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Abstract:

Objective: The study aims to empirically test the relationship between types of campus adaptations across
first to fifth generation of engineering undergraduate B.Tech students pursuing a four year study at Indian
Institute of Technology (IIT’s) and National Institute of Technology (NIT’s) in India.

Method: The Multivariate Analysis of Variance (Manova) test was run with SPSS vs. 21 to compare the
student’s campus adaptations of IIT’s and NIT’s by generation status of first generation (n = 956), second
generation (n =338) , third generation (n = 103), fourth generation (n = 14) and fifth generation (n = 09).
Multistage random sampling with n = 1420 students were selected.

Result: In academic adaptation, second and third generation students had positive outcomes while first,
fourth and fifth generation had negative outcomes. In social adaptation, first, third and fifth generation
students had positive outcomes while second and fourth generation students had negative outcomes. In
physical — psychological adaptation, the first, third and fourth generation students had positive outcomes
while the second and fifth generation students had negative outcomes. In institutional adaptation second,
third, fourth and fifth generation students had positive outcomes while first generation students had negative
outcomes.

Conclusions: There are significant differences among student generation from first to fifth on different forms
of campus adaptations. In short, campus adaptations do vary across generation status influencing student’s
experiences at university.

Keywords: Campus; Adaptation, First Generation, Non First Generation, Students Experiences and Student
Satisfaction

1. INTRODUCTION

College students generational status impacts students adjustment to college (Hertel, 2002). It is
observed that first generation students navigation in educational system differs from non first
generation students (Kirshner, Saldivar, & Tracy, 2011) impacting differed experiences among first
generation college students at campuses (Spiegler & Bednarek, 2013) resulting in diverse educational
outcomes among first generation and non first generation students (Bodovski & Benavot, 2006). The
youth as generation (Naafs & White, 2012) serving as first generation students of human resource
provide motivation and aspiration for next generations (Rahim & Azman, 2010) that best prepares
millennial generation engineering students for complex challenges (Kahle & Hansen, 2009)
broadening participation in science and engineering of the next generation (Madsen & Tessema,
2009).

First generation college students in engineering (Trenor, 2009) are usually driven to achieve (Rood,
2009) resulting the much needed intergenerational breakthrough of first generation college students in
education (Gofen, 2009) who by far have remained underrepresented at university (Lam, Srivatsan,
Doverspike, Vesalo, & Mawasha, 2005). The type of education impacts enrolment of first births in the
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family - first generation (Martin-Garcia & Baizan, 2006). Further college readiness and academic
preparation for postsecondary education of first-generation urban college students (Reid & 111, 2008)
define first generation Students (Lang, 2009). Hence special attention to the needs of first generation
engineering college students in learning is warranted (Trenor & Grant, 2009). This is supported by
generation theory in higher education indicating that educational competencies between successive
generations persist (Knight, 2009) with cultural capital theory impacting first generation student
success as put forward by cultural capital theory(S. A. Dumais & Ward, 2010).

The study seeks to analyse the relationship among student generation groups of first to fifth with the
following research question and research objective:-

Research Questions: What makes campus adaptations of academic, social, physical - psychological
and institutional attachment be unique across student generation of first to fifth?

Research Objectives: To examine existence of variance among campus adaptations of academic,
social , physical psychological and institutional across student generation of first to fifth.

2. CAMPUS ADAPTATIONS

2.1. Academic Adaptation

First generation students academic transition in higher education (Inkelas et al., 2007) impacts student
engagement by generation status (Gibson & Slate, 2010) evident in intellectual development
transformation observed in first and second generation students (Pike & Kuh, 2005) that sharpens
generic skills competency development among undergraduate students (Choi & Rhee, 2014). It is
observed that non first generation students have higher levels of academic involvement positively
resulting in better academic performance than first generation students (Grayson, 1997) reflecting on
the fact that educationally purposeful activity supports academic performance of first generation
college students (Carr, Jackson, & Murphy, 2014). Further with impressive learning on the go with
generation Y students (Blashki, Nichol, Jia, & Prompramote, 2007) motivation and integration of first
generation college students impacts their academic performance (Préspero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007)
contributing to academic achievement (Trevino & DeFreitas, 2014) that fosters educational
attainment especially of first generation ethnic students of race (Prospero & Vohra-Gupta, 2007).
This is backed up by the current scenario of self regulated learning — the online learning revealing that
first generation students report significantly lower levels of self-regulation for online learning than
second generation students(P. E. Williams & Hellman, 2004) impacting class attendance that varied
by student of race of first and second generation students (Keller & Tillman, 2008). Further with
academic dishonesty also differing by generation status (E.Wotring & Bol, 2011) creating cross-
generational co-learning opportunities through inquiry-based curricula (Théroux, 2009)could better
the grades often differing among first generation and continuing generation (Aspelmeier, Love,
McGill, Elliott, & Pierce, 2012) which in long run replicates as barriers to career plans among
engineering students of first generation (Fernandez, Trenor, Zerda, & Cortes, 2008).

With regard to academic disciplines, first generation undergraduates students experiences at college
differs at first year (Padgett, Johnson, & Pascarella, 2012) and across academic disciplines (Peguero,
Shekarkhar, Popp, & Koo, 2015) especially among engineering academic disciplines (Hicks &
Prairie, 2014). This may be due to lack of proper guidance among first generation students on
prominence of academic disciplines compared to continuing generation students (Trenor, 2009)
impacting students persistence in engineering academic major (Virnoche & Eschenbach, 2010). It
could also have the sibling effect, where sibling educational choices impacts educational choices of
the next sibling towards a particular academic discipline (Meurs, Puhani, & Von Haaren-Giebel,
2016). The extended academic arena of student—faculty interaction also vary by first generation status
of students (Kim & Sax, 2009) as first generation traditional college students understanding of faculty
expectations (Collier & Morgan, 2008) and undergraduate expectations and preferences for instructors
vary (Trammell & Aldrich, 2016) impacting college success of first generation students (McKay &
Estrella, 2008). This acts as a paranoid with undergraduate college students especially of minority
race who differ by gender and generation status on their views of effectiveness of faculty (Schulte,
Slate, & Onwuegbuzie, 2011). Never the less, soft skills could gear up the first generation teacher
students interaction (M.S.Thirumalai, 2014) that positively facilitates academic and social transition
of first generation students in academic arena. Thus college academic activities differ in levels among
first generation and non first generation engineering students(Hicks & Prairie, 2014) influencing
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academic achievement to vary by generation status (Duong, Badaly, Liu, Schwartz, & McCarty,
2016) and educational achievements to vary among first and subsequent generation in education
(Pandey, 2015).

2.2.Social Adaptation

Socialisation experiences varied by generation of students (Shields, 2002). First generation students
social transition in higher education (Inkelas et al., 2007) reflect that the invisible barriers are real for
first generation college students (Gardner & Holley, 2011) indicating that the invisible hand of social
capital impacts first generation college students in engineering (Martin, 2015) with first generation
college students access to engineering social capital aiming towards developing a richer
understanding of the same (Pfirman, Miller, Alvarez, & Martin, 2014). Social capital impacts
academic motivation among first generation college students (Moschetti & Hudley, 2015) with social
construction of social identity as a distinct social class among first generation students (Wildhagen,
2015) differing widely from first and non first generation students (Finch, 2016). However off the
beat, there is a social capital deficit of first generation college students in engineering (Martin, Miller,
& Simmons, 2014). Hence first generation students need to cultivate a voice to seek full academic
citizenship in multicultural learning communities (Jehangir, 2009). Further its noted that first
generation students are significantly less likely to pursue an advanced degree in higher education and
advance in pipeline (Carlton, 2015) with first generation female college students facing severe
problems of transition and adjustment at college after transition in first year (A. Nufiez, 2005)
impacting their academic success by gender and race factor alone. (Amelink, 2005). To this Special
support systems need to be in place to enable transition of first generation women engineering
students into four year program institutions (Fletcher, Newell, Anderson-Rowland, & Newton, 2001).
Counter spaces and connections formed with daily interactions on the go at campus impact college
transition among first generation college students of race(A.-M. Nufiez, 2011) with apprehensions on
communications persisting (Francis & Miller, 2007) hindering the perceptions of lack of sense of
community identity among first generation students (Orbe, 2004).

The social class has an impact on academic performance of first generation students whose
performance avoidance goals were higher than second generation students (Mickaél Jury, Smeding,
Court, & Darnon, 2015) with successful support for diverse students differs among first generation
social and ethnic minority students (Ecklund, 2013). It thus goes without saying that race and class
impacts first generation college students experiences (Stuber, 2011) and that minority first generation
college students experience (McGonagle et al., 2014) differ vastly. This could impact the identity
transformation in first generation students of race and women (Wentworth & Peterson, 2001) also
adversely impacting their academic performance by age too (Wilkins, 2014). Students of minority
race thus by far have remained underrepresented in engineering education (Lam et al., 2005). This can
be counterfeited by faculty, counsellors , university officials, parents by mentoring students impacting
first generation college students of race (Vega & Moore, 2012). Mentoring first generation college
students leads to academic success, valuing school, increasing future potential, decision making and
support and encouragement.(Wang, 2012). Undoubtedly communication events via mentoring shape
first generation students pedagogical and inter personal relationships with teachers (Wang, 2012).
From the perspective of social capital lens - social media helps first generation high school students
college aspirations (Wohn, Ellison, Khan, Fewins-Bliss, & Gray, 2013) where generation Y students
use facebook for communication with faculty(Pinzaru & Mitan, 2013).

The social support system via family needs a special introspection where family influence impacts
underrepresented first generation low income college students persistence towards graduation (Tate et
al., 2015). The family context is important to consider in the adjustment and success of first-
generation college students(Covarrubias et al., 2014) as among first generation students non cognitive
factors have a greater contribution to students success(Peterson, 2016) with family support
vehemently impacting first generation college students (Boehmer, 2014) . Parents do influence
educational aspirations among first generation students towards pursuing tertiary education (Rahim &
Azman, 2010) with generational difference in gender attitudes between parents helping out a cold
play (Cichy, Lefkowitz, & Fingerman, 2007). Never the less, an extra mile on social support , the full
on follow back through peers impacts better college adjustment especially among minority students of
race (Dennis, Phinney, & Chuateco, 2005) (Burgos-Cienfuegos, Vasquez-Salgado, Ruedas-Gracia, &
Greenfield, 2015). Not much lying far behind the economic perspective among first generation
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students reflect financial problems have a greater impact on first generation students (Hailu & Ku,
2014) with first year first generation students academic success varying by financial need (Amelink,
2005) . It is often observed that first generation students are more sensitive to financial aid and averse
to student loans than their peers (Somers, Woodhouse, & Cofer, 2004). This is fuelled by lower
income of the family impacting educational attainment in first generation college students (Erin &
Nadine, 2014). On the whole, first generation low income students are underrepresented in higher
education (Mawasha, 2008) and families economic condition impacts inequality persistence across
generations (Franzini & Raitano, 2009). Such financial crunches have resulted in first generation
students showing benevolence towards distance education enrolment (Pontes & Pontes, 2012).

The social perspective seems incomplete without the cultural introspective where language difficulties
are challenges first generation students witness at campuses (Hailu & Ku, 2014) especially among
first year first generation students academic success where language holds the key at distant place
(Amelink, 2005). The association of students with cultural norms , where following an independent
cultural norms results in negative emotions with cultural mismatch among first generation college
students (Stephens, Townsend, Markus, & Phillips, 2012). Culture acts as a source of support among
students of minority race among first and second generation college students (Kouyoumdjian,
Guzman, Garcia, & Talavera-Bustillos, 2015) and second generation students quality of integration
process in institutions depends on heritage and culture with identity and group dimensions
(Damigella, Damigella, Licciardello, & Anello, 2016). The lack of culture awareness are next best
challenges first generation students face (Hailu & Ku, 2014). However the cultural capital impacts
academic achievement of first generation students (Paul Grayson, 2011) and the cultural shifts
impacted positive self evaluation by generations (Twenge, Campbell, & Gentile, 2012). Lastly the
touch of spirituality combats loneliness and homelessness which is higher among first generation
students than non first generation students (Ferrari, Drexler, & Skarr, 2015). In Brief, socialisation of
first generation students of engineering impact nurturing next generation students in academic
discipline (Szelenyi, 2013).

2.3.Physical - Psychological Adaptation

Psychology differs among generations (Lub, Bal, Blomme, & Schalk, 2016) with family achievement
guilt impacting mental well-being of college students (Covarrubias et al., 2014). Social cognitive
career theory states that self efficacy outcome expectations, barriers, and goals can help with career
and academic decision-making meets the needs of first generation college students (Gibbons &
Shoffner, 2004) resulting in lower self efficacy of first generation students (Gibbons & Borders, 2010)
adversely impacting their academic performance and college adjustment(Ramos-Sanchez & Nichols,
2007). Self efficacy also impacts academic success among ethnically diverse students of minority race
of first generation (Majer, 2009) where social academic self efficacy differs among first and non first
generation students of higher education (Finch, 2016). Further self efficacy, coping efficacy impacts
underrepresented first generation low income college students persistence towards graduation(Tate et
al., 2015).

Students at campuses face lack of social support influencing depression impacting life satisfaction of
first generation college students(Jenkins, Belanger, Connally, Boals, & Durdn, 2013) . First
generation students also witness higher bullying, violence and suicidal behaviours than third
generation (Pottie, Dahal, Georgiades, Premji, & Hassan, 2014) impacting self-esteem and locus of
control that differs among first generation and continuing generation (Aspelmeier et al., 2012).This
builds up the stress which varies by generation of students where second generation is able to counter
balance stress effectively (Shields, 2002) . Hence stressors and supports differ among first generation
and non first generation students(S. A. Dumais, Rizzuto, Cleary, & Dowden, 2013). To this the great
source of help could arrive at campus is through counselling. Counselling impacts retention of first
generation college students (Pham & Keenan, 2011) by enhancing the sense of belonging (Stebleton,
Soria, Huesman, & Torres, 2014) especially facilitating first generation female college students
transition into higher education environment which is challenged with process of forming self identity
(O’Shea, 2014). Counselling thereby gives a sense of direction to first generation students who are
often stranded by time constraints and inadequate guidance (Hailu & Ku, 2014) Thus behavioural
typology of first-time first generation students (Bahr, 2010) reflect that social cognitive factors impact
academic and student life satisfaction varies among first and non first generation students (Garriott,
Hudyma, Keene, & Santiago, 2015).
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2.4. Institutional Adaptation

Institutional culture impacts first generation college students (Erin & Nadine, 2014) with institutional
mission impacting generic skills competency development among undergraduate students(Choi &
Rhee, 2014) . If the universities focus on independence, it undermines academic performance of first
generation students (Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012) as its never
bereaved of the fact that its institutional choice of students that draws the margin line of difference
impacting first generation students underperformance at institutions (MickaA«l Jury, Smeding, &
Darnon, 2015). The persistence levels in higher education differs from first generation to continuing
generation(Martin Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005) with persistence factors of first generation impacting
first year students persistence (Stieha, 2010). The early experiences and integration in the persistence
of first-generation college students in engineering and non engineering academic majors (Dika &
D’Amico, 2016) needs an on look as the supposedly attrition factors could hard hit first generation
more (Ishitani, 2003) resulting in lack of belongingness in lower academic achievement school
dropouts, and less institutional involvement among first generation students (S. M. Williams &
Ferrari, 2015). Hence retention of first generation students need to be focused with special
attention(Watt, Johnston, Huerta, Mendiola, & Alkan, 2008) on for their success (Hawthorne &
Young, 2010) where first generation students often are left demining with lower grades (D’Amico &
Dika, 2013). This can be tethered further by positive academic engagement among first generation
students resulting in successful retention over the academic years (Soria & Stebleton, 2012) with
concerns of retention of first generation minority students in post secondary institutions still brewing
over the matter for long (Harrell & Forney, 2003). The less spoken off living learning community
positively impacts academic performance of first generation college students(Flynn, Everett, &
Whittinghill, 2015) with residence halls greatly influencing the academic and social transition of first
generation students (Inkelas et al., 2007). Further it leaves one jaws down where one notices that first
generation or non native english speakers has high rate of degree completion(Schuetz, 2014).

The study perpetuates the following research hypothesis:-

H,. Campus adaptations of academic, social, physical — psychological and institutional environments
does not vary among undergraduate students by their generation status

Hi.: There is a significant difference among undergraduate students across first to generations in
campus adaptations of academic, social, physical — psychological and institutional adaptations.

3. METHODS
3.1.Participant

The reference population were undergraduate 4 year B.tech students enrolled on a regular study mode
at IIT’s and NIT’s. A total of 1460 students participated with 1420 of valid responses for an overall
97.26 percent participation rate after deducting the questionnaire that contained empty answers. Data
was collected for 20 weeks across institutions of IIT’s and NIT’s. Of the 1420 undergraduate
respondents, 67.32% were first generation students, 23.80% were second generation students, 7.25%
were third generation students, 0.98% were fourth generation students and 0.63% were the fifth
generation students.

3.2.Sampling

Probability sampling technique followed by cluster sampling in identification of institutes of IIT’s and
NIT’s was adopted. This is followed up with stratified sampling in sample choice of undergraduate
students’ population and simple random in collecting data from the chosen student population stated
above.

3.3. Instrument and Procedure

The survey was conducted using a structured online questionnaire with reference to student’s campus
and non campus email accounts. At all times, the students were informed of the anonymous,
confidential, and voluntary nature of their participation and any doubts that arose were clarified.

3.4. Measures

All the 21 items in the questionnaire were measured with rating on a five point likert scale ranging
from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly Agree”. Reliability and validity of the questionnaire was
tested
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4. DATA ANALYSIS

Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) were conducted to asses’ student’s generation status
group differences in campus adaptation. This was followed by discriminant analysis to determine the
nature of effect of campus adaptations by each generation status group. There are several assumptions
behind a MANOVA, including multivariate normality, linearity of relationships, low influence of
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance— covariance matrices and an absence of
multicollinearity. Each assumption was tested, and no serious violations were noted.

Tablel. Pearson Correlation

Campus Adaptation 1 2 3 4 M SD
1.Academic Adaptation 1.00 2.60 0.702
2.Social Adaptation 578 1.00 2.72 0.755
3.Physical — Psychological Adaptation 524 579 1.00 2.28 0.771
4.Institutional Adaptation 575 .616 .790 1.00 | 2.14 0.784

Note: n = 1420 .Correlations greater than 0.05 are statistically significant (p < 0.5)

Pearson product moment correlation analyses that examined the relationship between campus
adaptations revealed correlations greater than 0.05, hence statistically significant

Table2. Distribution of difference in dimensions of campus adaptations

Generation Status of students Academic Social Physical - Institutional
Psychological
Mean | Std. Dev | Mean |Std. Dev| Mean | Std. Dev | Mean | Std. Dev
First generation (n = 956) 2.61 |0.712 272 ]0.754 |2.26  |0.768 2.13 ]0.782
Second generation (n =338) |2.54 |0.671 2.70 10.732 |2.31 0.752 2.14 ]0.755
Third generation (n =103) 2.67 |0.708 272 ]0.807 |2.48 |0.773 2.26 |0.871
Fourth generation (n = 14) 250 ]0.616 2.88 10.879 |2.10 1.019 1.91 |0.709
Fifth generation (n =09) 2.94 ]0.790 2.86 |1.00 2.15 1.156 2.33 |1.122
Total (n =1420) 2.60 [0.702 272 ]0.755 |2.28 |0.771 2.14 10.784

The mean in the descriptive statistics indicate that among undergraduate B.Tech students, students
enjoyed high level of social adaptation from first to fourth generation with first generation (M = 2.72 ,
SD = 0.754), second generation (M = 2.70, SD = 0.732), third generation (M =2.72, SD = 0.807)
fourth generation (M = 2.88, SD = 0.879). it is observed that the fifth generation alone had high
academic adaptation (M = 2.94, SD =0.790)

However students from first to fourth generation had lower level of institutional adaptation with first
generation (M = 2.13, SD = 0.782), second generation (M = 2.14, SD =0.755) third generation (M =
2.26, SD = 0.871) fourth generation (M = 1.91, SD = 0.709) It is observed that fifth generation
students had low level of physical — psychological (M = 2.15, SD = 1.156 ) adaptation.

Further within Academic Adaptation, fifth generation had high level of impact on adaptation (M =
2.94, SD =0.790) and second generation had low level of adaptation (M = 2.54 , SD = 0.671)

In Social Adaptation, fourth generation had high level of impact on adaptation (M = 2.88, SD = 0.879)
and second generation impacted in low level of adaptation (M = 2.70, SD = 0.732)

In Physical — Psychological adaptation, third generation students had high impact on level of
adaptation (M = 2.48, SD = 0.773) and fourth generation impacted in low level of adaptation (M =
2.10, SD =1.019)

In Institutional adaptation, fifth generation had high impact on students level of adaptation (M = 2.33,
SD = 1.122) and fourth generation students impacted on students low level of adaptation (M = 1.91,
SD =0.709)

Overall, across campus adaptations and fathers educational level groups, students had high level of
social adaptation (M = 2.72, SD = 0.755) and low level of Institutional adaptation (M = 2.14, SD
=0.784). However within generations, fifth generation had high level of academic adaptation (M =
2.94, SD = 0.790) and fourth generation had low level of institutional adaptation (M = 1.91, SD =
1.122)

The Box’s M value of 47.430 indicates test of assumption of equality of covariance matrices are
roughly equal as assumed with p = 0.333(p > 0.001).
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Using Manova test statistic of Pillai’s Trace, there was a significant effect of age on students
Academic, Social, Physical — Psychological and Institutional campus adaptations (V = 0.020, F
(16,5660) = 1.796 and p = 0.026) *(p < 0.05).

Using Manova test statistic of Wilks Lambda, there was a significant effect of age on students
Academic, Social, Physical — Psychological and Institutional campus adaptations (A = 0.980, F
(16,4314) = 1.798 and p = 0.026) *(p < 0.05).

Using Manova test statistic of Hotelling’s trace, there was a significant effect of age on students
campus adaptations of Academic, Social, Physical — Psychological and Institutional (T = 0.020, F
(16,5642) = 1.799 and p = 0.026) *(p < 0.05).

Using Manova test statistic of Roy’s largest root, there was a significant effect of age on students
campus adaptations of Academic, Social, Physical — Psychological and Institutional (® = 0.013, F
(4, 1415) = 4.498 and p = 0.001) *(p < 0.05).

The univariate test statistic with levenes test of equality of variances for each of the dependent
variable is non significant i,e p > 0.05 with academic adaptation of 0.361, social adaptation of 0.682,
physical — psychological adaptation of 0.717 and institutional adaptation of 0.206 enabling the
assumptions of homogeneity of variance being met.

However separate univariate analysis or anova on the outcome with F (4,1415) for Academic, social
and institutional adaptation revealed a non significant effect with F value (1.437) (0.272) (1.027) and
p value (0.219) (0.896) (0.392) while it revealed a significant effect of physical — psychological
adaptation with F value of (1.027) and p value greater than 0.05 (0.058)

Further the between — subjects SSCP matrix indicates that the sum of squares for the error SSCP
matrix are substantially bigger than in the model (or generation) SSCP matrix, whereas absolute
values of cross products are fairly similar. This pattern of relationship indicates that the relationship
between dependent variables is significant than individual dependent variables themselevs. Thus to
determine the nature of effect of generation status among dependent variables Manova is followed
with discriminant analysis

The first discriminant function explained 62.3% of the variance with canonical R? = 0.013 ; the
second discriminant function explained 31.5 % of the variance with canonical R? = 0.006; the third
discriminant function explained 5.1% of the variance with canonical R> = 0.001 ; the fourth
discriminant function explained 1.1 % of the variance with canonical R? = 0.000 indicates that the
variance in the canonical derived dependnant variable was associated for generation status

In combination these discriminant functions significantly discriminated the generation groups. The
first discriminant function significantly differentiated the student groups of generation , with the first
function A = 0.980, x (16) 28.724, p = 0.026 (p < 0.05)

However second discriminant function A = 0.992 , x* (9) 10.850 , p = 0.286 (p > 0.05). the third
discriminant function A = 0.999, x* (4) 1.800, p = 0.773 (p > 0.05) and the fourth discriminate
function A = 0.999 , x? (1) 0.330, p = 0.566 (p > 0.05). indicates the non significant effect of
discriminant functions

The correlations between outcomes and the discriminant functions revealed that Physical —
Psychological adaptation loaded highly on first function (r = 0.668) indicating it contributed more to
the generation group separation (Bragman, 1970) than the relatively fair high loading in positive
relationship with second function ( r = 0.295) third function ( r= 0.394) and fourth function (r =0.558);

Academic adaptation loaded highly on second function (r = 0.737) indicating it contributed more to
the age group separation than the relatively high loading in positive relationship with third function (r
= 0.617) and fourth function (r = 0.253) negated by negative relationship in the first function (r = -
0.115);

Social adaptation loaded highly on fourth function with (r = 0.805) indicating it contributed more to
the generation group separation than the relatively fair high loading in the second function (r = 0.004)
third function (r = 0.574) with negative relationship in first function (r = -0.147)

Institutional adaptation loaded highly on fourth function with (r = 0.801) indicating it contributed
more to the generation group separation than the relatively fair high loading in positive relationship
with second function (r = 0.525) third function (r = 0.380) and first function (r = 0.209)
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4.1.Findings

The first generation students had positive outcomes on social (0.015) and Physical — Psychological
adaptations (0.001) with negative outcome on academic (-0.051) and institutional adaptation (-0.008)

The second generation students had positive outcomes on academic (0.086) and institutional
adaptation (0.014) with negative outcomes on social (-0.073) and Physical — Psychological adaptation
(-0.031)

The third generation students had positive outcomes on academic (0.283), social (0.122), Physical —
Psychological (0.064) and Instiuttional (0.006) adaptation.

The fourth generation students had positive outcomes on Physical — Psychological (0.228) and
institutional (0.045) adaptation with negative outcome on academic (-0.334) and social (-0.459)
adaptation.

The fifth generation students had positive outcomes on social (0.535) and institutional (0.139)
adaptation with negative outcomes on academic (-0.596) and Physical — Psychological (-0.023)
adaptation

In brief the alternate hypothesis (H,) is accepted and the null hypothesis (Ho) is rejected at p < 0.05.
In short, campus adaptations vary across first to fifth generation engineering undergraduate students.
5. CONCLUSION

College Adjustment differs among first generation and continuing generation (Aspelmeier, Love,
McGill, Elliott, & Pierce, 2012) where being the first in family or first generation results in poorer
academic outcomes (Southgate, Douglas, Scevak, Macqueen, & Rubin, 2014) . In brief higher
engineering education has a differential impact on across generations at campus institutions of NIT’s
and IIT’s in India.

6. IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

The influx of students in post economic reform period of 1990 into engineering education had the
populated strength of those students who were first to the arena of higher education; the first to its
nature of getting accustomed to institutions and its campuses environment. The experiences of such
students lay stranded amidst the hue and cry of curriculum and grades alone. The personification of
campus experiences via its types of adaptations displays its vividness witnessed among first and non
first generation students. This work could seek an extension on campus experiences of post graduate
and research students, which has remain undisclosed for long.
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