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ABSTRACT: 

Introduction: India has more than 3000 institutes offering post graduate management programs in form of Master of Business 

Administration (MBA) and/or Post Graduate Diploma in Management (PGDM). The paper empirically finds out the reasons for 

inclination of students towards management education and also identifies the perceived differences between PGDM and MBA.  

Methodology: A questionnaire was prepared after review of literature and conducting 27 telephonic interviews of directors of 

coaching institutes and 4 telephonic interviews of online advisory sites. Interviews were done to capture the real insights and 

common queries raised by prospective students in India. Total 240 responses were found to be complete in all respect and were used 

for analysis.  

Results: Non-Parametric k-related Friedman Test and Kendall’s W tests were applied to test the null hypothesis. Logistic Regression 

Analysis was also used to examine the role of variables in the choice-discrimination between PGDM and MBA institutes. Hit ratio 

of the proposed model was found to be 80%. Discussion: The results indicate that students choose management education for better 

career opportunities and to enhance their learning which is influenced by faculty, academic environment and peer learning. 

Accreditation and Ranking was also found to be significant leading to preference for PGDM over MBA. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Education is not only one of the basic need for human 

development but is also necessary for national 

development and an indicator of social, economic and 

prosperous society (Brennan & Teichler, 2008). On one 

hand the decision to join a particular institute is 

important for students (Avram, 2014), on the other it is 

also important for institutes to understand the factors 

affecting such choices (Avram, 2014; Ming & Kee, 

2010) 

Firstly, the paper attempts to understand the reasons for 

pursuing management education, and then also maps 

the perceived differences by prospective students 

between MBA and PGDM. 

The study was done in state of Uttar Pradesh in India, 

as it has maximum number of management institutes in 

the country and also happens to be the most populous 

state of India. It is noteworthy to clarify here that 

PGDM and MBA both are 2 year post-graduate 

management programs offered in India. PGDM is a 

diploma course offered by private institutes whereas 

MBA is a degree course offered by Universities or 

institutes which are affiliated to them. As far as 

regulatory bodies are concerned all PGDM institutes 

fall in domain of All India Council of Technical 

Education (AICTE- www.aicte-india.org), and all MBA 

institutes are within the ambit of University Grant 

Commission (UGC- https://www.ugc.ac.in/ ). 

MANAGEMENT INSTITUTES IN INDIA: 

INDICATION OF EARLY DECLINE 

Management education in India started around 1950s 

and has witnessed many changes in its journey of 70 

years. With efforts of AICTE and UGC the number of 

institutes offering MBA and PGDM witnessed immense 

growth in terms of numbers and rose from few hundreds 

to few thousands. The number of institutes offering 

management program in post-graduation in India is 

presented in Table 1 

Table 1 

Number of Management Institutes in India 

Year No of Institutes Total Sanctioned Intake 

2012-13 3861 4,42,922 
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2020-21 3094 4,34,778 

% Change - ( 19.86) - (1.83) 

Source: https://facilities.aicte-india.org/dashboard/pages/dashboardaicte.php accessed on 22 Sept, 2020 

As evident from table 1, the number of management 

institutes in India declined by 19.86% and the 

sanctioned intake has also been reduced by approx. 

1.83% in last 08 years. 

The closure of considerable number of management 

institutes encouraged us to find the reasons for pursuing 

management education at the first place and then to 

identify factors influencing choice of PGDM or MBA. 

No study focusing upon perceived differences between 

MBA and PGDM could not be found in Indian context. 

DECISION MAKING MODELS IN EDUCATION 

CHOICE 

Some of the prominent and well documented models for 

university choice are discussed below. 

ECONOMIC MODEL 

Economic model, of university choice highlights the 

rational behavior of students and efforts put by them in 

evaluating the information available as per their 

preferences at the time of decision making (Des Jardins 

& Toutkoushian, 2005). On one hand the model seems 

to have a very rationalistic approach on the other hand 

keeping in mind the number of management institutes 

in India and perceived differences between them 

selecting the right one seems to be a daunting task. 

Research work of Fernandez (2010) suggests that 

student will select those institutions which provides 

them more benefits as compared to other students. This 

comparison can be on many tangible benefits like 

infrastructure and location of the institute and some 

intangible factors as well like reputation or image of the 

institute. The student decision to join a university is a 

result of comparison between expected benefits and 

expected cost or total investment made in college 

education (Paulsen, 2001). This also means that the 

students will choose university which offers highest 

utility or maximum benefits. (DesJardins & 

Toutkoushian, 2005). 

SOCIOLOGICAL MODEL 

Sociological approaches for university selection 

focuses on role various socio-cultural factors like 

socioeconomic background, future prospects etc. 

(Perna, 2006). These factors might play a crucial role in 

selection of management institutes in India keeping in 

mind the huge income disparities and differences in 

social strata prevailing in the country. 

Other researches on sociological models focus on 3 

main variables which includes parental encouragement, 

influence of significant others and academic 

performance (Hossler, Braxton, & Coopersmith, 1989). 

The interrelationship between these 3 factors also plays 

a crucial role. From sociological perspective the role of 

reference group affecting the choice of management 

institute cannot be ignored and this may include opinion 

of teachers, coaching institutes, advisory sites, friends, 

relative etc. 

MARKETING MODEL 

Marketing concepts has also been applied by some 

researchers to better understand the selection of higher 

education institutions. However, this concept, 

approaches prospective students as consumers, which is 

highly debatable but has gained acceptance over a 

period of time (Obermeit, 2012). The marketing 

approach takes into consideration economic and 

sociological models as well and applies model of 

consumer behavior to understand the same. It 

incorporates internal factors like cultural, social, 

personal, psychological characteristics etc. and external 

factors which are social, cultural, product and price etc. 

These factors are further supplemented by 

communication strategies and effort of the provider as 

well (Obermeit, 2012). 

Marketing concept have approached selection of 

educational institutes from various perspectives and has 

some overlapping with economic and socio cultural 

models as well. 

Apart from these 3 models, research works have 

focused on combination of above mentioned models as 

well. Like Hossler & Gallagher (1987) talk about a 

three-staged model. These 3 stages are a) predisposition 

stage b) search stage and c) choice. Perna (2006) also 

discussed a combined model for university choice. She 

proposed that the university choice is result of 

sociological and economic factors. 

ROLE OF COACHING INSTITUTES AND 

ADMISSION COUNSELLING SITES IN INDIA IN 

MANAGEMENT EDUCATION 

Another interesting aspect of decision making of 

students for management education in India is presence 

of large number of coaching institutes, advisory sites 

and admission counsellors both at national and regional 

levels. These coaching institutes play a very important 

role not only in preparing students for the entrance 

examinations required by management institutions but 

also in influencing the choice and selection of 

management institutions. The oldest Top-3 coaching 

institutes in India are T.I.M.E (Triumphant Institute of 

Management Education Pvt. Ltd, 

https://www.time4education.com/ ), Career Launcher 

(https://www.careerlauncher.com/) and IMS 

(https://www.imsindia.com/ ). 

Also the advisory sites who counsel students for various 

undergraduate and post graduate education including 

management education also plays a pivotal role in 

influencing choice of the institute.  Some most popular 

sites in India are Shiksha (https://www.shiksha.com/), 

Collegedunia (https://collegedunia.com/), Careers 360 

https://www.time4education.com/
https://www.careerlauncher.com/
https://www.imsindia.com/
https://www.shiksha.com/
https://collegedunia.com/
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(https://www.careers360.com/), MBA Universe 

(https://www.mbauniverse.com/). These sites attract 

millions of students and provide guidance on a variety 

of courses including management. The footfalls on 

these sites and the number of institutes covered by them 

indicates their role in choice made by students. 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was conducted keeping in mind following 

key questions: 

a) The reason behind choice of management 

education for post-graduation study. 

b) The perceived differences between PGDM and 

MBA courses. 

The entire research was done in two phases: 

i) In the 1st phase telephonic interviews of coaching 

institutes and online advisory sites were done with 

an objective to capture real insights and approach 

of students in India, as they have a wide presence 

and interact, counsel and guide millions of students 

each year. 

ii) In the 2nd phase, based on the findings of interviews 

and after review of related literature, a 

questionnaire was made and administered to 

students, first part focused on why students choose 

management education for post-graduation and 

second part focused on what basis they 

differentiate between PGDM and MBA courses. 

For first phase, total 27 telephonic interviews of 

directors of coaching institutes were done in 12 cities in 

Uttar Pradesh. Those cities were selected which are 

considered as educational hub in respective regions. 

Apart from these, 4 telephonic interviews of online 

advisory sites were also done. The purpose was to 

understand the common questions asked by students 

related to management education and also to understand 

queries of students related to differences between 

PGDM and MBA institutes. Thus these interviews 

helped in capturing real insights and mindset of 

students. Interesting fact which emerged from 

interviews was that majority of students perceived 

PGDM to be superior as compared to MBA which 

encouraged us more to find the reason for the same. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Ehrman (2006) in his studies mentioned that modern 

universities are witnessing a ‘buyers’ market’ wherein 

the students are buying higher education from 

universities through curriculum, faculty members, 

library facilities, and other resources available etc. 

Therefore understanding students’ expectations 

becomes important to score a competitive advantage in 

a market characterized by over-supply and where seat 

occupancy is a challenge. 

Further, the institutions also have to understand the 

importance of creating an attractive image of quality 

education providers which will lead to loyal customers 

(Briukhanov, Kiselev, Timchenko, & Vdovin, 2010). 

This image formation can be enhanced further if we 

communicate as per students’ expectations from 

institutes. 

An extensive review of literature was conducted to 

arrive at the major factors influencing choice of a 

management education. One of the very basic 

expectation during selection of educational institutes is 

quality education, which has been studied by various 

researchers in deep detail and included factors like 

student quality, along with faculty credentials, salient 

academic features  and administrative support provided 

(Akareem & Hossain, 2012). Sarpkaya (2010) was of 

the opinion that students give more importance to 

employment potential and satisfaction. Similarly, 

Coates (2005) was of the opinion that quality is 

interpreted with the efforts made to engage the students 

and how they are encouraged in purposeful educational 

activities. 

The marketing theory focusses on understanding the 

expectation of customers as a prerequisite for delivering 

high quality services. This theory perceives students as 

consumers (Tsiligiris, 2011). Understanding of 

expectations becomes all the more important keeping in 

mind the number of PGDM institutes in India resulting 

in stiff competition. 

FACULTY AND ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENT 

When it comes to educational institute, faculty and 

academic environment acts like a spine and runs across 

to almost all functions of the institutes. Previous 

research works have also recognized the importance of 

faculty and academic quality. The constituents of 

academic quality in previous works are teaching 

quality, qualification of teachers, curriculum quality, 

research quality and medium of instruction (Padlee, 

Kamaruddin, & Baharun, 2010). 

Reddy (2011) in his work on preference of B-Schools 

by Indian students identified 6 factors amongst which 

academic activities was found to have significant effect 

on preference of B-Schools. Similarly, in his works 

Webb (1993) establishes the role of academic 

reputations, role of accreditations, proximity, costs 

associated, and potential marketability and acceptance 

of the degree as crucial factors. Chapman, (1993); 

Coccari & Javalgi, (1995) propose that quality of 

faculty members, overall academic reputation of 

institution are important. 

Soutar & Turner (2002) classified the factors into two 

broad categories; namely the university related factors 

and the personal factors. Within university related he 

discussed factors like teaching staff quality, types of 

courses, academic reputation, campus etc. 

INFRASTRUCTURE FACILITIES 

Infrastructure facilities provide the necessary support 

for effective delivery of services in a given 

environment. In similar works done in past library and 

information technology facilities came out to be crucial 

factors (Price, Matzdorf, Smith, & Agahi, 2003). 

Similar results were found in research works of 

https://www.careers360.com/
https://www.mbauniverse.com/
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Mudholkar (2012). Reddy (2011) found that Indian 

students consider physical facilities when selecting a B-

School. In their work Joseph & Joseph (2000) 

concluded that physical infrastructure and facilities are 

important issues which should be kept in mind by 

educational institutions in their endeavor to create a 

sustainable competitive advantage. 

PLACEMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

As per the economic model of decision making, 

students will take a decision which maximizes their 

utility which is exercised by students by comparing the 

cost i.e. fee with placement outcome or package offered. 

During the telephonic interviews with coaching and 

advisory sites this factor was highly emphasized upon. 

Also since management program are professional 

program the student expects that they should end with a 

decent placement as well. Some researchers have also 

indicated the importance of placement. Sainy & 

Gangwani (2010) suggested that the most important 

factor rated by both male and female student was 

placement. Kaynama & Smith (1996); Maringe (2006); 

Alves & Raposo (2007); Ho & Hung (2008); Briggs 

(2006); Hoyt & Brown (2003); Mudholkar (2012) and 

few other researchers have identified employability, job 

prospects etc. as crucial factors affecting selection of B-

Schools. Similarly, Strasser, Ozgur, & Schroeder 

(2002) clubbed various factors affecting choice of B-

schools into 3 groups out of which career prospects was 

significantly found to be effecting the B- School choice. 

Hence, for this study as well placement opportunities 

was also included in study. 

ACCREDITATIONS AND RANKING 

In India, management institutes vie for various 

accreditation and good rankings as well. National Board 

of Accreditation (NBA) and National Assessment and 

accreditation Council (NAAC) are most common and 

happen to be trusted as well. As far as rankings are 

concerned there are various agencies publishing the 

same. Some publishing groups, some advisory websites 

and some independent organizations rank management 

institutes based on their predefined criteria and publish 

their ranking. This ranking are viewed with lot of 

suspicion and trust alike. Despite their criticism ranking 

test are the litmus test of quality and reputation of any 

educational institute. (Rauhvargers, 2011). Thus it is not 

surprising to find similar institutes enjoying different 

positions in different rankings and of course they boast 

of the surveys where they received the best ranks. The 

telephonic surveys with coaching and advisory sites 

also indicated that many of them have devised a ranking 

mechanism of their own on the basis of which they 

guide their students in selecting the best possible B-

School. 

In Indian ranking context most significant happening 

was launch of National Institutional Ranking 

Framework (NIRF) with due approval from Ministry of 

Human Resource Development, India on 29th Sept, 

2015. Since 2016 every year NIRF ranking are released 

and they are considered to be most reliable and highly 

credible sources of ranking. These rankings helps in 

formation of a reputation or good brand of institute. 

Since these rankings are published, widely circulated 

and readily on various offline and online platforms they 

play an important role in choosing a management 

institute. Similarly, according to Webb (1993) 

important factors included are accreditation of 

institution, proximity, cost associated, reputation of 

institution and marketability of degree etc. Many 

studies (Isherwood, 1991; Briggs, 2006; Hillenbrand & 

Money, 2007; Soutar & Turner, 2002; Hoyt & Brown, 

2003; Veloutsou, Lewis, & Paton, 2004; Walsh & 

Beatty, 2007) clearly indicate the importance and role 

of university’s reputation in decision making and choice 

process. 

Bastedo & Bowman (2010) state that in assessment of 

academic reputation, ranking of institution, tier and 

change in tier plays a crucial role.  The academic 

reputation will also result in increase or decrease of 

number of applications as well especially in case of 

international students (Dichev, 2001) 

According to Bowman & Bastedo (2009) the report of 

ranking and their portrayals on front page of media also 

has a significant impact on admissions. Any institution 

which is labeled as ‘top tier institute’ carries substantial 

weight as well. 

The previous work on ranking clearly indicate that, 

rankings do play a very critical role in choice of B-

School. A good ranking will help in attracting more 

number of applicants as well. 

PEER GROUP 

In previous research works peer group has been defined 

as close friends or a very large network as extreme sides 

(Véronneau, Vitaro, Brendgen, Dishion & Tremblay, 

2010) with many forms between. Researchers have 

been defined as classmates or roommates as well in 

research works (Sacerdote, 2001; Winston & 

Zimmerman, 2004; Zimmerman, 2003; Arcidiacono & 

Nicholson, 2005). 

Peer groups have been defined as persons with whom 

students spend personal time, with whom they interact 

on regular basis through personal interactions or via. 

various media, with whom they meet outside class, 

share personal issues with them as well and trust them 

as well. (Baldwin, Bedell, & Johnson, 1997; Cho, 

Davidson & Ingraffea, 2007; Hommes et al., 

2012; Huston & Levinger, 1978; Ryan, 2001; Thomas, 

2000). 

Peers are found to enhance motivation for achievement 

as also inspire student’s academic vigor as well 

(Lashbrook, 2000). Olalekan (2016) was of the opinion 

that peer group has a lot of influence on students and it 

is observable as well. Many researchers have found 

similar results about the relationship between academic 

performance and peer group influence as well as this is 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0310
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0310
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0220
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0335
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0335
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0360
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0010
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0010
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0015
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0050
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0050
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0115
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0115
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0125
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0215
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0270
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0270
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found to be a very significant motivating factor as well. 

(Bankole & Ogunsakin, 2016; Sacerdote, Barnes, 

Beaver, Young, & Ten Eyck, 2014; Foster, 

2005; Mayer & Puller, 2008; Vaquero & Cebrian, 2013; 

Winston & Zimmerman, 2004; Woolf, Potts, Patel, & 

McManus, 2012; Sacerdote, 2001). Kindermann (1993) 

found that the peer groups play an important role in 

engagement of students in various learning activities as 

well. 

Peer groups are not only motivating, they also facilitate 

better engagement and help in improving the academic 

performance as well. 

STRONG ALUMNI NETWORKING BASE 

Alumnus aspire the students to aim high, they are like 

role models and it’s no surprise that all the reputed 

management institutes in India boast of their alma mater 

and portray their successful alumnus in their 

communication in print media as well as social 

platform. Strong alumni base offers many other benefits 

to the educational institutes. Some tangible measureable 

benefits of alumni can be  financial assistance, 

internship assistance , delivery of  guest lectures, and 

they can also play crucial role in advisory boards as well 

(Ebert, Axelsson & Harbor, 2015; Moore & 

Kuol 2007). Their involvement can also provide a peek 

into improving educational experience, by contributing 

in improving current curricula and future job 

opportunities (Ebert, Axelsson & Harbor, 2015; Moore 

& Kuol 2007).  

Their engagement not only influences the designing and 

delivery of curricula thus influencing their education 

but it also helps in engagement with prospective future 

employees as well (Plewa, Galan, Davey, 2015). 

Keeping in mind the benefit of alumni to educational 

institutes, repeated mention of their importance in 

telephonic interviews with coaching institutes and 

websites, their portrayal by management institutes in 

their communication activities and with favorable 

support from previous research works this factor was 

also included in this study as well. 

CO AND EXTRA-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

(CCA AND ECA) 

These activities are usually connected with academic 

matters and are organized or designed to help the 

students to enhance the understanding of the course, and 

also to facilitate their diverse skills (Ingale, 2014). Thus 

the CCAs are such activities that supplement and 

complement the curricular or main syllabi activities 

(Leung, Ng & Chan, 2011). The CCAs usually focus on 

enhancing the students' intellectual capability, mental 

capability, analytical ability, developing their 

leadership quality and interpersonal communication 

skills and allowing them to engage in diverse social 

networks (Leung, Ng & Chan, 2011; Daniyal, Nawaz, 

Hassan & Mubeen , 2012; Bartkus, Nemelka & 

Gardener, 2012). Extra-curricular Activities or ECAs 

usually refer to those activities performed by the 

students that take place outside the regular school 

curriculum. These activities are generally voluntary and 

the students do not receive any academic credit or 

grades out of their participation (Lunenburg, 2010; 

Singh & Mishra, 2015). The ECAs allow the students to 

engage themselves in various social services and nation 

building activities (Lunenburg, 2010; Bartkus, Nemelka 

& Gardener, 2012; Le, 2013; Singh & Mishra, 2015; 

Chua, Chuatoco, Pena & Jimenez, 2017). 

There is sufficient volume of literature in the academic 

world about the effects of the CCAs and ECAs on the 

academic performance and social skill development of 

the students across the world (Daniyal, Nawaz, Hassan 

& Mubeen, 2012; Mehmood, et al. 2012; Ivaniushina & 

Zapletina, 2015). 

Review of literature and interviews indicated that the 

choice of management education is a result of personal 

aspirations, social interaction and institute related 

factors. 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN AND DATA 

COLLECTION 

Based on findings of 27 interviews conducted with 

coaching institutes and 4 interviews with advisory sites 

and after review of related literature, a questionnaire 

was prepared. The questionnaire was divided in 2 parts. 

In first part reasons for choosing management education 

were mentioned, the 2nd part of the questionnaire 

focused upon the perceived differences between PGDM 

and MBA institutes. The statements of 2nd part were 

drawn largely from the insights captured during the 

interview as no such previous study could be found. The 

students were asked to mark their agreement and 

disagreement on a 5 point Likert Scale. 

The questionnaire was administered to students enrolled 

with these coaching institutes. Total 240 responses were 

found to be complete in all respect and were used for 

analysis. 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

As mentioned earlier the questionnaire was divided into 

two parts, in the first part, variables were taken to 

understand reason for choosing management education. 

Here, Non-Parametric k-related sample tests were 

applied to test the null hypothesis of equal importance 

provided to all variables by the respondents. Friedman 

Test was used for this purpose. As per the Table 3, the 

p-value (sig. = 0.000 < 0.05) suggests that null 

hypothesis is rejected at 5% level of significance. 

Hence, there exists a significant difference amongst the 

variables as perceived by the candidates in their 

decision to go for management education. As per the 

Table 2, which presents top 5 variables  it is evident that 

the most important perceived variable is ‘Better Career 

Opportunities’ (Mean Rank = 3.29), followed by 

‘Enhance my Learning’ (Mean Rank = 3.17) and so on. 

Table 2: Ranks for reason for choosing Management education 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0025
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0025
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0065
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0065
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0165
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0290
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0335
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0340
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0340
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0220
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11218-019-09488-4#ref-CR12
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11218-019-09488-4#ref-CR33
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11218-019-09488-4#ref-CR12
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11218-019-09488-4#ref-CR33
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11218-019-09488-4#ref-CR40


PSYCHOLOGY AND EDUCATION (2021) 58(5), ISSN 1553 - 6939 
Article Received: 22th November,2020; Article Revised: 26th March, 2021; Article Accepted: 26th April, 2021 

2 
www.psychologyandeducation.net 

 Mean Rank 

Better Career Opportunities 3.29 

Enhance my Learning 3.17 

Makes me Future Ready 3.02 

Realizing my potential 2.80 

Status and Social Acceptance 2.72 

Table 3: Test Statistics 

N 240 

Chi-Square 26.962 

Df 4 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a. Friedman Test 

In order to confirm the results, obtained by Friedman 

Test, another Non- Parametric k-related sample test 

Kendall’s W Test was employed which also gave same 

results. The test statistics for Kendall W test are 

presented in Table 4. 

Table 4: Test Statistics 

N 240 

Kendall's Wa .028 

Chi-Square 26.962 

Df 4 

Asymp. Sig. .000 

a. Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance 

Further, Logistic Regression Analysis was used to 

examine the role of variables in the choice-

discrimination between PGDM and MBA institutes, 

since the dependent variable is categorical in nature 

(PGDM/MBA). Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 

has been employed as it requires minimum of 

assumptions for the predictors, even normality 

assumption is not required for the predictors. This tool 

has incorporated all 240 cases that are valid (non-

missing) (Table 5). 

Table 5: Case Processing Summary 

Unweighted Cases N Percent 

Included in analysis 240 100.0 

Selected cases   

Missing cases 0 .0 

Total 240 100.0 

Unselected cases 0 .0 

Total 240 100.0 

a. If weight is in effect, see classification table for the 

total number of cases. 

Table 6: Dependent Variable Encoding 

Original Value Internal Value 

MBA 0 

PGDM 1 

Table 7: Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

 Chi-square Df Sig. 

Step 130.431 7 .000 

Step 1 Block 130.431 7 .000 
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Model 130.431 7 .000 

As per the Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients, results 

compiled in Table 7 suggests that the proposed binary 

logistic regression model, consisting of binary choice 

(PGDM/MBA) as dependent variable and the seven 

criteria variables as predictors, is significant (sig. 

0.000< 0.05) at 5% level of significance. This indicates 

that the considered predictors are able to decipher in 

between the choices for the management education. 

Hosmer Lemeshow Test has been used to examine the 

fit of the proposed binary logistic regression.  Here, the 

p-value (sig. = 0.632 > 0.05) suggests that the model has 

a ‘good’ fit (Table 9). Two pseudo r-squares have been 

taken up here, values of Nagelkerke R Square (0.564) 

and Cox & Snell R Square (0.419) suggest that the 

predictive accuracy of the logistic regression model is 

moderately strong (Table 8). Finally, Hit Ratio 

(percentage of correct predication) of 80% as per the 

Classification Table (Table 10), gives the level of 

predictive accuracy as 80%. This is a high value 

suggesting that the proposed logistic regression model 

may be able to correctly predict 80% of the cases. 

Table 8: Model Summary 

Step -2 log likelihood Cox & Snell R Square 

1 196.237a .419 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 

because parameter estimates changed by less than 

.001 

Table 9: Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 

Step Chi-square Df Sig. 

1 6.137 8 .632 

Table 10: Classification Table 

 Observed Predicted 

  Preference for the type 

of management course 

Percentage 

correct 

  No Yes  

Step 1 Preference for the type 

of Management Course 

   

 MBA 75 26 74.3 

 PGDM 22 117 84.2 

 Overall percentage   80.0 

a. The cut value is .500 

As per the Table 11, variables in the equation, peer 

group (sig. = 0.000 < 0.05), placement opportunities 

(sig. = 0.000 < 0.05), strong alumni networking base 

(sig. = 0.043 < 0.05), accreditation and affiliations (sig. 

= 0.017 < 0.05), and faculty & academic environment 

(sig. = 0.000 < 0.05) have been found to be significant. 

Further, according to the values of Wald’s coefficient, 

placement opportunities (Wald Coeff. = 29.339) has 

been found to be most important predictor for the 

proposed model, followed by faculty & academic 

environment (Wald Coeff. = 21.342) and peer group 

(Wald Coeff. = 17.199). Accreditation and affiliations 

(Wald Coeff. = 5.659) and strong alumni networking 

base (Wald Coeff. = 4.096) were the last predictors. 

Table 11: Variables in Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp (B) 

Placement opportunities .786 .145 29.339 1 .000 2.194 

Faculty and academic environment .756 .164 21.342 1 .000 2.130 

Peer group .576 .139 17.199 1 .000 1.778 

Accreditation and Ranking .543 .228 5.659 1 .017 1.721 

Strong alumni networking base -.457 .226 4.096 1 .043 .633 

Infrastructure facilities .088 .214 .168 1 .682 1.092 

Co and extra-curricular exposure -.034 .188 4.096 1 .043 .633 
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Constant -9.548 1.428 44.700 1 .000 .000 

The proposed binary logistic model has been proposed 

as: 

log (p/ (1-p) = -9.548 + 0.576 * (Peer Learning and 

Support) + 0.786 * (Placement Opportunities) -.034 * 

(Co-and Extra Curricular Exposure) -.457 * (Strong 

Alumni Networking Base) +……..+ .088 * 

(Infrastructure Facilities) 

where, p = Probability of the case belonging to 1st Group 

(PGDM) and p/ (1-p) = Odd Ratio. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT 

INSTITUTES 

The findings of the paper have important implications 

for management institutes indicating that student 

willingness to pursue management education is because 

of its association with better career opportunities (Mean 

Value 3.29, Table 2). Previous studies in different 

context and countries have also established the 

importance of career opportunities or employability, 

Kaynama & Smith (1996), Maringe (2006), Alves & 

Raposo (2007), Ho & Hung (2008), Briggs (2006), Hoyt 

& Brown (2003), Mudholkar (2012). Management 

institutes have to be really cautious about and prepare 

well to ensure that they have strong linkages with 

corporates and accordingly prepare their students so that 

they get better career opportunities. Further the 

management institutes also have to highlight career 

opportunities available with them in their 

communication and promotions. Placement 

opportunities was found to be most important predictor 

in the model as thus a key differentiator between PGDM 

and MBA institutes (Wald Coeff. 29.339, Table 11), 

which reinforces the importance of placement and 

career opportunities provided by the management 

institutes. 

The prospective students appear to be logical in their 

approach as well, as enhance my learning (mean value 

3.17, Table 2) figures to be the 2nd reason for pursuing 

management education, further as per Table 11, based 

on Wald Coefficient faculty and academic environment 

(Wald Coeff. 21.342, Table 11) and peer learning (Wald 

Coeff. 17.199, Table 11) happens to be the 2nd and 3rd 

important predictor. 

Taking all the above 3 inputs together, it may be 

interpreted that a student chooses management 

education to enhance his learning and his preference for 

management institutes is strongly driven by faculty and 

academic environment and opportunities for peer 

learning. 

The quality of teaching, faculty quality has been found 

to be instrumental in previous researches as well 

(Padlee, Kamaruddin, Baharun, 2010, Chapman, 1993, 

Coccari & Javalgi, 1995). Similarly, previous research 

work suggests that peer group has a strong influence on 

academic performance and is a huge motivating factor 

(Bankole & Ogunsakin, 2016. Sacerdote, Barnes, 

Beaver, Young, & Ten Eyck, 2014; Foster, 

2005; Vaquero & Cebrian, 2013, Winston & 

Zimmerman, 2004; Woolf, Potts, Patel, & McManus, 

2012, Sacerdote, 2001) 

Thus the relationship appears to be a very logical triad 

wherein on one side we have enhancement of learning 

and this is supported by faculty and academic 

environment on one side and peer group on the other. 

Management institutes have to ensure that they provide 

enough learning opportunities to their students and this 

will also help them in spreading a positive word of 

mouth for the institutes. The preference for PGDM 

institutes is because of their faculty, academic 

environment and peer groups. Thus indicating the need 

for PGDM institutes to create a mechanism to ensure 

effective peer learning which may be imparted by 

various group activities wherein the team members have 

to work together and thus learn from each other. 

The results also indicate that the choice for management 

education is influenced by a desire to become future 

ready and in realizing the potential as indicated by mean 

values in Table 2.  Realizing my potential can be linked 

to variety of exposure and variety of learning 

opportunities which are being made available to 

students. Becoming future ready is becoming more 

confident about the future outlook. This has important 

implication for management institutes as well wherein 

the design and delivery of the curriculum has to be done 

in such a manner so that the student become confident 

of handling any challenge in life and becomes more 

assured and confident of his future. The future readiness 

may also be approached from the perspective of 

placement wherein the student is confident that he will 

be able to perform well at the time of recruitment and 

will be able to make it to a company of his choice. 

In the model, Accreditation and Ranking was also found 

to be significant and it leads to preference for PGDM 

institutes over MBA institutions. Here this also needs to 

be emphasized that good rank and accreditations are 

basically effect of variety of factors. In most of the 

ranking framework placement and academic quality 

carries a high weightage and can ensure good ranking. 

So putting it all together if the institute has good quality 

faculty members and well-structured learning processes 

in place this may lead to better learning for students 

which might help them in getting better placement 

opportunities. If all this happens it will automatically 

help the institute in getting a better rank and desired 

accreditations. 

The relationship of infrastructure facilities and co-and 

extra-curricular exposure was not found to significant in 

the study (Table 11). 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0025
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0025
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0065
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0065
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0290
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0335
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0335
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0340
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0340
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0883035518317956#bib0220
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Just to reiterate, strong pillars for success of 

management institutes are placement opportunities 

available with them and their ability to ensure effective 

learning with the help of quality faculty, peer groups 

and how with the help of system and processes they can 

create a conducive academic environment. 

 

LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH AND ROAD 

AHEAD 

State of Uttar Pradesh (U.P) was chosen for the study as 

it is home to maximum number of management 

institutes in the country, with close to 3000 management 

institutes, U.P is home to 363 management institutes in 

year 2020-21 as compared to 556 institutes in the year 

2012-12. Closure of more than 193 (34.71 %) 

management institutes in a span of 08 years made U.P a 

perfect choice of study. Hence, selection of U.P for 

study seems to be justified but the findings cannot be 

extended to be the representative of entire country 

hence similar studies in other states or study covering 

various studies may be pursued in future to understand 

the sentiment of Indian students about management 

education. 
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