Thelssue of Multi-Collinearity : The extent of multi-collinearity was computed ggthe following two methods :

A. The determinant ofXX can be used as an index of multi-collinearitincg the matrix is in correlation form, the
possible range of values of the determinantgs/BX| < 1. If [XX] =1, the regressors are orthogonal, whilé&XK]|
=0, there is an exact linear dependence amongetiressors. The degree of the multi-collinearityonees more
severe asXX| approaches zero (Paul, 2012)

In the present caséXK| = 0.8182920343849999
This implies that there the magnitude of partialtivaollinearity is very low and within tolerabléntits.
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B. The following table 4 shows Variance Inflation Fast(VIF) for the independent variables includedhia study :

Table4 : Magnitude of VIF

No. Variable VIF

1 PWB-OH 1.015

2 PWB-SWCL 1.02

3 PWB-SEn 1.022

4 OH-SWCL 1.04

5 OH-SEn 1.076

6 SWCL-SEn 1.071
Mean VIF 1.041

Since the individual VIF as well as Mean VIF < 1@e extent of multi-collinearity is much below the
permissible limit(Jeeshim and KUCC, 2002}ence it may be concluded that the multi-collnitgais not statistical
significant.

For 271 degrees of freedom, these coefficients mfetation are significant at 0.05 level. Hencesthe
coefficients of correlation were included in comipgt multiple regression equation and multiple clatien. The
preceding table shows that the relationship of esad performance of students with Psychological IMBeing is
positive and low in magnitude, with Organisatiofgalth is positive and low in magnitude, with Satision with
Campus Life is positive and moderate and with Stuéamgagement is positive and moderate.

The results obtained in Table 3 are used for &srétmalysis in Table 5.

Step 11

This is followed by testing of hypothesis of thadst using the statistical technique of multiplere=sgion in this
section.

H;, : There is a significant combined relationship afjanisational health, psychological well-being stfidents,
satisfaction with quality of campus life and studengagement with academic performance of students.
This is shown mathematically as follows : AP =Y(B, OH, SWCL, SEn)

This implies that APis a function of PWB, OH, SW@&hd SEn.
In order to test this research hypothesis stediltyi it was written in the null form as follows :
Ho : There is no significant combined relationship avfanisational health, psychological well-being stfidents,

satisfaction with quality of campus life and studengagement with academic performance of students.

The relationship of AP (1) with PWB (2), OH (3), &I (4) and SEn (5) is shown statistically througle t
multiple regression equation as follows :

2 _
Ri2345 = Bi2.3asT12 + Pi3245713 + Praz3sTia + Bis23alis

The following table shows the significance of fheoefficients obtained in the preceding multiplgression
equation as follows in Table 5.

Table 5 : Significance of B coefficients

\Variable Standar dised Magnitude t LoS
Regression Weight

PWB Bi2345 0.2632 3.72 0.01

OH Bis24s 0.3564 4.02 0.01

SWCL Brasss 0.4586 5.99 0.01

SEn Bis234 0.4911 6.58 0.01

R’,.,s = 0.0848 +0.1529 + 0.2270 + 0.2608 = 0.7255

Multiple Correlation of AP with PWB, OH, SWCL andEB : RZ ;,5, = 0.7255 (P<0.0001) an®, ,3,5 = 0.8518.

CONCLUSION OF THE STUDY : The obtainedR; ,345 is significant at 0.0001 level. Hence the null bymesis is
rejected and the research hypothesis is acceptethyl be concluded that there is a significant doetdb relationship of
organisational health, psychological well-being sifidents, satisfaction with quality of campus ldad student
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engagement withcademic performance of stude. Table 5 also shows that all the fducoefficients are significant

0.01 level.

In other words

» Students’ Psychological WeBeing, Organisational Health, Satisfaction with @waof Campus Life and Stude
Engagement have been found to be influencing orgéinhal effectiveness measured in termsAcademic
Performance of students.

The preceding analysis shows that the contributbrstudents’Satisfaction with Quality of Campus L
(22.70%) and Student Engagement (26.08%) is relgtimore than (together 48.78%) than that of tPsychological
Well-Being (8.48%) and Organisational Health (15.29- together 23.77%. It implies that if we enhance
Psychological Well-Beingpy 1 standardised unit, academic performance ofesiis will increase by 0.2632 standardi
units, (b) Organisational Health by landardised unit, academic performance of studeiitsingrease by 0.356
standardised units, (cPatisfaction with Quality of Campus L by 1 standardised unit, academic performanc
students will increase by 0.4586 standardised umitd (d) Student ngagement by 1 standardised unit, acad¢
performance of students will increase by 0.491hddadised units. In all72.53% of the variance in acaden
performance of students is associated with studPsychological Well-BeingQrganisational Hech, Satisfaction with
Quality of Campus Life an®tudent Engagement. Moreover, 27.45% of the vagianc academic performance
students is associated with factors not includetiénstudy

The percentage of variance in academic performahstudent explained by the various factors included in
study is shown in figure 1.

CONTRIBUTION OF VARIOUS FACTORS
INFLUENCING AP OF STUDENTS

H PWB

mOH
SWCL
SEn

Other Factors

The finding regarding positive and moderate retegiop between student engagement and st-outcomes is
consistent with prior research. This is corrobatdby Kuh et I. (2008, 555) who state that student engagenre
educationally purposeful activities is positiveblated to academic outcomes as represented k-year student grades
and by persistence between first and second yeaolt#fge. Besides, Harper ¢ Quaye (2009, 3) state that they
persuaded by a large volume of empirical evidehe¢ ¢confirms that strategizing ways to increaseethgagement c
various student populations, especially those ftilow engagement is known to be problematic, is athwhile
endeavour. The gains and outcomes are too robusat@ to chance and social justice is unlikehetsue if som
students come to enjoy the beneficia-products of engagement but others do not. KrauseGoates (2008, 49!
observe that [engagnent] data have the potential to inform understandf many aspects of university life, such
student affairs, pedagogical quality, recruitment aelection, attrition and retention, equity, astddent learnini
processes. Engagement allows studeto develop in important ways, as noted by Bensinf@®09), productive
engagement is an important means by which studlevslop feelings about their peers, professors,irstdutions tha
give them a sense of connectedness, affiliatiod, la@longing, \hile simultaneously offering rich opportunities
learning and development. According to Kuh (20@84), students gained more from their studies dhdraspects ¢
the college experience when they devoted more ¢éintkenergy to certain tasks thequired more effort than othe—
studying, interacting with their peers and teacladsut substantive matters, applying their leartingoncrete situatiol
and tasks in different contexts, and so forth.zidzand Wilson (2009 : 81) observed that snts reported, on average,
moderate to high levels of learning and developn@nt result of undertaking the representative. rbfe types o
personal benefits they described generally reftetheir motivations for originally accepting theledi.e. dveloping
skills and confidence, making contacts, helpingpfelstudents)

The findings regarding positive and moderate reeihip of academic performance of students witdesits’
Satisfaction with Quality of campus Life is corrobted by similar ndings on the positive relationship between (
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and academic achievement reported by Chow (2005 @anadian study and Rodgers and Summers (2008), w
investigated why black students who went to predamily white higher educational institutions in theited States did
less well than their white counterparts, even wkieegy had higher school-level grade point averagestudy of
Canadian students included housing conditionsdduliinto “living environment” (defined as the phoadi condition of
the residence) and “living arrangements” (definedhe people being lived with) as determinantsheflife satisfaction
of university students (Chow 2005). Both factorgeviound to be positive and statistically signifitaeterminants of
QolL, but effects were much smaller than factore ldelf-esteem, relationship with “significant othiesind socio-
economic status. Bean (1980), Hendel (1985), Lenm@nd Ebbers (1999), Schuh (2009) and Schuh andaftipc
(2001) have supported the argument that satisfadtid'one of the most direct tests of postsecondargcess, and a
positive relation has been established betweeneagiadsatisfaction and retention (Li et al., 20087)1 Machado et al.
(2011) concluded that students would also preferaved access to interactions with faculty outglte classroom as
well as quality academic advising. They also suggkthat being involved in social aspects as welthee academic
realm retains students and an institution mustgeize “that the social dimension in learning atigs is critical”
(Machado et al., 2011, 420).

DISCUSSION :

It implies that if organizational effectiveness mgi@d in terms of academic performance of students be
enhanced, improvement in students’ Satisfactiorn V@uality of Campus Life and Student Engagement rteebe
emphasised.

Based on the individual items in the tool usedhe study to measure students’ satisfaction withlityuof
campus life, the following recommendations are méateenhancing organisational effectiveness in ¢decational
sector. These items included those items on whigtlests had a low score. These findings, recomnimmdaand
suggestions are applicable to a context whereaat B80% of the students are from the socio-econalismdvantaged
sections of a developing country.

In other words, for this purpose, adequate numhdrcaality of books and e-journals in the librased to be
maintained, adequate number of computers and gttdecilities in the department need to be enswedg with
availability of computers in the department to stid, adequate number and quality of the equipmethe laboratories
in the department, availability of furniture in tdepartment, good building of the department asdlganliness must be
guaranteed, teaching methods used in the classtanduality and quality of evaluation of perforncanneed to be
maintained, opportunities for participation in agriicular and cultural activities on the campusinteract with students
of other departments, to participate in sports gawhes need to be provided to students, emphasistod® placed on
developing the personality of students, on develpdife skills, information literacy skills and ptse attitudes in
students. This is expected to enhance studenisfaszion with campus life. The present paperdfee recommends
the need for enhancing students’ satisfaction githlity of campus life for enhancing organisatioafféctiveness in the
educational sector.

Based on the individual items in the tool usedhig study to measure student engagement, the follpwi
recommendations are made for enhancing organisdiidfectiveness in the educational sector :

Besides, student engagement could be enhancegdirtopities are provided to students to ask questiar
participate in classroom discussions, give a ptasen in the class, work hard to master diffi@dntent, use resources
from the library, work on a project/assignment ttegjuired ideas or information from different sascinclude diverse
perspectives (e.g. different religions, genderditipal beliefs, linguistic or caste groups etm) ¢lass discussions or
written assignments, put together ideas or condegs different subjects when completing assignmemtduring class
discussions, combine ideas from different coursbgenwvcompleting assignments, come to class havimgpleted
readings or assignments, keep up-to-date with thedies, work with other students on projectsrdudlass, work with
other students outside class to prepare assignygntgipate in a community-based project by vedening as part of
their study, use e-mail or a forum to communicatth weachers, discuss their grades or assignmettisteachers, talk
about career plans with a faculty member, disadsas from their readings or classes with teachassde class, discuss
their academic performance with a faculty membemkwharder so as to meet teachers’ standards @ctatpns, work
with teachers on activities other than coursewdigguss ideas from their readings or classes witbre outside class,
have conversations with students of a differentucal group than their own, have conversations witldents who are
very different from them in terms of their religmibeliefs, political opinions or personal valuesgrht from classmates
through discussions and explain course materiathier students. The present paper therefore recodsrtbe need for
enhancing cognitive, behavioural and emotional gageent of students for enhancing organisationaktéffeness in the
educational sector.

IMPLICATIONSOF THE STUDY

The findings of the study could be useful in untlerding whether students are satisfied with thamgus life,
how conducive they find the organisational heaitth whether the institution/organisation is effeetand to what extent.
This in turn is expected to find out ways of enhagorganisational effectiveness further.
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The present paper contributes to the field of higfthication in India as there is very little engatievidence

concerning the field of higher education. Thuss ttentribution would be more practical and to s@xitent, theoretical
in nature. Besides, it also provides details otdexthat need to be taken care of in order to me#arganisational
effectiveness. This is the practical componenhefdontribution of this research.
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