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ABSTRACT

Education plays a great role in the life of students all through the life. Through
school education, students learn and develop personality, mental skills, moral &
physical powers and promotes well being. Many times student faces many
adverse situations in school environment which needs more resilient students.
Students have to deal with study, time, friends, relationships, vocational choices
etc. at school as well as at home. The present study explores the level of academic
resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment of the senior
secondary students and to find the role of schools in fostering academic resilience
in students. The study investigated the influence of gender, locality and
population on academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and learning
environment of students. Further, the study investigated the influence of
metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment on academic resilience of
the students. Present study also explored the initiatives taken by the school for
developing academic resilience among senior secondary students. Descriptive
survey method of research was used for collecting the data. In total, sample size
consisted of 1200 senior secondary school students. Academic Resilience Scale
and Learning Environment scale constructed and standardized by investigator,
Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAI) by Schraw and Dennison (1994), Self
Efficacy Scale by Dr. Arun Kumar Singh and Dr. Shruti Narain (2005) &
Questionnaire for assessing Initiatives taken by schools were used to collect the
data. Keeping in view the different objectives of the study, the obtained data was
analyzed using statistical software SPSS 16.0. Different statistical techniques like
mean, median, standard deviation, percentage, t-test, scheffe test, one way
ANOVA, three way ANOVA and correlation analysis were used for data analysis.
The major findings of the study revealed that the boy and girl senior secondary
students from rural and urban localities possess average level of academic
resilience; senior secondary school students from least populated districts fall
under above average level of academic resilience but students from highly
populated districts falls under average level of academic resilience; senior

secondary school students exhibit average level of metacognition and self efficacy



on the basis of gender, locality and population; senior secondary boys and girls
from rural urban localities perceived moderate level of learning environment;
Students who perceive favourable learning environment are found more
academically resilient than students who perceive moderate and unfavourable
learning environment; Students who perceive moderate learning environment are
found more academically resilient than students who perceive unfavourable
learning environment; Urban senior secondary students have better sense of well
being than rural senior secondary students; Students from least populated districts
are more academically resilient than students from highly populated districts;
Gender and population together have remarkable influence on emotional
regulation and physical health of senior secondary urban girl students than rural
girl students; Urban students from highly populated districts have greater sense of
well being than senior secondary students from rural highly populated districts;
Senior secondary boys from least and highly populated districts are more
academically resilient than girls from highly populated districts; Gender and
population has direct influence on metacognition; senior secondary girl students
are more aware of their own cognitive abilities and their application for learning
than senior secondary boys and students from least populated districts; Locality
and population has effect on metacognition of senior secondary students from
urban least populated districts are better in their metacognitive abilities than
students from rural highly populated districts; Gender, locality and population has
influence on the declarative knowledge and evaluation dimension of
metacognition of students; Urban senior secondary students are more self
efficacious than the rural senior secondary students; Senior secondary boys are
more confident about their abilities than senior secondary girls; Further, boys are
also better in terms of efficacy expectation and outcome expectation. Students
from least populated districts are more self confident in their own abilities to
perform a task than students from highly populated districts; Gender and locality
has influence on self confidence, positive attitude and outcome expectation
dimensions of the self efficacy of the senior secondary school students; Boys from
urban localities are having more positive attitude than girls from rural localities.

Similarly, girls from urban localities, are having more positive attitude than boys
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from rural localities; Students from urban least populated areas are more self
efficacious than senior secondary students from urban highly populated districts;
Senior secondary girls from highly populated districts and boys from least
populated districts are more self efficacious than senior secondary girls from least
populated districts; Learning environment at home is perceived better by students
belonging to urban areas than belonging to rural areas; Senior secondary girls
perceive effective and better learning environment at home than boys; Senior
secondary students from least populated districts are getting more secure and
stimulating environment than students from highly populated districts;
Metacognition, self-efficacy and learning environment has direct influence on
academic resilience of senior secondary school students; Relationship between
academic resilience among senior secondary students with metacognition, self
efficacy and learning environment was found significant; There are some of the
facilities that are provided by all schools like safe and inviting school
environment to the students, engagement of the students in a variety of sports and
motor activities, parent teacher association, and safety practices like ragging are
provided by all schools; Some facilities are available in majority of the schools
like provision of safe ramp roads, initiatives for the development and personal
growth of the students, organize medical checkups and pro social activities,
engage students in a variety of motor activities, provision of Parent Teacher
Association for making parents aware about the progress, provide safety from
ragging in the school, effective discipline is followed in the school, school staff
motivates and understands the problems faced by the students. But some of the
facilities were not available in the majority of the schools like CCTV cameras in
the school building, rest room facility for students, professional counselor in the
school to advice students on personal problems and career related issues. The
research has wider implications for the teachers, parents and administrators in

terms of developing academic resilience among senior secondary students.
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CHAPTER I
THEORETICAL ORIENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

Education, definitely, has a powerful impact on the students, parents,
community and nation. It is a dream of every nation that their individuals have
good educational attainment so that they can face the challenges of the global
world. For fulfilling that dream schools play an eminent role. School should
prepare students to make them well educated, responsible citizens, develop their
personality, and help them to adjust in the occupational settings and develop
harmonious relation with others in their locality. Time spent in school is the best
time in human life. Schools and teachers play eminent role in children’s
development. Werner and Smith (1989, cited in Benard, 1998) found that teachers
acted as role models for children, outside their circle of family members.
Schooling has direct impact on students’ academic achievement. The learning of
specific skill and new knowledge is a direct result of classroom teaching (Good
and Brophy, 1986b). In school, children spend most of their time in learning,
socializing and growing. It’s a time when students experience new emotions,
relationships, friendships, physical development and especially growth of
knowledge.

The primary concern of a student is learning or academic attainment. But
today, students face day to day challenges and problems in the school
surroundings that may not only provide social and emotional support but also
affect their academic performance. Academic performance of a student is affected
by a wide variety of factors. They have to deal with study, time, friends,
relationships, vocational choices etc. Many a time students are themselves not
aware of their problems and they do not admit their problems. Usually they
develop emotional and psychological problems and these problems become part
of their personality due to the hectic student life. There is greater risk of
developing behavioural and mental health problems in students who struggle

academically (Noam and Hermann, 2002).



Student performance that falls noticeably becomes a major problem for
teachers, educators and researchers, especially when young students with high
ability face this problem. Poor academic performance, less attention in school
work, lack of interest in studies, lack of motivation and poor relationship with
peer and teachers are some of the problems faced by school students. Some
students’ failure or underachievement in school is due to some obvious reasons
like poor performance in academics, low confidence, frequent and excessive
absence from school, disruptive behaviour, indisciplined actions, low self esteem,
poverty and other family problems (Reis and McCoach, 2000). Teachers are the
expert observers in the classroom. They can recognize the signs of these
psychological problems. By keeping in mind the problems of the school students,
school policies and intervention programmes can be planned for school students.

Many studies have reflected that home and school affects the learning
process, home work completion, social relationships, and handling emotions of
the students. In real sense, the growing child is dependent on the immediate
environment i.e. home and the school to meet his/her growth needs. School size
and culture, school resources, teacher-student ratio, teacher’s qualification, home
environment, neighbourhood conditions, parents’ involvement and participation,
school policies and practices, instructional material, school facilities, physical
conditions of the school and number of experienced teachers; all these factors
have an impact on student outcomes such as academic performance, educational
aspirations and access to higher education (Artiles et al., 2002; Evans, 2004,
Barton and Coley, 2007; Fenning and Rose, 2007).

1.1  ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Many studies have found that child’s development is largely affected by
biological, psychological, social characteristics and conditions in her/his family,
peer group, school and community. All these factors also have influence on the
learning of the child. There are some students who give excellent performance
and achieve their targets, even when they face any pressure and difficulty in their

surroundings. They are unaware of the fact that is responsible for their high level



performance. So, it becomes really important to understand that why some
students succeed in schools while their peers from similar social and economic
backgrounds do not. The term commonly used to refer to such children is
‘academically resilient’.

The term academic resilience is made from the term ‘resilience’ which
comes from Latin word ‘resiliens’ which means the pliant or elastic quality of a
substance (Joseph, 1994).1t is essential to understand resilience before academic
resilience. Fonagy et al. (1994) defined resilience as normal development under
difficult conditions.The term resilience is a capacity for healthy development and
successful learning despite challenging or threatening circumstances (Howard and
Johnson, 2000). Grotberg (2003) stressed that resilience is the human capacity to
deal with, overcome, learn from, and be transformed by adversity.Resilience is
universally considered strength or asset, a desirable quality, characteristic or
process that is likely to impact positively on aspects of an individual’s
performance, achievement, health and wellbeing (Bartley et al., 2010).

According to Fraser et al. (2004) resilience is less a personal trait or
attribute of an individual, than the product of dynamic interactions between
adversity and a variety of both interpersonal and environmental assets that
mediate risk. It can be said that resilience is determined by personal
characteristics of an individual (intelligence, coping skills and strategies, self
efficacy) and environmental factors (family support, supportive and caring
relationships with teachers and adults). Further, Fraser (2004) stated that
resilience is a dynamic, developmental process occurring over time and not a
static, fixed, or one-time event.

Henderson and Milstein (1996) discussed that the capacity for resilience
differs from individual to individual, and it may grow or decline over time,
depending on the protective factors within the person that might mitigate the
negative impacts of stressful events or conditions. Resilience is multifaceted and
multidimensional in nature and has various domains such as academic, social and
emotional resilience. Martin and Marsh (2006) were first to examine the resilience

in academic context and the associated challenges, setbacks, and pressures,
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understood of academic adversities or challenges and the ways to cope with them.
They have termed it as academic resilience, which refers to academic
achievement or academic success despite challenging or difficult circumstances in
the educational process. Interestingly, Martin and Marsh (2006) pointed out that
there has been little research on academic resilience in spite of how all students
may experience some level of poor performance, adversity, or challenge at school.
Since the 1970s researchers have become more interested in the phenomenon of
academic resilience due to the number of dropouts in schools and colleges
(Masten, 2001).

Today, students have to face many academic pressures and stress in
schools like under achievement, poor performance, completing assignments on
time, competition, tough class load etc. Even in these most difficult
circumstances, there are some children who not only survive, but actually thrive.
It is really important to understand that why some students succeed in schools
while their peers from similar social and economic backgrounds do not. The term
commonly used to refer to such children is academically resilient.

According to Wang et al. (1994) academic resilience is the heightened
likelihood of educational success despite personal vulnerabilities and adversities
brought about by environmental conditions and experiences. Solberg et al. (1998)
identified six key skills as the foundations of academic resilience: building
confidence, making connections, setting goals, managing stress, increasing well-
being, and understanding motivation. These factors are most closely linked to
academic performance.

Academic resilience is a student’s ability to successfully deal with
academic stress, pressure and challenges in the academic setting or school life
(e.g. poor grades, competiting deadlines, exam pressure and stress, difficult
school work). Broadly, academic resilience is a child’s ability to maintain
academic performance at a certain level in the face of life. Academic resilience is
a student’s ability to overcome academic setbacks, stress and study pressure

associated with school (Martin, 2002).Academic Resilience is the ability to



overcome the difficulties encountered in achieving personal, professional or
academic goals (Hijon, 2017).

Characteristics of academic resilience in student includes high
participation in school, strong interpersonal skills (Benard, 1991; Finn and Rock,
1997), high self esteem and self efficacy, high expectations, and autonomy
(Masten, 1994; Benard, 1991).Alva (1991) conducted a study on tenth-grade
Mexican American students to examine the characteristics of resilient or
invulnerable students (i.e. students who maintained a high grade point average in
the tenth grade and were from a low socioeconomic background). Study reported
that students gained higher levels of educational support from their teachers and
friends and were more likely to feel encouraged and prepared to attend college,
enjoy coming to school and being involved in high school activities, experience
fewer conflicts and difficulties in their intergroup relations with other students,
and experience fewer family conflicts and difficulties.

Werner and Smith (1992) asserted that a resilient child is one who loves
well, works well, plays well and expects well. Wang et al. (1994) explained
individual characteristics of resilient children may include an internal locus of
control, high self-esteem, high self-efficacy, and autonomy. Benard (1995)
explained that resilient children usually have four attributes in common: Social
Competence: Ability to elicit positive responses from others, thus establishing
positive relationships with both adults and peers; Problem-solving skills: Planning
that facilitates seeing oneself in control and resourcefulness in seeking help from
others; Autonomy: A sense of one’s own identity and an ability to act
independently and exert some control over one’s environment, and; A sense of
purpose and future: Goals, educational aspirations, persistence, hopefulness, and
a sense of a bright future.

Academically resilient children have strong interpersonal skills, maintain
healthy expectations, and have a high level of activity (Benard, 1991). They also
actively engaged in school activities (Finn and Rock, 1997).

Past research indicates that there are large numbers of factors like factors

relating to school, family and community which has impact on the student’s



academic performance. Toldson (2008) examined the social, emotional, and
cognitive factors contributing to the academic success of African American males
(n=6000). Four overarching components empirically linked to academic
performance were identified: 1) personal and emotional factors, such as emotional
well-being and self esteem; 2) family factors, including household composition,
parents’ education and relationship with their children; 3) social and emotional
factors, including economic standing and community involvement; and 4) school
factors, relating to their perceptions of school and relationships with teachers.

Literature evidences that student’s academic resilience is related to
academic success for at risk students (Davey et al., 2003; Ungar, 2004). Waxman
and Huang (1997) assessed inner-city students in the south-central United States.
They found that students who ranked in the 90th percentile on the standardized
tests in mathematics were highly resilient, reporting significantly higher levels of
task orientation and satisfaction, social self-concept, achievement motivation, and
academic self-concept than their counterparts who ranked below the 10"
percentile.

Padron et al. (1999) defined educational resilience as the heightened
likelihood of success in school and other life accomplishments despite
environmental adversities brought about by early traits, conditions, and
experiences. They conducted a study on fourth- and fifth-grade students located in
a major metropolitan area in the south central region of the United States. Their
study revealed that nonresilient students had more difficulty with their class work
than both average students and resilient students. The results also revealed that
resilient students spent significantly more time interacting with teachers for
instructional purposes, whereas nonresilient students spent more time interacting
with other students for social or personal purposes. Resilient students were also
observed watching or listening significantly more often than nonresilient students,
whereas nonresilient students were observed more often not attending to task. The
percentage of time that resilient students were on task was much higher than that
of nonresilient students. Resilient students were also less often distracted or

disruptive than nonresilient students.



Wayman (2002) examined diploma and degree attainment in Mexican
American and non-Latino White dropouts, hypothesizing that utilization of the
educational resilience framework would increase knowledge about degree
attainment in dropouts and provide factors that are more easily affected by
practitioners. Results indicated that viewing the returning dropout as a resilient
student does provide a more useful set of factors associated with degree
attainment.

Hanson and Austin (2003) conducted a longitudinal study of students in
California and found that nearly every measure of resilience was positively
related to concurrent test scores. The highest increases in test scores occurred in
schools where the students reported high levels of resilience. Moreover, resilience
development proved to be equally beneficial for successive test score
improvements in both low and high performing schools. Similarly, Dass-
Brailsford (2005) conducted a study on black youth in South Africa and found
that youths who were experiencing the adversity of poverty, they still achieve
high academic scores therefore, this study suggested that there is relationship
between academic resilience and academic success.

Scales et al. (2006) found that higher levels of resilience traits are strongly
correlated with higher grade point averages (GPAs) among middle and high
school students. These findings hold true over time, i.e. students reporting more
resilience characteristics early in the study had higher GPAs three years later,
compared to students with fewer assets at the start.

Sarwar et al. (2010) investigated the relationship between resilience and
academic achievement of secondary level students of Gujranwala, Pakistan. The
sample consisted of 127 secondary students, including 52 boys and 75 girls. The
data revealed that there was no association between resilience and achievement as
measured through marks obtained in 10th grade. The boys are more resilient than
girls at the secondary level in Pakistan.

Foshee (2013) investigated the role of college students' affective attributes
and skills, such as academic competence and academic resilience, in an adaptive

mastery-based learning environment on their academic performance, while



enrolled in a remedial mathematics course. The results showed that the combined
influence of students' affective attributes and academic resilience had a
statistically significant effect on students' academic performance. Further, the
mastery-based learning environment also had a significant effect on their
academic competence and academic performance.

Mwangi et al. (2015) studied the relationship between academic resilience
and academic achievement among secondary school students in Kiambu County,
Kenya and found that there is a positive and significant relationship between
academic resilience and academic achievement.

Roy (2017) assessed the efficacy of Motivational Interviewing on
improving resilience among students with below average academic performance.
A student with below average academic performance was selected for the study
from Dibrugarh Bengali High School, Dibrugarh, Assam. Pre and post assessment
of the resilience level was assessed by using the Adolescent Resilience Scale. In
between pre and post assessment, Motivational Interviewing was applied to the
student for 10 sessions alternatively. Post assessment and follow-ups were done to
check any improvement on resilience. The result of the study concluded that
Motivational Interviewing had shown to be effective on improving resilience
among students with below average academic performance.

1.1.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS

Most researchers examined two important concepts that are essential in the
understanding of resilience and these are: risk factors and protective factors
(Rutter, 1990). An emphasis on both risk and protective factors may significantly
contribute to the understanding of how students succeed in school despite the
presence of adversity (Greene and Conrad, 2002).
1.1.1.1 RISK FACTORS

There are large numbers of factors which are associated with the academic
success of students in the school. These factors are responsible for placing
students at risk for academic failure, which includes: adverse circumstances like
poverty, inferior school conditions, lack of parental involvement etc. Risk factors

are those conditions that are linked with a higher likelihood of negative outcomes



in students or circumstances that may increase a student’s likelihood of
disengaging in social or academic matters (Winfield, 1993; Murray, 2003). Rutter
et al. (1979) in his seminal work demonstrated that risks often coexist, and that
the effects tend to be cumulative, with the resulting outcomes much poorer than
when any of the risks exists in isolation. Doll and Lyon (1998) pointed out that
risk factors have consistently been found to be significant predictors of later
maladjustment which may include: childhood poverty, ineffective or uncaring
parenting, physical and/or emotional abuse, and marital conflict or other forms of
family dysfunction.

Without having experienced any significant risk, such children can be
called competent, well adjusted, or normal, but cannot be called resilient (Masten
and Reed, 2002). Resilience literature generally describes risk factors as
conditions that increase the likelihood of developing a problem (Green and
Conrad, 2002). Fraser et al. (2004) define risk factors as —any influences that
increase the probability of onset, digression to a more serious state, or
maintenance of a problem condition.

Schools that serve racial minority and poor students may introduce risk
factors like less supportive school climate, institutionalizing low academic
expectations, or inadequate educational resources (Borman and Overman, 2004).
Risk factors do not guarantee that children will have academic and behavioral
problems, but rather increases the probability that such problems will arise.
Further, risk factors may include genetic, biological, behavioral, socio-cultural,
and demographic conditions, characteristics, or attributes that affect the
probability of a poor developmental outcome for children (Fraser, 2004).

Literature reveals that risk factors or adverse conditions negatively affect
the resilience capacity and healthy development of children and youth. For
instance, Luster and McAdoo (1996) investigated African American families and
children to explore the relationship between the number of risk factors and the
probability that they were experiencing academic or behavioural problems.
McCabe et al. (1999) conducted a similar study that examined the relationship

between child stressors, family risk factors, and the behavioural adjustment of



African American youth. These studies concluded that there is a positive
relationship between the number and frequency of stress and risk factors and the
degree of academic, psychological and behaviour problems observed in children.
1.1.1.2 PROTECTIVE FACTORS

Resilience is not a personality; it is a dynamic characteristic that changes
with the child’s social circumstances. The real causes of the individuals’ success
are the protective factors that involve personal attributes, support systems,
institutions, resources, etc. that allow individuals to defy the effects of risk factors
(Beauvais and Oetting, 1999). The term protective factors imply internal and
external resources that moderate or mediate the effects of risk or adversity and
enhance good adaptation or competence (Masten, 1994). Protective factors can be
seen as buffering a child’s reaction to the stressful condition, including both
internal and external sources. The research on protective factors delineates both
internal and external protective factors. Internal protective factors have been
identified as those influences within a person that facilitate resilience.
Environmental or external factors support students and tend to build resilience
(Henderson and Milstein, 2003; Rivera and Waxman, 2011; Henderson, 2012).
Similarly, Greene and Conrad (2002) define protective factors as individual
characteristics and environmental assets that buffer, interrupt, or even prevent
risk.

In a study of urban students, Wasonga et al. (2003) suggested that schools,
parents, community, and peers should promote protective factors by providing
supportive environments and opportunities for participation in activities that
promote social bonding and life skills. For at-risk students, schools must develop
methods to help them become resilient learners who can succeed under adverse
circumstances. In many schools, just the opposite is true. At-risk youth are
ignored, suffer the humiliation of labels associated with special education
placement, and are socially isolated. Support of resiliency is very important for at-
risk youth because they experience significantly higher levels of school pressure
and significantly lower levels of support from school, parents, and community.

These students need to be resilient to just survive.

10



Bryan (2005) discussed the role of family, school, and community in
fostering educational resilience and academic achievement of minority and poor
children. School counsellors in urban schools serve a disproportionate number of
minority and poor children at risk for school failure. Urban school counsellors can
play critical roles in engaging their school's stakeholders in implementing
partnership programs that foster student achievement and resilience.

Stewart & Sun (2007) explored the 4 ways to promote resilience in
depressed students by building a supportive environment embed resilience
concept in the curriculum build partnerships between school, family and
community. It was discovered that post-interventions resilience improved and in
turn improved student’s depressive state. They asserted that interventions were
not only important for the depressed students but also at maintaining the mental
health of the healthy students.

Wasonga et al. (2003) & Gizir and Aydin (2009) evaluated urban student
protective factors predicting academic resilience and academic achievement.
These studies revealed that home high expectations, school caring relationships
and high expectations, and peer caring relationships were the prominent external
protective factors that predicted academic resilience. One of the similar study
conducted by Hodder et al. (2011)examine the potential effectiveness of such an
intervention approach in improving adolescent resilience and protective factor
scores; and reducing the prevalence of adolescent tobacco, alcohol and marijuana
use in three high schools. Data were collected from grade 7 to 10 students at
baseline (n = 1449) and one year following a three year intervention (n = 1205).
The results suggest that the intervention has the potential to increase resilience
and protective factors, and to decrease the use of tobacco, alcohol and marijuana
by adolescents.

Stumblingbear and Romans (2012) studied the effects of enculturation,
self esteem, subjective well being, and social support on resilience among urban
American Indian (Al) adolescents from a South Central region of the U.S. and
study revealed that protective factor i. e. social support from friends remained the

strongest predictor than enculturation, self esteem, subjective well being. Foster
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(2013) explored the external protective factors of family, school, and community
as perceived by rural students who live in poverty and demonstrate academic
resilience. The study revealed protective factors of connections, expectations,
experiences, and instruction supported school success in rural students living in
poverty.

Researchers have theorized that protective factors that promote positive
school related and developmental outcomes for youth are more rooted in
environmental interactions among three systems: family, community, and school
(Bronfrennber, 1979; Benard, 1991; Masten and Coatsworth, 1998; Fraser et al.,
2004). These systems may have a direct or indirect impact on student outcomes,
serving as a protector (to mitigate) from risk or, at the very least, acting as a
buffer between educational failure and academic success (Murry and Brody,
1999). To a large extent, the lack of protective factors within these systems makes
a person vulnerable to negative outcomes. For example, the stress poverty places
on the mental well-being of single-parents in turn may cause them to lash out at
their children. Hostility from one's parent may serve as a mental distraction which
may eventually affect a child's ability to concentrate on their schoolwork (Fraser,
2004).

In relation to families, some protective factors identified in literature are
related to: (a) the presence of a strong, supportive relationship with at least one
adult; (b) parental guidance and household rule-making and enforcement; and (c)
the establishment of high, meaningful, yet realistic expectations (Benard, 1995;
2004). In relation to the communities, youth from disadvantaged neighbourhoods
are often considered more at risk than children from more affluent areas.
However, some community characteristics such as the informal networks of
neighbours, churches, and community-based organization available for emotional
support and counsel, along with access to specialist services do seem to operate as
protective factors, buffering young people from the effects of adversity (Benard,
1991; 2004). In relation to schools, it’s supportive teachers, relevant curriculum,
and opportunities for meaningful social participation that seem to ameliorate

certain risks (Benard, 1991; 2004). In conclusion, researchers underscored the
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importance of identifying which protective factors mitigate against certain risks
(Bernard, 1991; W.infield, 1991; Wang and Gordon, 1994; Masten and
Coatsworth, 1998).

112 ROLE OF SCHOOLS IN FOSTERING RESILIENCE IN

CHILDREN

School is a place where students spend most of their time within the
school system and plays eminent role in fostering resilience in students (Braxton
et al. 2000). Academic institutions like school help students to develop academic
resilience by providing safe learning environments, setting positive social and
academic expectations and ensuring academic and social success. Some studies
indicate that schools can positively influence resilience among students
(Henderson and Milstein, 1996; Finn and Rock, 1997).

The type of positive environment in school helps to settle down students
who face various obstacles in the path of their academic success. In addition,
counseling intervention programs and guiding cells or centers within the school
are valuable resources from where students can get help to remain stable in
difficult situations. Rutter (1987) identified four main protective processes or
methods that foster resilience: Reduce negative outcomes by altering the risk or
child’s exposure to the risk; Reduce negative chain reactions following risk
exposure; Establish and maintain self-esteem and self-efficacy; and Open up
opportunities to acquire skills and invest in prosocial activities.

Schools can develop resilience in students by using combination of these
four processes (Benard, 1991). For example, schools can reduce negative
outcomes by providing free/reduced meal programs, providing access to school-
based health clinics, providing clothing and other basic needs, and providing links
to community resources. Schools can reduce negative chain reactions with the
help of teachers following risk exposure by having smaller classes, developing
mentoring programs or tutoring options, and offering additional tutoring or

counselling.
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Reyes and Jason (1993) found that educationally resilient students
significantly reported more satisfaction with their school sites when compared to
their peers. Additionally, interviews with these students also revealed that
educationally resilient students were less likely to report that they were
approached to join a gang. Lastly, researchers did not find a difference between
these two groups when comparing socioeconomic status, parent-student
involvement, or parent supervision.

In a review of research, Winfield (1994) developed a set of
recommendations that provided guidance for schools to foster resiliency among
at-risk youth. She suggested that schools systematically develop a school culture,
policies, and structures to enhance resiliency factors. Suggestions to schools
included: promote positive peer interactions, improve extracurricular programs,
encourage collaborative relationships between students and staff, and develop
strong linkages with community groups. For many at-risk youth, the expectations
of school are difficult to meet and they receive few intrinsic rewards. Resilience
may provide these students with the capacity to endure their perceived negative
view of school culture.

Jew et al. (1999) indicated that schools can help students develop these
protective factors in a variety of ways. Stakeholders—teachers, parents,
community members, and peers—can support at-risk students and provide
opportunities for participation in activities that promote social bonding and life
skills. If protective factors that enhance students’ resilience can be cultivated,
these students may be able to cope with the stressors of life and perform better in
school.

There are large numbers of factors which have been identified and
responsible for influencing child’s mental health including school curriculum,
school policy, the rules and regulations of the school, school physical and social
environment, discipline in the school for managing the students behaviour and
opportunities provided by the school for developing positive relationship between
students and teachers (Baker et al., 2003).

14



School can provide some of the positive experiences like positive peer and
teacher interactions, helpful rules and regulations, high performance expectations,
constructive feedback are helpful for encouraging and developing resilient
behaviour (Niesel and Griebel, 2005). Brooks (2006) explores ways in which the
school environment could be structured to strengthen resilience in children and
youth. He proposed that schools can strengthen resilience by developing social
competence, increasing bonding between students and caring adults,
communicating high expectations for students' academic and social performance,
maximizing opportunities for meaningful participation of students in the school
environment, promoting resilience in school teachers and staff, and creating
partnerships with families and community resources.

Morrison and Allen (2007) outlines specific actions that school personnel
can take to promote the healthy social and emotional development of students at
their schools. These recommendations are conceptually grounded in risk and
resiliency theory and in the recognition that environments as well as individuals
hold risk and protective possibilities. Focus is placed on protective possibilities
that address the individual risk and resilience domains of autonomy, sense of
purpose, social competence, problem- solving, and achievement motivation in
classroom, peer, and school wide and family-school contexts.

Downey (2008) stated some specific recommendations for classroom
practices that can help foster academic resilience and support the academic
achievement of students placed at risk for failure. These recommendations were
organized into 4 clusters-(a) teacher-student rapport, (b) classroom climate, (c)
instructional strategies, and (d) student skills.

Further, Steinhardt et al. (2008) examined the effectiveness of a 4-week
resilience intervention to enhance resilience, coping strategies, and protective
factors, as well as decrease symptomatology during a period of increased
academic stress of college students The experimental group received a psycho-
educational intervention in 4 two-hour weekly sessions. Measures of resilience,
coping strategies, protective factors, and symptomatology were administered pre-

and post intervention to both groups. Analyses indicated that the experimental
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group had significantly higher resilience scores, more effective coping strategies
(i.e., higher problem solving, lower avoidant), higher scores on protective factors
(i.e., positive affect, self-esteem, self-leadership), and lower scores on
symptomatology (i.e., depressive symptoms, negative affect, perceived stress)
post intervention than did the wait-list control group. These findings indicate that
this resilience program may be useful as a stress-management and stress-
prevention intervention for college students.

In a subsequent study comparing 133 resilient and 81 non-resilient
Mexican American high school students, Gonzalez and Padilla (1997) found that
resilient students reported significantly higher perceptions of family and peer
support, teacher feedback, positive connections to school, value placed on school,
and peer belonging. Using academic grades as an indicator for academic
resilience, researchers found that the sole significant predictor of educational
resilience was a student’s sense of belonging in school. Sharkey et al. (2008) used
a research group of 20,000 students from California. The study concluded that
teacher student relationship is essential to promote resilience, especially with
students who have less family support. Also, this study concluded that student
engagement is essential for students to succeed in school.

A study on fourth and fifth grade students by Nettles et al. (2000) revealed
that access to social resources, such as caring parents, participation in
extracurricular activities, and supportive teachers were beneficial to students’
academic achievement. Study also revealed that students’ perceived exposure to
violence had a significant negative impact on their mathematics and reading
achievement, while teacher support had a positive impact on mathematics
achievement. Students’ perceptions of stressful life events, however, did not have
a significant effect on achievement.

Cunningham and Phillips (2010) examined factors within the school
context that facilitates educational resilience among African American high
school students. The participants were 206 African American adolescents
(65.54% female) who resided in a large urban city in the south-central geographic

area of the United States. Results supported the notion that educational resilience
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was associated with perceived school support, academic self-esteem and mother's
work history.

Schools can foster academic resilience in students by setting up classroom
environments so that students can experience success and feel a sense of control
over aspects of their environment. Finally, schools can provide opportunities for
students to acquire skills and engage in prosocial activities by offering a range of
extracurricular activities. While all of these suggestions make intuitive sense,
schools face challenges in trying to implement these various programs to foster
resilience in students. Schools that lack sufficient resources, such as those located
in low SES etc may not be able to implement programs like a school-based health
centre. Schools that are overcrowded may have difficulty making class sizes
smaller. Again, schools that do not already possess these programs or

characteristics may not be able to acquire them.

1.2 METACOGNITION

Metacognition is a term that was coined by Flavell in 1970s.Flavell (1971)
first used the term metamemory, and later the term metacognition. Metacognition
was described simply as knowledge of knowledge, thinking about thinking,
cognition about cognitive processes, or knowledge and cognition about cognitive
phenomena (Flavell, 1979). The basic description of metacognition was that of
cognition about cognition.It refers to the people’s awareness of their own
cognitive machinery and how it works (Meichenbaum et al.,1985). Metacognition
literally means ‘cognition about cognition’ or ‘knowledge about knowing and
learning’. This metacognitive knowledge is used to monitor and regulate
cognitive processes such as reasoning, comprehension, problem solving, learning
and so on (Metcalfe and Shimamura 1994). Metacognition comprised
metacognitive skills like monitoring and regulating cognitive processes (Flavell,
1987). Kluwe (1982) stresses that human beings can understand themselves as
agents of their own thinking, and can also assess themselves as such, as self-

regulatory organisms.
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Metacognition is a higher order thinking which involves active control
over the cognitive processes engaged in learning activities such as planning how
to accomplish given learning task, monitoring comprehension or understanding
about that task and evaluating the progress toward the completion of a task are
metacognitive in nature. People differ in their metacognitive knowledge and
skills, they differ in how well and how quickly they learn (Brown et al., 1983;
Morris, 1990). Metacognition is generally defined as the activity of monitoring
and controlling one’s cognition. It can further be defined as what we know about
our cognitive processes and how we use these processes in order to learn and
remember (Ormrod, 2004).

Metacognition concerns itself with many aspects of student development,
ranging from academic competence to knowledge about the self as learner.
Students are said to be metacognitive to the degree to which they are engaged in
thinking about themselves, the nature of learning tasks, and the social contexts
(Brown, 1987). The effective learners are those who are aware of their strengths
and weaknesses and find ways to remedy the latter (Bransford et al., 1999). When
students are engaged in metacognitive activities like self-assessment, self-
explanation, monitoring or revising, their learning is enhanced. Weaker students
are found to benefit even more than stronger students from such activities (White
and Frederiksen, 1998). However, students cannot be engaged in metacognitive
thinking but they can be encouraged to do so through carefully designed
instruction, pedagogy and curricular activities. Therefore, it is important to
include metacognitive support in the design of learning environment.

Metacognitively aware learners are more strategic and perform better than
unaware learners, allowing individuals to plan, sequence and monitor their
learning in a way that directly improves performance. Metacognitive skills appear
to develop and contribute to learning performance, partly independent of
intelligence (Veenman and Spaans, 2005). Similarly, Downing (2009) & Kummin
and Rehman (2010) found that there is significantly positive relationship between
metacognition skills and academic achievement. Everson and Tobias (1998)

assessed student’s knowledge monitoring accuracy involved in metacognitive
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regulation. Study revealed greatest relationship between the Knowledge
Monitoring Accuracy and students’ end of course grade in English and also found
that this measure of metacognitive regulation, the Knowledge Monitoring
Accuracy, was related to academic achievement in college and it was a good
predictor for success in college.

Metacognition is separate from other cognitive constraints on learning
such as aptitude, intelligence and domain knowledge. There is strong support for
the two-component model of metacognition which includes knowledge and
regulation of cognition. Metacognition involves:

1. Knowledge and Control of Process (Knowledge of Cognition)

2. Knowledge and Control of Self (Regulation of Cognition)

121 KNOWLEDGE AND CONTROL OF PROCESS (KNOWLEDGE

OF COGNITION)

Knowledge may be Declarative, Procedural, or Conditional. Declarative
information is factual and involves knowing the concepts of a given task.
Procedural knowledge refers to information about how to apply metacognitive
strategies. Conditional knowledge is an awareness of when and why one strategy
may be superior to another or more appropriate to use. Teachers who identify and
teach these components of tasks are helping students to exert metacognitive
control over a process. Evaluation, planning, and regulation help students gain
executive control of behavior. Evaluation refers to students' ongoing assessment
of their knowledge or understanding, resources, tasks, and goals. Planning
involves the purposeful selection of strategies for specific tasks and is dependent
on declarative and conditional knowledge. Regulation includes the monitoring
and revision of progress toward goals. Evaluation, planning, and regulating
should take place at stages before, during, and after tasks.

Metacognition includes at least three different types of metacognitive

awareness when considering metacognitive knowledge:

1.2.1.1 DECLARATIVE KNOWLEDGE

Declarative knowledge refers to knowledge about oneself as a learner and
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about what factors can influence one's performance. Declarative knowledge can
also be referred to as "world knowledge". Descriptive knowledge, also declarative
knowledge or propositional knowledge is the type of knowledge that is, by its
very nature, expressed in declarative sentences or indicative propositions. This
distinguishes descriptive knowledge from what is commonly known as "know-
how", or procedural knowledge (the knowledge of how, and especially how best,
to perform some task), and "knowing of", or knowledge by acquaintance (the
knowledge of something's existence).

1.2.1.2 PROCEDURAL KNOWLEDGE

Procedural knowledge refers to knowledge about doing things. This type
of knowledge is displayed as heuristics and strategies. A high degree of
procedural knowledge can allow individuals to perform tasks more automatically.
This is achieved through a large variety of strategies that can be accessed more
efficiently. Procedural knowledge, also known as imperative knowledge, is the
knowledge exercised in the performance of some task.

Procedural knowledge or implicit knowledge is different from other kinds
of knowledge, such as declarative knowledge, in that it can be directly applied to
a task. For instance, the procedural knowledge one uses to solve problems differs
from the declarative knowledge one possesses about problem solving because this
knowledge is formed by doing.

One limitation of procedural knowledge is its job-dependence; thus it
tends to be less general than declarative knowledge. For example, a computer
expert might have knowledge about a computer algorithm in multiple languages,
or in pseudo-code, whereas a Visual Basic programmer might only know about a
specific implementation of that algorithm, written in Visual Basic. Thus the
'hands-on' expertise and experience of the Visual Basic programmer might be of
commercial value only to Microsoft job-shops.

One advantage of procedural knowledge is that it can involve more senses,
such as hands-on experience, practice at solving problems, understanding of the
limitations of a specific solution, etc. Thus procedural knowledge can frequently

eclipse theory.
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1.2.1.3 CONDITIONAL KNOWLEDGE

Conditional knowledge refers to knowing when and why to use declarative
and procedural knowledge. It allows students to allocate their resources when
using strategies. This in turn allows the strategies to become more effective.

122 KNOWLEDGE AND CONTROL OF SELF (REGULATION OF

COGNITION)

Successful students are aware of, monitor, and control their learning.
Central to this knowledge of self and self-regulation are commitment, attitudes,
and attention. Indeed, attitudes play an important role in metacognitive self-
control because successful students attribute their success to their own efforts.
Conscious control of attention helps students understand that the level of attention
required for a task varies depending on the task and that they can adjust the focus
of their attention accordingly. This sense of personal control is related to the
efficient performance of tasks.

Regulation of cognition refers to a set of activities that help students
control their learning. Research supports the assumption that metacognitive
regulation improves performance in a number of ways, including better use of
attentional resources, better use of existing strategies, and a greater awareness of
comprehension breakdowns. A number of studies report significant improvement
in learning when regulatory skills and an understanding of how to use these skills
are included as part of classroom instruction (Cross and Paris, 1988; Brown and
Palincsar, 1989).

Similar to metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive regulation or
"regulation of cognition” contains three skills that are essential i.e. planning,
monitoring and evaluation.
1.2.2.1 PLANNING

Planning refers to the appropriate selection of strategies and the correct
allocation of resources that affect task performance. Planning involves
identification and selection of appropriate strategies and allocation of resources,
and can include goal setting, activating background knowledge, and budgeting

time. Planning involves the selection of appropriate strategies and the allocation
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of resources that affect performance. Examples include making predictions before
reading, strategy sequencing, and allocating time or attention selectively before
beginning a task. For example, studies of skilled writers reveal that the ability to
plan develops throughout childhood and adolescence, improving dramatically
between the ages of 10 and 14 (Berieter and Scardamalia, 1987).
1.2.2.2 MONITORING

Monitoring refers to one's awareness of comprehension and task
performance. Monitoring refers to one’s on-line awareness of comprehension and
task performance. The ability to engage in periodic self-testing while learning is a
good example. Research indicates that monitoring ability develops slowly and is
quite poor in children and even adults (Pressley and Ghatala, 1990). However,
several recent studies have found a link between metacognitive knowledge and
monitoring accuracy. Studies also suggest that monitoring ability improves with
training and practice (Delcols and Harrington, 1991). Monitoring or regulating
involves attending to and being aware of comprehension and task performance
and can include self-testing.
1.2.2.3 EVALUATING

Evaluating refers to appraising the final product of a task and the
efficiency at which the task was performed. This can include re-evaluating
strategies that were used. Evaluating refers to appraising the products and
efficiency of one’s learning. Typical examples include re-evaluating one’s goals
and conclusions. A number of studies indicate that metacognitive knowledge and
regulatory skills such as planning are related to evaluation (Baker, 1989). With
respect to text revisions, Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987) found that poor writers
were less able than good writers to adopt the reader’s perspective and had more
difficulty “diagnosing” text problems and correcting them. Finally, evaluation is
defined as appraising the products and regulatory processes of one’s learning, and
includes revisiting and revising one’s goals (Schraw et al., 2006).

Metacognition is comprised of two major components: ‘metacognitive
knowledge’ and ‘metacognitive regulation’ (Schraw and Moshman, 1995). The

metacognition is important in various problem-solving tasks, not to mention
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weighing in with role of strategic variability and metacognition in the
fundamental reasoning mechanism debate (Roberts and Erdos, 1993; 2000).
‘Metacognitive knowledge’ refers to knowledge of cognition such as knowledge
of skills and strategies that work best for the learner, and how and when to use
such skills and strategies. ‘Metacognitive regulation’ refers to activities that
control one’s thinking and learning such as planning, monitoring, comprehension,
and evaluation (Schraw and Dennison, 1994).

The successful learners employ a range of metacognitive skills. The
learners who are skilled in metacognitive self-assessment and are therefore aware
of their abilities are more strategic and perform better than those who are
unaware. Metacognition enables students to be successful learners, and has also
been associated with intelligence (Sternberg 1984, 1986a, 1986b; Borkowskiet al.
1987). Metacognitive knowledge plays a significant role in learning, teaching and
assessing. Pintrich (2002) agreed that with development, students become more
aware of their own thinking as well as more knowledgeable about cognition in
general. Furthermore, as they act on this awareness, they tend to learn better. The
labels for this general developmental trend vary from theory to theory, but they
include the development of metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive awareness,
self-awareness, self-reflection, and self regulation.

Rani and Govil (2013) suggested learners to understand and regulate their
own thinking process to resolve the real life complexities. The learner learns or
rather constructs knowledge through experiences, therefore, the task of the teacher
is to provide rich and authentic problem-solving environment. If a learner is well
acquainted with concept of knowledge i.e. existing knowledge, acquiring
knowledge, study habits etc. along with the regulation of cognitive processes,
success can be achieved.

Rozencwajg (2003) asserted that metacognitive levels were related to
performance in solving problems of science in school. Two indicators of
metacognition were established i.e. Metaknowledge about learning in the
classroom and second is metacognitive monitoring of the difficulty of the

problem. The two indicators were related to student performance on IQ tests and
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strategies for solving problems related to science. The results showed that
‘metaknowledge’ was related to crystallized intelligence, whereas ‘metacognitive
monitoring’ appeared associated with fluid intelligence. However, both indicators
were strongly related to metacognitive strategies for solving scientific problems.

Veenman and Spaans (2005) investigated the relation between intellectual
growth and metacognitive skills. The study revealed that metacognitive
skillfulness develops alongside, but not fully dependent on intellectual ability and
intelligence as predictor of learning performance. Further, it was found that
metacognitive skills appeared to be general for third year secondary school
students. Moreover, metacognitive skills appear to develop and contribute to
learning performance.

Zulkiply (2006) examined the relationship between student’s academic
performance and each of the five components of metacognition regulation namely
planning, information management strategies, comprehension monitoring,
debugging strategies and evaluation. It also examined metacognition awareness in
students across gender and different academic years. Overall, the findings
revealed a significant positive relationship between student’s academic
performance and metacognitive awareness, and no significant difference in
metacognition awareness between male and female across all academic years.

Young and Fry (2008) examined the Metacognitive Awareness Inventory
(MAI) (Schraw and Dennison, 1994) to determine how it relates to broad and
single measures of academic achievement in college students. Correlations were
found between the MAI and cumulative GPA as well as end of course grades.
Scores on the MAI significantly differ between graduate and undergraduate
students. Similarly, Sawhney and Bansal (2015) measured the metacognitive
awareness of the undergraduates and found significant difference in academic
achievement of undergraduate students with highand low scores in metacognitive
awareness.

Abafa (2008) found that cognitive strategies related to simple and difficult
tasks and metacognitive strategies and these are more frequently used by

successful students than weak students. The study revealed that students of math,

24



experiential sciences, and humanities are different with regard to using cognitive
strategies, but they are similar in using metacognitive strategies.

Ndidiamaka (2010) examined the relationship between mastery goals,
performance goals, metacognition and academic success. The study involved 179
undergraduates (87 females, 92 males).The findings of the study showed that
mastery goals were related to GPA whereas performance goals were unrelated to
GPA performance. Metacognition is also related to academic success and students
with good metacognition have good GPAs. Mastery goals influence GPAs
through metacognition as students with mastery goals may have superior
metacognitive skills and strategies that they use to master information.

Caliskan and Sunbul (2011) investigated the effects of learning strategies
instruction on metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive skills, and achievement
and found that learning strategies instruction increased awareness of strategy and
metacognitive knowledge and it was effective in using metacognitive skills. It was
also found that using metacognitive skills increase the academic achievement.
Rahman et al. (2011) conducted a study on the impact of some students’ related
factors on their metacognitive awareness. Results of the study revealed that
metacognitive awareness was significantly correlated with internet use and library
habits. Further the study revealed that children of highly educated parents were
highly metacognitive aware than the children of less educated parents. Results
further indicated that there was no significant difference in the metacognitive
awareness of male and female students.

Sara¢ et al. (2014) investigated the relations among text learning
performance, general intelligence and the three components of metacognition;
namely metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive monitoring and metacognitive
control. The results of the study indicated metacognitive monitoring and general
intelligence correlated significantly whereas no relationship exists in
metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive control and general intelligence. The
results also revealed that metacognitive knowledge did not contribute to student’s
text-learning performance whereas metacognitive monitoring and metacognitive

control, together with general intelligence, were found to be significant predictors
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in explaining student’s text-learning performance.

Nett et al. (2014) explored students’ learning-related cognitions prior to an
in-class achievement test, with a focus on metacognitive strategy use of 70 grade
11 students Results illustrated students’ self-regulatory ability to preserve their
motivational and cognitive resources, with test-related cognitions evidenced
significantly more often in learning-related as opposed leisure settings.
Metacognitive strategy use was also found to significantly increase as the test date
approached. Higher increases in frequency of test-related cognitions over time
positively corresponded to test performance. Of the three metacognitive strategies
assessed, monitoring was found to positively correspond with test performance.

Serhat (2014) examined the relationships between metacognition and self-
regulation. The sample of study consists of 422 primary education students who
were enrolled in different programs at Sakarya, in Turkey. Results of the study
showed that positive relation between metacognition and self-regulation.
According to results, self-regulation is predictor of metacognition.

Abdullah et al. (2017) investigated the role of metacognitive skills in
solving mathematical problems, particularly non-routine Ones. Results showed
that the level of the students’ performance in solving non-routine mathematical
problems was very low. There was also a significant difference in the
metacognitive skills among students with different performance levels in solving
non-routine mathematical problems. They concluded that metacognitive skills

should be emphasized for improving performance of students.

1.3  SELF EFFICACY

Albert Bandura devised the term ‘Self Efficacy’ in his Social Cognitive
Theory. It is a major component in Social Cognitive Theory. According to
Bandura (1995) self-efficacy is the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations. In other
words, self-efficacy is a belief of a person in his or her abilities to succeed in a
particular task or situation. Bandura(1994) described these beliefs as determinants

of how people think, behave, and feel. In other words, persons with strong
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efficacy beliefs are more confident in their capacity to execute behaviour. Beliefs
about self-efficacy have a significant impact on our goals and accomplishments
by influencing personal choice, motivation, and our patterns and emotional
reactions. Perceived self-efficacy also affects how successfully goals are
accomplished by influencing the level of effort and persistence a person will
demonstrate in the face of obstacles.

The history of self-efficacy begins within Bandura’s (1977) social learning
theory that was renamed social cognitive theory in1986. According to theory and
research (Bandura, 1995), self-efficacy makes a difference in how people feel,
think, behave, and motivate themselves. In terms of feeling, a low sense of self-
efficacy is associated with stress, depression, anxiety, and helplessness. Such
individuals also have low self-esteem and become pessimistic about their
accomplishments and personal development. In terms of thinking, a strong sense
of efficacy facilitates cognitive processes and performance in a variety of settings,
including quality of decision-making and academic achievement.

Perceived self efficacy concerns people’s beliefs in their capabilities to
mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to
exercise control over events in their lives (Wood and Bandura, 1989). A person
needs both skill and self efficacy to successfully perform a particular task
(Bandura, 1982; 1986; Wood and Bandura, 1989). They have found that any
individual’s self-efficacy plays a major role in how he direct or approaches his
goals, tasks, and challenges. For example, a person with strong sense of self
efficacy view problems as challenging tasks, form a strong sense of commitment,
more confident, self motivated and recover quickly from setback and
disappointments. On the other hand, people with low sense of self efficacy, avoid
challenging tasks and easily lose confidence.

Self-efficacy is a set of beliefs that function as “an important set of
proximal determinants of human motivation, affect, and action”. These beliefs
constitute a form of action through motivational, cognitive, and affective
intervening processes. Bandura (1994) stated that self-efficacy is concerned with

people’s beliefs in their capabilities to exercise control over their own functioning
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and over events that affect their lives. Beliefs in personal efficacy affect life
choices, level of motivation, quality of functioning, resilience to adversity and
vulnerability to stress and depression. The emotional reactions can affect action
both directly and indirectly by changing the thought process and is dependent on
how well people think they can cope. People who believe they can manage threats
are less disturbed by them. They can lower their stress and anxiety by exercising
control over the potential threats (Bandura, 1995). People's beliefs in their
efficacy mainly developed by four main sources of influence including mastery
experiences, seeing people similar to oneself manage task demands successfully,
social persuasion that one has the capabilities to succeed in given activities, and
inferences from somatic and emotional states indicative of personal strengths and
vulnerabilities. People must, therefore, have a robust sense of efficacy to sustain
the perseverant effort needed to succeed. Succeeding periods of life present new
types of competency demands requiring further development of personal efficacy
for successful functioning. The nature and scope of perceived self-efficacy
undergo changes throughout the course of the lifespan.

In the views of Klassen et al. (2008) Self efficacy is decision making
abilities for fulfilling the piece of work successfully. It is an important factor in
educational field. Self efficacy is the major sign of performance in academics.In
particular, self-efficacy has been positively related to higher levels of
achievement and learning as well as wide variety of adaptive academic outcomes
such as higher levels of effort and increased persistence on difficult tasks in both
experimental and correlation studies involving students from a variety of age
groups (Pintrich and Schunk, 2002).

Zulkosky (2009) studied that the self-efficacy beliefs influence how
people think, feel, motivate themselves, and act. Self-efficacy was concerned
about the perception or judgment of being able to accomplish a specific goal and
cannot be sensed globally. He found that in order to gain a sense of self-efficacy,
a person can complete a skill successfully, observe someone else doing a task
successfully, acquire positive feedback about completing a task, or rely on

physiological cues.
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Aarabian et al. (2004) concluded that self-efficacy beliefs have a positive
influence on university students’ mental health and academic achievement.
Zimmerman (2000) discussed that self-efficacy has emerged as a highly effective
predictor of students’ motivation and learning during the past two decades. As a
performance-based measure of perceived capability, self-efficacy differs
conceptually and psychometrically from related motivational constructs, such as
outcome expectations, self-concept, or locus of control. Self-efficacy beliefs have
been found to be sensitive to subtle changes in students’ performance context, to
interact with self-regulated learning processes, and to mediate students’ academic
achievement.

Saunders et al. (2004) explored gender differences in the relationship
between self -perceptions and academic outcomes and found that females are
more favorably oriented toward high school completion. Both male and female
students with more positive self -perceptions have stronger intentions to complete
the current year of high school. Higher grade point averages were more strongly
associated with greater self - efficacy for females than for males.

Uwah et al. (2008) examined the relationship between perceptions of
school belonging, educational aspirations, and academic self-efficacy among 40
African American male high school students. Correlation and multiple regression
designs were used for result analysis. Results indicated that feeling encouraged to
participate and educational aspirations were significant, positive predictors of
academic self-efficacy.

Kadivar (2008) demonstrated significant association between self-efficacy
beliefs and academic achievement. Self-efficacy is a considerable factor in
academic achievement. Similarly, Tella et al. (2008) investigated self efficacy and
locus of control as predictor of academic achievement among junior secondary
school students. Study indicated that significant relationship exists between self
efficacy, locus of control and academic achievement. The study also revealed that
self efficacy and locus of control predict well students ' academic achievement.

Deireh and Banijamali (2009) found that self-efficacy has both direct and

indirect influence on cognitive and metacognitive strategies through affecting
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goals, ascendency, and homework value. Lavasani et al. (2009) revealed that self-
efficacy is a good predictor of the amount of effort, cognitive and metacognitive
strategies, homework value, and students’ academic achievement.

Adeoye and Emeke (2010) examined the impact of emotional intelligence
and self efficacy training on the achievement of senior secondary school students
in English language. There was a significant main effect of treatment on students'
academic achievement in English language (F (2,269) = 364.447, P<0.05).
Students exposed to Emotional intelligence training (x=42.81) performed better in
the English language achievement test than those in the Self-efficacy training
group (x=33.88) and those in the Control group (x=27.89). Though Emotional
intelligence and Self-efficacy trainings tremendously enhanced the performance
of the students in English Language, Emotional intelligence training had a more
significant impact on students' academic achievement.

Motlagh et al. (2011) revealed that self-evaluation, self directing and self-
regulation are correlated with academic achievement. In general, research has
shown that self-efficacy beliefs exert a great influence on students’ motivation
and their academic achievement.

Ochieng (2015) explored the relation between self efficacy and academic
achievement from a Mathematical perspective among secondary schools in
Kenya. Study findings revealed that those with high Self Efficacy perform better
in Mathematics more often than those with lower Self Efficacy. In a same way,
Akram and Ghazanfar (2014) also found significant relationship between
academic achievement and self efficacy. Kolo et al. (2017) investigated the levels
of students’ academic self-efficacy beliefs and relationship between academic
self-efficacy with students’ academic performance among final year students’ in
one of Nigerian Colleges of education. Study results revealed the positive and
significant relationship between academic self-efficacy beliefs with students’
academic performance (r=0.342, p<0.01). They recommended that students’
should be exposing to the kind of self-efficacy intervention program in order for
the students’ to be having a kind of confidence to feel that, they can really
perform well and deal with all academic related task positively, which in turn

improve academic achievement of students’ positively.
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Saeid and Eslaminejad (2017) relationship between students self-directed
learning and academic self-efficacy and Achievement Motivation in Payamnoor
students. The findings of research showed significant relation between student's
Self-directed learning readiness and academic self-efficacy and academic
motivation in Students University of Payamnoor. Also Independence in learning
and Study skills and problem solving has the most ability for academic self-
efficacy and academic motivation prediction and there was the most correlation.
According to results and that self-directed learning readiness to enhance self-
efficacy and academic motivation, it is necessary to teach strategies to students.

Fernandez-Rio (2017) assess the interactions between self-regulated
learning, cooperative learning and academic self-efficacy in secondary education
students experiencing cooperative learning as the main pedagogical approach for
at least one school year. Self-regulated learning was found more influential than
cooperative learning on students’ academic self-efficacy. In cooperative learning
contexts students interact through different types of regulations: self, co, and
shared.

1.3.1 SOCIAL COGNITIVE THEORY

This theory assumes a wider view of human agency, as humans do not live
in isolation but have a number of interacting factors that determine their actions
(Bandura, 1997). This theory explains that human functioning is explained in
terms of a model of triadic reciprocality in which behaviour, cognitive and other
personal factors, and environmental events all operate as interacting determinants
of one another (Bandura, 1986). This suggests that human agency is reciprocally
caused when behaviour, cognition (other personal factors), and environmental
factors interact bi directionally (Bandura, 1989; 1997). The strength that these
determinants exert on human agency is not equal, but varies for different tasks
(Bandura, 1997). Self efficacy represents one of the‘cognitive and other personal
factors’ in this theory (Dilorio, 1997).
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Bandura’s Triadic Reciprocal Determinism

>

Factors

1.3.2 SOURCES OF SELF EFFICACY

According to this theory, an individual can develop a sense of self-efficacy
through four main sources. The first is through ‘enactive mastery experience’,
which involves previous performance accomplishments or failures that increase or
decrease perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; 1994; 1997). The second source
is through ‘vicarious experience’, which involves appraising one’s abilities in
comparison to those of others and modelling or observing others who have
desired skills (Bandura, 1977; 1994; 1997). The third source is through verbal or
social persuasion in which the individual is persuaded verbally by significant
others that they possess certain skills to achieve their desired goals thus instilling
a high sense of self-efficacy; however, a low sense of self-efficacy can be instilled
if a significant other expresses doubts (Bandura,1977; 1994; 1997). The last
source of developing self-efficacy is through‘physiological and affective states’ in
which individuals rely on somatic indicators such as arousal or emotional states
when judging their abilities (Bandura, 1977; 1994; 1997). These four sources are
then integrated and only become instructive of self efficacy when they are
cognitively processed through reflexive thought (Bandura, 1997).
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1.3.3 DYNAMICS OF SELF EFFICACY

Self efficacy has three dimensions namely: magnitude, strength and
generality (Gist, 1987). First magnitude describes thedifficulty level (e.g. easy,
moderate, and hard) an individual feels is required to perform a certain task (Van
der Bijl and Shortridge-Baggett, 2002). For example: How difficult is my class
work? Are the quizzes easy or hard? Second, strength refers to the amount of
conviction an individual has about performing successfully at diverse levels of
difficulty (Van der Bijl and Shortridge-Baggett, 2002). How confident am | that |
can excel at my work tasks? How sure am | that I can climb the ladder of success?
Finally, generality is described as the degree to which the expectation is
generalized across situations (Lunenburg, 2011). For example: how confident am
| able to apply current knowledge or learning to assigned new tasks.

1.3.4 IMPACT OF SELF EFFICACY ON HUMAN FUNCTIONING
According to Bandura self efficacy affects human functioning through the

four major psychological processes i.e. cognitive, motivational, affective and

selection processes. Each process is described below with respect to its

association with self efficacy.

1.3.4.1 SELF EFFICACY AND COGNITIVE PROCESSES

Self efficacy impacts cognitive process by influencing the anticipatory
scenarios humans construct and rehearse (Bandura, 1994). For instance, it has
been observed that those with high self efficacy beliefs expected to be more
successful while those with low self efficacy beliefs tend to remain at same
position and anticipate failure. In short, self efficacy impacts analytic thinking
(Bandura, 1994).

1.3.4.2 SELF EFFICACY AND MOTIVATION PROCESSES

Self efficacy impacts motivation by determining goal level, perseverance,
and resilience to failure (Bandura, 1994). Individuals with a high sense of self
efficacy tend to set higher goal levels than those with low self efficacy. Person

with low self efficacy tend to give up in difficult situations and limit their future
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involvement in similar endeavours (Bandura, 1997; Weiner, 1985). Conversely,
persons with high self efficacy keep on going even in difficult circumstances and
are resilient in light of failure (Bandura, 1997; Weiner, 1985).

1.3.4.3 SELF EFFICACY AND AFFECTIVE PROCESSES

Affective processes, which regulate emotional states and the elicitation of
emotional or physiological reactions, are influenced by self efficacy on several
fronts. Bandura (1994) concluded that a person with a weak sense of self efficacy
tends to be failure to control over stressors. Conversely, those with a greater sense
of self regulatory efficacy tend to be more successful in reducing health impairing
habits and incorporating health promoting habits into their lifestyle (Bandura,
1994).

1.3.4.4 SELF EFFICACY AND SELECTION PROCESSES

Self efficacy influences the type of activities and environments people
choose. Bandura (1994) tells us that people avoid situations that they believe are
beyond their capabilities, but readily undertake challenges that they perceive
themselves to be capable of handling. Higher self efficacy will lead to more
challenging undertakings (Bandura, 1997).

People believe that they can produce desired results by their actions even
in the face of adversities and difficulties than, self efficacy is assumed as
important trait in the development of competence when facing difficulties.
Bandura (1993) indicated that students with strong self-efficacy were further
motivated to persist through academic challenges and access necessary resources
to succeed. It has been shown that higher levels of self efficacy lead to better
performance in some academic tasks (Bandura 1997).

Similar to resiliency, self-efficacy is a multidimensional construct which
should be measured in relation to specific contexts or outcome domains such as
academic settings (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 1996). Measuring self efficacy of
school students focuses on their confidence in their ability to accomplish the

assigned school tasks, complete assignments on time etc. Many studies have been
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conducted and found positive relationship between self efficacy and academic
performance. Student grades, persistence, and number of hours studying, all have
been found to be strongly related to academic self-efficacy (Lent et al., 1984,
1986, Hackettet al., 1987; 1992; Brown et al., 1989; Multon et al., 1991; Zhang
and RiCharde, 1998; Bong, 2001; Torres and Solberg, 2001; Finn and Frone,
2004; Hsieh et al., 2007; Alldred, 2013).

People with high levels of self-efficacy are more likely to set higher goals,
commit to challenges that are more difficult, and strive to meet those goals. They
achieve the goals by visualizing successful outcomes instead of dwelling on the
potential negative consequences. People with high self-efficacy approach difficult
tasks as challenges and do not try to avoid them. People’s self-efficacy beliefs
determine their level of motivation, as reflected in how much effort they will exert
in an endeavour and how long they will persevere in the face of obstacles
(Bandura, 1989).Perceived self-efficacy likely affects individuals’ ability to adapt
and deal flexibly with difficult situations, and also affects individuals’ aspirations,
analytical thinking, and perseverance in the face of failure (Bandura et al., 2001).

Zajacova et al. (2005) investigated the joint effects of academic self-
efficacy and stress on the academic performance of 107 non-traditional, largely
immigrant and minority, college freshmen at a large urban commuter institution.
The study was conducted by using a survey instrument to measure the level of
academic self-efficacy and perceived stress associated with 27 college-related
tasks. They estimated structural equation models to assess the relative importance
of stress and self-efficacy in predicting three academic performance outcomes:
first-year college GPA, the number of accumulated credits, and college retention
after the first year. They found that academic self-efficacy was a more robust and
consistent predictor than stress of academic success.

Valle et al. (2009) found that self-efficacy beliefs, controlling learning,
and test anxiety have direct causal effect on students’ cognitive and metacognitive
strategies on their way to gain academic achievement. Students enjoying high

self-efficacy seek merit and ascendency. They make use of elaboration and
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organization strategies in a deep and elaborate manner and this may be the reason
why they enjoy challenging issues and prefer difficult tasks (Greene et al. 2004).

Thomas et al. (2009) examined the relationships among self-efficacy
beliefs, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, and academic adjustment among 111
African American women in college. Results revealed that self-efficacy beliefs
predicted Motivation to Know, Externally Regulated motivation, Identified
motivation, and academic adjustment. Furthermore, Motivation to Know partially
mediated the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and academic adjustment.
Contrary to prediction, extrinsic motivation did not mediate the relationship
between self-efficacy beliefs and academic adjustment.

Breso et al. (2011) evaluated a 4-month, individual cognitive-behavioral
intervention program to decrease burnout and increase self-efficacy, engagement,
and performance among university students. The main objective of the
intervention was to decrease the anxiety the students coped with before exams in
order to increase their beliefs of self-efficacy. Besides the study group intervened,
two control groups were involved (i.e., a "stressed" control group and a "healthy"
control group). All 3 groups filled out a questionnaire before the intervention and
then again 6 months later (2 months after the intervention was completed). The
results show that self-efficacy, engagement and performance increased in the
intervened group when compared to both control groups. Regarding burnout,
decreases were noted in both the intervened and stressed control groups but not in
the healthy control group. The implications of the study are discussed, together
with its limitations and suggestions for future research.

O'Sullivan (2011) explored eustress, hope and self-efficacy and their
relation with life satisfaction among undergraduates. The results revealed a
significant positive correlation between eustress and life satisfaction. Results
indicated that hope is the best predictor of life satisfaction. The work reported
provides a reliable tool for measuring eustress, examines eustress in a new way at
the academic level, and provides helpful information about student wellness to

college administrators.
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In the same line, Faramarzi and Khafri (2017) examined the role of
alexithymia, anxiety, and depression in predicting self-efficacy in medical college
students. Pearson correlation coefficients revealed negative significant
relationships between alexithymia and the three subscales with student self-
efficacy. There was no significant correlation between anxiety/depression
symptoms and student self-efficacy. A multiple regression analysis revealed that
alexithymia was a negative significant predictor of self-efficacy in academic
students. The prevalence of alexithymia was 21.8% in students. Multiple
backward logistic analysis regression revealed that number of passed semesters,
gender, mother’s education, father’s education, and doctoral level did not
accurately predict alexithymia in college students. As alexithymia is prevalent in
college students and affects self-efficacy and academic functioning, they suggest
medical college students should be routinely evaluated by mental physicians at
universities.

Bradley and Corwyn (2001) analyzed the role of self-efficacy beliefs as a
mediator and moderator of the relation between the home environment and well-
being was examined for both European American and African American children
ages 10 through 15. There was evidence that self-efficacy beliefs pertaining to
school and to family functioned as a mediator between EA HOME (Home
Observation for Measurement of the Environment) scores and social behavior and
also between EA-HOME scores and an overall problems index. The effects
occurred in both ethnic groups but more often in European American adolescents.
Likewise, self-efficacy beliefs pertaining to peers and to family served to
moderate the relation between HOME scores and social behavior, achievement
test scores, and the overall problems index. Again, however, the effects were
largely restricted to European Americans.

Bandura, et al. (2001) tested with 272 children a structural model of the
network of socio-cognitive influences that shape children's career aspirations and
trajectories. Familial socio-economic status is linked to children's career
trajectories only indirectly through its effects on parents' perceived efficacy and

academic aspirations. The impact of parental self-efficacy and aspirations on their
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children's perceived career efficacy and choice is, in turn, entirely mediated
through the children's perceived efficacy and academic aspirations. Children's
perceived academic, social, and self-regulatory efficacy influence the types of
occupational activities for which they judge themselves to be efficacious both
directly and through their impact on academic aspirations. Perceived occupational
self-efficacy gives direction to the kinds of career pursuits children seriously
consider for their life's work and those they disfavor. Children's perceived
efficacy rather than their actual academic achievement is the key determinant of
their perceived occupational self-efficacy and preferred choice of work- life.
Analyses of gender differences reveal that perceived occupational self-efficacy
predicts traditionality of career choice.

Concannon and Barrow (2009) conducted a cross-sectional study of 519
under graduate engineering majors' self-efficacy beliefs at a large, research
extensive, Midwestern university. Engineering self-efficacy is an individual's
belief in his or her ability to successfully negotiate the academic hurdles of the
engineering program. Engineering self-efficacy was obtained from four variables:
self-efficacy 1, self-efficacy 2, engineering career outcome expectations, and
coping self-efficacy. The four variables were analyzed using a repeated analysis
of variance among levels of gender, ethnicity, years students had been enrolled in
their engineering program, and transfer status. No significant differences in mean
engineering self-efficacy scores were found by gender, ethnicity, and transfer
status. However, significant interactions between gender and the subscales,
ethnicity and the subscales, and transfer status and the subscales were found.
Significant differences in mean engineering self-efficacy scores were found
among Yyears students had been enrolled in the program.

Klassen (2010) examined the self-efficacy for self-regulated learning of
146 early adolescents with and without learning disabilities (LD). Results from
the study showed that a 7-item self regulatory efficacy measure demonstrated
factorial invariance for the adolescent sample and also for a validation sample of
208 undergraduates with and without LD. Adolescents with LD rated their self-
regulatory efficacy and reading self-efficacy lower than their NLD peers.
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Hierarchical multiple regression showed that self regulatory efficacy made a
significant contribution to end-of-term English grade after controlling for sex,
SES, reading self-efficacy, and reading score. Finally, students with LD who
scored low on self-regulatory efficacy were significantly more likely than their
higher-scoring LD peers to have a low end-of-term English grade, although there
was no difference on a reading performance score.

Zhao (2010) examined the relationships between international students’
ethnic identity, self-efficacy, uncertainty avoidance, and their socio-cultural
adjustment. A total of 65 international students (aged 18 to 33 years) from seven
countries completed the online questionnaire. A positive relationship between
students’ self-efficacy and their socio-cultural adjustment was found. The
investigator concluded that international students’ uncertainty avoidance had a
negative relationship with their self-efficacy, but a positive relationship with
ethnic identity.

Dinther et al. (2011) investigated the empirical literature about the role of
student’s self-efficacy in higher education. They found that several factors
affected the self-efficacy of students such as intervention programmes, enactive
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences and verbal persuasion. It was found
possible to influence students’ self-efficacy within higher educational
programmes; eighty percent of the intervention studies across several types of
study and across several domains demonstrated a significant relation between an
intervention programme and students’ self-efficacy. Intervention programmes that
were based on social cognitive theory were more effective in influencing
students’ self-efficacy than interventional treatments with underlying theories
other than social cognitive theory.

Gardner (2011) conducted study on parents influence on child social self
efficacy and social cognition. Children ages 8 to 10 and their parents participated
in the present study. Parents and children completed self report measures
assessing social self efficacy, parenting style, and self esteem. Parent and child
social cognition was measured using the Social Cognition and Object Relations

Scale- Revised. Study demonstrates a significant relationship between parent
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social self efficacy and child social self efficacy. Significant differences between
parent and child socio cognitive scores suggest a developmental trajectory of
socio cognitive skills.
14 LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Learning environment is sum of internal and external circumstances and
influences surrounding an individual that affect a person’s learning. Proper
environment is essential in student’s learning. A well structured
classroom/learning environment also tends to improve student and his or her
behavioral outcomes (MacAulay, 1990). Though, learning environment should be
designed in a way that notonly limits student distractions and behavior problems
but ensure academic success (Bettenhausen, 1998).The research has also shown
that classroom environment acts as an indicator to students and others regarding
what teachers value in behavior and learning (Weinstein, 1992). If a classroom is
not properly organized to support planned learning objectives, it will impact the
functioning of the lesson as well as limit what and how the students learn.

Learning environment plays a significant role in inducing learning.
Learning environment refers to the whole range of components and activities
within which learning takes place (Sternberg and Kaufman, 1998). It includes set
of features that affect the learning of a child. Learning environment has direct
influence on student’s learning, their involvement in what is being taught, their
motivation level, and their sense of well-being, their belonging, and interaction
with teachers. For example, learning environment filled with stimulating
educational materials and physical facilities would likely be considered more
conducive to learning. Urquiola and Verhoogen (2009) stated that learning is
reduced if the classroom condition is too hot, too cold, or lacks fresh air that
leaves them drowsy. Wolf and Fraser (2007) assert that class size and
infrastructure are primary classroom characteristics that shape the learning
environment.

Rutter (1979) found that school environments could act as an important
protective factor that buffer children against the adverse effects of stress. More

specifically, Rutter concluded that schools focusing on academics, clear
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expectations and rules, and high levels of student involvement experienced higher
rates of attendance and academic attainments and lower rates of delinquency and
behavioral disturbances. Rutter’s study revealed that behavioral disturbances
decreased over time in schools possessing a culture of high expectations and
increased in schools that did not foster similar learning environments.

Zandvliet and Broekhuizen (2017) developed and standardized a new
instrument for the measurement of perceptions of the physical environment at
school and they defined learning environment as relationship between the
environment and learning encompasses science education, environmental
psychology, campus ecology and architecture, as well as inter- or multi-
disciplinary fields of study such as environmental or place-based forms of
education. It is student perceptions of both informal and formal learning
environments within school.

141 HOME ENVIRONMENT

Home is a primary environment or institution where a child learns the
basics. The home learning environment is formative in a child’s social
development and is an essential contributing factor to educational outcomes at all
stages of the learning trajectory (Bull et al., 2008; Kendall et al., 2008).

A stimulating home learning environment which consists of a variety of
educational materials and positive reinforcement of the value of education by
parents is integral to intellectual and social development in children of all ages
(Hendersonand Berla, 1994;Sylva et al., 2004; Sammons et al., 2008). In addition
to making learning enjoyable and rewarding, a quality home learning environment
contributes to the standards that children set for themselves and their aspirations
for education (Jeynes, 2007). Home-based involvement also includes activities
which do not take place in the home such as taking children to events and places
that foster academic achievement. These can include museums, libraries,
galleries, talks and performances (Hill et al., 2009).

Evidence indicates that parental involvement in the form of at-home good
parenting has a positive effect on children’s achievement (Sheldon and Epstein,

2005; Duckworth et al., 2009). Many studies have been conducted on Home

41



environment and academic achievement and concluded that there is a strong
association between home environment and academic achievement (Jagannadhan,
1986; Liq, 1993; Koutsoulis, 1995).

Parents can communicate their expectations and educational aspirations
by, for example, discussing subject selection and choices, academic aspirations
and post-school pathways (Pomerantz et al, 2007). Such communication
represents a style of parenting which is supportive of a child’s academic progress,
places value on learning, and models behaviours appropriate for achievement
(Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler, 2005). Students’ study habits and mental state is
totally dependent on the environment provided to them by their parents at home.
Dayal and Kaur, (2001) explored that family climate does affect one’s level of
home adjustment, mental health and study habits of students.

The contribution of the home environment to educational outcomes lies
not in how parents teach their children specific subjects or content, but how they
guide and encourage their children in learning (Bakker and Denessen,
2007).Henderson and Mapp (2002) state that more families support their
children’s learning and educational progress, the more their children tend to do
well in school and continue their education. Pandhi (1989) conducted similar
study who studied home environment, parent child relationship and children’s
competence during adolescence. He concluded that relationship of home
environment, socio economic status, socio cultural stimulation and socio
psychological atmosphere at home had a significant effect on mental
development.

Shah (1989) studied the effect of family climate on the home adjustment
of adolescent students. It was found that home adjustment of students having
satisfactory family climate was found to be far superior to those who had highly
dissatisfactory family climate. In case of girls, the family climate did not play an
important role on determining the level of home adjustment. While in case of
entire adolescents, significant and positive relationship was observed between
family climate and home adjustment. Better home adjustment of adolescents was

due to satisfactory family climate.
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Kaur (2007) revealed that there is no significant difference between
achievement motivation of government and private school students at high,
average and low level of family climate.Another study conducted by Robert et al.
(2010) explored home environment and school performance among black
elementary children and found children’s behavioural development is affected by
the environment in which they live.

Similarly, Dzever (2015) study revealed a positive and significant
relationship between permissive patenting style with academic performance
(p<0.05). However, no relationship exists between authoritarian parenting and
demanding parenting with academic performance of students (p>0.05). Also, the
result from the study identified income, educational background and occupational
level as well as permissive parenting style as the main predictive variables
influencing students’ academic performance.

Dev (2016) conducted study to investigate and analyze the relationship of
General Mental Ability, Interest and home environment with Academic
Achievement. The study reveals that General Mental Ability, home environment
Interest and academic achievement are significantly and positively correlated.
Whereas the high score of girls indicates that they are superior to boys.

142 SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT

The school environment includes classrooms, library, technical
workshops, teachers’ quality, teaching methods, peers, among others variables
that can affect the teaching—learning process (Ajayi, 2001). The extent to which
pupils learn could be enhanced depending on what the school environment
provides to the learners and the teacher. School develops the factors of caring
relationships, high expectation messages, and meaningful opportunities to meet
the needs of the youth. When students meet their needs they are able to develop
internal assets of self-efficacy, empathy, problem solving, and self-awareness
which helps to improve students’ readiness to learn.

Generally, results showed that schools which serve youth from high-risk
backgrounds are most successful when: (a) curriculum was rigorous, future-

focused, and aligned to standards and assessments which promote high
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expectations for student performance; (b) teachers were well-prepared; (c)
counselors, administrators, and teachers developed collaborative partnerships to
advocate for and to promote students and their academic success; (d) support and
preventive services were provided; (f) school and classroom environments were
safe and orderly; (g) data was used to improve curriculum and instruction and for
defining the need and implementation of differential instruction; (h) school-based
professionals, parents, and community leaders developed collaborative
partnerships to analyze student needs; (i) goals were consistent and consistently
understood; (j) new teachers were socialized into the high academic focus
environment and assisted with instruction; (k) caring and supportive relationships
among students and school-based professionals were formed; and (l) the focus
was on academic achievement and not rule-following (Kober, 2001; Carey and
Gregory, 2002; Bennett et al., 2004; Evans, 2004; Williams et al., 2004; Ceci, and
Papierno, 2005; and Kannapel and Clements, 2005).

Research shows that schools are filled with the conditions that promote
resilience (Werner, 2003). These include caring, encouraging relationships, role
models, and mentors (Thomsen, 2002; Theron and Engelbrecht, 2012; and Walsh,
2012); clear and fair boundaries and structure (Benard, 2004; Theron and
Engelbrecht, 2012); exploration of other worlds and possibilities (Birdsall, 2013);
stories of overcoming adversity in literature, films, and history (Walsh, 2012); and
basic human respect and dignity that too many kids like me do not find in their
troubled homes (Thomsen, 2002; and Benard, 2004).

Eshiwani (1993) and Ayoo (2002) agreed that school environment such as;
classrooms, desks and books have a direct impact on good performance among
the students in developing countries. Classrooms are a place that pupils spend the
greatest part of their day. Wabuoba (2011) quoted in Chuma (2012) observed that
overcrowding in classrooms make it difficult for pupils to write the teacher is also
unable to move around the class to assist needy pupils and this affects the
teaching-learning process.

Marsden (2005) which reported that safe and orderly classroom

environment, school facilities were significantly related to student’s academic
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achievement in schools. Hence, physical facilities, instructional materials, class
size and school location are some factors within the school environment that were
found to have an influence on the process of teaching-learning hence the school
environment remains an important area that should be studied and well managed
to enhance pupils academic performance (Oluchukwu, 2000; and Ajayi, 2001)
quoted in Kilel (2012).

Schools with equipped laboratory have their pupils performing better than
their counterparts in schools without laboratories or those with ill equipped
laboratories. Laboratory work stimulates learners’ interests as they are made to
personally engage in useful scientific activities and experimentations (Owoeye
and Yara, 2011).

Byoung-suk (2012) stated that children need safe, healthy and stimulating
environment in which to grow and learn. During the school year, children can
spend 6 to 8 hours at the school where the environment plays a significant/critical
role in child development. More of the time is spent in the school yard or
travelling to and from school. This condition requires careful planning and
designing to optimize experiences that support education, health and stewardship.
Therefore, the school environment is of paramount importance in shaping and
reshaping intellectual ability. However, supportive and favourable school
environment enriched with enough learning facilities, and favourable climate
makes students more comfortable, more concentrated on their academic activities
that resulted in high academic performance. The forces of the environment begin
to influence growth and development of the individual right from the womb of his
mother. The educational process of development occurs in physical, social,
cultural and psychological environment. A proper and adequate environment is
very much necessary for a fruitful learning of the child. The favourable school
environment provides the necessary stimulus for learning experiences. The
children spend most of their time in school, and this school environment is
exerting influence on performance through curricular, teaching technique and
relationship (Arul, 2012).
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A study conducted by Orlu (2013) indicated that the school environment
has a significant influence on academic performance. The location of the school
affects students’ performance. For example, when a school is sited in a noisy area
like an airport or in the heart of a city where activities disrupt the teaching-
learning of the student. One will not expect such students in this area to be doing
well academically. Noise in anything interferes with teaching/learning process.
However, the physical structure of the school building and the interactions
between teachers and students are also influence students’ performance. School
climate can be a positive influence on the health of the learning environment or a
significant barrier to learning. The school environment can affect many areas and
people within schools. For example, a positive school climate has been associated
with fewer behavioural and emotional problems for students. Therefore, it is
believed that positive interpersonal relationship and optional learning
opportunities for students in all demographic environments can increase
achievement behaviour. Positive student teacher relationship brings about a
positive and supportive school climate for students for smooth running of
academic activities which results in good academic performance.

Anita et al. (2013) conducted a research in Nandi District, Kenya, aimed
to establish the relationship between teachers’ characteristics and students’
academic achievement. The findings revealed that students’ academic
achievement (in 2007, 2008 and 2009) was below average for 45% of the schools,
6 (30%) performance was on average while 5 (25%) of schools had high student
academic achievement. The poor performance was attributed to an inadequate
number of teachers in most secondary schools within the district. On teacher
qualification, the study established that 65% of teachers were degree holders, 25%
had diploma certificates while only 10% were untrained. Cross tabulation results
suggest that there was no difference in performance between teachers who had
degree or diploma, suggesting that teacher qualification did not lead to increased
students’ academic achievement. It also indicated that a participation of teachers
in professional development programmes has benefited a lot with the

improvisation of teaching methods.
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Dorman (2001) conducted research to found the association between
classroom environment and academic efficacy. A sample of 1055 mathematics
students from Australian secondary schools responded to an instrument that
assessed ten dimensions of mathematics classroom environment (viz. Student
Cohesiveness, Teacher Support, Investigation, Task Orientation, Cooperation,
Equity, Involvement, Personal Relevance, Shared Control, and Student
Negotiation). Results revealed statistically significant correlations between these
classroom environment dimensions and academic efficacy. Results showed that

classroom environment relates positively with academic efficacy.

143 COMBINED ROLE OF HOME AND SCHOOL

It is very important to have healthy home and school environment. Home
and school learning environment influences the learning and achievement goals of
a child. Hill (2010) stated that home environment provides the foundation for
learning and is an element of the student's life that can affect grades. The
contribution of the home environment to educational outcomes lies not in how
parents teach their children specific subjects or content, but how they guide and
encourage their children in learning (Bakker and Denessen, 2007). Parental
involvement with children’s education, especially in the context of the school, has
been positively linked to children’s achievement (McWayne Hampton et al.,
2004), Activities related to learning at home may include arranging all the things
in order and creating a schedule of homework and daily tasks. Home is a place
where a child studies, accomplish the assignments and does the majority of
assigned school work. Having a peaceful space at home to study and complete
school work is important. Perham and Vizard (2011) stated that serial recall was
better achieved in a quiet environment versus liked and disliked music.

Academic achievement or performance of the student can be improved
when healthy and supportive learning environment prevails both at home and
school. The parental support or help at home, a quality home learning
environment, a positive relationship between parents and teachers, and a quality

learning environment at school have been found to make positive impact on
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children’s academic achievement throughout the schooling years (Gutman and
Midgley, 2000; Henderson and Mapp 2002; Epstein and Sheldon, 2006; Narad,
2007; Wang and Holcombe, 2010).

15  SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM

Today’s world is a competitive world. Academic attainment of the student
helps to meet the challenges of the modern global world. In this competitive
world, students have to face lots of difficulties in getting academic success like
challenging subjects, demanding schedules, peer pressure, difficulty in learning,
challenging environment at home and at school etc. These situations make
obstacles in the way of their academic success. They can only be successful if
they will overcome all these challenging situations or difficulties in their life.
Wang et al. (1994) suggested the academic resilience as the heightened likelihood
of success in school despite environment adversities brought about by early traits,
conditions, and experiences.

Students should seek to build their academic resilience. Many studies have
shown that students who are academically resilient easily cope up with the
difficulties and challenging situations. Resilient students sustain high levels of
achievement motivation and performance despite the presence of stressful events
and conditions that place them at risk of doing poorly in school and ultimately
dropping out of school (Alva, 1991).

There are evidence in the literature that there is great connection between
academic resilience and academic achievement. It has been reported that students
getting poor grades are found to be ‘non resilient’ and students who are getting
good grades are found to be ‘resilient’. Students who score good marks are found
to be highly resilient, reports higher levels of task orientation and satisfaction,
social self-concept, achievement motivation, and academic self-concept than their
counterparts (Alva, 1991; Gonzalez and Padilla, 1997; Hanson and Austin,
2003).Further, studies conducted by US Department of Education also confirmed
the results. Waller (2001) stated that resilience plays a key role in the process of

the academic achievement.
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Findings revealed the direct connection of self efficacy and self regulation
to the resilient behavior in the face of adversity as well as in the normal
development of the child. Efficacy beliefs regulate human functioning and
emotional well-being through cognitive, motivational, affective and selective
processes. When facing adverse events, those who retain the belief that they will
be able to exert control over their thoughts are more likely to persevere in their
efforts. Those who are self-efficacious are also more likely to reject negative
thoughts about themselves or their abilities than those with a sense of personal
inefficacy (Ozer and Bandura, 1990). Perceived self-efficacy likely affects
individuals’ ability to adapt and deal flexibly with difficult situations, and also
affects individuals’ aspirations, analytical thinking, and perseverance in the face
of failure (Bandura et al., 2001).

Review of literature revealed that metacognition also affects the academic
resilience among students. Metacognitive skills or abilities enable learner to use
skills and knowledge in situations other than those in which the skill was learned
and are therefore critical to solving problems in a rapidly changing world (Boddy
etal., 2003; Fazey etal., 2007; Fazey, 2010). Metacognition enable students to
think critically to solve complex problems (Chapin et al., 2009; Fazey, 2010). In a
similar way role of learning environment cannot be ignored. There are many
studies which have focused on examining learning environment and student’s
resilience to make them academically motivated. School environment strengthens
resilience by developing social competence, increasing bonding between students
and caring adults, and maximizing opportunities for meaningful participation of
students in the school environment (Anderman and Midgley, 1997; Rouse, 2001;
Brooks, 2006; Linke, 2010; Ryan and Patrick, 2010; Abolmaali, et al., 2011;
Kirmayer, et al., 2011; and Zolkoskiand Ballock, 2012). Not only school learning
environment but parents can also develop resilience in their children through
supportive and caring relationships (Benzies and Mychasiuk, 2009), show
flexibility during times of stress (Walsh, 2006), empathy (Bernard, 1993), create a

respectful and accepting family environment (Ungar et al., 2013), reasonable
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expectations (Grant et al., 2004), and create opportunities for participation in
social activities (Easterbrooks et al., 2011).

Considering the very importance of academic resilience among senior
secondary students, the researcher intends to undertake the study how
metacognition, self-efficacy and learning environment collaboratively affects the
academic resilience of senior secondary students. Very few studies have been
conducted on these variables separately as well as taken together in India. This
study will add to the literature specific study from Punjab, India on academic
resilience among senior secondary students.

Secondly, there is great need of developing academic resilience scale for
exploring academic resilience abilities among senior secondary students, as there
is no specific tool available to the Indian setting. Studies into development of the
resilience scale for early adolescents were carried out by Gizir and Aydin (2006)
& Baltaci and Karatas (2014). A study on scale adaptation for university student’s
resilience was done by Terzi (2006) & Gurgan (2006). Khalal (2014) standardized
and developed academic resilience scale for university students in Egyptian
context. For adults, a resilience scale adaptation study was carried out by Basim
and Cetin (2011). In addition to which, there are studies for family and mother
resilience, for which scale was developed by Kaner and Bayrakli (2010a, 2010b).
Kapikiran (2012) developed academic resilience scale in a Turkey language for
Turkish high school students. However, efforts have been made for developing
and standardizing the academic resilience scale for Indian students.

Similarly, some of the tests have appeared in recent years to study the
learning environment such as Learning Environment Scale by Singh (1987);
Home Environment Inventory by Misra (1989); Socio- Emotional School Climate
Inventory by Sinha (1994); Family Environment Scale by Bhartia & Chadha
(2002); and School Environment Inventory by Misra (2002). From these
standardized tools, it is evident that separate tools are available to measure either
learning environment at home or learning environment at school. Collaborative
effort has not been made for studying the learning environment both at home and

at school. Research reports that environment both at home and at school is equally
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important to influence learning. Environment at home and school conjointly affect
the learning of the student (Gutman and Midgley, 2000; Henderson and Mapp,
2002; Epstein and Sheldon, 2006). Keeping this in view, the learning
environment scale was developed and standardized to measure the learning
environment of the students that prevails both at home and school.

Thirdly, studies are very rarely available that explored that influence of
population density on the academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and
learning environment of the senior secondary students. Many studies revealed that
there is reciprocal relationship between place and people. The place may
contribute or undermine the physical and psychological health of the people who
are living there (Cummins et al., 2007). So, living place may have an effect on the
overall health of the people (Macintyre et al., 2002). Similarly, people who are
living in highly populated areas will get fewer resources ultimately lead to poor
health conditions, lesser number of school enrollments, less empowering girls etc.
it will directly or indirectly affect the resilience abilities of the people.

Fourthly, the study will be important to bring into light on the strategies
followed by the schools to build resilience in the students. The role of school
cannot be ignored in fostering and developing academic resilience in students.
Walker et al. (2005) found that when schools implement programs that build
resilience in this way, they are able to focus on the development of the whole
child.

Lastly, this study will be very much helpful to the administrators, teachers
and parents for understanding the psychological needs of the students and make
efforts to adjust them properly at school. Educational planners and policy makers
will use the findings to make decisions in developing strategies for building
academic resilience in students by ensuring all the required facilities at school.
The tremendous importance of Academic Resilience in relation to metacognition,
self efficacy and learning environment inspired the investigator to attempt and

take up the present study.
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1.6  STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The study is entitled as “ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY STUDENTS: INFLUENCE OF METACOGNITION, SELF
EFFICACY AND LEARNING ENVIRONMENT”. It explores the academic
resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment of senior
secondary students in different contexts i.e. gender, locale and population. Further
the influence of metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment on
academic resilience among senior secondary students has been studied. It also
explored the relationship of academic resilience with metacognition, self efficacy

and learning environment of senior secondary students.

1.7  OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS

In the present study, various terms that have been used are defined as:
Academic Resilience

Academic resilience refers to academic achievement despite challenging
or threatening circumstances in the educational process. It is student’s ability to
successfully deal with setbacks, stress and challenges in the academic setting or
school life e.g. competiting deadlines, exam pressure and stress, difficult school
work. Academic resilience is operationally defined as academic confidence, sense
of well being, motivation and ability to get goals, relationship with peers and
adults and emotional regulation & physical health in spite of difficult
situations/circumstances.
Metacognition

Metacognition refers to a learner’s awareness of the cognitive abilities and
their application for learning. Metacognition is operationally defined as
knowledge of cognition (declarative, procedural & conditional knowledge) and
regulation of cognition (planning, information management strategies,
comprehension monitoring, debugging strategies, & evaluation).
Self Efficacy

Self efficacy is defined as the person’s belief in his or her ability or
competency to perform a task, reach a goal or overcome an obstacle; beliefs about
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their capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise
influence over events that affect their lives. Self efficacy is operationally defined
as self confidence, efficacy expectation, positive attitude and outcome expectation
of an individual to perform tasks.
Learning Environment

Learning Environment refers to the whole range of components and
activities provided to the students within which learning happens. Learning
environment at home indicates secure and stable atmosphere which promote the
development of positive attitude towards learning in the children. Learning
environment at school indicates whole range of activities and opportunities that
provided to the students in school to ensure and maximize learning. Present study
learning environment is operationally defined as components and activities
provided to students at home and at school.
Population

The population herein refers to the total number of people living in the
area as per the census of 2001. Based on the population of the districts, the district
having lowest population in the region have been operationally defined as least
populated district. Similarly, the districts having highest population in the region

have been operationally defined as highly populated district.

1.8 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The objectives of the study are:

1. To explore the level of academic resilience among senior secondary
students.
2. To analyze the metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment of

the senior secondary students.
3. To find out significant difference among senior secondary students in their
academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy, and learning

environment in relation to gender, locale and population.
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4. To analyze the relationship between academic resilience of the senior
secondary students with their metacognition, self efficacy and learning
environment.

5. To study the influence of metacognition, self efficacy and learning
environment on academic resilience of senior secondary school students.

6. To explore the initiatives taken by school personnel in developing
academic resilience among senior secondary students.

1.9 HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY
The following hypotheses have been formulated to achieve the objectives

of the study:

1. There exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior
secondary students in their academic resilience.

2. There exists no significant difference between senior secondary boys and
girls in their academic resilience.

3. There exists no significant difference between senior secondary students
from least and highly populated districts in their academic resilience.

4. There is no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of
academic resilience of senior secondary students.

5. There is no interaction effect of locality and population on the scores of
academic resilience of senior secondary students.

6. There is no interaction effect of gender and population on the scores of
academic resilience of senior secondary students.

7. There is no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the
scores of academic resilience of senior secondary students.

8. There exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior
secondary students in their metacognition.

9. There exists no significant difference between senior secondary boys and
girls in their metacognition.

10.  There exists no significant difference between senior secondary students

from least and highly populated districts in their metacognition.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

There is no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of
metacognition of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of locality and population on the scores of
metacognition of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of gender and population on the scores of
metacognition of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the
scores of metacognition of senior secondary students.

There exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior
secondary students in their self efficacy.

There exists no significant difference between senior secondary boys and
girls in their self efficacy.

There exists no significant difference between senior secondary students
from least and highly populated districts in their self efficacy.

There is no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of self
efficacy of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of locality and population on the scores of
self efficacy of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of gender and population on the scores of
self efficacy of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the
scores of self efficacy of senior secondary students.

There exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior
secondary students in their learning environment.

There exists no significant difference between senior secondary boys and
girls in their learning environment.

There exists no significant difference between senior secondary students
from least and highly populated districts in their learning environment.
There is no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of

learning environment of senior secondary students.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

1.10

There is no interaction effect of locality and population on the scores of
learning environment of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of gender and population on the scores of
learning environment of senior secondary students.

There is no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the
scores of learning environment of senior secondary students.

There exists no significant relationship between academic resilience of
senior secondary students with metacogniton.

There exists no significant relationship between academic resilience of
senior secondary students with self efficacy.

There exists no significant relationship between academic resilience of
senior secondary students with learning environment.

There exists no significant influence of metacognition on academic
resilience of senior secondary students.

There exists no significant influence of self efficacy on academic
resilience of senior secondary students.

There exists no significant influence of learning environment on academic

resilience of senior secondary students.

DELIMITATIONS

The study is delimited to the six districts of Punjab i.e. Ludhiana, Barnala,
Jalandhar, Nawashahr, Amritsar and Tarntaran.

The study is confined to senior secondary school students only.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

This chapter deals with the important aspects of sampling, research tools
employed and statistical treatment. The purpose of the present research study is to
study the academic resilience among senior secondary school students and also to
study the influence of metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment of
senior secondary students. In order to achieve the aim of this study, it was
required to select a representative sample of senior secondary school students and
to develop or select necessary tools for collecting the requisite information. The
detailed explanation of various aspects pertaining to the methodology of the study
is given as following.

2.1 RESEARCH METHOD

The study was conducted through descriptive survey method of research.
The descriptive method is the most popular and most widely used method in
educational research. The major purpose of descriptive research is description of
the state of affairs as it exists at present. It is concerned with conditions, practices,
structures, differences or relationships that exist, opinions held processes that are
going on or trends that are evident. The description of sampling and tools is given
as under.

2.2 SAMPLE

The population of the study is senior secondary students of Punjab state. A
sample is representative of the whole population. The sample for the study was
confined to Punjab. Purposive sampling technique was used for the selection of
two districts from each region of Punjab. For drawing sample from three regions
of Punjab namely: Majha, Doaba and Malwa, the sampling procedure is executed

in 3 stages.
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At the first stage, the data of the population in each district of Punjab has
been taken as per Census, 2011. The population of the districts in each of the
three regions arranged into ascending order to select two districts from each
region: one district with higher population and another district with lower

population. The same is presented below in Table. 2.1.
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TABLE. 2.1
LIST OF DISTRICTS FROM DIFFERENT REGIONS WITH THEIR
POPULATION (AS PER CENSUS, 2011)

Regions Districts Population Remarks
Tarntaran 11,20,070 Least Populated
MAJHA Gurdaspur 22,99,026
Amritsar 24,90,891 Highly Populated
Nawanshahr 6,14,362 Least Populated
Kapurthala 8,17,668
DOABA _
Hoshiarpur 15,82,793
Jalandhar 21,81,753 Highly Populated
Barnala 5,96,294 Least Populated
Fatehgarh 5,99,814
Sahib
Faridkot 6,18,008
Rup Nagar 6,83,349
Mansa 7,68,808
Muktsar 9,02,702
Mohali
MALWA (Sahibzada 9,86,147
Ajit Singh
Nagar)
Moga 9,92,289
Bathinda 13,88,859
Sangrur 16,54,408
Patiala 18,92,282
Ferozpur 20,26,831
Ludhiana 34,87,882 Highly Populated

The Majha region comprised of 3 districts, the Doaba region 4 districts
and Malwa region comprised of 13 districts. Amritsar and Tarntaran districts were
selected from Majha region, Jalandhar and Nawashahr districts were selected
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from Doaba region and Ludhiana and Barnala districts were selected from Malwa

region of Punjab.

At the second stage, the sample from each of the three regions i.e. Majha,

Doaba and Malwa selected as per their proportion to the population of Punjab

which is shown in Table 2.2.

TABLE. 2.2
SAMPLE FROM THE THREE REGIONS
Total' Percentage of
Regions Populatlon the_ . No. Of Students taken for the study
in the Population in
Regions the Regions
Majha 51,96,576 19% 200
Doaba 59,09,987 21% 300
Malwa 1,65,97,673 60% 700

Total No. of Students 1200

At the third stage, further sample has been selected from each district as

per the proportion of the population of least and highly populated district. The

district wise sample distribution is presented in Table 2.3.

TABLE 2.3
DISTRICT WISE SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION
] o Population in Sample from
Region District o Sample o
Districts each District
_ Amritsar 24,90,891 150 (69%)
Majha 200
Tarntaran 11,20,070 50 (31%)
Jalandhar 21,81,753 200 (78%)
Doaba 300
Nawashahr 6,14,362 100 (22%)
Ludhiana 34,87,882 600 (85%)
Malwa 700
Barnala 5,96,294 100 (15%)
Total sample of the study 1200
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After selecting the sample from six districts, the list of government and
non government senior secondary schools in these districts was procured from
District Education Office. The sample size of the study 1200 senior secondary
students including boys and girls studying in both Government and private
schools were chosen from urban and rural areas of these six districts through
convenient sampling technique.

The stratification of the sample from population, locality and gender point

of view from different regions of Punjab is shown in Figure 2.1.
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FIGURE 2.1
STRATIFICATION OF THE SAMPLE

Rural | Girls 37
(75) Boys 38

Amritsar
(150) Urban ) Girls 38
Majha (2l
(200) Girls 12
Tarntaran
(50) L
- Urban 4 Girls 12
Boys 13
Jalandhar 100  Boys 50
(200) :
Urban Girls 50
( Doaba |
. PUNJAB -

Girls 25

SBS

(100)
 Girls 150
" Boys 150

Ludhiana | 300
(600) “Urban Girls 150
Boys 150

Girls 25

'~ Barnala Boys 25 ‘

' Girls 25
Boys 25
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The list of senior secondary students from where data has been collected

in the six districts is presented below in Table 2.4 along with number of students

from each school.

TABLE 2.4

FROM DIFFERENT DISTRICTS

THE LIST OF SCHOOLS ALONG WITH NUMBER OF STUDENTS

S Number Total

" | Districts Name of Schools Locality | of

No students

Students

1. | Amritsar Prabhakar Senior Rural 75 75
Secondary School

2. | Amritsar | DAV PublicSchool, |0yl 75 75
Lawrence Road

Highly Populated Districts from Majha Region
Shri Guru  Harkrishan

3. | Tarntaran Public School, Chabal Rural 25 25
Shri Guru  Harkrishan

4. | Tarntaran Public  School, Jandiala | Urban 25 25
Road

Least Populated Districts from Majha Region

Total number of students in Majha Region 200
Govt. Senior Secondary

5. | Jalandhar School, Raipur Prohla Rural 46 100

6. | Jalandhar Govt. Senior Secondary Rural 54
School, Hazara
Govt. Model Senior

7. | Jalandhar Secondary School (Boys), | Urban 39
Ladowali Road

100

Govt. Model Co-education

8. | Jalandhar Senior Secondary School, | Urban 61
Ladowali Road

Highly Populated Districts from Doaba Region

Nawanshahr .

9. |(SBS. Govt. Senior Secondary Rural 50 50

School, Sahlon
Nagar)
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Nawanshahr | Govt. Senior Secondary
10. | (S.B.S. School, Nawanshahr | Urban 50 50
Nagar) (S.B.S. Nagar)
Least Populated Districts from Doaba Region
Total number of students in Doaba Region 300
11. | Ludhiana Govt. Senior Secondary Rural 57
School, Sangowal
. Govt. Senior Secondary
12. | Ludhiana School, Jarkhar Rural 98 -
13. | Ludhiana Govt. Senior Secondary Rural 53
School, Khanpur
. Govt. Girls Senior
14. | Ludhiana Secondary School, Gill Rural 92
Sri Guru Harkrishan Public
15. | Ludhiana School, Model  Town | Urban 61
Extension
Malwa  Khalsa  Senior
16. | Ludhiana Secondary School, Model | Urban 86
Gram 300
Govt. Senior Secondary
17. | Ludhiana School (Boys), Jawahar | Urban 75
Nagar
. Nankana Sahib  Public
18. | Ludhiana School, Gill road Urban 78
Highly Populated Districts from Malwa Region
Govt. Senior Secondary
19. | Barnala School, Sukhpur Rural 50 50
20. | Barnala Govt. ~ Senior  Secondary Urban 50 50
School, Tapa
Least Populated Districts from Malwa Region
Total number of students in Malwa Region 700
Total number of Students from three regions of Punjab 1200

It may be observed from the Table 2.1 that 600 senior secondary school
students from Ludhiana and 100 students from Barnala, 200 students from
Jalandhar and 100 students from Nawanshahr, 150 students from Amritsar and 50
students from Tarntaran were selected for the analysis and interpretation of data.
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2.3 TOOLS USED
The following tools were selected and used by the investigator in the
present study:
2.3.1 Academic Resilience Scale (Self Constructed)
2.3.2 Learning Environment Scale (Self Constructed)
2.3.3 Metacognitive Awareness Inventory
2.3.4 Self Efficacy Scale
2.3.5 Questionnaire for assessing Initiatives taken by School (Self Constructed)

2.3.1 ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE

In the present study, Academic Resilience Scale was self developed and
standardized to measure the level of academic resilience among adolescents
studying in senior secondary classes. The development and validation of the scale
was carried out by adopting highly reliable ad valid scale development process.
This scale has 52 items related to five dimensions of academic resilience. This
scale can be used by researchers, teachers, school counsellors and psychologists.
The test scores can help the teachers in designing academic activities for enabling
students to overcome stress and achieve excellence in studies. The scale
development and validation process is given below in a sequence.
o Need for scale development

There are few studies conducted on adaptation and development of
resilience scale. Studies into development of the resilience scale for early
adolescents were carried out by Gizir and Aydin (2006) & Baltaci and Karatas
(2014). A study on scale adaptation for university student’s resilience was done
by Terzi (2006) & Girgan (2006). Khalal (2014) standardized and developed
academic resilience scale for university students in Egyptian context. For adults, a
resilience scale adaptation study was carried out by Basim and Cetin (2011). In
addition to which, there are studies for family and mother resilience, for which
scale was developed by Kaner and Bayrakli (2010a, 2010b). Kapikiran (2012)
developed academic resilience scale in a Turkey language for Turkish high school

students.
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It is clear from the review of literature that there are few studies which

were conducted on the development of academic resilience scale. Only two

academic resilience scales were constructed and validated, one for high school

students in Turkish context, another for university students in Egyptian context.

There is no academic resilience scale specific to Indian context. Therefore, there

is a dire need to develop an academic resilience scale for adolescents studying in

senior secondary schools which is appropriate for Indian context.

Dimensions of the Academic Resilience Scale

Dimensions of the Academic Resilience Scale are given below.

»

Academic confidence: It refers to a student’s beliefs or expectations of
his/her ability to achieve goal in challenging or threatening situations.
Sense of well being: It refers to a positive state of mind that enables an
individual to function effectively. It implies a student’s interaction or
positive relationship with teacher and peers. Besides, it focuses on
academic self concept, social integration and attentiveness in the class and
positive self attitude in adverse conditions.

Motivation and ability to achieve goals: It refers to a student’s internal
psychological drive to work with diligence, in challenging and difficult
tasks and to reach at educational or academic goals. Motivation is
generally regarded as the drive to achieve targets and the process to
maintain the drive.

Relationship with peers and adults: It indicates how students maintain a
strong and positive relationship with teachers and peers even in
challenging situations. Students who form strong and supportive
relationships with teachers allow them to feel safer and more secure in the
school setting. They feel more competent, establish more positive
connections with peers, and make greater academic gains.

Emotional Regulation and Physical health: “Emotional Regulation” can
be explained as an understanding and balancing of emotions. It is the

ability to manage our emotions in order to stay effective under pressure.
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Physical health is a way to maintain overall health and fitness by involving

him/herself in physical activities, exercise, medication, sleep and rest etc.
2.3.1.1 ITEM SCALING, CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

Before starting construction of the items for the scale, it is important to
decide the scaling of the items. Review literature revealed that Likert scale is an
essential scaling in social surveys studies, and is a method of collecting attitudinal
data (Dittrich et al., 2007). Therefore in the academic resilience scale, Likert Scale
technique developed by Dr. Rensis Likert (1932) is used to measure attitude by
providing a range of responses to the given statement. Each statement has five
responses i.e. Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree and Strongly Disagree.

After deciding the scaling of items next step was the construction of the
items. Before item construction there is great need of extensive survey of
literature. Review of literature was made on resilience, academic performance and
life resilience etc. After reviewing the literature, the relevant dimensions were
selected. Discussions with experts in the field of Psychology and Education were
held, with regard to justifying the appropriateness of the selected dimensions. The
tool at its initial drafting stage included 70 items. The initial draft was shown to
fifteen Professors belonging to the discipline of Psychology and Teacher
Education. On the bases of the opinions and suggestions given by the subject
experts, some items were removed, few of them were modified and some were
changed in order to avoid ambiguity and obtain clarity. After initial modification
of the tool based on the suggestions of the subject experts, 54 items were retained.
o Pilot study or Initial try out

The Academic Resilience Scale thus prepared was put for initial try out.
The scale was administered on 150 senior secondary students belonging to both
rural and urban locality. Pilot study helped in determining the discriminatory
power of the scale as well as modifying the language of some items for making
them easily understandable.
o Item Analysis

The next step in the standardization of the Academic Resilience Scale

after pilot study was to find out the discriminatory power of each item, which
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forms the basis for item selection in order to build up the final scale. A Likert type
scale was used with choices namely: “Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Undecided”,
“Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree”. The individual score for all the 150 students
were ranked from the highest to the lowest. Then 25% of the subjects with the
highest total scores and 25% of the subjects with the lowest total scores were
sorted out for the purpose of calculation of discriminatory power of each of the
items of the tool. Then each item was taken individually and the number of
students who responded “SA” (Strongly Agree), “A” (Agree), “U” (Undecided),
“D” (Disagree) and “SD” (Strongly Disagree) was found out both for the high and
low groups separately. Thus for all 54 items, the number of students coming
under each category was found out separately for both the high and low groups
and the discriminatory power value for all the 54 items were calculated. Only
those items were selected whose discriminatory power value of the item was
greater than 1.99 (significance at 0.05 level with degree of freedom=78). Those
items were rejected which possessed less than 1.99 discriminatory power value.
Discriminatory power values of the 54 items of Academic Resilience Scale are

given in Table 2.5.

TABLE 2.5
ITEM WISE DISCRIMINATORY POWER VALUE OF THE
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE

Item no. Discriminatory Remarks Item Discriminatory Remarks
power value no. power value
1. 1.99 Accepted  28. 7.26 Accepted
2. 1.81 Rejected  29. 3.39 Accepted
3. 3.20 Accepted  30. 5.13 Accepted
4. 2.10 Accepted  31. 6.17 Accepted
5. 3.47 Accepted  32. 4.88 Accepted
6. 3.25 Accepted  33. 4.62 Accepted
7. 4.72 Accepted  34. 4.52 Accepted
8. 1.38 Rejected  35. 5.35 Accepted
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9. 2.93 Accepted  36. 4.28 Accepted

10. 2.58 Accepted  37. 6.15 Accepted
11. 2.79 Accepted  38. 6.60 Accepted
12. 341 Accepted  39. 2.60 Accepted
13. 4.26 Accepted  40. 2.74 Accepted
14. 4.55 Accepted  41. 4.66 Accepted
15. 2.32 Accepted  42. 4.28 Accepted
16. 3.82 Accepted  43. 5.10 Accepted
17. 4.52 Accepted  44. 4.33 Accepted
18. 3.00 Accepted  45. 6.88 Accepted
19. 3.55 Accepted  46. 5.15 Accepted
20. 5.12 Accepted  47. 4.50 Accepted
21. 4.52 Accepted  48. 6.60 Accepted
22. 5.00 Accepted  49. 2.24 Accepted
23. 5.22 Accepted  50. 5.76 Accepted
24. 4.64 Accepted  51. 3.56 Accepted
25. 5.68 Accepted  52. 5.40 Accepted
26. 4.85 Accepted  53. 2.60 Accepted
27. 4.40 Accepted  54. 4.03 Accepted
o Final draft of the scale

After calculating the discriminatory index of the 54 items of Academic
Resilience Scale, those items were removed from the scale which possessed less
than 1.99 discriminatory power value. Only two items i.e. item no. 2 and 8 were
found with non significant discriminatory power value, those were removed. After
item analysis, fifty two (52) items were selected to be included in the final form of
the “Academic Resilience Scale”. The distribution of 52 items in different

dimensions of the Academic Resilience Scale is shown in the Table 2.6.
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TABLE 2.6
DIMENSION WISE POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE ITEM’S
DISTRIBUTION IN THE ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE

Sr. Dimensions Nature of Serial no. Wise Total no of
No. items items items
1.  Academic confidence Positive 1,2,3,4,56 8
Negative 7,8,
2. Sense of well being Positive 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 10
14,15, 16
Negative 17,18
3. Motivation and ability Positive 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 10
to set goals 24, 25, 26
Negative 27, 28
4.  Relationship with peers Positive 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 10
and adults 34, 35,36
Negative 37,38
5.  Emotional regulation Positive 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 14
and physical health 44, 45, 49, 50, 51
and 52.
Negative 46, 47 & 48
Total items 52

2.3.1.2 SCORING PROCEDURE

Academic resilience has 5 point Likert type scale. Each item has 5
response options namely: Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Undecided (U),
Disagree (D), and Strongly Disagree (SD). For obtaining the value of score for
each item, each response of the item has assigned number. Scoring of positive and

negative items has been done on the basis of Table 2.7 which is given below.
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TABLE 2.7
SCORING PROCEDURE FOR ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE

Items Strongly  Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

Positive 5 4 3 2 1

Negative 1 2 3 4 5

2.3.1.3 STANDARDIZATION OF THE SCALE

Second stage of scale development after final draft is standardization of
the scale. The Academic Resilience Scale with 52 items for the purpose of
standardization and preparation norms for prediction of the level of Academic
Resilience, was administered on 600 students of class XI and XIllI, belonging to
both Private and Government senior secondary schools affiliated to Punjab School
Education Board (PSEB) and Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE). The
sample comprised of 300 boys and 300 girls studying in class XI and XII of both
rural and urban background from Ludhiana district of Punjab were drawn by
using convenient sampling technique.
2.3.1.4 VALIDITY

A test is said to be valid when it measures what it is supposed to measure.
Alternatively, a test whose performance closely resembles an objectively defined
criterion is said to be valid. Both “Face” and “Content validity” of the
“Academic Resilience Scale” was determined based on the opinion of the subject
experts. For determining content validity, the test was shown to 14 subject experts
belonging to the field of Education and Psychology. Based on their judgement,
validity index was calculated. The method developed by C. H. Lawshe (1975)
was applied for measuring content validity:
CVR = (Ne- N/2) / (N/2)
Where, CVR = Content Validity Ratio
Ne = Number of subject matter experts panellists indicating item essential
N = Total number of Subject Matter Experts (SME) panellists

This formula yields values which range from +1 to -1; positive values

indicate that at least half the SMEs rated the item as essential. The mean CVR
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across items may be used as an indicator of overall test content validity. Content
validity index of Academic Resilience Scale was found to be 0.83 which shows
the content of academic resilience scale is highly relevant. Item wise Content
Validity Index was given below in the Table 2.8.
TABLE 2.8
ITEM WISE CONTENT VALIDITY INDEX OF ACADEMIC
RESILIENCE SCALE

Item No CVI Item No CVI Item No CVi
1 1 19 1 37 1
2 0.85 20 0.85 38 0.85
3 0.57 21 0.57 39 0.85
4 1 22 0.71 40 1
5 0.71 23 0.85 41 0.71
6 0.85 24 0.85 42 0.71
7 0.85 25 0.71 43 0.71
8 1 26 1 44 1
9 1 27 0.85 45 0.71
10 1 28 0.71 46 1
11 0.85 29 0.85 47 0.71
12 0.85 30 0.71 48 0.85
13 0.71 31 0.71 49 0.85
14 0.57 32 1 50 0.71
15 1 33 0.85 51 1
16 0.85 34 0.71 52 0.85
17 0.71 35 0.57
18 1 36 0.85

. Intrinsic validity

The intrinsic validity of the Academic Resilience scale was found with the
help of index of reliability. In this case, the reliability coefficient measured

through Spearman-Brown formula is 0.84. The square root of split half is 0.92.
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The present index of reliability implies that the test measures true ability of the
subjects to the extent of 92%. That means the validity of the scale is 0.92. Validity
index of Academic resilience scale by using two methods i.e. content validity
index and intrinsic validity is given below in the Table 2.9.

TABLE 2.9
VALIDITY OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE
Method Validity
Content Validity Index 0.83
Intrinsic Validity 0.92

2.3.1.5 RELIABILITY

Reliability refers to the consistency with which a test measures, whatever
it measures. The concept of reliability suggests both stability and consistency of
measurement. Internal Consistency Reliability was used to assess the consistency
of results across the items within the test. Estimation of reliability of the
Academic resilience scale was done using below mentioned methods.
o Split-Half method
Split half method was used for estimating the reliability of the scale. The scale
was first divided into two equivalent halves and the correlation coefficient
between two halves was calculated by applying different formulas.
Q) Spearman-Brown Prophecy formula
From the reliability of the half test, the self-correlation coefficient of the whole
test is estimated by the following Spearman-Brown Prophecy formula.

_ 2rhh
" 1+4rhh
Where, rtt = Reliability of a total test estimated from reliability of one of its

rtt

halves (Reliability coefficient of the whole test).
rhh = Self correlation of a half test (Reliability coefficient of the half test).
(i) Rulon/Guttman’s Formula
Rulon/Guttman gave another formula for estimating the reliability from

the scores on two halves of the same test. The formula is as follows:
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(od?)
(at?)

Where, o d is the variance of the difference of the raw scores on the two halves of

rtt=1-—

the test. o t is the variance of the raw scores in the test.
(iii)  Flanagan Formula
Flanagan gave another formula for internal consistency as:
(61)? + (02)?
(at)?

Where, ¢ 1 and ¢ 2 are the variances of the raw scores on the two halves. ¢ t is the

rtt=2[1—

variance of the raw scores in the test.
o Cronbach's Alpha (a)

Another method is Cronbach's Alpha. It is mathematically equivalent to
the average of all possible split-half estimates. A statistical analysis package SPSS
16 was used to calculate the Cronbach's Alpha.

Reliability coefficient for Academic Resilience Scale by using different methods

is given in Table 2.10.

TABLE 2.10
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT FOR ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE
Sr. No. | Method Reliability coefficient
1 Split half method
e Spearman-Brown Prophecy 0.84
e Flanagan method 0.84
e Rulon/Guttman 0.85
2 Cronbach’s Alpha 0.78

2.3.1.6 DEVELOPMENT OF NORMS
° Percentile rank and z score norms
Percentile rank and z score norms for Academic Resilience Scale have been

developed. For this purpose, Academic Resilience Scale was administered on 600
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Senior Secondary School students. Percentile rank of “Academic Resilience

Scale” is given in the Table 2.11.

TABLE 2.11
PERCENTILE RANK NORMS OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE
(MEAN: 199.04, SD: 17.22, N: 600)

Raw Scores Percentile Rank Raw Scores Percentile Rank

237 and above 99 197 45
232 98 196 40
231 97 194 35
227 96 191 30
226 95 189 25
220 90 184 20
217 85 181 15
213 80 177 10
211 75 169 )
208 70 167 4
206 65 165 3
203 60 161 2
201 55 157 and below 1
200 50

Z — Score Norms

Z - score norms for Academic Resilience scale have been presented in Table 2.12.
TABLE 2.12
Z-SCORE NORMS FOR ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE

Raw Raw Raw Raw
Z-score Z-score Z-score Z-score
Score Score Score Score
152 -2.73 176 -1.34 200 +0.05 224 +1.45
153 -2.68 177 -1.28 201 +0.11 225 +1.50
154 -2.62 178 -1.22 202 +0.17 226 +1.56
155 -2.56 179 -1.16 203 +0.22 227 +1.62
156 -2.50 180 -1.10 204 +0.28 228 +1.68
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157 -2.44 181 -1.04 205 +0.34 229 +1.74

158 -2.38 182 -0.99 206 +0.40 230 +1.80
159 -2.33 183 -0.93 207 +0.46 231 +1.85
160 -2.27 184 -0.87 208 +0.52 232 +1.91
161 -2.21 185 -0.81 209 +0.57 233 +1.97
162 -2.15 186 -0.75 210 +0.63 234 +2.03
163 -2.09 187 -0.70 211 +0.69 235 +2.09
164 -2.03 188 -0.64 212 +0.75 236 +2.15
165 -1.98 189 -0.58 213 +0.81 237 +2.20
166 -1.92 190 -0.52 214 +0.86 238 +2.26
167 -1.86 191 -0.46 215 +0.92 239 +2.32
168 -1.80 192 -0.40 216 +0.98 240 +2.38
169 -1.74 193 -0.35 217 +1.04 241 +2.44
170 -1.69 194 -0.29 218 +1.10 242 +2.49
171 -1.63 195 -0.23 219 +1.16 243 +2.55
172 -1.57 196 -0.17 220 +1.21 244 +2.61
173 -1.51 197 -0.11 221 +1.27 245 +2.67
174 -1.45 198 -0.06 222 +1.33 246 +2.73
175 -1.39 199 +0.00 223 +1.39 247 +2.78

Norms for interpretation of the level of Academic Resilience have been given in
Table 2.13.

TABLE 2.13
NORMS FOR INTERPRETATION OF LEVEL OF ACADEMIC
RESILIENCE BASED ON Z-SCORES

Z-score Levels of Academic Resilience Scale

+2.01 and above Extremely High

+1.26 to +2.00 High

+0.51to +1.25 Above Average

-0.50 to +0.50 Moderate

-1.25t0-0.51 Below Average

-2.00to -1.26 Low
-2.01 and below Extremely Low
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Further, for qualitative interpretation of the raw score of the “Academic
Resilience Scale” a separate norm has been developed which is presented in the
Table 2.14.

TABLE 2.14
NORMS FOR INTERPRETATION OF THE LEVEL OF ACADEMIC
RESILIENCE BASED ON RAW SCORES

Range of Raw scores Level of Academic Resilience

234 and above Extremely high
221-233 High
208-220 Above Average
191-207 Average/Moderate
178-190 Below Average
164-177 Low

163 and below Extremely low

2.3.2 LEARNING ENVIRONMENT SCALE

In the present study, Learning Environment scale has been designed and
developed for the senior secondary students to explore their prevailing learning
environment at school as well as at home. This learning environment scale
includes two subscales namely: Learning environment at home; learning
environment at school. The development and standardization process was carried
out by using highly reliable and valid scale development procedure. Development
procedure followed in the standardization of the Learning Environment Scale is
given below.
o Need for scale development

Some of the tests have appeared in recent years to study the learning
environment such as Learning Environment Scale by Singh (1987); Home
Environment Inventory by Misra (1989); Socio- Emotional School Climate
Inventory by Sinha (1994); Family Environment Scale by Bhartia & Chadha
(2002); and School Environment Inventory by Misra (2002). From these

standardized tools, it is evident that separate tools are available to measure either
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learning environment at home or learning environment at school. Collaborative

effort has not been made for studying the learning environment both at home and

at school. Research reports that environment both at home and at school is equally
important to influence learning. Environment at home and school conjointly affect
the learning of the student (Gutman and Midgley, 2000; Henderson and Mapp,

2002; Epstein and Sheldon, 2006). Keeping this in view, the learning

environment scale was developed and standardized to measure the learning

environment of the students that prevails both at home and school.

o Dimensions of Learning Environment Scale
The Learning Environment Scale has two subscales namely: Learning

Environment at Home and Learning Environment at School. Dimensions of each

subscale are stated below.

Subscale I: Learning Environment at Home

» Parental Control and Encouragement: It indicates parent’s approval or
disapproval of any activity related to education or authority to revoke any
hurdle felt by the student in the process, or guide him/her to do the right or
wrong.

» Independence and Conformity: It refers the extent to which parents
allow their children to make their own decisions independently and make
them conform or follow parent’s commands, directions or orders.

» Parental care and nurturance: It indicates excessive care and
unconditional physical and emotional attachment of parents with their
children. It focuses on fostering the developmental needs of children
through care, guidance and protection.

» Recreational orientation: It involves various recreational activities that
are provided to a child by his/her parents.

» Learning through Computer technology: It implies the parental
approval and encouragement for Learning through Computer technology

like computers and internet at home.
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Subscale I1: Learning Environment at School

4 Cognitive Encouragement: It refers to the teacher’s behavior to stimulate
cognitive or mental development of a student by encouraging his/her
actions or behavior.

4 Teaching through technology: It refers to the school environment in
which teaching is facilitated by the use of technology like use of
computers, internet, Emails, power point presentations etc.

4 Reward and Punishment: It indicates the activity of the teacher to
strengthen the desired behavior and avoiding the undesirable behavior.

» Physical Infrastructure: It includes all the physical facilities of the
school like school building, grounds, library, classrooms and laboratory
apparatus along with equipments etc which stimulate learning.

» Peer influence on learning: It refers to the supportive and positive help
of peers or classmates in the learning process to achieve academic success.
They can encourage each other and stimulate interest in learning and help
in doing homework/assignments etc.

2.3.2.1 ITEM SCALING, CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT
Before starting construction of the items for the scale, it is important to

decide the scaling of the items. Review literature revealed that Likert scale is an

essential scaling in social surveys studies, and is a method of collecting attitudinal
data (Dittrich et al., 2007). Therefore in the Learning Environment scale Likert

Scale technique developed by Dr. Rensis Likert (1932) is used to measure attitude

by providing a range of responses to the given statement. Each statement has five

responses i.e. Mostly, Usually, Seldom, Very Less, Never.

After deciding scaling of the items, construction of the “Learning
Environment Scale” was started. Initially, an extensive study of the existing
literature both on learning environment at home and school was made. Various
standardized psychological tests to measure school environment, socio-emotional
environment, family environment, home environment and learning environment

were consulted. Based on the review of literature, the Learning Environment
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Scale was divided into two subscales namely: Subscale I: “Learning Environment
at Home” and Subscale II: “Learning Environment at School”.

After reviewing literature and consulting the existing standardized
psychological tools, in all 10 dimensions, five in each subscale were chosen.
Discussions with experts in the field of Psychology and Education were held, with
regard to justifying the appropriateness of the chosen dimensions. The tool at its
initial drafting stage included 85 items. The initial draft was shown to fifteen
Professors belonging to the discipline of Psychology and Education. On the bases
of the opinions and suggestions given by the subject experts, some items were
removed, a few of them were modified and some were changed in order to avoid
ambiguity and obtain clarity. After initial modification of the tool based on the
suggestions of the subject experts, 50 items were retained.

o Pilot study or Initial try out

The Learning Environment Scale thus prepared was put for its pilot study.
It was administered on 150 students of class XI and XII studying in Government
and Private senior secondary schools of Jalandhar district of Punjab. Selection of
students was made both from rural and urban locality. Pilot study helped in
determining the discriminatory power of the scale.

. Item Analysis

The next step in the standardization of learning environment scale after
initial try out or pilot study was to find out the discriminatory power of each item,
which forms the basis for item selection in order to build up the final scale. Item
analysis is done to evaluate the items. A Likert type scale was used with response
options namely: “Mostly”, “Usually”, “Seldom”, “Very Less”, “Never”. The
individual score for all the 150 students were ranked from the highest to the
lowest. Then 25% of the subjects with the highest total scores and 25% of the
subjects with the lowest total scores were sorted out for the purpose of calculation
of discriminatory power of each of the items of the tool. Then each item was
taken individually and the number of students who responded “M”(Mostly),
“U”(Usually), “S”(Seldom), “VL”(Very Less) and “N”(Never) was found out
both for the high and low groups separately. Thus for all 50 items, the number of
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students coming under each category was found out separately for both the high

and low groups and the discriminatory power for all the 50 items were calculated.

If the discriminatory power of the item is found greater than 1.99 (significance at

0.05 level with degree of freedom=78) then, the item was accepted. Those items

were rejected which had less than 1.99 discriminatory power. Discriminatory

power of the 50 items of Learning Environment Scale is given in the Table 2.15.

TABLE 2.15

DISCRIMINATORY POWER VALUES OF THE ITEMS OF LEARNING

ENVIRONMENT SCALE

Item DPV Remarks Item DPV Remarks Item DPV Remarks
no. no. no.

1 41  Accepted 18 3.73  Accepted 35 8.27  Accepted
2 0.32 Rejected 19 7.86 Accepted 36 6.95 Accepted
3 5.18 Accepted 20 5.17 Accepted 37 7 Accepted
4 7.7  Accepted 21 7.68 Accepted 38 7.95  Accepted
5 7.3  Accepted 22 3.84 Accepted 39 7.63  Accepted
6 6.37 Accepted 23 7.68 Accepted 40 7.4  Accepted
7 6.37 Accepted 24 56  Accepted 41 0.5 Rejected
8 6.82 Accepted 25 9.66 Accepted 42 86  Accepted
9 7.85 Accepted 26 8.17 Accepted 43 8.86  Accepted
10 8.45  Accepted 27 8.95 Accepted 44 7.2  Accepted
11 8.32  Accepted 28 7.39 Accepted 45 511 Accepted
12 8.77  Accepted 29 581 Accepted 46 8.3  Accepted
13 8.75 Accepted 30 7.3  Accepted 47 5 Accepted
14 7.92 Accepted 31 9.32 Accepted 48 6.6 Accepted
15 7.58 Accepted 32 7.92 Accepted 49 9.75  Accepted
16 9.68 Accepted 33 8.26  Accepted 50 7.69  Accepted
17 4.9  Accepted 34 5.66  Accepted
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o Final draft of the scale

After calculating the discriminatory index of the 50 items of the Learning
Environment Scale, those items were removed from the scale which possessed
less than 1.99 discriminatory power. Only two items i.e. item no. 2 and 41 were
found with non significant discriminatory power and they were removed. After
item analysis, forty eight (48) items were selected to be included in the final form
of the “Learning Environment Scale”, out of which 21 items belong to the
subscale I i.e. “Learning Environment at Home” and 27 items represent subscale
Il i.e. “Learning Environment at School”. The distribution of 48 items in different

dimensions of the Learning Environment Scale is shown in the Table 2.16.

TABLE 2.16
DISTRIBUTION OF ITEMS IN THE LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
SCALE
S. No. Name of Dimension Serialwise  Total
item no. items
Subscale I: Learning Environment at Home
1 Parental control and encouragement 01-04 4
2 Independence and conformity 05-09 5
3 Parental care and nurturance 10-14 5
4 Recreational orientation 15-19 5
5 Learning through Computer technology 20-21 2
Subscale I1: Learning Environment at School
1 Cognitive encouragement 22-27 6
2 Teaching through technology 28-33 6
3 Reward and punishment 34-39 6
4 Physical infrastructure 40-44 5
5 Peer influence on learning 45-48 4
TOTAL
ITEMS 4
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2.3.2.2 SCORING PROCEDURE

Learning Environment scale including two subscales (Learning
environment at home and learning environment at school), each item in both the
subscales have 5 response options namely: Mostly (M), Usually (U), Seldom (S),
Very Less (VL), and Never (N). For obtaining the value of score for each item,
each response of the item has assigned number. Scoring of positive and negative

items was done on the basis of Table 2.17 given below.

TABLE 2.17
SCORING PROCEDURE FOR LEARNING ENVIRONMENT SCALE
Items Mostly Usually Seldom Very Less Never
Positive 5 4 3 2 1
Negative 1 2 3 4 5

2.3.2.3 STANDARDIZATION OF THE SCALE

Second stage of scale development after final draft is standardization of
the scale. For estimating reliability and development of norms of the “Learning
Environment Scale”, the scale was administered on 600 students of class XI and
XIlI, belonging to both Private and Government senior secondary schools
affiliated to Punjab School Education Board (PSEB) and Central Board of
Secondary Education (CBSE). The sample comprised of 250 boys and 350 girls
studying in class XI and XII of both rural and urban background were selected
from three districts of Punjab namely: Ludhiana, Jalandhar and Amritsar using

convenient sampling technique.

2.3.24 VALIDITY

A test is said to be valid when it measures what it is supposed to measure.
Alternatively, a test whose performance closely resembles with an objectively
defined criterion is said to be valid. Both “Face Validity” and “Content
validity” of the Learning Environment Scale was determined based on the
opinion of the subject experts. For determining content validity, the test was
shown to 14 subject experts belonging to the field of Education and Psychology.

83




Based on their judgements, validity index was calculated. The method developed
by C. H. Lawshe (1975) was applied for said purpose.

Content validity index of learning environment scale was found to be 0.89
which shows the content of learning environment scale is highly relevant. Item
wise Content Validity Index was given in the Table 2.18.

TABLE 2.18
ITEM WISE CONTENT VALIDITY INDEX OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT SCALE

Item CVI Item No CVI Item CVI ItemNo CVI
No No
1 0.71 13 1 25 0.85 37 1
2 1 14 1 26 0.85 38 0.85
3 0.85 15 1 27 0.85 39 1
4 1 16 0.85 28 0.85 40 0.85
5 1 17 1 29 0.71 41 1
6 1 18 1 30 1 42 0.85
7 0.85 19 1 31 0.85 43 1
8 0.71 20 0.71 32 0.71 44 1
9 0.85 21 1 33 1 45 0.71
10 0.71 22 1 34 0.71 46 0.85
11 0.71 23 0.71 35 1 47 0.85
12 1 24 1 36 0.85 48 0.71

o Intrinsic validity

The intrinsic validity of the Learning Environment scale was found with
the help of index of reliability. In this case, the reliability coefficient measured
through Spearman-Brown formula is 0.89. The square root of split half is 0.94.
The present index of reliability implies that the test measures true ability of the
subjects to the extent of 94%. That means the validity of the scale is 0.94. Validity
index of Learning Environment scale by using two methods i.e. content validity

index and intrinsic validity is given below in the Table 2.19.
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TABLE 2.19
VALIDITY INDEX OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENT SCALE

Method Validity
Content Validity Index 0.89
Intrinsic Validity 0.94

2.3.25 RELIABILITY

Internal Consistency Reliability was used to assess the consistency of
results across the items within the test. In literature there exists variety of
approaches for estimating internal consistency like: (A) Split Half Reliability by
applying: (i) Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula, (ii) Rulon/Guttman's Formula,
(iii) Flanagan Formula. Another approach for estimating reliability is based on the
application of (B) Cronbach's Alpha Formula.

Reliability coefficient for Learning Environment Scale by using different
methods is given in Table 2.20.

TABLE 2.20
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT FOR LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
SCALE
Sr.No. Method ggg‘ili%iiltiem
1 Split half method
e Spearman-Brown Prophecy 0.89
e Flanagan method 0.90
e Rulon/Guttman 0.89
2 Cronbach’s Alpha 0.91

2.3.2.6 DEVELOPMENT OF NORMS

o Percentile rank and Z score norm

Percentile rank and Z score norms for Learning Environment Scale has been
developed. For this purpose, Learning Environment Scale was administered on
600 senior secondary students. Percentile Rank of Learning Environment Scale is
given in the Table 2.21.
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TABLE 2.21

CONVERSION OF RAW SCORE INTO PERCENTILE RANK
(Mean: 196.86, SD: 22.48, N: 600)

Raw Score Percentile Rank Raw Score Percentile Rank

239& above 99 203 55
233 98 199 50
231 97 197 45
230 96 194 40
228 95 191 35
222 90 187 30
218 85 183 25
215 80 179 20
213 75 174 15
211 70 167 10
209 65 158 5
206 60

o Percentile Rank for Subscale |

Percentile rank for Subscale I: “Learning Environment at Home” is given
in the Table 2.22.
TABLE 2.22

PERCENTILE RANK OF SUBSCALE I: LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
AT HOME (Mean: 82.21, SD: 12.3, N: 600)

Raw Score Percentile Rank Raw Score Percentile Rank
105 99 81 45
103 98 80 40
101 97 78 35
100 96 77 30
100 95 75 25
97 90 73 20
95 85 71 15
94 80 68 10
91 75 63 5
89 70 61 4
87 65 59 3
86 60 56 2
84 55 45 1
83 50
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J Percentile Rank for Subscale 11
Percentile rank for Subscale II: “Learning Environment at School” is
given in the Table 2.23.
TABLE 2.23
PERCENTILE RANK OF SUBSCALE II: LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
AT SCHOOL (Mean: 105.17, SD: 16.6, N: 600)

Raw Score Percentile Rank Raw Score Percentile Rank
135 99 104 45
132 97 102 40
131 96 100 35
130 95 98 30
124 90 95 25
122 85 92 20
120 80 90 15
117 75 85 10
115 70 78 5
113 65 75 4
111 60 73 3
108 55 65 2
106 50 53 1

o Z-score Norm

For the qualitative interpretation, raw scores were converted into Z-scores

which is shown in the given Table 2.24.
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TABLE 2.24
CONVERSION OF RAW SCORES INTO CORRESPONDING Z-SCORES
(Mean = 196.86, S.D.= 22.48, N= 600)

Raw Z- Raw Z- Raw Z-
Raw score Z-score  score score  score  score  score  score
140 -2.53 166 -1.37 192 -0.21 218 +0.94
141 -2.48 167 -1.33 193 -0.16 219 +0.99
142 -2.44 168 -1.28 194 -0.12 220 +1.03
143 -2.40 169 -1.24 195 -0.08 221 +1.08
144 -2.35 170 -1.19 196 -0.03 222 +1.12
145 -2.30 171 -1.15 197 +0.00 223 +1.16
146 -2.26 172 -1.10 198 +0.05 224 +1.21
147 -2.22 173 -1.06 199 +0.09 225 +1.25
148 -2.17 174 -1.01 200 +0.14 226 +1.30
149 -2.12 175 -0.97 201 +0.18 227 +1.34
150 -2.08 176 -0.92 202 +0.23 228 +1.39
151 -2.04 177 -0.88 203 +0.27 229 +1.43
152 -2.00 178 -0.83 204 +0.32 230 +1.48
153 -1.95 179 -0.79 205 +0.36 231 +1.52
154 -1.91 180 -0.75 206 +0.41 232 +1.57
155 -1.86 181 -0.70 207 +0.45 233 +1.61
156 -1.82 182 -0.66 208 +0.50 234 +1.66
157 -1.77 183 -0.61 209 +0.54 235 +1.69
158 -1.73 184 -0.57 210 +0.58 236 +1.74
159 -1.68 185 -0.52 211 +0.63 237 +1.78
160 -1.64 186 -0.48 212 +0.67 238 +1.83
161 -1.59 187 -0.43 213 +0.72 239 +1.88
162 -1.55 188 -0.39 214 +0.76 240 +1.92
163 -1.50 189 -0.34 215 +0.81
164 -1.46 190 -0.30 216 +0.85
165 -1.41 191 -0.25 217 +0.90
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o Norms based on Z-score
For interpretation of Z-score of the Learning Environment Scale, Z-score
norm was developed which is shown in the Table 2.25.
TABLE 2.25
QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
SCALE BASED ON Z-SCORES

Z-score Levels of Learning Environment
+0.55 & above Favourable
-0.97 to +0.54 Moderate
-1.01& below Unfavourable
. Norms based on Raw Score

Qualitative interpretation of the Learning Environment Scale was done

based on raw scores which is shown in the given Table 2.26.

TABLE 2.26
QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
SCALE BASED ON RAW SCORES

Score Range Levels of Learning Environment
201 & above Favourable

175-200 Moderate
174& below Unfavourable

Qualitative interpretation of the “Subscale I: Learning Environment Scale at

Home” was done based on raw scores which is shown in the Table 2.27.
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TABLE 2.27
QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION OF SUBSCALE I: LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT AT HOME BASED ON RAW SCORES

Score Range Levels of Learning Environment
89 & above Favourable
73-88 Moderate
72& below Unfavourable

Qualitative interpretation of the “Subscale II: Learning Environment Scale at
School” was done based on raw scores which is shown in the Table 2.28.
TABLE 2.28
QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION OF SUBSCALE Il: LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT AT SCHOOL BASED ON RAW SCORES

Score Range Levels of Learning Environment
114& above Favourable
91-113 Moderate
90& below Unfavourable

2.3.3 METACOGNITIVE AWARENESS INVENTORY (MAI)

In the present research study, Metacognitive Awareness Inventory
constructed by Schraw and Dennison (1994) was used to measure student’s
metacognitive awareness because it is highly valid and reliable tool. This inventory is
suitable for adolescents and adults. Metacognitive Awareness Inventory(MAI) was
also validated on the Indian sample by Rahman et al. (2011); Jagadeeswari and
Chandrasekaran (2013); Narang and Saini (2013); Shetty (2014); and Rao & Reddy
(2015). The inventory includes 52 statements accompanied by two options: True/
False. MAI includes several subcomponents under two broader categories:
Knowledge of cognition (Declarative knowledge, Procedural knowledge, Conditional
knowledge) and Regulation of cognition (Planning, Information management
strategies, Monitoring, Debugging strategies and Evaluation).Component wise

distribution of statements is given below in the Table 2.29.
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TABLE 2.29
COMPONENT WISE DISTRIBUTION OF STATEMENTS OF MAI

Sr. No. Components Serial No. Of statements Total Items

Knowledge about Cognition

1 Declarative Knowledge 5,10,12,16, 17,20,32,46
2 Procedural Knowledge 3,14,27,33
3 Conditional Knowledge 15,18,26,29,35

Regulation of Cognition

4 Planning 4,6,8,22,23,42,45 7

5  Information Management g )3 44 31 37 39 41.43.47,48 10
Strategies

g  Comprehension 1,2,11,21,28,34,49 7
Monitoring

7 Debugging Strategies 25,40,44,51,52 5

8 Evaluation 7,18,24,36,38,49 6

Total Items 52

2.3.3.1 SCORING PRODECURE

Metacognitive Awareness inventory has 52 items. Each item has two
options: True/ False. Each respondent has to select only one option. For each True
on the MAI (1)mark is given and for each False on the MAI (0) mark is given.
2.3.3.2 VALIDITY

Schraw and Dennison (1994) found evidence for the MAI's structural
validity through confirmatory factor analysis, in which a 2-factor solution
explained 65% of the variance in one sample, and 58% of the variance in another.
2.3.3.3 RELIABILITY

MALI is highly reliable instrument, the Cronbach Alpha Coefficients
of Metacognitive awareness scale is ‘0.96’. Internal consistency of the inventory
was excellent ranging from 0.93 to 0.88, thus provided a reliable assessment of
Metacognitive Awareness. Also, the reliability of Metacogniton Awareness
Inventory through split half method was calculated on a sample of 150 senior
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secondary school students. Reliability coefficient through this method is found to

be 0.82. Coefficients of reliability are shown in Table 2.30.

TABLE 2.30
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT OF MAI
Sr. No. Reliability Method (r) of MAI
1 Internal Consistency 0.93-0.88
2 Cronbach’s Alpha 0.96
3 Split half method (Present study) 0.82

The Percentile Rank of Metacognitive Awareness Inventory is given
below in Table 2.31.
TABLE 2.31
PERCENTILE RANK OF METACOGNITIVE AWARENESS
INVENTORY (N=600, M=34.99, SD=10.34)

Raw Scores Percentile Rank Raw Scores Percentile Rank
51 99 32 50
50 98 32 45
50 97 30 40
50 96 28 35
50 95 28 30
49 90 26 25
48 85 25 20
47 80 23 15
46 75 22 10
44 70 20 5
42 65 18 3
38 60 17 2
35 55 16 1

For qualitative interpretation of the raw score of the “Metacognitive

Awareness Inventory” is presented in the Table 2.32.
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TABLE 2.32
QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION OF METACOGNITION BASED ON

RAW SCORES

Score Range Levels of Metacognitive Awareness
50 and above Very high

47 — 49 High

33-46 Above Average

27— 32 Average

23 - 26 Below Average

20 - 22 Low
19 and below Very low

2.3.4 SELF EFFICACY SCALE (SES)

In the present study, self efficacy level of the senior secondary students
has been assessed by using Self Efficacy Scale by Singh and Narain (2005). This
scale has been designed for use with 12 years and above age group of individuals.
A brief description of different dimensions of self efficacy is given here below.

@ Self confidence- The faith in oneself and in one’s own abilities to perform
a certain task or to arrive at a certain goal.

(b) Efficacy expectation- The conviction that the person himself or herself
can successfully produce the behavior required to generate the particular
outcome. It determines how hard people will try and how long they will
persist at a particular behavior.

(© Positive attitude- a positive attitude is seeing the glass half full. It means
to keep a set of ideas, values and thoughts that tend to look for the good, to
advance and overcome problems, to find the opportunities in every
situation, and to look, as it is said, ‘on the bright side of life’. It also means
to have courage and exceed oneself, getting up whenever one falls.

(d) Outcome expectation- a person’s belief that a given behavior will lead to
a particular outcome.

Division of the items of Self efficacy scale is given below in Table 2.33.
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TABLE 2.33
DIVISION OF THE ITEMS OF SELF EFFICACY SCALE

Sr. No.  Division of items Serial wise item No.  Total
I Self Confidence 1,2,3,4,5 5
] Efficacy Expectation 6,7,8,9 10 5
Il Positive Attitude 11,12, 13, 14,15 5
v Outcome Expectation 16, 17, 18, 19, 20 5
Total 20

2.3.4.1 SCORING PROCEDURE
The scoring of positive items of SE scale was done by giving a score 5, 4,
3, 2 or 1 for Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree and Strongly Disagree
respectively and negative items were scored as 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 respectively.
Scoring system of the scale is presented below in Table 2.34.
TABLE 2.34
SCORING SYSTEM OF SELF EFFICACY SCALE

Strongly  Agree Neutral Disagree  Strongly

Agree Disagree
Positive 5 4 3 2 1
Negative 1 2 3 4 5

Scores thus obtained were added together to yield total score. The details
of negative and positive items with serial no of items are being provided in Table
2.35.

TABLE 2.35
SCORING OF SELF EFFICACY SCALE
Positive lItems ltemNo.1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19
and 20
Negative Items Item No. 4, 10, 12, and 18
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2.3.42 VALIDITY

Self Efficacy Scale is highly valid. It is validated against the General
Perceived Self efficacy Scale developed originally in German by Jerusalem and
Schwarzer and adapted by Sud (1981) in Hindi. The concurrent validity of Self
Efficacy Scale is found to be 0.92 which is highly significant.

2.3.43 RELIABILITY

Self Efficacy Scale is highly reliable. The test re-test reliability is found to
be 0.80 and the split half reliability is found to be 0.74. All reliability coefficients
are significant at .01 levels. Reliability coefficient of Self Efficacy Scale is given
below in the Table 2.36.

TABLE 2.36
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS OF SELF EFFICACY SCALE
Sr.No. Reliability Method (r) of SE
1 Test-Retest 0.80
2 Split half method 0.74

2.3.4.4 NORMS
Percentile norms for males and females for Self Efficacy Scale are given
in Table 2.37 and 2.38.
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TABLE 2.37
PERCENTILE OF MALES FOR SELF EFFICACY SCALE

Percentile Score Point Integral Score
Pos 92.47 93
Pgo 89.55 90
Pso 86.22 87
P70 83.31 84
Pso 80.33 81
Pso 75.64 76
Pao 73.54 74
P30 71.53 72
P20 69.17 70
P1o 66.45 67

TABLE 2.38
PERCENTILE OF FEMALES FOR SELF EFFICACY SCALE
Percentile Score Point Integral Score
Pos 93.51 94
Pgo 90 90
Pso 86.27 87
P70 82.45 83
Pso 78.72 79
Pso 75.25 76
Pao 73.03 74
P30 70.81 71
P20 68.67 69
P1o 66.53 67

2.3.3.5 QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION
The obtained scores on Self efficacy scale are qualitatively interpreted as
under in the Table 2.39.
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TABLE 2.39
QUALITATIVE INTERPRETATION OF SELF EFFICACY SCALE

Scores Interpretation
85 and above High Self efficacy
74 to 84 Average Self efficacy
73 or less Poor Self efficacy

2.3.5 QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ASSESSING INITIATIVES TAKEN BY

SCHOOL

In the present study for exploring the role of the schools in developing
academic resilience in senior secondary students, qualitative data is collected by
using self developed questionnaire. Questionnaire is a means of collecting
information or facts about people's knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, behavior and
experiences (Sapsford, 1999). Questionnaires generally consist of open- or
closed-ended questions or items that measure facts, attitudes, or values. Both
types of questions were included in this questionnaire.

2.3.5.1 DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION

Extensive review of literature is conducted relating to the role of schools
in developing resilience in the students. After review of literature, extensive
discussions have been done with school teachers and principals of various schools
in Ludhiana districts. During this stage, it became apparent to construct a new tool
to explore the initiatives taken by the schools. Through the literature review and
discussion with school teachers several factors were identified which directly or
indirectly affects the resilience among school students. Questions associated with
each factor were compiled. In total eleven components were identified which
includes: Support System, Physical Infrastructure, Medical Facility, Health
&Recreation, Games & Sports, Psychological Counselling, Parent Teacher
Association, Safety & Supervision Mechanism, Motivation/Feedback, Teacher
development Programmes, and Effective Discipline & Less work Load. At the

initial stage, 30 (fixed response) questions were developed related to eleven
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factors of the questionnaire. These were shown to the ten experts from Education
and Psychology department for ensuring the appropriateness of the questions to
fulfill the objective of the study. On the suggestions given by the experts, some
open ended questions were also included. Open-ended questions allow the
respondent to provide a complete or more comprehensive response, often provide
specific and meaningful information (Arhar et al., 2001). Some questions were
deleted and some were modified on the bases of the expert opinion. After initial
modification only 25 questions were retained.

2.3.5.2 INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions for filling the Questionnaire were given on the first page.
Respondents were requested to read each question carefully and give their
response in right hand side of either in Yes or No form and if required they can

give their responses in the space provided to the open ended questions.

2.3.5.3 PILOT TESTING

Pilot study is used in social science research. It can refer to so-called
feasibility studies which are small scale version(s), or trial run(s), done in
preparation for the major study (Polit et al., 2001). Pilot study or testing improves
the internal validity and reliability of a questionnaire (Peat et al., 2002). For
ensuring the feasibility of the questionnaire, it is administered on few school
teachers for checking the suitability of the questions. Instructions were given to
the participants for filling information in the questionnaire. After pilot study,
some changes were made in the arrangement of questions to improve the access.

Accordingly final draft was finalized including 25 close and open ended questions.

2.4  PROCEDURE OF DATA COLLECTION

After the selection of the suitable tools to generate information about the
selected variables of the target group, that is senior secondary school students of
Punjab state, the next step was the collection of data. For this purpose, the
permission was sought from the principals of the schools in the selected districts

for collection of data on the different tools used in the study. The tools were
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personally administered by the researcher by visiting the senior secondary
schools. The researcher made personal discussions with a number of respondents
for establishing rapport. This technique was found to be of immense value in
giving clarity to the study. After, the collection of the data, the results was

analyzed keeping in view the objectives of the study.

2.5 RESEARCH DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Three types of research designs i.e. Three Way ANOVA (2x2x2)

factorial design, Oneway ANOVA and Co-relational research design have

been employed to conduct the study. These research designs are further divided
into following sequence:

1. Three Way ANOVA (2x2x2) factorial design is employed on the scores of
Academic Resilience of senior secondary students wherein, gender,
locality and population are studied and are used for the purpose of
classification viz. boys and girls; rural and urban locality; & least
populated districts and highly populated districts. Academic Resilience is
studied as dependent variable. The same research design is applied on the
scores of Metacognition, Self Efficacy and Learning Environment.

The schematic layout of the design is presented below in Figure 2.2.
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FIGURE 2.2

2 X2 X2FACTORIAL ANOVA RESEARCH DESIGN ON ACADEMIC
RESILIENCE, METACOGNITION, SELF EFFICACY & LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT
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2. One way ANOVA research design is employed in order to find the
significant difference in the academic resilience of senior secondary
students with respect to metacognition, self efficacy, and learning
environment.

3. Co-relational research design is applied for relationship between
Academic resilience and Metacognition; Academic resilience and Self
efficacy; and Academic resilience and Learning environment of senior

secondary students.

2.6 STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES
Keeping in view the different objectives of the study, the obtained data

was analyzed using different statistical techniques. After data collection, analysis
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of the same has been done quantitatively with the help of both descriptive and

inferential statistics. The descriptive statistical techniques like mean, standard

deviation, percentage and inferential statistical techniques like t-test, one way ANOVA,

three way ANOVA and correlation analysis have been used in data analysis.

1.

To study the status of the senior secondary school students in four
variables (i.e. academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and
learning environment);

To find out the influence of gender, locality and population on academic
resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment, Three
Way ANOVA was applied.

To study the influence of Metacognition, Self efficacy and Learning
Environment on Academic resilience of senior secondary school students,
One Way ANOVA was applied.

To find out the relationship between academic resilience of senior
secondary students with metacognition, self efficacy and learning
environment, Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation was
applied.

Lastly, to know the initiatives taken by the school personnel in developing

resilience in students, Mean and Percentages were calculated.
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CHAPTER III
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

In the preceding chapters, theoretical rationale of the study problem,
review of related literature, objectives, hypotheses of the study, description of the
relevant tools employed, sample, research design of the study, procedures
followed to collect the required data and statistical techniques were discussed.
The present chapter deals with the statistical analysis of the data and interpretation
of the results with a view to arriving at empirical solution to the problem. The
results of the study have been discussed in the light of the objectives.

The purpose of the study is to analyze metacognition, self efficacy and
learning environment and their influence on academic resilience of senior
secondary students in the state of Punjab. In order to achieve the aim of this study,
standardized tools were used to collect the data. After data collection, analysis of
the same has been done quantitatively with the help of both descriptive and
inferential statistics. The descriptive statistical techniques like mean, median,
standard deviation, percentage and inferential statistical techniques like t-test, one
way ANOVA, three way ANOVA and correlation analysis have been used during
data analysis.

The following acronyms have been used throughout the chapter.

ACRONYM DESCRIPTION

ANOVA Analysis of Variance

Df Degree of Freedom

M Mean

MSS Mean Sum of Square

N Number of people

r Coefficient of Correlation
SOV Source of Variation

SS Sum of Square

c Standard Deviation

LPD Least Populated Districts
HPD Highly Populated Districts
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A total of 1200 senior secondary students have been randomly selected
from three regions of Punjab i.e. Malwa, Doaba and Majha. 600 boys and girls
from rural and urban locality have been taken respectively. Gender and Locality
wise distribution of the sample have been presented in the following Table 3.1.

TABLE 3.1
LOCALITY WISE DISTRIBUTION OF SENIOR SECONDARY
STUDENTS
Gender Locality Frequency Percent
Boys Rural 600 50.0
Girls Urban 600 50.0
Total 1200 100.0

Two districts from each region have been taken on the basis of their

population (one district with highest population and another district with lowest
population). In total six districts have been taken from three regions namely:
Ludhiana, Barnala, Amritsar, Tarntaran, Jalandhar, Nawanshahar. Distribution of

the study sample on the basis of population and districts have been given in the

following Table 3.2 and 3.3.

TABLE 3.2

DISTRIBUTION OF SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON
THE BASIS OF POPULATION

Population Frequency Percent

Least Populated Districts 250 20.8

Highly Populated Districts 950 79.2
Total 1200 100.0

Thus, it is clear from table that, 20.8% students represented the Least

Populated Districts and 79.2% students represented the Highly Populated

Districts.
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TABLE 3.3
DISTRIBUTION OF SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON
THE BASIS OF DISTRICTS

Districts Frequency Percent
Ludhiana 600 50.0
Barnala 100 8.3
Jalandhar 200 16.7
Nawanshahr 100 8.3
Amritsar 150 12.5
Tarntaran 50 4.2
Total 1200 100.0

Similarly, it is clear from table 3.3, that 50%, 8.3%, 16.7%, 8.3%, 12.5%
and 4.2% students’ represented the Ludhiana, Barnala, Jalandhar, Nawanshahr,
Amritsar and Tarntaran districts of Punjab respectively.

Further, the data has been analyzed and presentation of the results and their
interpretation have been done objective wise which is presented following the
below given sequence.

3.1 Academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and learning

environment of senior secondary students.

3.1.1 Academic resilience of senior secondary school students

3.1.2 Metacognition of senior secondary school students

3.1.3 Self efficacy of senior secondary school students

3.1.4 Learning environment of senior secondary school students

3.2 Influence of gender, locality and population on the Academic
resilience, Metacognition, Self efficacy, and Learning Environment of
senior secondary school students

3.2.1 Influence of locality, gender and population on Academic Resilience

3.2.2 Influence of locality, gender and population on Metacognition
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3.2.3

3.24

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.4

34.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.5

3.5.1

3.5.2

3.5.3

Influence of locality, gender and population on Self Efficacy

Influence of locality, gender and population on Learning Environment
Relationship between academic resilience of senior secondary students
with metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment.

Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students with
various dimensions of metacognition

Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students with
various dimensions of self efficacy

Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students with
various dimensions of learning environment

Influence of Metacognition, Self efficacy and Learning Environment
on Academic resilience of senior secondary school students

Influence of Metacognition on Academic resilience of senior secondary
school students

Influence of Self Efficacy on Academic resilience of senior secondary
school students

Influence of Learning Environment on Academic resilience of senior
secondary school students

Initiatives taken by school personnel for developing academic
resilience among senior secondary students.

Results pertaining to the physical infrastructural facilities provided by
schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Results pertaining to the support system available in schools to develop
academic resilience among senior secondary school students

Results pertaining to the medical facilities provided by schools to promote

academic resilience among senior secondary school students
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354

3.55

3.5.6

3.5.7

3.5.8

3.5.9

3.5.10

3.5.11

3.1

Results pertaining to the health and recreation facilities provided by
schools to foster academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Results pertaining to the games and sport facilities provided by schools to
promote academic resilience among senior secondary school students
Results pertaining to the psychological counseling facilities provided by
schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Results pertaining to the parent teacher association facilities provided by
schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Results pertaining to the safety and supervision mechanism provided by
schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Results pertaining to the motivation/feedback provided by schools to
promote academic resilience among senior secondary school students
Results pertaining to the teacher development programmes provided by
schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Results pertaining to the effective discipline and less work load provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students

Academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy and learning
environment of senior secondary students.

This section deals with the data relating to the academic resilience,

metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment of the senior secondary

students which has been further divided as follow.

3.11

Academic resilience of senior secondary school students
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3.1.2 Metacognition of senior secondary school students

3.1.3 Self efficacy of senior secondary school students

3.1.4 Learning environment of senior secondary school students

3.1.1 Academic resilience of senior secondary students

The objective 1 of the present study was to explore the level of academic

resilience of the senior secondary school students. This section deals with the data

relating to the academic resilience of the senior secondary school students based

on gender, locality and population. Presentation of the data follows the below

given in Table 3.4 and figure 3.1.

TABLE 3.4

CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON
THEIR ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Variable Below Above Total
Low | Average | Average | Average | High
Girl Number | 62 98 234 158 48 600
irls
% 5.2% | 8.2% 19.5% 13.2% 4.0% | 50.0%
Gender
5 Number | 58 93 204 142 103 600
oys
Y % 4.8% | 7.8% 17.0% 11.8% 8.6% | 50.0%
Number | 63 108 210 146 73 600
Rural
% 5.3% | 9.0% 17.5% 12.2% 6.1% | 50.0%
Locality
Number | 57 83 228 154 78 600
Urban
% 4.8% | 6.9% 19.0% 12.8% 6.5% | 50.0%
LPD Number | 24 28 68 85 45 250
% 2.0% | 2.3% 5.7% 7.1% 3.8% | 20.8%
Population
HPD Number | 96 163 370 215 106 950
% 8.0% | 13.6% 30.8% 17.9% 8.8% | 79.2%
Total Number | 120 | 191 438 300 151 1200
ota
% 10% | 15.9% 36.5% 25.0% 12.6% | 100.0%
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FIGURE 3.1
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON THEIR ACADEMIC
RESILIENCE
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Table 3.4 shows the data relating to the percentage wise representation of
senior secondary school students in different level of academic resilience. Table is
preceded by showing the number and percentage of senior secondary students
distributed in different levels of academic resilience in gender, locality and
population category.

A look at the Table 3.4 shows the gender wise distribution of senior
secondary students, 5.2% senior secondary girls and 4.8% senior secondary boys
possess low level of academic resilience. Similarly 8.2% senior secondary girls
and 7.8% senior secondary boys possess below average level of academic

resilience. It is also observed that 19.5% senior secondary girls and 17% senior
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secondary boys possess average level of academic resilience. 13.2% senior
secondary girls and 11.8% senior secondary boys possess above average level of
academic resilience. Only 4% senior secondary girls and 8.6% senior secondary
boys possess high level of academic resilience.

Referring to the above Table 3.4, it shows locality wise distribution of
senior secondary students, 5.3% rural senior secondary students and 4.8% urban
senior secondary students fall under low level of academic resilience. In below
average level, there are 9% senior secondary students from rural locality and 6.9%
senior secondary students from urban locality fall under this level. Similarly,
17.5% senior secondary students from rural and 19% senior secondary students
fall under average level of academic resilience. In above average level, there are
12.2% senior secondary students from rural and 12.8% senior secondary students
from urban locality. 6.1% senior secondary students from rural and 6.5% senior
secondary students from urban locality fall under high level of academic
resilience.

The Table 3.4 also indicates the percentage wise distribution of senior
secondary students from least and highly populated districts in different level of
academic resilience. In least populated districts, 2% senior secondary students
fall under low level, 2.3% senior secondary students fall under below average
level, 5.7% to the average level, 7.1% to the above average and 3.8% to the high
level of academic resilience. In highly populated districts 8% senior secondary
students fall under low level, 13.6% to the below average level, 30.8% to the
average level, 17.9% to the above average and 8.8% to the high level of academic
resilience.

In total, 10% senior secondary students fall under low level of academic
resilience, 15.91% to the below average level, 36.5% to the average level, 25% to
the above average level and 12.58% to the high level of academic resilience. Most
of the senior secondary students fall under the average level of academic

resilience.
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DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

It can be concluded that from gender point of view, majority of senior
secondary boys and girls possess average level of academic resilience. In a same
way, majority of senior secondary students from rural and urban localities fall
under average level of academic resilience. From population point of view,
majority of senior secondary school students from least populated districts possess
above average level of academic resilience but senior secondary school students
from highly populated districts possess average level of academic resilience. In
total, majority of senior secondary school students fall under average level of
academic resilience.
3.1.2 Metacognition of senior secondary school students

In the present study, Objective 2 was to identify the level of metacognition
among senior secondary school students. This section deals with the data relating
to the metacognition senior secondary school students based on gender, locality
and population. Presentation of the data follows the below given in Table 3.5 and
figure 3.2.

TABLE 3.5
CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON
THEIR METACOGNITION

Variable Below Above Total
Low | Average | Average | Average | High
Girl Count 3 5 29 342 221 600
irls
% 0.3% 0.4% 2.4% 28.5% | 18.4% | 50.0%
Gender
B Count 2 17 47 358 176 600
oys
y % 0.2% 1.4% 3.9% 29.8% | 14.6% | 50.0%
Rural Count 5 8 43 336 208 600
ura
. % 0.4% 0.7% 3.6% 28.0% | 17.3% | 50.0%
Locality
Urb Count 0 14 33 364 189 600
rban
% 0.0% 1.2% 2.8% 30.3% | 15.8% | 50.0%
LPD Count 4 3 14 120 109 250
. % 0.3% 0.3% 1.2% 10.0% 9.1% | 20.8%
Population
HPD Count 1 19 62 580 288 950
% 0.1% 1.6% 5.2% 48.3% | 24.0% | 79.2%
Total Count 5 22 76 700 397 1200
ota
% 0.4% 1.8% 6.3% 58.3% | 33.1% | 100.0%
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FIGURE 3.2
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON THEIR METACOGNITION
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Table 3.5 shows the data relating to the percentage wise representation of
senior secondary school students in academic resilience. Table is preceded by
showing the percentage wise distribution of senior secondary students in different
levels of academic resilience in gender, locality and population category.

A look at the Table 3.5 shows the gender wise distribution of senior
secondary students, 0.3% senior secondary girls and 0.2% senior secondary boys
possess low level of metacognition. Similarly 0.4% senior secondary girls and
1.4% senior secondary boys possess below average level of metacognition. It is
also observed that 2.4% senior secondary girls and 3.9% senior secondary boys
possess average level of metacognition. 28.5% senior secondary girls and 29.8%
senior secondary boys possess above average level of metacognition. Only 18.4%
senior secondary girls and 14.6% senior secondary boys possess high level of

metacognition.
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Referring to the above Table 3.5, it shows locality wise distribution of
senior secondary students, 0.4% rural senior secondary students and no students
from urban locality fall under low level of metacognition. In below average level,
there are 0.7% senior secondary students from rural locality and 1.2% senior
secondary students from urban locality fall under this level. Similarly, 3.6%
senior secondary students from rural and 2.8% senior secondary students fall
under average level of academic resilience. In above average level, there are 28%
senior secondary students from rural and 30.3% senior secondary students from
urban locality. 17.3% senior secondary students from rural and 15.8% senior
secondary students from urban locality fall under high level of metacognition.

The Table 3.5 also indicates the percentage wise distribution of senior
secondary students from least and highly populated districts in different levels of
metacognition. In least populated districts, 0.3% senior secondary students fall
under low level, 0.3% senior secondary students fall under below average level,
1.2% to the average level, 10% to the above average and 9.1% to the high level of
metacognition. In highly populated districts 0.1% senior secondary students fall
under low level, 1.6% to the below average level, 5.2% to the average level,
48.3% to the above average and 824% to the high level of metacognition.

In total, 0.4% senior secondary students fall under low level of
metacognition, 1.8% to the below average level, 6.3% to the average level, 58.3%
to the above average level and 33.1% to the high level of metacognition. Most of
the senior secondary student falls under the above average level of metacognition.
DISCUSSION ON RESULT

It can be concluded that from gender point of view, majority of senior
secondary boys and girls possess above average level of metacognition. In a same
way, majority of senior secondary students from rural and urban localities fall
under above average level of metacognition. Similarly from population point of
view, majority of senior secondary school students from least populated districts
and highly populated districts possess above average level of metacognition. So,
in total, majority of senior secondary school students fall under above average

level of metacognition.
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3.1.3 Self efficacy of senior secondary school students

In the present study, Objective 2 was to identify the level of self-efficacy
of senior secondary school students. This section deals with the data relating to
the self —efficacy of the senior secondary school students based on gender,
locality and population. Presentation of the data follows the below given in Table
3.6 and Figure 3.3.

TABLE 3.6

CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON
THEIR SELF EFFICACY

Variable Poor Average High Total
Count 124 277 199 600
Girls
% 10.30% | 23.10% 16.60% 50.00%
Gender
Count 124 280 196 600
Boys
% 10.30% | 23.30% 16.30% 50.00%
Count 125 268 207 600
Rural
% 10.40% | 22.30% 17.30% 50.00%
Locality
Count 123 289 188 600
Urban
% 10.30% | 24.10% 15.70% 50.00%
Count 60 109 81 250
LPD
% 5.00% 9.10% 6.80% 20.80%
Population
Count 188 448 314 950
HPD
% 15.70% | 37.30% 26.20% 79.20%
Count 248 557 395 1200
Total
% 20.70% | 46.40% 32.90% 100.00%
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FIGURE 3.3
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON THEIR SELF EFFICACY
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Table 3.6 shows the data relating to the percentage wise representation of
senior secondary school students in self efficacy. Table is preceded by showing
the percentage wise distribution of senior secondary students in different levels of
self efficacy in gender, locality and population category.

A look at the Table 3.6 shows the gender wise distribution of senior
secondary students, 10.3% senior secondary girls and similarly, 10.3% senior
secondary boys possess poor level of self efficacy. It is also observed that 23.1%
senior secondary girls and 23.3% senior secondary boys possess average level of
self efficacy. In the same way, 16.6% senior secondary girls and 16.3% senior
secondary boys possess high level of self efficacy.
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Referring to the above Table 3.6, it shows locality wise distribution of
senior secondary students, 10.4% rural senior secondary students and 10.3%
urban senior secondary students fall under poor level of self efficacy. In average
level, there are 22.3% senior secondary students from rural locality and 24.1%
senior secondary students from urban locality fall under this level. Similarly,
17.3% senior secondary students from rural and 15.7% senior secondary students
fall under high level of self efficacy.

The Table 3.6 also indicates the percentage wise distribution of senior
secondary students from least and highly populated districts in different level of
self efficacy. In least populated districts, 5% senior secondary students fall under
poor level, 9.1% senior secondary students fall under average level, 6.8% to the
high level of self efficacy. In highly populated districts 15.7% senior secondary
students fall under poor level, 37.3% to the average level, 26.2% to the high level
of self efficacy.

In total, 20.7% senior secondary students fall under poor level of self
efficacy, 46.4% to the average level, 32.9% to the high level of self efficacy. Most
of the senior secondary students fall under the average level of metacognition.
DISCUSSION ON RESULT

It can be concluded that from gender point of view, majority of senior
secondary boys and girls possess average level of self efficacy. In a same way,
majority of senior secondary students from rural and urban localities fall under
average level of self efficacy. From population point of view, majority of senior
secondary school students from least and highly populated districts possess
average level of self efficacy. In total, majority of senior secondary school
students fall under average level of self efficacy.

3.1.4 Learning Environment of senior secondary school students

One of the other part of Objective 2 was to identify the level of learning
environment of senior secondary school students. This section deals with the data
relating to the learning environment of the senior secondary school students based
on gender, locality and population. Presentation of the data follows the below

given in Table 3.7 and figure 3.4.
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TABLE 3.7
CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON

THEIR LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Variable Unfavourable | Moderate | Favourable | Total
Girls Count 70 421 109 600
Gender % 5.80% 35.08% 9.08% 50.00%
Boys Count 105 395 100 600
% 8.80% 32.91% 8.33% 50.00%
Rural Count 100 397 103 600
. % 8.33% 33.08% 8.58% 50.00%
Locality
Urban Count 75 419 106 600
% 6.25% 34.91% 8.83% 50.00%
LPD Count 38 136 76 250
Populatio % 3.16% 11.33% 6.33% 20.80%
n HPD Count 137 680 133 950
% 11.41% 56.6% 11.08% 79.20%
Total Count 175 816 209 1200
% 14.60% 68.00% 17.40% 100.00%
FIGURE 3.4

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF CLASSIFICATION OF SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS ON THEIR LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT
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Table 3.7 shows the data relating to the percentage wise representation of
senior secondary school students in different learning environment. Table is
preceded by showing the percentage wise distribution of senior secondary
students in different levels of learning environment in gender, locality and
population category.

A look at the Table 3.7 shows the gender wise distribution of senior
secondary students. 5.8% senior secondary girls and 8.8% senior secondary boys
perceive their learning environment as unfavourable. Similarly, 35.08% senior
secondary girls and 32.91% senior secondary boys perceived learning
environment as moderate. It is also observed that 9.08% senior secondary girls
and 8.33% senior secondary boys perceived learning environment as favourable.

Referring to the above Table 3.7, it shows locality wise distribution of
senior secondary students, 8.3% rural senior secondary students and 6.25% urban
senior secondary students fall under unfavourable learning environment. In
moderate learning environment, there are 33.08% senior secondary students from
rural locality and 34.91% senior secondary students from urban locality.
Similarly, 8.58% senior secondary students from rural and 8.83% senior
secondary students fall under favourable learning environment.

The Table 3.7 also indicates the percentage wise distribution of senior
secondary students from least and highly populated districts in different learning
environment. In least populated districts, 3.16% senior secondary students fall
under unfavourable, 11.33% senior secondary students fall under moderate,
6.33% to the favourable learning environment. In highly populated districts
11.41% senior secondary students fall under unfavourable, 56.6% to the
moderate, 17.08% to the favourable learning environment.

In total, 14.6% senior secondary students fall under unfavourable learning
environment, 68% senior secondary students fall under moderate, and 17.4% to
the favourable learning environment. Most of the senior secondary students fall

under the moderate learning environment.
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DISCUSSION ON RESULT

It can be concluded that from gender point of view, majority of senior
secondary boys and girls perceive moderate learning environment. Similarly,
from locality point of view, majority of senior secondary students from both rural
and urban localities fall under moderate learning environment. From population
point of view also, majority of senior secondary school students from least and
highly populated districts possess moderate learning environment. In total,
majority of senior secondary school students fall under moderate learning

environment.

3.2 Influence of gender, locality and population on the Academic
Resilience, Metacognition, Self Efficacy and Learning Environment of
senior secondary school students
To study the significant differences on the scores of academic resilience,

metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment, three way ANOVA

(2x2x2 factorial design i.e. Locality viz. rural and urban, Gender viz. boys and

girls and Population viz. least populated districts and highly populated districts)

has been applied. The data has been analysed using univariate analysis of variance
under following headings.

3.2.1 Influence of locality, gender and population on Academic Resilience

3.2.2 Influence of locality, gender and population on Metacognition

3.2.3 Influence of locality, gender and population on Self efficacy

3.2.4 Influence of locality, gender and population on Learning Environment

3.2.1 Influence of locality, gender and population on Academic Resilience
The analysis has been done using independent variables i.e. locality,
gender and population on the Academic Resilience. The distribution of sample

w.r.t locality, gender and population are presented below in Table 3.8.

TABLE 3.8

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS w.r.t LOCALITY, GENDER AND
POPULATION
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Variable Value Label N
Locality Rural 600
Urban 600
Gender Girls 600
Boys 600
Population Least populated Districts 250
Highly Populated Districts 950

To study the academic resilience of the boys and girls senior secondary

school students from rural and urban localities of least and highly populated

districts, means and standard deviations were calculated for different dimensions

and the total score of academic resilience is presented below in the Table 3.9.
TABLE 3.9
MEANS, N AND SDs OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL

ACADEMIC RESILIENCE w.r.t. LOCALITY, GENDER AND

POPULATION
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Locality | Gender | Population AC SW MA RP ER AR Total
LPD M= | 31.08 |[40.56 | 39.76 | 39.69 | 53.06 | 204.16
N= 62 6= 2.62 4.135 | 4.67 4.738 | 6.663 | 18.387

Girls HPD M= | 3125 | 39.06 | 3791 | 37.19 | 523 197.7

N= 237 6= 2.7 5047 | 7.21 6.066 | 6.379 | 15.701
TOTAL M= | 31.21 | 39.37 | 38.29 | 37.71 | 52.45 | 199.04
N=299 6= 2.68 4904 |6.801 |5.897 |6.435 | 16.472
LPD M= | 3121 (404 40.35 | 38.49 |54.25 | 204.7
N=63 6= 3.21 4.25 5.98 5.149 | 7.048 | 21.602
HPD M= | 3107 |38.74 | 39.53 | 37.69 | 52.67 | 199.7

Rural Boys
N= 238 6= 3.45 5.638 | 5.98 5923 | 7.397 | 19.137
TOTAL M= | 31.16 | 39.08 | 39.7 37.86 |53 200.75
N=301 6= 3.065 |5.414 |5.986 | 5771 |7.343 | 19.746
LPD M= | 3114 |40.48 | 40.06 | 39.09 | 53.66 | 204.43
N=125 6= 2.926 |4.179 | 5.363 | 4.966 | 6.858 | 19.993

Total HPD M= | 3116 | 38.9 38.72 | 37.44 |52.48 | 198.7
N=475 6= 3.104 [5.348 | 6.671 | 5994 |[6.903 | 17.517
TOTAL M= | 31.16 | 39.23 | 39 37.78 | 52.73 | 199.9
N=600 6= 3.065 | 5.16 6.439 | 5.82 6.905 | 18.19
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
Locality | Gender | Population AC SW MA RP ER AR Total
Urban Girls LPD M= | 3176 |41.02 | 4151 | 38.75 | 54.37 | 207.4
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N= 63 o= |28 |361 |353 |5006 |5507 |14.991
HPD M= | 3082 | 40.08 | 38.33 | 36.02 | 53.22 | 198.47

N=238 | o= |341 |465 |579 |6408 |6378 |16.63
TOTAL | M= | 3101 |4028 |39 | 3659 |5346 | 20034
N=301  |o= | 3317 | 4469 |5547 | 6233 | 6215 | 16.678
LPD M= | 3148 |40 | 4011 |37.69 | 5223 | 201.52
N= 63 o= | 349 |458 |3926 |5104 |6.713 | 18.891
soys | M= | 31.78 | 40.64 | 40.35 | 38.05 | 53.04 | 203.86
N=237 |o= |348 |4705 | 456 |5074 |621 | 18664
TOTAL | M= | 3172 | 4051 | 403 |37.98 | 5287 | 203.38
N=209 | o= |348 |468 |4433 |5074 | 6315 |18.704
LPD M= | 3162 | 4051 | 4082 | 3822 | 533 | 204.48
N=125 o= | 3154 | 414 |3.783 | 5062 | 6204 | 17.223
ol | PP M= | 313 |4036 |39.34 | 37.04 | 5313 | 20116
ol =475 o= | 3483 | 4684 | 5308 | 5864 | 6289 | 17.861
TOTAL | M= | 3137 | 4039 | 39.65 |37.28 | 5317 | 201.85
N=600 o= | 3417 | 4573 | 5061 | 5723 | 6.266 | 17.767
LPD M= | 3142 | 40.79 | 40.64 | 3922 | 53.72 | 205.79
N=125 o= | 2728 | 3874 | 4217 | 4878 | 6118 | 16.772
sis |HPD M= | 31.03 | 3957 | 3812 | 366 |52.76 | 198.09
N=475 o= | 3087 | 4877 | 6537 |626 |6.388 |16.161
TOTAL | M= | 3111 |39.83 | 38.64 | 37.15 | 52.96 | 199.69
N=600 o= | 3018 | 4708 | 6209 | 6.088 | 634 | 16575
LPD M= | 3134 | 402 | 4023 | 381 |5325 | 203.12
N=125 o= | 3344 | 4407 | 505 |5122 | 6931 | 20284
HPD M= | 3143 | 39.68 | 39.04 | 37.87 | 5285 | 201.78

Total Boys

N=475 o= | 3488 | 5275 | 5335 | 5513 | 6.826 | 18.997

TOTAL | M= | 3141 | 3979 |40 | 37.92 | 5294 | 19.26
N=600 o= | 3456 | 5107 | 5274 | 543 | 6844 | 202.06
LPD M= | 31.38 | 405 | 4044 | 38.66 | 53.48 | 204.46

N=250 o= | 3045 |415 |464 |502 |652 |18.62
tol PO M= | 31.23 | 39.63 | 39.03 | 37.24 | 5281 | 199.93

N=950 o= |320 |507 |603 |593 |66 |17.72
TOTAL | M= | 31.26 | 3981 | 3932 | 3753 | 52.95 | 200.87

N=1200 |o= |324 |491 |579 |577 |659 |18

AC=Academic Confidence, SW=Sense of Wellbeing, MA=Motivation and Ability to get goals,
RP=Relationship with peers and adults, ER=Emotional Regulation and Physical Health, AR
TOTAL=Academic Resilience Total
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FIGURE 3.5
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF

ACADEMIC RESILIENCE WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER

AND POPULATION
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FIGURE 3.6
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
TOTAL WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION
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In order to analyze the variance of various dimensions and total score of
academic resilience of the boys and girls of senior secondary school from rural
and urban localities of least and highly populated districts, the obtained scores
were subjected to ANOVA and the results have been presented in the Table 3.10.
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IN RELATION TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION

TABLE 3.10
SUMMARY OF 2X2X2 DESIGN WITH RESPECT TO VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Academic Confidence

Sense of Well Being

Motivation &Ability to get goals

Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 18.839 18.839 1.798 109.63 109.63 4.64* 93.877 93.877 2.875
G 1 4.997 4.997 0.477 11.363 11.363 0.481 99.823 99.823 3.058
P 1 4.704 4.704 0.449 147.862 147.862 6.258* 388.615 388.615 11.903**
L*G 1 6.76 6.76 0.645 0.013 0.013 0.001 31.441 31.441 0.963
L*P 1 5.777 5.777 0.551 101.745 101.745 4.306* 0.917 0.917 0.028
G*P 1 10.936 10.936 1.043 24.545 24.545 1.039 244.787 244,787 7.498**
L*G*P 1 29.591 29.591 2.824 36.989 36.989 1.565 69.947 69.947 2.143
Error | 1192 | 12492.38 10.48 28164.79 23.628 38915.54 32.647
Total | 1200 | 1185321 1930706 1895892
Relationship with Peers and Adults | Emotional Regulation and Physical Health Academic Resilience Total
Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 80.374 80.374 2.459 4.014 4.014 0.092 307.588 307.588 0.97
G 1 1.022 1.022 0.031 7.021 7.021 0.162 52.087 52.087 0.164
P 1 397.711 397.711 | 12.168** 89.189 89.189 2.055 4023.201 4023.201 | 12.687**
L*G 1 34.712 34.712 1.062 185.992 185.992 4.286* 113.162 113.162 0.357
L*P 1 10.998 10.998 0.336 50.714 50.714 1.169 294.59 294.59 0.929
G*P 1 284.444 284.444 8.702** 16.251 16.251 0.374 2007.363 2007.363 6.33*
L*G*P 1 23.461 23.461 0.718 95.575 95.575 2.202 1190.59 1190.59 3.755
Error | 1192 | 38961.66 32.686 51731.44 43.399 377986.7 317.103
Total | 1200 | 1730548 3416263 48809412

* Significant at 0.05 level of Confidence; ** Significant at 0.01 level of Confidence;

F value at (1, 1192) df: 3.85 (0.05 level); 6.66 (0.01 level)
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MAIN EFFECTS
Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.10 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Sense of Well Being’ dimension of academic resilience of senior secondary
students from rural and urban areas has been found to be 4.640, which is found to
be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of
secondary school students differ significantly on their scores of sense of
wellbeing dimension of academic resilience. Thus data provide sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 1, “There exists no significant difference
between rural and urban senior secondary students in their academic resilience”
for sense of well being dimension of academic resilience. From reviewing the
corresponding means in the Table 3.9, it is found that senior secondary school
students from urban areas (40.39) had scored more on sense of wellbeing
dimension of academic resilience than senior secondary school students from
rural areas (39.23). This means that urban students have positive state of mind
that enables them to function effectively and have positive relationship with peers
and teachers and they are better in their academic self concept, attentiveness in the
class and positive self attitude in adverse conditions as compared to their rural
counterparts.

However, F ratio for the differences in ‘Academic Confidence’,
‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’,
‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of academic resilience
and total score of academic resilience of rural and urban senior secondary students
are not found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates
that two groups rural and urban senior secondary students do not differ
significantly on their scores on ‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Motivation and Ability
to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’, ‘Emotional Regulation and
Physical Health’ dimensions of Academic Resilience and total score of Academic
resilience. Thus the data did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 1, “There exists no significant difference between rural and urban

senior secondary students in their academic resilience” for ‘Academic
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Confidence’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and
Adults’, ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of academic
resilience. Meaning thereby that students from rural and urban areas do not differ
in their abilities to achieve their goals or aims even in challenging or difficult
conditions. Even they do not differ in their motivation to achieve their targets.
They equally maintain positive relationship with teachers and peers in those
situations. They do not differ in understanding and balancing their emotions in
order to stay effective under pressure.
Gender

It has been observed from the Table 3.10 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Sense of Well Being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get
goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’, ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical
Health’ dimensions of academic resilience and total score of academic resilience
of boys and girls senior secondary students are found to be 0.477, 0.481, 3.058,
0.031, 0.162 and 0.164,which are not found to be significant even at the 0.05 level
of confidence. This indicates that senior secondary boys and girls do not differ
significantly on the scores on ‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Sense of Well Being’,
‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’,
‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of Academic Resilience
and total score of Academic resilience of rural and urban senior secondary
students. Thus data did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 2,
“There exists no significant difference between senior secondary boys and girls in
their academic resilience” for ‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Sense of Well Being’,
‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’,
‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of Academic Resilience
and total score of Academic resilience. Meaning thereby that senior secondary
boys and girls does not differ in their academic resilience.
Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.10 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Sense of Well Being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with

Peers and Adults’ dimensions of academic resilience and total score of academic
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resilience of senior secondary students are found to be 6.25, 11.90, 12.16, and
12.68, which are found to be significant either at 0.01 and 0.05 level of
confidence. This indicates that senior secondary students from two groups of least
and highly populated districts differ significantly on their scores of ‘Sense of Well
Being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and
Adults’ dimensions of academic resilience and total score of academic resilience.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 3, “There
exists no significant difference between senior secondary students from least and
highly populated districts” for ‘Sense of Well Being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to
get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’ dimensions of academic
resilience and total score of academic resilience. From reviewing the
corresponding means in the Table 3.9, it is found that senior secondary school
students from least populated districts (40.51) had scored more on sense of
wellbeing dimension of academic resilience than senior secondary school students
from highly populated districts (39.63). This means that senior secondary school
students from least populated districts are having positive state of mind that
enables them to function effectively and have positive relationship with peers and
teachers and they are better in their academic self concept, attentiveness in the
class and positive self attitude in adverse conditions. They have better internal
psychological drive to work with diligence in challenging situations. They
maintain strong relationship with teachers and peers to remain secure in the
school environment than the senior secondary school students from highly
populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.9, it is found that
senior secondary school students from least populated districts (40.44) had scored
more on ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’ dimension of academic resilience
than senior secondary school students from highly populated districts (39.03).
This means that senior secondary students from least populated districts are
having better internal psychological drive to work with diligence in challenging

situations than senior secondary students from highly populated districts.
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From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.9, it is found that
senior secondary school students from least populated districts (38.66) had scored
more on ‘Relationship with peers and adults’ dimension of academic resilience
than senior secondary school students from highly populated districts (37.24).
This means that senior secondary students from least populated districts are good
in maintaining strong and positive relationship with teachers and peers to remain
secure in the school environment as compared to senior secondary students from
highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.9, it is found that
senior secondary school students from least populated districts (204.46) had
scored more in total ‘Academic Resilience’ than senior secondary school students
from highly populated districts (199.93). This means that senior secondary
students from least populated districts are more academically confident, having
better sense of well being, motivation & ability to get goals, good in maintaining
relationships with peers and adults, physically sound and better in balancing their
emotions in challenging situations as compared to senior secondary students from
highly populated districts.

However, F ratio for the differences in ‘Academic Confidence’,
‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of academic resilience of
senior secondary students are not found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of
confidence. This indicates that two groups i.e. senior secondary students from
least populated and highly populated districts do not differ significantly on their
scores on ‘Academic Confidence’, and ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical
Health’ dimensions of Academic Resilience. Thus data did not provide sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 3, “There exists no significant difference
between senior secondary students from least and highly populated districts” for
‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions
of academic resilience. Meaning thereby that senior secondary students from least
and highly populated districts do not differ in their academic confidence, physical

health and emotional regulation.
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TWO ORDER INTERACTION
Gender X Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.10, that F-ratio for the interaction
between gender and locality of senior secondary school students on ‘Emotional
regulation and physical health’ dimension of academic resilience is found to be
4.29, which is significant at the 0.05 level of confidence.

To further analyze the significant difference between various sub groups,
t-test have been applied on the ‘Emotional regulation and physical health’
dimension of academic resilience and obtained results are presented in the Table
3.11.

TABLE 3.11
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘EMOTIONAL REGULATION AND PHYSICAL HEALTH’
DIMENSION OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M=52.87 M=53
Urban Boys SD=6.31 Rural Boys SD=7.34
N=299 N=301 0.23
M=52.87 M=53.46
Urban Boys SD=6.31 Urban Girls SD=6.21 1.15
N=299 N=301
M=52.87 M=52.45
Urban Boys SD=6.31 Rural Girls SD=6.43 0.8
N=299 N=299
M=53 M=53.46
Rural Boys SD=7.34 Urban Girls SD=6.21 0.83
N=301 N=301
M=53 M=52.45
Rural Boys SD=7.34 Rural Girls SD=6.43 0.97
N=301 N=299
M=53.46 M=52.45
Urban Girls SD=6.21 Rural Girls SD=6.43 1.96*
N=301 N=299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.11 that the t value for one sub
groups have been found to be significant at the 0.05 level of confidence. Thus, the
data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 4, “There is no
interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of academic resilience of
senior secondary students” for ‘Emotional regulation and physical health’
dimension of academic resilience.

It is clear from the mean analysis that senior secondary girl students from
urban locality have scored (53.46) higher than senior secondary girls students
from rural locality (52.45) on ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’
dimension of academic resilience. Meaning thereby that senior secondary urban
girl students are good in understanding and balancing their emotions to stay
effective under pressure and they are more physically fit and sound than the
senior secondary rural girl students. Mean scoreson the ‘Emotional Regulation
and Physical Health’ dimension of academic resilience is shown in below given
Figure 3.7.

FIGURE 3.7

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF

‘EMOTIONAL REGULATION AND PHYSICAL HEALTH’ DIMENSION
OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

60

52.45 53.46

50

40

30

20

10

Rural Girls Urban Girls

B Mean score

129



However, F-ratios for the interaction between gender and locality for
‘Academic confidence’, ‘Sense of well being’, ‘Motivation and ability to get
goals’, ‘Relationship with peers and adults’ and total score of academic resilience
is found to be not significant even at 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that
sub groups of senior secondary school students as a result of interaction of gender
and locality do not differ significantly. Thus, the data did not provide sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 4, “There is no interaction effect of gender and
locality on the scores of academic resilience of senior secondary students” for
‘Academic confidence’, ‘Sense of well being’, ‘Motivation and ability to get
goals’, ‘Relationship with peers and adults’ and total score of academic resilience.
Locality X Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.10, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality and population of senior secondary school students on ‘Sense of
well being’ dimension of academic resilience is found to be 4.306, which is
significant at the 0.05 level of confidence.

To further analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-test
has been applied on the ‘Sense of well being’ dimension of academic resilience
and obtained results are presented in the Table 3.12.

TABLE 3.12
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘SENSE OF WELL BEING’ DIMENSION OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=40.48 | Urban least M= 40.51

populated SD=4.17 | populated SD=4.14 0.06
districts N= 125 districts N= 125

Rural least M=40.48 | Rural highly M= 38.9

populated SD=4.17 | populated SD=5.34 3.54
districts N= 125 districts N=475

Rural least M=40.48 | Urban highly M= 40.36

populated SD=4.17 | populated SD=4.68 0.28
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
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Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Urban least M=40.51 | Rural highly M= 38.9

populated M=4.14 populated SD=5.34 3.63
districts N=125 districts N=475

Urban least M=40.51 | Urban highly M= 40.36

populated M=4.14 populated SD=4.68 0.35
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

Rural highly M= 38.9 Urban highly M= 40.36

populated SD=5.34 | populated SD=4.68 4.48**
districts N=475 districts N= 475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.12 that the t value for one of the sub
group have been found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. Thus, the
data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 5, “There is no
interaction effect of locality and population on the scores of academic resilience
of senior secondary students” for ‘Sense of well being’ dimension of academic
resilience.

It is clear from the mean analysis that senior secondary students from
urban highly populated districts have scored (40.36) higher than senior secondary
students from rural highly populated districts (38.9) on ‘Sense of well being’
dimension of academic resilience. Meaning thereby that senior secondary school
students from urban highly populated district are having positive state of mind
that enables them to function effectively and have positive relationship with peers
and teachers and they are better in their academic self concept, attentiveness in the
class and positive self attitude in adverse conditions than the students from rural
highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Sense of Well Being’ dimension of

academic resilience is shown in below given Figure 3.8.
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FIGURE 3.8
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘SENSE OF
WELL BEING’DIMENSION OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
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However, F-ratios for the interaction between locality and population for
‘Academic confidence’, ‘Motivation and ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with
peers and adults’, ‘Emotional regulation and physical health’ dimension and total
score of academic resilience is found to be not significant even at 0.05 level of
confidence. This indicates that sub groups of senior secondary school students as
a result of interaction of locality and population for Academic confidence’,
‘Motivation and ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with peers and adults’,
‘Emotional regulation and physical health’ dimension and total score of academic
resilience do not differ significantly. Thus, the data did not provide sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 5, “There is no interaction effect of locality and
population on the scores of academic resilience of senior secondary students” for
‘Academic confidence’, ‘Motivation and ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with
peers and adults’, ‘Emotional regulation and physical health’ dimension and total
score of academic resilience.

Gender X Population
It has been observed from the Table 3.10, that F-ratio for the interaction

between gender and population of senior secondary school students on
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‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with peers and adults’
dimensions of academic resilience and total score of academic resilience is found
to be 7.49, 8.70 and 6.33, which is significant at the 0.01 level of confidence.

To further analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-test
has been applied on ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with
peers and adults’ dimensions of academic resilience and total score of academic
resilience and obtained results are presented in the Table 3.13, 3.14, 3.15.

TABLE 3.13
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘MOTIVATION AND ABILITY TO GET GOALS’ DIMENSION OF
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Girls from Least | M= 40.64 Girls from highly | M= 38.12

populated SD=4.21 populated SD=6.53 5.24**
districts N= 125 districts N=475

Girls from Least | M= 40.64 Boys from least | M=40.23

populated SD=4.21 populated SD=5.05 0.7
districts N= 125 districts N= 125

Girls from Least | M= 40.64 Boys from M= 39.94

populated SD=4.21 Highly populated | SD=15.33 1.56
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

Girls from M= 38.12 Boys from least | M=40.23

highly populated | SD=6.53 populated SD=5.05 3.89**
districts N= 475 districts N= 125

Girls from M= 38.12 Boys from M= 39.94

highly populated | SD=6.53 Highly populated | SD=15.33 4.71**
districts N= 475 districts N= 475

Boys from least | M=40.23 Boys from M= 39.94

populated SD=5.05 Highly populated | SD=5.33 0.56
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.13 that the t value for 3 sub groups
was found to be significant at 0.01 level of confidence. It is clear that girls from
least populated districts (40.64) have scored more than girls from highly
populated districts (38.12) on ‘Motivation and ability to get goals’ dimension of
academic resilience. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary girls from least
populated districts has better internal psychological drive to work with diligence,
in challenging and difficult tasks than the senior secondary girl students from
highly populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.13, it is also clear that boys from least
populated districts (40.23) and highly populated districts (39.94) have scored
more than girls from highly populated districts (38.12) on ‘Motivation and ability
to get goals’ dimension of academic resilience. Meaning thereby, that senior
secondary boy students from least and highly populated districts are better in their
internal psychological drive to work with diligence, in challenging and difficult
tasks than the senior secondary girl students from highly populated districts. Mean
scoreson the ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’ dimension of academic
resilience is shown in below given Figure 3.9.

FIGURE 3.9
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘MOTIVATION AND ABILITY TO GET GOALS’DIMENSION OF
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
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TABLE 3.14
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘RELATIONSHIP WITH PEERS AND ADULTS’ DIMENSION OF
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Groups Parameter | Groups Parameter t value
Girls from Least M=39.22 | Girls from highly M= 36.6

populated SD=4.87 | populated SD=6.26 5.02**
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

Girls from Least M=39.22 | Boys from least M= 38.1

populated SD=4.87 | populated SD=5.12 1.77
districts N= 125 districts N=125

Girls from Least M=39.22 | Boys from M= 37.87

populated SD=4.87 | Highly populated | SD=551 2.68**
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

Girls from highly M=36.6 | Boys from least M= 38.1

populated SD=6.26 | populated SD=5.12 2.77**
districts N= 475 districts N=125

Girls from highly M=36.6 | Boys from M= 37.87

populated SD=6.26 | Highly populated SD=5.51 3.32**
districts N= 475 districts N= 475

Boys from least M=38.1 | Boys from M= 37.87

populated SD=5.12 | Highly populated SD=5.51 0.44
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.14 that the t value for 4 sub groups
were found to be significant at 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis, in
the TABLE 3.25, it is clear that girls from least populated districts (39.22) have
scored more than girls (36.6) and boys from highly populated districts (37.87) on

‘Relationship with peers and adults’ dimension of academic resilience. Meaning
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thereby, that senior secondary girl students from least populated districts are good
in maintaining strong and positive relationship with teachers and peers to remain
secure in the school environment than senior secondary girls and boys student
from highly populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.14, it is clear that boys from least
populated districts (38.1) and highly populated districts (37.87) have scored more
than girls from highly populated districts (36.6) on ‘Relationship with peers and
adults” dimension of academic resilience. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary
boys from least and highly populated districts are good in maintaining strong and
positive relationship with teachers and peers to remain secure in the school
environment than the senior secondary girls from highly populated districts. Mean
scoreson the ‘Relationship with Peer and Adults’ dimension of academic
resilience is shown in below given Figure 3.10

FIGURE 3.10
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘RELATIONSHIP WITH PEER AND ADULTS’ DIMENSION OF
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
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TABLE 3.15

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT TO
TOTAL SCORE OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE

Groups Parameter | Groups Parameter t value
Girls from Least | M=205.79 | Girls from M= 198.09
populated SD=16.77 | highly populated SD=16.16 4.6**
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Girls from Least | M=205.79 | Boys from least M= 203.12
populated SD=16.77 | populated SD=20.28 1.13
districts N= 125 districts N= 125
Girls from Least | M=205.79 | Boys from M= 201.78
populated SD=16.77 | highly populated SD=18.99 2.31*
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Girls from M=198.09 | Boys from least M= 203.12
highly populated | SD=16.16 | populated SD=20.28 2.57*
districts N= 475 districts N=125
Girls from M=198.09 | Boys from M= 201.78
highly populated | SD=16.16 | highly populated SD=18.99 3.23**
districts N= 475 districts N= 475
Boys from least M=203.12 | Boys from M=201.78
populated SD=20.28 | highly populated SD=18.99 0.67
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.15 that the t value for 4 sub groups

were found to be significant at the 0.05 and at the 0.01 level of confidence. From

means analysis, in the Table 3.15, it is clear that girls from least populated

districts (205.79) have scored more than girls (198.09) and boys from highly

populated districts (201.78)on total score of academic resilience. Meaning

thereby, that senior secondary girls from least populated districts are more
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academically confident, having better sense of well being, motivation & ability to
get goals, good in maintaining relationships with peers and adults, physically
sound and better in balancing their emotions in challenging situations than the
senior secondary girls and boys from highly populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.15, it is clear that boys from least
populated districts (203.12) and boys from highly populated districts (201.78)
have scored more than girls from highly populated districts (198.09) on total score
of academic resilience. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary boys student from
least and highly populated districts are more academically confident, having
better sense of well being, motivation & ability to get goals, good in maintaining
relationships with peers and adults, physically sound and better in balancing their
emotions in challenging situations than the senior secondary girl students from
highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the total score of academic resilience is

shown in below given Figure 3.11

FIGURE 3.11
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEANS SCORES OF ACADEMIC
RESILIENCE
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THREE ORDER INTERACTION
Locality X Gender X Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.10 that F-ratios for the interaction
between locality, gender and population for ‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Sense of
Well being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and
Adults’, ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of academic
resilience and total score of academic resilience are found to be 2.82, 1.56, 2.14,
0.71, 2.20 and 3.75, which are not found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of
confidence. This indicates that senior secondary school students on the scores of
‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Sense of Well being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get
goals’, ‘Relationship with Peers and Adults’, ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical
Health’ dimensions of academic resilience and total score of academic resilience
as a result of interaction of locality, gender and population for different sub
groups do not differ significantly. Thus, the data does not provide sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 7, “There is no interaction effect of locality,
gender and population on the scores of academic resilience of senior secondary
school students”. Meaning thereby that sub group of senior secondary school
students as a result of interaction of locality, gender and population do not differ
significantly in their academic resilience.
DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Firstly it has been found that locality has influence on the ‘Sense of well
being’ dimension of academic resilience in the senior secondary school student
which means that senior secondary school students from urban localities have
positive state of mind that enables them to function effectively and have positive
relationship with peers and teachers and they are better in their academic self
concept, attentiveness in the class and positive self attitude in adverse conditions
than rural students. Also this has been found true in the case of urban students
belonging to highly populated districts than rural students from highly populated
districts. This result is similar with other studies such as Lee (2009) &
Vasimalairaja and Gowri (2016) who conducted study on B.Ed trainee students

and at risk high school students concluded that urban students were slightly more
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resilient than their rural counterparts. One study conducted by Oguz (2013) had
contradictory results who explored the connection between personal well being
and place and reported that sense of well being is higher to average in rural areas
than in urban areas and in the least deprived and least populated areas compared
to most deprived and most populated areas. Reason may be that there are more
green spaces and less air pollution in rural areas as compare to urban areas.
Similar findings are reported by Ferreira et al.(2013), White et al.(2013) and Douglas
(2014) those found a significant relationship between access to green spaces or pollution
and personal well-being.

Secondly, findings of the present study revealed that gender doesn’t have
influence on the academic resilience of senior secondary school students which
means that both girls and boys do not differ in their academic resilient abilities.
This result is evident by some studies conducted by Frydenberg and Lewis (1993)
& Hampel and Petermann (2005) who reported that girls cope with daily stressors
by seeking social support and utilizing social resources in contrast, boys who use
physical recreation such as sport to cope with adversity. However previous
researchers had reported contradictory findings which reported that boys are more
resilient than girls at secondary level at Pakistan (Sarwar et al., 2010). But in the
present study, results have been found significant specifically, in the highly
populated districts, boys are found more academically resilient than girls. Further,
this has also been found that boys from least populated districts are found more
academically resilient than girls from highly populated districts for ‘“Motivation
and Ability to get goals’ and ‘Relationship with peers and adults’ dimension of
academic resilience.

Thirdly, present study revealed that population has influence on the
academic resilience of senior secondary students which means that students from
least populated districts are more academically resilient than students from highly
populated districts. Cummins et al. (2007) reported that there is reciprocal
relationship between place and people. The place may contribute or undermine
the physical and psychological health of the people who are living there. So,

living place may have an effect on the overall health of the people (Macintyre et

140



al., 2002). Specifically, the students from least populated districts are having
better sense of well being, motivation and ability to get goals and are having good
relationship with peers and adults as compare to students from highly populated
districts.

Fourthly, it is found that senior secondary girl students from urban locality
are good in understanding and balancing their emotions to stay effective under
pressure and they are more physically fit and sound than senior secondary school
students from rural localities. Positive emotions help them to come out from that
difficult situation. Similar results are also reported by Fredrickson and Branigan
(2005), Ong et al. (2006) and Luther (2015) who concluded that positive emotions
are critical trait of resilience. Positive emotions during stressful experiences help
to overcome stressful situations. The causating factor lies in the societal mind set
in the state of Punjab towards girl child.

Fifthly, study findings revealed that senior secondary girls from least
populated districts are more academically resilient than boys and girls from highly
populated districts. This is also specifically found true for ‘Relationship with
peers and adults’ dimension of academic resilience. It has also been found that
boys from least populated districts are better in their motivation and ability to get
goals than girls from highly populated districts. These results are consonant with
the recent study done by Bremner et al. (2015) who reported that people who are
living in highly populated areas will get less resources ultimately lead to poor
health conditions, lesser number of school enrolment, less empowering girls etc. it

will directly or indirectly affect the resilience abilities of the people.

3.2.2 Influence of locality, gender and population on Metacognition

To study the metacognition of the boys and girls senior secondary school
students from rural and urban localities of least and highly populated districts,
means and standard deviations have been calculated for different dimensions and

the total score of metacognition and are presented below in the Table 3.16.
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TABLE 3.16
MEANS, N AND SDs OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL METACOGNITION w.r.t. LOCALITY, GENDER AND

POPULATION

Locality Gender | Population DK PK CK PL IMS CM DS EV MC
Total
LPD = 6.95 3.39 4.34 6.15 8.5 6.06 3.1 5.27 43.76

N=62 = 1.58 0.94 1.02 1.32 1.61 1.03 1.2 0.97 7.29
Girls HPD = 6.78 3.33 4.37 6.08 8.3 5.91 3.2 5.16 43.17

N=237 = 1.32 0.78 0.82 1.24 1.563 1.14 0.8 1.09 6.28
Total = 6.81 3.34 4.36 6.09 8.34 5.94 3.2 5.19 43.29

N=299 = 1.38 0.82 0.86 1.26 1.55 1.12 0.9 1.06 6.49
LPD = 6.3 3.13 4.16 571 7.76 5.54 3 4.65 40.24

N=63 = 1.71 1.03 0.97 1.49 1.85 1.44 1 1.35 8.08
Rural Boys HPD = 6.72 3.06 4.11 6.01 7.94 5.89 3.1 5 41.81
N=238 = 131 1.05 0.99 1.21 1.75 1.16 11 1.22 6.67
Total = 6.63 3.07 4.12 5.95 7.9 5.82 3.1 4.92 41.48

N=301 = 141 1.04 0.98 1.28 1.77 1.23 11 1.25 7

LPD = 6.62 3.26 4.25 5.93 8.13 5.8 3.0 4.96 41.98

N=125 = 1.67 0.99 0.99 1.42 1.77 1.28 1.1 1.22 7.86
Total HPD = 6.75 3.2 4.24 6.04 8.12 5.9 3.16 5.08 42.49

N= 475 = 1.31 0.94 0.91 1.22 1.65 1.15 0.96 1.15 6.5
Total = 6.72 3.21 4.24 6.02 8.12 5.88 3.14 5.05 42.38

N= 600 = 1.39 0.95 0.93 1.27 1.68 1.18 0.99 1.17 6.81
LPD = 7.16 3.41 4.49 6.3 8.79 6.22 3.1 5.32 44.83

N=63 = 1.11 0.83 0.8 0.94 1.35 1.08 1.1 1.02 5.87
Girls HPD = 6.89 3.07 4.23 5.99 8.55 5.83 3.3 5.11 42.93

Urban N=238 = 1.25 0.93 0.95 1.24 1.49 1.2 0.9 1.15 6.03
Total = 6.94 3.14 4.28 6.06 8.6 5.91 3.2 5.15 43.33
N=301 = 1.22 0.92 0.92 1.19 1.47 1.19 0.9 1.12 6.043
Boys LPD = 6.97 3.29 4.26 6.06 7.98 6.08 3.2 5.4 43.21

N=62 = 1.34 0.85 1.05 1.26 1.7 1.13 0.9 0.89 6.72
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Locality Gender | Population DK PK CK PL IMS CM DS EV MC
Total
HPD 6.46 3.07 4.04 5.7 7.89 5.6 3.2 4.86 40.8
N=237 1.37 0.97 1.02 1.36 1.56 1.35 0.9 1.28 6.63
Total 6.56 3.11 4.08 5.78 7.91 5.7 3.2 4.97 41.3
N=299 1.38 0.95 1.03 1.35 1.59 1.32 0.9 1.23 6.71
LPD 7.06 3.35 4.38 6.18 8.39 6.15 3.14 5.36 44.02
N= 125 1.23 0.84 0.93 1.11 1.58 1.1 0.99 0.96 6.34
Total HPD 6.67 3.07 4.13 5.81 8.22 5.72 3.23 4.98 41.87
N= 475 1.33 0.95 0.99 1.31 1.56 1.28 0.89 1.22 6.42
Total 6.75 3.13 4.18 5.92 8.26 5.81 3.21 5.06 42.32
N= 600 1.32 0.93 0.98 1.28 1.57 1.26 0.92 1.18 6.46
LPD 7.06 3.4 4.42 6.22 8.65 6.14 3.11 5.3 44.3
N= 125 1.36 0.88 0.91 1.14 1.49 1.06 1.11 1 6.61
Girls HPD 6.83 3.2 4.3 6.04 8.43 5.87 3.25 3.15 43.05
N= 475 1.28 0.87 0.89 1.24 1.52 1.17 0.85 1.12 6.15
Total 6.88 3.24 4.32 6.07 8.47 5.93 3.22 5.17 43.31
N= 600 1.3 0.87 0.89 1.22 1.51 1.15 0.91 1.09 6.26
LPD 6.63 3.21 4.21 5.89 7.87 5.81 3.07 5.02 41.71
N= 125 1.56 0.95 1.01 1.39 1.77 1.32 0.98 1.2 7.55
Total Boys HPD 6.59 3.06 4.07 5.85 7.92 5.75 3.14 4.93 41.31
N= 475 1.35 1.01 1.00 1.29 1.66 1.27 1.00 1.25 6.66
Total 6.6 3.09 4.1 5.86 7.91 5.76 3.12 4.95 41.39
N= 600 1.39 1.00 1.00 1.31 1.68 1.28 0.99 1.24 6.85
LPD 6.84 3.3 4.31 6.06 8.26 5.98 3.09 5.16 43
N= 250 1.48 0.92 0.96 1.28 1.68 1.2 1.05 1.11 7.2
Total HPD 6.71 3.13 4.18 5.95 8.17 5.81 3.2 5.03 42.18
N= 950 1.32 0.94 0.95 1.27 1.61 1.22 0.93 1.19 6.47
Total 6.74 3.17 4.21 5.97 8.19 5.84 3.17 5.06 42.35
N= 1200 1.35 0.94 0.96 1.27 1.62 1.22 0.95 1.17 6.63

DK=Declarative Knowledge, PK=Procedural Knowledge, CK=Conditional Knowledge, PL=Planning, IMS=Information Monitoring Strategies,
CM=Comprehension Monitoring, DS=Debugging Strategies, EV=Evaluation, MC TOTAL=Metacognition Total
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FIGURE 3.12
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF
METACOGNITION WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND
POPULATION

DK PK CK PL

IMS CM DS EV

M Rural Girls Least Populated Districts
m Rural Boys Least Populated Districts
M Urban Girls Least Populated Districts

1 Urban Boys Least Populated Districts

M Rural Girls Highly Populated Districts
B Rural Boys Highly Populated Districts
H Urban Girls Highly Populated Districts
= Urban Boys Highly Populated Districts
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FIGURE 3.13
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF METACOGNITION TOTAL
WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION
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= MCTOTAL

In order to analyze the variance of various dimensions and total score of
metacognition of the boys and girls senior secondary school students from rural
and urban localities of least and highly populated districts, the obtained scores
were subjected to ANOVA and the results have been presented in the Table 3.17.
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TABLE 3.17
SUMMARY OF 2X2X2 DESIGN WITH RESPECT TO VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL METACOGNITION IN
RELATION TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION

Declarative Knowledge Procedural Knowledge | Conditional Knowledge Planning Information Management Strategies
Source | df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 6.349 | 6.349 | 3.501 0.051 | 0.051 | 0.058 | 0.026 | 0.026 | 0.028 0.15 0.15 0.93 6.48 6.48 2.52
G 1 21.73 | 21.73 | 11.98** 5.4 54 | 6.14* 9.25 9.25 | 10.15** | 13.14 13.14 | 8.16** 81.46 81.46 31.7**
P 1 3.58 3.58 1.97 5.82 5.82 | 6.61* 3.22 3.22 3.54 2.44 2.44 1.52 1.58 1.58 0.61
L*G 1 0.083 | 0.083 | 0.046 2.06 206 | 2.34 0.005 | 0.005 | 0.005 0.008 0.008 | 0.005 1.8 1.8 0.7
L*P 1 13.12 | 13.12 | 7.23** 241 241 | 2.75 2.61 2.61 2.87 10.09 10.09 | 6.26* 1.16 1.16 0.45
G*P 1 1.57 1.57 0.86 0.13 0.13 | 0.15 0.017 | 0.017 0.19 1.15 1.15 0.71 3.46 3.46 1.34
L*G*P 1 8.64 8.64 4.76* 0.21 021 | 0.24 0.2 0.2 0.22 211 211 131 0.7 0.7 0.27
Error | 1192 | 2162.04 | 1.81 1048.28 | 0.87 1085.76 | 0.91 1918.73 | 1.61 3062.66 2.56
Total | 1200 | 56702 13116 22385 44698 83651
Comprehension Monitoring | Debugging Strategies Evaluation Metacognition Total
Source | df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 1.39 1.39 0.94 1.37 1.37 15 44 44 3.23 96.82 96.82 2.26
G 1 10.27 10.27 | 6.97** 1.21 121 | 1.33 | 11.27 | 11.27 | 8.28** | 920.96 | 920.96 | 21.49**
P 1 5.61 5.61 3.81 2.12 212 | 231 3.39 3.39 2.49 136.44 | 136.44 3.18
L*G 1 0.36 0.36 0.24 0.67 0.67 | 0.73 49 49 3.6 15.94 15.94 0.37
L*P 1 13.93 13.93 | 9.45** 0.082 | 0.082 | 0.09 | 12.23 | 12.23 | 8.98** | 344.82 | 344.82 | 8.04**
G*P 1 2.19 2.19 1.49 0.3 03 | 0.33 0.17 0.17 0.13 33.37 33.37 0.77
L*G*P 1 4.38 4.38 2.97 0.04 0.04 | 0.05 7.69 7.69 | 5.65* 88.39 88.39 2.06
Error | 1192 | 1755.99 | 1.47 1090.67 | 0.91 1622.3 | 1.36 51073.11 | 42.84
Total | 1200 | 42766 13189 32355 246723

* Significant at 0.05 level of Confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of Confidence
F value at (1, 1192) df: 3.85 (0.05 level); 6.66 (0.01 level)
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MAIN EFFECTS
Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.17 that F-ratios for the ‘Declarative
knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and
‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension monitoring’, ‘Debugging
strategies” and ‘Evaluation” dimensions of metacognition and total of
metacognition has been found to be 3.50, 0.058, 0.028, 0.93, 2.52, 0.94, 1.5, 3.23
and 2.26 which are not found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of
confidence. This indicates that two groups of rural and urban senior secondary
school students do not differ significantly on their scores on various dimensions
of metacognition. Thus, the data does not provide sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 8,“There exists no significant difference between rural and urban
senior secondary students in their metacognition”. Meaning thereby, that rural and
urban senior secondary school students does not differ in their metacognitive
abilities.
Gender

It has been observed from the Table 3.17 that F-ratios for the differences
in ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’,
‘Planning” and ‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension
monitoring’ and ‘Evaluation” dimensions of metacognition and total of
metacognition has been found to bel11.98, 6.14, 10.15, 8.16, 31.7, 6.97, 8.28 and
21.49 which are significant either at 0.01 and 0.05 level of confidence. This
indicates that two groups of girls and boys senior secondary school students differ
significantly on their scores of ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’,
‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and ‘Information Management Strategies’,
‘Comprehension monitoring’ and ‘Evaluation’ dimensions of metacognition and
total of metacognition. Thus data provide sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 9, “There exists no significant difference between senior secondary
boys and girls in their metacognition” for ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural

knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and ‘Information Management
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Strategies’, ‘Comprehension monitoring” and ‘Evaluation” dimensions of
metacognition and metacognition total.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary girl students (6.88) have scored higher on ‘Declarative knowledge’
dimension of metacognition than senior secondary boy students (6.6). Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls are good in their factual knowledge than senior
secondary boys.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary girl students (3.24) have scored higher on ‘Procedural knowledge’
dimension of metacognition than senior secondary boy students (3.09). Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girl students are better in applying their knowledge
for the purposes of completing a task/ assignment efficiently as compared to
senior secondary school boys.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary girl students (4.32) have scored higher on ‘Conditional knowledge’
dimension of metacognition than senior secondary boy students (4.10). Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girl studentsare good in applying declarative and
procedural knowledge in certain conditions than the senior secondary boys.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary girl students (6.07) have scored higher on ‘Planning’ dimension of
metacognition than senior secondary boy students (5.86). This means that senior
secondary girl students are good in setting goals, and allocating resources prior to
learning than senior secondary boy students.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary girl students (8.47) have scored higher on ‘Information Management
Strategies’ dimension of metacognition than senior secondary boy students (7.91).
Meaning thereby that senior secondary girl students are good in using skills and
strategies to process information more efficiently by organizing and summarizing
the information than senior secondary boys.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior

secondary girl students (5.93) have scored higher on ‘Comprehension monitoring’
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dimension of metacognition than senior secondary boy students (5.76). Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls has better skills for checking their work for
ensuring accuracy and good in supervising their work than senior secondary boys
than senior secondary boys.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary girl students (5.17) have scored higher on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of
metacognition than senior secondary boy students (4.95). Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls are more aware about their own strengths and weaknesses
and good in judging the effectiveness of the strategies used in completing task
than the senior secondary boys.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.16, senior
secondary girl students with high metacognitive abilities (43.31) had scored more
on metacognition than senior secondary boys (41.39). This means thatsenior
secondary girl students are more aware of their own cognitive abilities and their
application for learning than senior secondary boys.

Population

It has also been observed from the Table 3.17 that F-ratios for the
differences in ‘Procedural knowledge’, has been found to be 6.61 which are
significant either at 0.01 and 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that two
groups senior secondary school students from least and highly populated
districtsdiffer significantly on their scores of ‘Procedural knowledge’. Thus data
provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 10, “There exists no
significant difference between senior secondary students from least and highly
populated districts in their metacognition” for ‘Procedural knowledge’ dimension
of Metacognition.

From the means Table 3.16, the means analysis suggests that senior
secondary students from least populated districts have scored (3.3) higher on
‘Procedural knowledge’ dimension of metacognition than senior secondary
students from highly populated districts (3.1). Meaning thereby that senior

secondary school students from least populated districts are good in applying their
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knowledge for the purposes of completing a task/ assignment efficiently than
students from highly populated districts.

However, it has been observed from the Table 3.17 that F-ratios for the
differences in ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and
‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension monitoring’, ‘Debugging
strategies’ and ‘Evaluation’ dimensions of metacognition and total of
metacognition has been found to be 1.97, 3.54, 1.52, 0.61, 3.81, 2.31, 2.49, and
3.18 which are not found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of
confidence. This indicates that two groups of least and highly populated districts
senior secondary school students do not differ significantly on their scores on
‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and ‘Information
Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension monitoring’, ‘Debugging strategies’
and ‘Evaluation’ dimensions of metacognition and total of metacognition. Thus,
the data does not provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 10, “There
exists no significant difference between senior secondary students from least and
highly populated districts in their metacognition” for ‘Declarative knowledge’,
‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and ‘Information Management Strategies’,
‘Comprehension  monitoring’, ‘Debugging strategies’” and ‘Evaluation’
dimensions of metacognition and total of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary students from least and highly populated districts do not differ in
their metacognitive abilities.

TWO ORDER INTERACTION
Gender X Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.17 that F-ratios for the interaction
between gender and locality of the senior secondary school students on the scores
of ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’,
‘Planning’ and ‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension
monitoring’, ‘Debugging strategies’ and ‘Evaluation’ dimensions of
metacognition and total of metacognition has been found to be 0.046, 2.34, 0.005,
0.005, 0.7, 0.24, 0.73, 3.6 and 0.37 which are not found to be significant even at

the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of senior secondary
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school students as a result of interaction of gender and locality do not differ
significantly on their scores of ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’,
‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and ‘Information Management Strategies’,
‘Comprehension  monitoring’, ‘Debugging strategies’” and ‘Evaluation’
dimensions of metacognition and total of metacognition. Thus, the data does not
provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 11, “There is no interaction
effect of gender and locality on the scores of metacognition of senior secondary
students” for Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’, ‘Conditional
knowledge’,  ‘Planning’” and  ‘Information  Management  Strategies’,
‘Comprehension  monitoring’, ‘Debugging strategies’” and ‘Evaluation’
dimensions of metacognition and total of metacognition. Meaning thereby, that
senior secondary boys and girls from urban and rural localities does not differ in
their metacognitive abilities. There is no effect of gender and locality on their

metacognitive abilities.

Locality X Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.17 that F-ratios for the interaction
between locality and population of the senior secondary school students on the
scores of ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Planning’, ‘Comprehension monitoring’,
‘Evaluation’ dimensions of metacognition and total of metacognition has been
found to be 7.23, 6.26, 9.45, 8.98 and 8.04 which are found to be significant even
at the 0.01 level of confidence.

To further analyze the significant difference between various groups as a
result of interaction between locality and population of senior secondary school
students on ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Planning’, ‘Comprehension monitoring’,
‘Evaluation’ dimensions of metacognition and total of metacognition, t-values for
the various subgroups were calculated and the sub groups for which the t value is
found significant are presented in the Table 3.18, 3.19, 3.20, 3.21 and 3.22.
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TABLE 3.18
SUMMARY OF ‘¢’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘DECLARATIVE KNOWLEDGE’ DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M= 6.62 Urban least M= 7.06
populated SD=1.67 populated SD=1.23 2.37*
districts N= 125 districts N= 125
Rural least M= 6.62 Rural highly M=6.75
populated SD=1.67 populated SD=1.31 0.81
districts N= 125 districts N=475
Rural least M= 6.62 Urban highly M= 6.67
populated SD=1.67 populated SD=1.33 0.31
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Urban least M= 7.06 Rural highly M=6.75
populated SD=1.23 populated SD=1.31 2.47*
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Urban least M= 7.06 Urban highly M= 6.67
populated SD=1.23 populated SD=1.33 3.1**
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Rural highly M=6.75 Urban highly M= 6.67
populated SD=1.31 populated SD=1.33 0.93
districts N= 475 districts N= 475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.18 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
From means analysis, in the Table 3.18, it is clear that urban least populated
districts (7.06) have scored more than rural least populated districts(6.62) on
‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby, that

senior secondary school students who live in urban least populated district are
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good in their factual knowledge than the senior secondary students from rural
least populated district.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.18, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (7.06)have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (6.75) and students from urban highly populated districts
(6.67) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby,
that senior secondary students from urban least populated districts are good in
their factual knowledge than senior secondary school students from rural and
urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Declarative Knowledge’
dimension of Metacognition is shown in below given Figure 3.14.

FIGURE 3.14
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘DECLARATIVE KNOWLEDGE’DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION
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TABLE 3.19
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘PLANNING’ DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=5.93 Urban least M=6.18
populated SD=1.42 populated SD=1.11 1.55
districts N= 125 districts N=125
Rural least M=5.93 Rural highly M=6.04
populated SD=1.42 populated SD=1.22 0.79
districts N= 125 districts N=475
Rural least M=5.93 Urban highly M=5281
populated SD=1.42 populated SD=1.31 0.85
districts N= 125 districts N=475
Urban least M=6.18 Rural highly M=6.04
populated SD=1.11 populated SD=1.22 1.23
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=6.18 Urban highly M=5281
populated SD=1.11 populated SD=1.31 3.18**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural highly M=6.04 Urban highly M=5.81
populated SD=1.22 populated SD=1.31 2.8**
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.19 that the t value for 2 sub groups
was found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.19, it is clear that students from urban least populated districts
(6.18) and students from rural highly populated districts (6.04) have scored more
than urban highly populated districts (5.81) on ‘Planning’ dimension of
metacognition. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from
urban least and rural highly populated districts are good in setting goals, and
allocating resources prior to learning than the senior secondary school students
from urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Planning’ dimension of
Metacognition is shown in below given Figure 3.15.

FIGURE 3.15
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘PLANNING’DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION
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TABLE 3.20
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘COMPREHENSION MONITORING’ DIMENSION OF
METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=5.8 Urban least M=6.15
populated SD=1.28 populated SD=1.1 2.31*
districts N=125 districts N=125
Rural least M=5.8 Rural highly M=5.9
populated SD=1.28 populated SD=1.15 0.79
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural least M=5.8 Urban highly M=5.72
populated SD=1.28 populated SD=1.28 0.62
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=6.15 Rural highly M=5.9
populated SD=1.1 populated SD=1.15 2.24*
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=6.15 Urban highly M=5.72
populated SD=1.1 populated SD=1.28 3.75**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural highly M=5.9 Urban highly M=5.72
populated SD=1.15 populated SD=1.28 2.28*
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.20 that the t value for 4 sub groups
were found to be significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
From means analysis, in the Table 3.20, it is clear that students from urban least
populated districts (6.15) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (5.8) on ‘Comprehension monitoring” dimension of
metacognition. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from
urban least populated districts has better skills for checking their work for
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ensuring accuracy and good in supervising their work than senior secondary
school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table3.20, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (6.15) have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (5.9) and students from urban highly populated districts (5.72)
on ‘Comprehension monitoring’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby,
that senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts has
better skills for checking their work for ensuring accuracy and good in
supervising their work than the senior secondary school students from rural and
urban highly populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table3.20, it is clear that students from rural
highly populated districts (5.90) have scored more than students from urban
highly populated districts (5.72) on ‘Comprehension monitoring’ dimension of
metacognition. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from rural
highly populated districts has better skills for checking their work for ensuring
accuracy and good in supervising their work than senior secondary school
students from urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the
‘Comprehension Monitoring’ dimension of Metacognition is shown in below
given Figure 3.16.

FIGURE 3.16
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘COMPREHENSION MONITORING’DIMENSION OF
METACOGNITION
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TABLE 3.21
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘EVALUATION’ DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter | Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=4.96 Urban least M=5.36

populated SD=1.22 populated SD=0.96 2.88**
districts N=125 districts N=125

Rural least M=4.96 Rural highly M=5.08

populated SD=1.22 populated SD=1.15 1.0
districts N=125 districts N=475

Rural least M=4.96 Urban highly M=4.98

populated SD=1.22 populated SD=1.22 0.16
districts N=125 districts N=475

Urban least M=5.36 Rural highly M=5.08

populated SD=0.96 populated SD=1.15 2.78**
districts N=125 districts N=475

Urban least M=5.36 Urban highly M=4.98

populated SD=0.96 populated SD=1.22 3.7**
districts N=125 districts N=475

Rural highly M=5.08 Urban highly M=4.98

populated SD=1.15 populated SD=1.22 1.3
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.21 that the t value for 3 sub groups
was found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.21, it is clear that students from urban least populated districts
(5.36) have scored more than students from rural least populated districts (4.96)
on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby, that senior
secondary school students from urban least populated districts are more aware

about their own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness
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of the strategies used in completing task than the senior secondary school students
from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table3.21, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (5.36) have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (5.08) and students from urban highly populated districts
(4.98) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby, that senior
secondary school students from urban least populated districts are more aware
about their own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness
of the strategies used in completing task than the senior secondary school students
from rural and urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Evaluation’
dimension of Metacognition is shown in below given Figure 3.17.

FIGURE 3.17
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘EVALUATION’DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION
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TABLE 3.22

SUMMARY OF ‘t>-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
TOTAL SCORE OF METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=41.98 Urban least M=44.02

populated SD=7.86 populated SD=6.34 2.26*
districts N=125 districts N=125

Rural least M=41.98 Rural highly M=42.49

populated SD=7.86 populated SD=6.5 0.67
districts N=125 districts N=475

Rural least M=41.98 Urban highly M=41.87

populated SD=7.86 populated SD=6.42 0.14
districts N=125 districts N=475

Urban least M=44.02 Rural highly M=42.49

populated SD=6.34 populated SD=6.5 2.39*
districts N=125 districts N=475

Urban least M=44.02 Urban highly M=41.87

populated SD=6.34 populated SD=6.42 3.36**
districts N=125 districts N=475

Rural highly M=42.49 Urban highly M=41.87

populated SD=6.5 populated SD=6.42 1.48
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.22 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
From means analysis, in the Table 3.22, it is clear that students from urban least
populated districts (44.02) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (41.98) on total score of metacognition. Meaning thereby, that

senior secondary school student from urban least populated districts are more
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aware of their own cognitive abilities and their application for learning than the
senior secondary school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table3.22, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (44.02) have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (42.29) and students from urban highly populated districts
(41.87) on total score of metacognition. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary
school students from urban least populated districts are more aware of their own
cognitive abilities and their application for learning than the senior secondary
school students from rural and urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson
the total scores of Metacognition is shown in below given Figure 3.18.

FIGURE 3.18
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEANS ON THE TOTAL
SCORES OF METACOGNITION
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Gender X Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.17, that F-ratios for the interaction
between gender and population of senior secondary school students on
‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’,

‘Planning’ and ‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension
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monitoring’, ‘Debugging strategies” and ‘Evaluation’ dimensions of
metacognition and total of metacognition are found to be 0.86, 0.15, 0.19, 0.71,
1.34, 1.49, 0.33, 0.13 and 0.77 which are not found to be significant even at the
0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that perception of senior secondary school
students on various dimensions of metacognition and total score of metacognition
as a result of interaction of gender and population for different sub groups do not
differ significantly. Thus, the data does not provide sufficient evidence to reject
the hypothesis 13, “There is no interaction effect of gender and population on the
scores of metacognition of senior secondary students” for ‘Declarative
knowledge’, ‘Procedural knowledge’, ‘Conditional knowledge’, ‘Planning’ and
‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension monitoring’, ‘Debugging
strategies” and ‘Evaluation” dimensions of metacognition and total of
metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior secondary students as an interaction

of gender and population does not differ significantly in their metacognition.

THREE ORDER INTERACTION
Locality X Gender X Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.17, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality, gender and population of senior secondary school students on
‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition is found to be
4.76 and 5.65 which is significant at the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates
that senior secondary school students on ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Evaluation’
dimension of metacognition as a result of interaction of locality, gender and
population for different sub groups differ significantly. Thus, the data provides
sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 14, “There is no interaction effect of
locality, gender and population on the scores of metacognition of senior
secondary students” for ‘Declarative knowledge’, ‘Evaluation’ dimension of
metacognition. To further analyze the significant difference between various
groups, t-values for the various sub groups have been calculated and are presented
in the Table 3.23.
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TABLE 3.23

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘DECLARATIVE KNOWLEDGE’ DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter | Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=6.3 Boys from urban M=6.97
least populated SD=1.71 least populated SD=1.34 2.44*
districts N= 63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=6.3 Girls from rural M=6.95
least populated SD=1.71 least populated SD=1.58 2.21*
districts N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=6.3 Girls from rural M=6.78
least populated SD=1.71 highly populated SD=1.32 2.07*
districts N= 63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=6.3 Girls from urban M=7.16
least populated SD=1.71 least populated SD=1.11 3.35**
districts N=63 districts N=63
Boys from rural M=6.3 Girls from urban M=6.89
least populated SD=1.71 highly populated SD=1.25 2.56*
districts N= 63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=6.72 M=6.46

) Boys from urban
highly SD=1.31 . SD=1.37

highly populated 2.11*

populated o

o N=238 districts N=237
districts
Boys from rural M=6.72 ) M=7.16

) Girls from urban
highly SD=1.31 SD=1.11

least populated 2.69**

populated o

o N=238 districts N=63
districts
Boys from M=6.97 Boys from urban M=6.46
urban least SD=1.34 highly populated SD=1.37 2.66**
populated N=62 districts N=237
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Groups Parameter | Groups Parameter t value
districts
Boys from M=6.46 ) M=6.95
] Girls from rural
urban highly SD=1.37 SD=1.58
least populated 2.23*
populated o
. N=237 districts N=62
districts
Boys from M=6.46 ) M=6.78
) Girls from rural
urban highly SD=1.37 . SD=1.32
highly populated 2.59*
populated o
o N=237 districts N=237
districts
Boys from M=6.46 ) M=7.16
] Girls from urban
urban highly SD=1.37 SD=1.11
least populated 4.22%*
populated o
o N=237 districts N=63
districts
Boys from M=6.46 ] M=6.89
] Girls from urban
urban highly SD=1.37 . SD=1.25
highly populated 3.57**
populated o
o N=237 districts N=238
districts
Girls from rural M=6.78 ] M=7.16
) Girls from urban
highly SD=1.32 SD=1.11
least populated 2.32*
populated o
o N=237 districts N=63
districts

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.23 that the t value for 13 sub groups

were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.

Thus, the data provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 14, “There is no
interaction effect of locality,

gender and population on the scores of

metacognition of senior secondary students” for the ‘Declarative knowledge’

dimension of metacognition.
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It is clear from the Table 3.23 that boys from urban least populated
districts (6.97) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts
(6.30) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary boy students from urban less populated districts are good in
are good in their factual knowledge than the boys from rural least populated
districts. Reason may be that in rural areas, activities that facilitate learning have
not been provided to them at school.

Similarly, it is clear from the Table 3.23 that girls from rural least
populated districts (6.95) have scored higher than boys from rural least populated
districts (6.30) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary rural girl students from least populated districts are
good in their factual knowledge than the boy students from rural less populated
districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(6.78) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (6.30)
on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girl students from rural highly populated districts are good in
their factual knowledge than boy from rural less populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from urban least populated districts
(7.16) have scored more than boys from rural least populated districts (6.30) on
‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from urban less populated districts are good in their factual
knowledge than senior secondary boys from rural less populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(6.89) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (6.30)
on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girl students from urban highly populated districts are good in
their factual knowledge than the senior secondary boys from rural least populated
districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that boys from rural highly populated districts
(6.72) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
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(6.46) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary boy from rural highly populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than senior secondary boys from urban highly populated
districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from urban least populated districts
(7.16) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts (6.72)
on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary urban girls from less populated districts are good in their factual
knowledge than rural boys from highly populate districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that boys from urban least populated districts
(6.97) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(6.46) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban boys from less populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from rural least populated districts
(6.95) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(6.46) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary rural girls from less populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(6.78) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(6.46) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from urban least populated districts
(7.16) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(6.46) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(6.89) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts

166



(6.46) on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.23 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(7.16) have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts (6.78)
on ‘Declarative knowledge’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are good in their
factual knowledge than the senior secondary rural girls from highly populated
districts.

TABLE 3.24
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘EVALUATION’ DIMENSION OF METACOGNITION

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M=4.65 Boys from M=5.4
Boys from rural urban least
least populated SD=1.35 lated SD=0.89 3.67**
districts populate
N=63 districts N=62
M=4.65 Girls from M=5.27
Boys from rural rural least
least populated SD=1.35 lated SD=0.97 2.95**
districts populate
N=63 districts N=62
M=4.65 Girls from M=5.16
Boys from rural rural hiahl
least populated SD=1.35 | gd y SD=1.09 2.76**
districts populate
N=63 districts N=237
M=4.65 Girls from M=5.32
Boys from rural urban least
least populated SD=1.35 lated SD=1.02 3.14**
districts populate
N=63 districts N=63
M=4.65 Girls from M=5.11
Boys from rural urban hiahl
least populated SD=1.35 populate%l y SD=1.15 2.47*
districts N=63 | districts N=238
Boys from rural M=5 Boys from M=5.4
highly SD=122 urban least SD=0.89 2 gO**
populated : populated : '
districts N=238 districts N=62
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Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=5 Girls from M=5.32

highly SD=1.2 | urban least SD=1.02 | 2.12*
populated populated

districts N=238 districts N=63

Boys from M=5.4 Boys from M=4.86

urban least SD=0.89 urban highly SD=1.28 3.84%*
populated populated

districts N=62 districts N=237

Boys from M=5.4 Girls from M=5.11

urban least SD=0.89 urban highly SD=1.15 5 14%
populated populated

districts N=62 districts N=238

Boys from M=4.86 Girls from M=5.27

urban highly SD=1.28 rural least SD=0.97 0 75%
populated populated

districts N=237 districts N=62

Boys from M=4.86 Girls from M=5.16

urban highly SD=128 rural highly SD=1.09 0 75%
populated populated

districts N=237 districts N=237

Boys from M=4.86 Girls from M=5.32

urban highly SD=1.78 urban least SD=1.02 3.00%*
populated populated

districts N=237 districts N=63

Boys from M=4.86 Girls from M=511

urban highly SD=1.28 urban highly SD=1.15 5 4%
populated populated '
districts N=237 districts N=238

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.24 that the t value for 13 sub groups

were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.

Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 14, “There is

no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the scores of

metacognition of senior secondary students” for the ‘Evaluation’ dimension of

metacognition.
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It is clear from the Table3.24 that boys from urban least populated districts
(5.40) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (4.65)
on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban boys from less populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing task than the senior secondary rural boys from least
populated districts.

Similarly, it is clear from the Table 3.24 that girls from rural least
populated districts (5.27) have scored higher than boys from rural least populated
districts (4.65) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts are more aware about
their own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing taskthan senior secondary rural boys from least
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(5.16) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (4.65)
on ‘Evaluation’ of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior secondary rural
girls from highly populated districts are more aware about their own strengths and
weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the strategies used in
completing taskthan senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from urban least populated districts
(5.32) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (4.65)
on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from less populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing taskthan senior secondary rural boys from least
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(5.11) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (4.65)
on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior

secondary urban girls from highly populated district are more aware about their
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own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing task than the senior secondary rural boys from least
populated district.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that boys from urban least populated districts
(5.40) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts (5.00)
on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that urban boys
from least populated districts are more aware about their own strengths and
weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the strategies used in
completing taskthan senior secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from urban least populated districts
(5.32) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts (5.00)
on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls are more aware about their own strengths and weaknesses
and good in judging the effectiveness of the strategies used in completing taskthan
senior secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that boys from urban least populated districts
(5.40) have scored more than the boys (4.86) and girls from urban highly
populated districts (5.11) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning
thereby that urban boys from least populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing taskthan senior secondary urban girls and boys from
highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from rural least populated districts
(5.27) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(4.86) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural girls from least populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing task than the senior secondary urban boys from
highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(5.16) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
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(4.86) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing taskthan senior secondary urban boys from highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from urban least populated districts
(5.32) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(4.86) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing taskthan the senior secondary urban boys form
highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.24 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(5.11) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(4.86) on ‘Evaluation’ dimension of metacognition. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are more aware about their
own strengths and weaknesses and good in judging the effectiveness of the
strategies used in completing taskthan senior secondary urban boys from highly

populated districts.

DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Firstly, study results revealed that locality has no influence on the
metacognition of senior secondary students which means that senior secondary
students from rural and urban areas do not differ in their metacognitive abilities.
Similar results were revealed by Jaleel and Premachandran (2016) on secondary
school students and found that no significant difference in metacognitive
awareness of rural and urban secondary students. A study of Fayyaz and Kamal
(2014) & Jagadeeswari and Chandrasekaran (2014) also revealed that locality has
no significant impact on the metacognition of secondary school students which is

consonance with the present study results.
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Secondly, it has been found that gender has influence on metacognition of
senior secondary students. The results suggest that senior secondary girl students
are more aware of their own cognitive abilities and their application for learning
than senior secondary boys. This is found true specifically for ‘Declarative
Knowledge’, ‘Procedural Knowledge’, ‘Conditional Knowledge’, ‘Planning’,
‘Information Management Strategies’, ‘Comprehension Monitoring’, and
‘Evaluation’ dimensions of metacognition. These results are consistent with the
study of Peklaj and Pecjak (2002) who concluded that girls know more about
cognition related to self-regulation and they employ more metacognitive
strategies than boys and use more strategies for controlling effort in learning
situations. Sharei et al. (2012); Singh and Kumar (2015) & Amutha and Sudha
(2016) represent meaningful difference between males and females in

metacognitive capabilities and problem solving abilities.

Thirdly, study findings revealed that senior secondary students from least
populated districts are better in applying their procedural knowledge i. e. for the
purposes of completing a task/ assignment efficiently than students from highly
populated districts. It has also been found that urban students from least populated
districts are better in their metacognitive abilities than students from urban highly

populated districts

Fourthly, it has been revealed that an interaction of locality, gender and
population has influence on the ‘Declarative knowledge’ and ‘Evaluation’
dimension of metacognition of senior secondary students. These results are
consistent with the study of Vaijayanthi (2012) & Sabna and Hameed (2016) who
found that there is interaction effect of locality and gender on the metacognitive

abilities of the students.

3.2.3 Influence of locality, gender and population on Self Efficacy

To study the self efficacy of the boys and girls senior secondary school
students from rural and urban localities of least and highly populated districts,
means and standard deviations have been calculated for different dimensions and

the total score of self efficacy and are presented below in the Table 3.25.
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TABLE 3.25
MEANS, N AND SDs OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL SELF
EFFICACY w.r.t. LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION

Locality | Gender | Population SC EE PA OE SE
TOTAL

Rural Girls LPD M= | 20.74 | 17.94 | 16.92 | 19.65 75.24

N=62 = 3.01 4.22 4.32 3.83 10.39

HPD M= [ 20.47 20.6 19.26 | 21.29 81.61

N=237 X= 2.65 2.67 2.75 3.09 8.85
Total M= [ 20.53 | 20.05 | 18.77 | 20.95 80.29
N=299 X= 2.73 3.23 3.27 3.32 9.53
Boys LPD M= | 19.79 | 19.52 | 19.33 | 20.33 78.98
N=63 X= 2.36 2.84 2.96 2.78 8.85

HPD M= | 20.07 | 19.67 | 18.96 | 20.81 79.51

N=238 X= 2.86 3.3 2.94 3.26 10.01

Total M= [ 20.01 | 19.64 | 19.04 | 20.71 79.4
N=301 x= 2.76 3.2 2.94 3.17 9.77
Total LPD M= | 20.26 | 18.74 | 18.14 | 19.99 77.13
N= 125 = 2.73 3.66 3.88 3.34 9.79

HPD M= | 20.27 | 20.13 | 19.11 | 21.05 80.56

N= 475 Y= | 276 3.03 2.85 3.18 9.5

Total M= [ 20.27 | 19.84 | 18.91 | 20.83 79.85

N=600 ¥= | 275 3.22 311 3.24 9.65

Urban Girls LPD M= | 21.02 | 19.54 | 20.75 | 20.03 81.33
N=63 = 25 2.35 2.17 3.74 7.49

HPD M= 20 19.64 195 20.07 79.21

N=238 X= 2.6 3.23 2.72 3.02 9.01

Total M= [ 20.22 | 19.62 | 19.76 | 20.06 79.66

N=301 = | 261 3.06 2.66 3.17 8.74

Boys LPD M= [ 21.52 | 20.69 | 19.63 | 22.05 83.89
N=62 ¥= | 261 2.73 2.69 2.53 8.3

HPD M= | 20.22 | 20.19 | 19.32 | 20.54 80.27

N=237 = | 265 2.79 2.79 3.02 8.62
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Locality | Gender | Population SC EE PA OE SE
TOTAL
Total 20.49 | 20.29 | 19.39 | 20.85 81.02
N=299 2.69 2.78 2.77 2.98 8.66
Total LPD 21.26 | 20.11 | 20.19 | 21.03 82.6
N=125 2.55 2.6 25 3.34 7.97
HPD 20.11 | 1991 | 1941 20.3 79.74
N=475 2.63 3.03 2.75 3.02 8.82
Total 20.35 | 19.95 | 19.58 | 20.45 80.34
N=600 2.65 2.94 2.72 3.1 8.72
Total Girls LPD 20.88 | 18.74 | 18.85 | 19.84 78.31
N=125 2.76 3.49 3.9 3.77 9.51
HPD 20.24 | 20.12 | 19.38 | 20.68 80.41
N=475 2.63 3 2.73 3.11 9
Total 20.37 | 19.83 | 19.27 20.5 79.97
N=600 2.67 3.15 3.02 3.27 9.14
Boys LPD 20.65 20.1 19.48 | 21.18 81.42
N=125 2.62 2.84 2.83 2.78 8.89
HPD 20.15 | 19.93 | 19.14 | 20.67 79.89
N=475 2.75 3.06 2.87 3.14 9.34
Total 20.25 | 19.97 | 19.21 | 20.78 80.21
N=600 2.73 3.01 2.86 3.07 9.26
Total LPD 20.76 | 19.42 | 19.16 | 20.51 79.86
N=250 2.69 3.24 341 3.38 9.32
HPD 20.19 | 20.02 | 19.26 | 20.68 80.15
N=950 2.69 3.03 2.8 3.12 9.17
Total 20.31 19.9 19.24 | 20.64 80.09
N=1200 2.7 3.08 2.94 3.18 9.2

SC=Self Confidence, EE=Efficacy Expectation, PA=Positive Attitude, OE=Outcome
Expectation, SE TOTAL=Self Efficacy Total
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FIGURE 3.19
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF
SELF EFFICACY WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND

POPULATION
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FIGURE 3.20
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF SELF EFFICACY TOTAL WITH
RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION
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In order to analyze the variance of various dimensions and total score of
self efficacy of the boys and girls senior secondary school students from rural and
urban localities of least and highly populated districts, the obtained scores were
subjected to ANOVA and the results have been presented in the Table 3.26.

176



TABLE 3.26

SUMMARY OF 2X2X2 DESIGN WITH RESPECT TO VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF SELF EFFICACY IN RELATION TO
LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION

SELF EFFICACY

Self Confidence Efficacy Expectation Positive Attitude

Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 34.92 34.92 4.84* 67.45 67.45 7.32%* 276.46 276.5 33.41**
G 1 4.9 4.9 0.68 69.02 69.02 7.49%* 8.45 8.45 1.02
P 1 65.67 65.67 9.11** 71.43 71.43 7.75%* 2.14 2.14 0.26
L*G 1 52.52 52.52 7.28** 13.58 13.58 1.47 143.9 143.9 17.39**
L*P 1 66.15 66.15 9.18** 127.66 127.7 13.86** 153.002 153 18.49**
G*P 1 0.87 0.87 0.12 120.56 120.6 13.08** 38.63 38.63 4.66*
L*G*P 1 8.65 8.65 1.2 45.44 45.44 4.93* 164.88 164.9 19.92**
Error 1192 8589.04 7.2 10979.36 9.21 9862.44 8.27
Total 1200 503778 486572 454637

Outcome Expectation Self Efficacy Total
Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 4.61 4.61 0.46 1082.33 1082 13.14**
G 1 89.72 89.72 9.1** 341.25 341.3 4.14*
P 1 5.17 5.17 0.52 16.7 16.7 0.2
L*G 1 63.67 63.67 6.46* 47.83 47.83 0.58
L*P 1 159.6 159.6 16.19** 1974.4 1974 23.97**
G*P 1 91.26 91.26 9.26** 666.28 666.3 8.09**
L*G*P 1 1.86 1.86 0.18 233.34 233.3 2.83
Error 1192 11744.7 9.85 98175.1 82.36
Total 1200 523438 7798969

* Significant at 0.05 level of Confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of Confidence

F value at (1, 1192) df: 3.85 (0.05 level); 6.66 (0.01 level)
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MAIN EFFECTS
Locality

It has been observed from the Table3.26 that F-ratios for the differences in
‘Self confidence’, ‘Efficacy expectation’, ‘Positive attitude’ dimensions of self
efficacy and total score of self efficacy between senior secondary school students
from rural and urban background are found to be 4.84, 7.32, 33.41 and 13.14
which are found to be significant either at the 0.01 or 0.05 level of confidence.
This indicates that two groups of rural and urban senior secondary school students
differ significantly on their scores of ‘Self confidence’, ‘Efficacy expectation’,
‘Positive attitude’ dimensions of self efficacy and total score of self efficacy.
Thus, the data provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 15, “There
exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior secondary students
in their self efficacy” for ‘Self confidence’, ‘Efficacy expectation’, ‘Positive
attitude’ dimensions of self efficacy and total score of self efficacy.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary students from urban locality (20.35) had scored more on ‘Self
confidence’ dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary students from rural
locality (20.27). This means that urban senior secondary students are more self
confident in their own abilities to perform a task or to reach at a certain than the
rural senior secondary students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary students from urban locality (19.95) had scored more on
‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary students
from rural locality (19.84). This means thatsenior secondary students from urban
locality are more convicted to produce the behavior required to generate the
particular outcome than rural senior secondary students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary students from urban locality (19.58) had scored more on
‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary students from
rural locality (18.91). This means that senior secondary students from urban

locality are having more positive attitude and tend to look good to overcome
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problems to find the opportunities in every situation as compare to rural senior
secondary students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary students from urban locality (80.34) had scored more on the
total score of self efficacy than senior secondary students from rural locality
(79.85). This means that urban senior secondary school students are more
confident about their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an
obstacle than students from rural locality.

It has been observed from the Table 3.26 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy between senior secondary
students from rural and urban locality is found to be 0.46, which is not found to be
significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of
senior secondary students i.e. students from rural and urban locality do not differ
significantly on their scores of ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy.
Thus, the data did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 15,
“There exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior secondary
students in their self efficacy” for ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self
efficacy. Meaning thereby, that both rural and urban senior secondary school
students do not differ in their abilities in reaching at desired outcomes.

Gender

It has been observed from the Table 3.26 that F-ratios for the differences
in ‘Efficacy expectation’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimensions of self efficacy and
total scores of self efficacy between senior secondary school boys and girls
students found to be 7.49, 9.1 and 4.14 which are found to be significant at the
0.01 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of senior secondary
school students i.e. senior secondary boys and girls differ significantly on their
scores of ‘Efficacy expectation’, ‘Outcome expectation’ dimensions of self
efficacy and total score of self efficacy. Thus, the data provides sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 16, “There exists no significant difference

between senior secondary boys and girls in their self efficacy” for ‘Efficacy
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expectation’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimensions of self efficacy and total score
of self efficacy.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary student boys (19.97) had scored more on ‘Efficacy expectation’
dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary girls (19.83). This means
thatsenior secondary boy students are more convicted to produce the behavior
required to generate the particular outcome as compared to senior secondary girl
students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary boy students (20.78) had scored more on ‘Outcome expectation’
dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary girls (20.50). This means that
senior secondary boy students are more abilities in reaching out at particular
outcome than senior secondary girl students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary boy students (80.21) had scored more on total self efficacy than
senior secondary girls (79.97). This means that senior secondary boy students are
more confident about their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and
overcome an obstacle than senior secondary girl students.

It has been observed from the Table 3.25 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Self Confidence’ and ‘Positive Attitude’ dimension of self efficacy between
senior secondary boys and girls students is found to be 0.68 and 1.02, which is not
found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that
two groups of senior secondary boy and girl students do not differ significantly on
their scores of ‘Self Confidence’ and ‘Positive Attitude’ dimension of self
efficacy. Thus, the data did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 16, “There exists no significant difference between senior secondary
boys and girls in their self efficacy” for ‘Self Confidence’ and ‘Positive Attitude’
dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary both girls and

boys do not differ in their self confidence and positive attitude
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Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.26 that F-ratios for the differences
in ‘Self Confidence’ and ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimensions of self efficacy
between senior secondary school students from least populated and highly
populated districts found to be 9.11 and 7.75 which are found to be significant at
the 0.01 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of senior secondary
school students i.e. senior secondary students from least and highly populated
districts differ significantly on their scores of ‘Self Confidence’ and ‘Efficacy
expectation’ dimensions of self efficacy. Thus, the data provide sufficient
evidence to reject the hypothesis 17, “There exists no significant difference
between senior secondary students from least and highly populated districts in
their self efficacy” for ‘Self Confidence’ and ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimensions of
self efficacy.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (20.76) had scored more
on ‘Self Confidence’ dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary students
from highly populated districts (20.19). This means that senior secondary students
from least populated districts are more self confident in their own abilities to
perform a task or to reach at certain than senior secondary students from highly
populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.25, it is found that
senior secondary students from highly populated districts (20.02) had scored more
on ‘Efficacy Expectation’ dimension of self efficacy than senior secondary
students from least populated districts (19.83). This means that senior secondary
students from highly populated districtsare more convicted to produce the
behavior required to generate the particular outcome than senior secondary
students from least populated districts.

It has been observed from the Table 3.26 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimensions of self efficacy and total
score of self efficacy between senior secondary students from least and highly
populated districts is found to be 0.26, 0.52 and 0.20, which is not found to be
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significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of
senior secondary students from least and highly populated districts do not differ
significantly on their scores of ‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’
dimensions of self efficacy and total score of self efficacy. Thus, the data did not
provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 17, “There exists no
significant difference between senior secondary students from least and highly
populated districts in their self efficacy” for ‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome
Expectation’ dimensions of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary
school students from least and highly populated districts do not differ in their
positive attitude and outcome expectation.
TWO ORDER INTERACTION
Gender X Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.26, that F-ratio for the interaction
between gender and locality of senior secondary school students on ‘Self
Confidence’, ‘Positive Attitude’ and ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of self
efficacy is found to be 7.28, 17.39 and 6.46 which is significant at the 0.01 level
of confidence. This indicates that senior secondary school students on ‘Self
Confidence’, ‘Positive Attitude’ and ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of self
efficacy as a result of interaction of gender and locality for different sub groups
differ significantly. Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 18, “There is no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores
of self efficacy of senior secondary students” for ‘Self Confidence’, ‘Positive
Attitude’ and ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. To further
analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-values for the various
sub groups have been calculated and are presented in the Table 3.27, 3.28 and
3.29.
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TABLE 3.27

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘SELF CONFIDENCE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M= 20.49 M=20.01
Urban Boys SD=2.69 Rural Boys SD=2.76 2.16*
N=299 N=301
M= 20.49 M= 20.22
Urban Boys SD=2.69 Urban Girls SD=2.61 1.25
N= 299 N=301
M= 20.49 M= 20.53
Urban Boys SD=2.69 Rural Girls SD=2.73 0.18
N= 299 N=299
M=20.01 M= 20.22
Rural Boys SD=2.76 Urban Girls SD=2.61 0.96
N= 301 N=301
M=20.01 M= 20.53
Rural Boys SD=2.76 Rural Girls SD=2.73 2.32*
N= 301 N=299
M= 20.22 M= 20.53
Urban Girls SD=2.61 Rural Girls SD=2.73 1.42
N= 301 N=299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.27 that the t value for 2 sub groups

were found to be significant at the 0.05 level of confidence. From means analysis,

in the Table 3.27, it is clear that urban boys (20.49) have scored more than rural

boys (20.01) on ‘Self confidence’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby,

that senior secondary boy students from urban localities are more self confident in

their own abilities to perform a task or to reach at a certain than senior secondary

girl students.
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From means analysis, in the Table 3.27, it is clear that rural girls (20.53)
have scored more than rural boys (20.01) on ‘Self confidence’ dimension of self
efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary girl students from rural localities
are more self confident in their own abilities to perform a task or to reach at a
certain than senior secondary boy students from rural localities. Mean scoreson
the “Self Confidence’ dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure
3.21.

FIGURE 3.21
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘SELF
CONFIDENCE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

25

20

15

10

Rural boys Urban boys Rural girls

E Mean Score

184



TABLE 3.28

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘POSITIVE ATTITUDE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M=19.39 M=19.04
Urban Boys SD=2.77 Rural Boys SD=2.94 1.50
N= 299 N= 301
M=19.39 M=19.76
Urban Boys SD=2.77 Urban Girls SD=2.66 1.66
N= 299 N= 301
M=19.39 M=18.77
Urban Boys SD=2.77 Rural Girls SD=3.27 2.50*
N= 299 N= 299
M=19.04 M=19.76
Rural Boys SD=2.94 Urban Girls SD=2.66 3.15**
N= 301 N= 301
M=19.04 M=18.77
Rural Boys SD=2.94 Rural Girls SD=3.27 1.06
N= 301 N= 299
M=19.76 M=18.77
Urban Girls SD=2.66 Rural Girls SD=3.27 4.06**
N= 301 N= 299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.28 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
From means analysis, in the Table 3.28, it is clear that urban boys (19.39) have
scored more than rural girls (18.77) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self
efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary boy students from urban
localities are having more positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome
problems to find the opportunities in every situation than senior secondary girl

students from rural localities.
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From means analysis, in the Table 3.28, it is clear that urban girls (19.76)
have scored more than rural boys (19.04) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self
efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary girl students from urban
localities are having more positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome
problems to find the opportunities in every situation than senior secondary boy
students from rural localities.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.28, it is clear that urban girls (19.76)
have scored more than rural girls (18.77) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self
efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary girl students from urban
localities are having more positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome
problems to find the opportunities in every situation than senior secondary girl
students from rural localities. Mean scoreson the ‘Positive Attitude’ dimension of
Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.22.

FIGURE 3.22
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘POSITIVE
ATTITUDE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

25

20

15

10

Rural girls Rural boys Urban boys Urban girls

# Mean Score

186



TABLE 3.29
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘OUTCOME EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M= 20.85 M=20.71
Urban Boys SD=2.98 Rural Boys SD=3.17 0.56
N=299 N= 301
M= 20.85 M= 20.06
Urban Boys SD=2.98 Urban Girls SD=3.17 0.43
N= 299 N= 301
M= 20.85 M= 20.95
Urban Boys SD=2.98 Rural Girls SD=3.32 0.39
N= 299 299
M=20.71 M= 20.06
Rural Boys SD=3.17 Urban Girls SD=3.17 2.51*
N= 301 N= 301
M=20.71 M= 20.95
Rural Boys SD=3.17 Rural Girls SD=3.32 0.91
N= 301 299
M= 20.06 M= 20.95
Urban Girls SD=3.17 Rural Girls SD=3.32 3.36**
N= 301 299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.29 that the t value for 2 sub groups
were found to be significant at the 0.05 and at the 0.01 level of confidence. From
means analysis, in the Table 3.29, it is clear that rural boys (20.71) have scored
more than urban girls (20.06) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self
efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary boy students from rural localities
are having more abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior

secondary girl students from urban localities.
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From means analysis, in the Table 3.29, it is clear that rural girls (20.95)
have scored more than urban girls (20.06) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of
self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary girl students from rural
localities are more having abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than
senior secondary girl students from urban localities. Mean scores on the ‘Outcome
Expectation’ dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.23.

FIGURE 3.23
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘OUTCOME
EXPECTATION’DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY
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It has been observed from the Table 3.26, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality and population of senior secondary school students on ‘Self
Confidence’, ‘Efficacy Expectation’, ‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’
dimension of self efficacy and total score of self efficacy is found to be 9.18,
13.86, 18.49, 16.19 and 23.97 which is significant at the 0.01 level of confidence.
This indicates that senior secondary school students on ‘Self Confidence’,
‘Efficacy Expectation’, ‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of
self efficacy and total score of self efficacy as a result of interaction of locality
and population for different sub groups differ significantly. Thus, the data provide

sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 19,“There is no interaction effect of
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locality and population on the scores of self efficacy of senior secondary students”

for ‘Self Confidence’, ‘Efficacy Expectation’, ‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome

Expectation’ dimension of self efficacy and total score of self efficacy. To further

analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-values for the various

sub groups have been calculated and are presented in the Table 3.30, 3.31, 3.32,

3.33, and 3.34.

‘SELF CONFIDENCE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

TABLE 3.30
SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF

Groups Parameter | Groups Parameter | t value
M= 20.26 M= 21.26
Rural least populated Urban least populated
o SD=273 | | SD=2.55 | 2.99**
districts districts
N= 125 N= 125
M= 20.26 ) M= 20.27
Rural least populated Rural highly
o SD=2.73 o SD=2.76 | 0.03
districts populated districts
N= 125 N=475
M= 20.26 _ M=20.11
Rural least populated Urban highly
o SD=2.73 o SD=2.63 | 0.55
districts populated districts
N= 125 N= 475
M= 21.26 ) M= 20.27
Urban least Rural highly
o SD=2.55 o SD=2.76 | 3.79**
populated districts populated districts
N= 125 N=475
M= 21.26 _ M=20.11
Urban least Urban highly
o SD=2.55 o SD=2.63 | 4.46**
populated districts populated districts
N= 125 N= 475
_ M= 20.27 _ M=20.11
Rural highly Urban highly
o SD=2.76 o SD=2.63 | 091
populated districts populated districts
N= 475 N= 475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.30 that the t value for 3 sub groups
was found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.30, it is clear that students from urban least populated
districts(21.26) have scored more than students from rural least populated
districts(20.26) on ‘Self confidence’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby,
that senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts are
more self confident in their own abilities to perform a task or to reach at a certain
than senior secondary school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.30, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (21.26)have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (20.27) and urban highly populated districts (20.11) on ‘Self
confidence’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary
school students from urban least populated districts are more self confident in
their own abilities to perform a task or to reach at a certain than senior secondary
school students from rural and urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson
the ‘Self Confidence’ dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure
3.24.

FIGURE 3.24
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘SELF
CONFIDENCE’DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY
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TABLE 3.31

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘EFFICACY EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M= 18.74 Urban least M=20.11
populated SD= 3.66 populated SD=2.6 3.41**
districts N= 125 districts N= 125
Rural least M= 18.74 Rural highly M=20.13
populated SD= 3.66 populated SD=3.03 3.9**
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Rural least M= 18.74 Urban highly M=19.91
populated SD= 3.66 populated SD=3.03 3.29**
districts N= 125 districts N=475
Urban least M=20.11 Rural highly M= 20.13
populated SD=2.6 populated SD=3.03 0.07
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Urban least M=20.11 Urban highly M=19.91
populated SD=2.6 populated SD=3.03 0.74
districts N= 125 districts N=475
Rural highly M= 20.13 Urban highly M=19.91
populated SD=3.03 populated SD=3.03 1.12
districts N= 475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.31 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.31, it is clear that students from urban least populated
districts(20.11) have scored more than students from rural least populated districts
(18.74) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby,
that senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts are

more convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular
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outcome than senior secondary school students from rural least populated
districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.31, it is clear that students from rural
highly populated districts (20.13) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (18.74) on Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy.
Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from rural highly
populated districts are more convicted to produce the behaviour required to
generate the particular outcome than senior secondary school students from rural
least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.31, it is clear that students from urban
highly populated districts (19.91)have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (18.74) on Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy.
Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from urban highly
populated districts are more convicted to produce the behaviour required to
generate the particular outcome than senior secondary school students from rural
least populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Efficacy Expectation’ dimension of
Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.25.

FIGURE 3.25
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘EFFICACY
EXPECTATION’DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

25
20
15
10
5
0
Students from rural Students from urban Students from urban Students from rural
least populated highly populated least populated highly populated
districts districts districts districts
& Mean Score

192



TABLE 3.32

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘POSITIVE ATTITUDE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=18.14 Urban least M=20.19
populated SD=3.88 populated SD=2.5 4.97**
districts N=125 districts N=125
Rural least M=18.14 Rural highly M=19.11
populated SD=3.88 populated SD=2.85 2.62**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural least M=18.14 Urban highly M=19.41
populated SD=3.88 populated SD=2.75 3.44**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=20.19 Rural highly M=19.11
populated SD=2.5 populated SD=2.85 4.17**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=20.19 Urban highly M=19.41
populated SD=2.5 populated SD=2.75 3.04**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural highly M=19.11 Urban highly M=19.41
populated SD=2.85 populated SD=2.75 1.65
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.32 that the t value for 5 sub groups
was found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.32, it is clear that students from urban least populated
districts(20.19) have scored more than students from rural least populated districts
(18.14) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that
senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts are having
more positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
opportunities in every situation than senior secondary school students from rural
least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.32, it is clear that students from rural
highly populated districts (19.11) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (18.14) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy.
Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from rural highly
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populated districts are having more positive outlook and tend to look good to
overcome problems to find the opportunities in every situation than senior
secondary school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.32, it is clear that students from urban
highly populated districts (19.41) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (18.14) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy.
Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from urban highly
populated districts are having more positive outlook and tend to look good to
overcome problems to find the opportunities in every situation than the senior
secondary school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.32, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (20.19) have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (19.11) and students from urban highly populated districts
(19.41) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that
senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts are having
more positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
opportunities in every situation than senior secondary school students from rural
and urban highly populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Positive Attitude’
dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.26.

FIGURE 3.26
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘POSITIVE

ATTITUDE’DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY
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TABLE 3.33

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘OUTCOME EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=19.99 Urban least M=21.03
populated SD=3.34 populated SD=3.34 2.46*
districts N=125 districts N=125
Rural least M=19.99 Rural highly M=21.05
populated SD=3.34 populated SD=3.18 3.19**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural least M=19.99 Urban highly M=20.3
populated SD=3.34 populated SD=3.02 0.94
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=21.03 Rural highly M=21.05
populated SD=3.34 populated SD=3.18 0.06
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=21.03 Urban highly M=20.3
populated SD=3.34 populated SD=3.02 2.22%
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural highly M=21.05 Urban highly M=20.3
populated SD=3.18 populated SD=3.02 3.73**
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.33 that the t value for 4 sub groups
were found to be significant either at the 0.05 or at the 0.01 level of confidence.
From means analysis, in the Table 3.33, it is clear that urban least populated
districts (21.03) have scored more than rural least populated districts (19.99) on
‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior
secondary school students from urban least populated districts are more having
abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior secondary school
students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.33, it is clear that rural highly
populated districts (21.05) have scored more than rural least populated districts
(19.99) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby,

that senior secondary school students from rural highly populated districts are
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more having abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior secondary
girl students from rural populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.33, it is clear that urban least
populated districts (21.03) have scored more than urban highly populated districts
(20.3) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby,
that senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts are
more having abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior secondary
school students from urban highly .populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.33, it is clear that rural highly
populated districts (21.05) have scored more than urban highly populated districts
(20.3) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby,
that senior secondary school students from rural highly populated districts are
more having abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior secondary
school students from urban highly populated districts. Mean scores on the
‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below given
Figure 3.27.

FIGURE 3.27
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘OUTCOME
EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY
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TABLE 3.34

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
TOTAL SCORE OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M=77.13 Urban least M=82.6
populated SD=9.79 populated SD=7.97 4.84**
districts N=125 districts N=125
Rural least M=77.13 Rural highly M=80.56
populated SD=9.79 populated SD=9.5 3.51**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural least M=77.13 Urban highly M=79.74
populated SD=9.79 populated SD=8.82 2.71**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=82.6 Rural highly M=80.56
populated SD=7.97 populated SD=9.5 2.44%
districts N=125 districts N=475
Urban least M=82.6 Urban highly M=79.74
populated SD=7.97 populated SD=8.82 3.49**
districts N=125 districts N=475
Rural highly M=80.56 Urban highly M=79.74
populated SD=9.5 populated SD=8.82 1.38
districts N=475 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.34 that the t value for 5 sub groups
were found to be significant either at the 0.05 or at the 0.01 level of confidence.
From means analysis, in the Table 3.34, it is clear that students from urban least
populated districts (82.6) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (77.13) on total score of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that

senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts are more

197




confident about their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an
obstacle than senior secondary school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.34, it is clear that students from rural
highly populated districts (80.56) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (77.13) on total score of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that
senior secondary school students from highly populated districts are more
confident about their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an
obstacle than senior secondary school students from rural least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.34, it is clear that students from urban
highly populated districts (79.74) have scored more than students from rural least
populated districts (77.13) on total score of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that
senior secondary school students from urban highly populated districts are more
confident about their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an
obstacle than the senior secondary school students from rural least populated
districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.34, it is clear that students from urban
least populated districts (82.6) have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (80.56) and urban highly populated districts (79.74) on total
score of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students
from urban least populated districts are more confident about their abilities to
perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an obstacle than senior secondary
school students from rural highly populated districts. Mean scores of the total

score of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.28.
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FIGURE 3.28

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF THE TOTAL
SCORE OF SELF EFFICACY
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It has been observed from the Table 3.26, that F-ratio for the interaction
between gender and population of senior secondary school students on ‘Efficacy
Expectation’, ‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of self
efficacy and total score of self efficacy is found to be 13.08, 4.66, 9.26 and 8.09
which is significant either at the 0.05 or 0.01 level of confidence. This indicates
that senior secondary school students on ‘Efficacy Expectation’, ‘Positive
Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of self efficacy and total score of self
efficacy as a result of interaction of gender and population for different sub
groups differ significantly. Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject
the hypothesis 20 “There is no interaction effect of gender and population on the
scores of self efficacy of senior secondary students” for Efficacy Expectation’,
‘Positive Attitude’, ‘Outcome Expectation’ dimension of self efficacy and total
score of self efficacy. To further analyze the significant difference between
various groups, t-values for the various sub groups have been calculated and are
presented in the Table 3.35, 3.36, 3.37, 3.38.
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TABLE 3.35

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘EFFICACY EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Girls from M=18.74 Girls from M=20.12 4.05**
Least populated SD=3.49 highly SD=3.00
districts N=125 populated N=475
districts
Girls from M=18.74 Boys from least M=20.1 3.38**
Least populated SD=3.49 populated SD=2.84
districts N=125 districts N=125
Girls from M=18.74 Boys from M=19.93 3.48**
Least populated SD=3.49 Highly SD=3.06
districts N=125 populated N=475
districts
Girls from M=20.12 Boys from least M=20.1 0.07
highly SD=3.00 populated SD=2.84
populated N=475 districts N=125
districts
Girls from M=20.12 Boys from M=19.93 0.97
highly SD=3.00 Highly SD=3.06
populated N=475 populated N=475
districts districts
Boys from least M=20.1 Boys from M=19.93 0.59
populated SD=2.84 Highly SD=3.06
districts N=125 populated N=475
districts

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.35 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.35, it is clear that girls from highly populated districts (20.12) have
scored more than girls from least populated districts (18.74) on ‘Efficacy
expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary
girl students from highly populated districts are more convicted to produce the
behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior secondary girl

students from least populated districts.
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From means analysis, in the Table 3.35, it is clear that boys from least
populated district (20.10) have scored more than girls from least populated
districts (18.74) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning
thereby, that senior secondary boy students from least populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary girl students from least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.35, it is clear that boys from highly
populated districts (19.93) have scored more than girls from least populated
districts (18.74) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning
thereby, that senior secondary boy students from highly populated districts are
more convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular
outcome than senior secondary girl students from least populated districts. Mean
scoreson the ‘Efficacy Expectation’ dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below

given Figure 3.29.

FIGURE 3.29
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TABLE 3.36

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘POSITIVE ATTITUDE’ DIMEITUNSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Girls from M=18.85 Girls from highly | M=19.38
Least populated SD=3.9 populated SD=2.73 1.43
districts N=125 districts N=475
Girls from M=18.85 Boys from least M=19.48
Least populated SD=3.9 populated SD=2.83 1.46
districts N=125 districts N=125
Girls from M=18.85 | Boys from Highly | M=19.14
Least populated SD=3.9 populated SD=2.84 0.78
districts N=125 districts N=475
Girls from M=19.38 f | M=19.48
highly ~ Boys from least ~
SD=2.73 popu|ated SD=2.83 0.35
populated districts
districts N=475 N=125
Glr::srl:lrom M=19.38 Boys from Highly M=19.14
gnly SD=2.73 populated SD=2.84 1.33
populated districts
districts N=475 N=475
Boys from least M=19.48 | Boys from Highly | M=19.14
populated SD=2.83 populated SD=2.84 1.19
districts N=125 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.36 that the t value for none of the
subgroups were found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. Thus,
the data does not provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 20 “There is
no interaction effect of gender and population on the scores of self efficacy of
senior secondary students” for ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls and boys from least and highly

populated districts do not differ in their positive attitude.
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TABLE 3.37

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘OUTCOME EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter | tvalue
Girls from Least M=19.84 Girls from highly | M=20.68
populated SD=3.77 populated SD=3.11 2.29*
districts N=125 districts N=475
Girls from Least M=19.84 Boys from least M=21.18
populated SD=3.77 populated SD=2.78 3.2**
districts N=125 districts N=125
Girls from Least M=19.84 Boys from M=20.67
populated SD=3.77 Highly populated | SD=3.14 2.26*
districts N=125 districts N=475
Girls from M=20.68 Boys from least M=21.18
highly populated SD=3.11 populated SD=2.78 1.74
districts N=475 districts N=125
Girls from M=20.68 Boys from M=20.67
highly populated SD=3.11 Highly populated | SD=3.14 0.05
districts N=475 districts N=475
Boys from least M=21.18 Boys from M=20.67
populated SD=2.78 Highly populated | SD=3.14 1.77
districts N=125 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.37 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.37, it is clear that girls from highly populated districts (20.68) have
scored more than girls from least populated districts (19.84) on ‘Outcome
expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary

girl students from highly populated districts are having more abilities in reaching
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out at particular outcome than senior secondary girl students from least populated
districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.37, it is clear that boys from least
populated district (21.18)have scored more than girls from least populated
districts (19.84) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning
thereby, that senior secondary boys students from least populated districts are
having more abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior secondary
girl students from least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.37, it is clear that boys from highly
populated districts (20.67)have scored more than girls from least populated
districts (19.84) on ‘Outcome expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning
thereby, that senior secondary boys from highly populated districts are having
more abilities in reaching out at particular outcome than senior secondary girls
from least populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Outcome Expectation’
dimension of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.30.

FIGURE 3.30
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘OUTCOME
EXPECTATION’DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY
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TABLE 3.38

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
TOTAL SCORE OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Girls from Least M=78.31 Girls from M=80.41
populated SD=9.51 highly populated SD=9.00 2.22*
districts N=125 districts N=475
Girls from Least M=78.31 Boys from least M=81.42
populated SD=9.51 populated SD=8.89 2.67**
districts N=125 districts N=125
i M=78.31 Boys from M=79.89
Girls from Least SD=9E1 Hidhl SD=934
populated T gy - 1.66
. populated
districts o
N=125 districts N=475
Girls from M=80.41 Boys from least M=81.42
highly populated SD=9.00 populated SD=8.89 1.13
districts N=475 districts N=125
) M=80.41 Boys from M=79.89
Girls from SD=9.00 Highl SD=9.34
highly populated S any S 0.87
. populated
districts .
N=475 districts N=475
M=81.42 Boys from M=79.89
Boys from least .
SD=8.89 Highly SD=9.34
populated onulated 1.69
districts P _p )
N=125 districts N=475

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.38 that the t value for 2 sub groups

were found to be significant at the 0.05 and at the 0.01 level of confidence. From

means analysis, in the Table 3.38, it is clear that girls from highly populated

districts (80.41) have scored more than girls from least populated districts (78.31)

on total score of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary girl

students from highly populated districts are more confident about their abilities to
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perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an obstacle than senior secondary
girl students from least populated districts.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.38, it is clear that boys from least
populated district (81.42) have scored more than girls from least populated
districts (78.31) on total score of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior
secondary boy students from least populated districts are more confident about
their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and overcome an obstacle than
senior secondary girl students from least populated districts. Mean scoreson the
total score of Self Efficacy is shown in below given Figure 3.31.

FIGURE 3.31

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEANS SCORES ON THE
TOTAL SCORE OF SELF EFFICACY
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THREE ORDER INTERACTION
Locality X Gender X Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.26, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality, gender and population of senior secondary school students on
‘Efficacy Expectation’, ‘Positive Attitude’ dimensions of self efficacy is found to
be 4.93 and 19.92 which is significant either at the 0.05 or 0.01 level of

confidence. This indicates that senior secondary school students on ‘Efficacy
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Expectation’, ‘Positive Attitude’ dimensions of self efficacy as a result of
interaction of locality, gender and population for different sub groups differ
significantly. Thus, the data provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis
21, “There is no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the scores
of self efficacy of senior secondary students” for ‘Efficacy Expectation’, ‘Positive
Attitude’. To further analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-
values for the various sub groups have been calculated and are presented in the
Table 3.39.
TABLE 3.39

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘EFFICACY EXPECTATION’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=19.52 Er%ﬁ fl;%?t M=20.69
least populated SD=2.84 SD=2.73 2.31*
districts populated
N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=19.52 Girls from rural M=17.94
least populated SD=2.84 least populated SD=4.22 2.45*
districts N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=19.52 Glrlshfirohrln rural M=20.69
least populated | SD=2.84 popﬂuaf/e ; SD=2.67 2.94%*
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=19.67 Boys from M=20.69
highly SD=33 urban least SD=2 73 0 5%
populated populated
districts N=238 districts N=62
Boyshlzr%rln rural | M=1967 | Girls from rural M=17.94
gnty SD=3.3 least populated SD=4.22 3.0**
populated districts
districts N=238 N=62
Boys from rural M=19.67 Girls from rural M=20.69
highly SD=3.3 highly SD=2.67 3 7%%
populated populated '
districts N=238 districts N=237
5%3;?]];;%2 M=20.69 | Girls from rural M=17.94
SD=2.73 least populated SD=4.22 4.31%*
populated districts
districts N=62 N=62
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Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from M=20.69 Girls from M=19.54
urban least SD=2.73 urban least SD=2.35 2 5o*
populated populated '
districts N=62 districts N=63
Boys from M=20.69 Girls from M=19.64
urban least SD=273 urban highly SD=3.23 2 B
populated populated '
districts N=62 districts N=238
u?boafk]lcirgmy M=20.19 | Girls from rural M=17.94
SD=2.79 least populated SD=4.22 3.98**
populated districts
districts N=237 N=62
Boys from M=20.19 Girls from rural M=20.69
urban highly SD=2.79 highly SD=2.67 1.99*
populated populated '
districts N=237 districts N=237
Boys from M=20.19 Girls from M=19.64
urban highly _ urban highly _
oopulated SD=2.79 oopulated SD=3.23 1.99*
districts N=237 districts N=238
Girls from rural M=17.94 Girlshf_rohrln rural M=20.69
least populated SD=4.22 'ghty SD=2.67 4.88**
districts = po_pul_ated =
N=62 districts N=237
Girls from rural | M=17.94 Gibrls flrom M=19.54
least populated | SD=4.22 urban least SD=2.35 2.61*
districts - po_pul.ated -
N=62 districts N=63
Girls from rural | M=17.94 Gbirlsrl:_rom M=19.64
least populated | SD=4.22 “LOag‘ula'fe dy SD=3.23 2.95%*
districts N=62 districts N=238
Girls from rural M=20.69 Girls from M=19.54
highly SD=267 urban least SD=2.35 3.35%%
populated populated '
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=20.69 Girls from M=19.64
highly SD=2.67 urban highly SD=3.23 3.86%*
populated populated '
districts N=237 districts N=238

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.39 that the t value for 17 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 21, “There is
no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the scores of self
efficacy of senior secondary students” for the ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of
self efficacy.

It is clear from the Table 3.39 that boys from urban least populated
districts (20.69) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated
districts (19.52) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts.

Similarly, it is clear from the Table 3.39 that boys from rural least
populated districts (19.52) have scored higher than girls from rural least populated
districts (17.94) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts (19.52)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more convicted to
produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from urban least populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts
(19.67) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts are more convicted
to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior

secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.
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It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from rural highly populated districts
(19.67) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (17.94)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from highly populated districts are more convicted to
produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts
(19.67) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from urban least populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (17.94)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban boys from least populated districts are more convicted to
produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary rural girls from least populate districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from urban least populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the girls from urban least populated districts
(19.54) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts are more convicted
to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from urban least populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.64) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban boys from less populated districts are more convicted
to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior

secondary urban girls from highly populated districts.
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It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from urban highly populated districts
(20.19) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (17.94)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban boys from highly populated districts are more convicted to
produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(20.19) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that boys from urban highly populated districts
(20.19) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.64) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (17.94)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more convicted to
produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from urban least populated districts
(19.54) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (17.94)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that urban
girls from least populated districts take difficult are more convicted to produce the
behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior secondary rural

girls from least populated districts.
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It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.64) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (17.94)
on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are more convicted to
produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome than senior
secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the girls from urban least populated districts
(19.54) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.39 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(20.69) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.64) on ‘Efficacy expectation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby
that senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are more
convicted to produce the behaviour required to generate the particular outcome
than senior secondary urban girls from highly populate districts.

TABLE 3.40

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘POSITIVE ATTITUDE’ DIMENSION OF SELF EFFICACY

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value

Boys from rural M=19.33 Girls from rural M=16.92
least populated SD=2.96 least populated SD=4.32 3.63**
districts N=63 districts N=62

Boys from rural | M=19.33 | Girls from urban | _M=20.75
least populated SD=2.96 least populated SD=2.17 3.07**

districts N=63 districts N=63
Boys fromrural | M=18.96 | Giris from rural M=16.92
highly SD=2.94 least populated SD=4.32 3.51**
populated . districts .
districts N=2338 N=62
Boys f_rom rural M=18.96 Girls from urban M=20.75
highly SD=2.94 least populated SD=2.17 5.37**
populated . districts .
districts N=238 N=63
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Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys f_rom rural M=18.96 Girls from urban M=19.5
pgggm’e | SD=294 | highly populated | SD=2.72 | 2.08*
districts N=238 districts N=238
Boys from M=19.63 | Girls from rural M=16.92
urban least SD=2.69 least populated SD=4.32 4.19**
populated districts -
districts N=62 N=62
Boys from M=19.63 | Girls from urban | M=20.75
urban least SD=2.69 least populated SD=2.17 2.56*
populated - districts =
districts N=62 N=63
Boys from M=19.32 Girls from rural M=16.92
urpt;)a;u?altger(\jly SD=2.79 least populated SD=4.32 4.15%*
districts N=237 districts N=62
Boys f_rom M=19.32 Girls from urban M=20.75
urban ?ltgr(\jly SD=2.79 least populated Sb=2.17 4.36**
populate o
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=16.92 Girls from rural M=19.26
least populated SD=4.32 highly populated SD=2.75 4.06**
districts N=62 districts N=237
Girls from rural M=16.92 Girls from urban M=20.75
least populated SD=4.32 least populated SD=2.17 6.25**
districts N=62 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=16.92 Girls from urban M=19.5
least populated SD=4.32 highly populated SD=2.72 4.48**
districts N=62 districts N=238
Girls f_rom rural M=19.26 Girls from urban M=20.75
highly SD=2.75 least populated SD=2.17 4.56**
populated - districts =
districts N=237 N=63
Girls from M=20.75 | Girls from urban M=19.5
”prgslrj‘lﬁggt SD=2.17 | highly populated | SD=2.72 | 3.84**
districts N=63 districts N=238

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.40 that the t value for 14 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 21, “There is
no interaction effect of locality, gender and population on the scores of self
efficacy of senior secondary students” for the ‘Positive Attitude’ dimension of
self efficacy.

It is clear from the Table 3.40 that boys from rural least populated districts
(19.33) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

Similarly, it is clear from the Table 3.40 that girls from urban least
populated districts (19.33) have scored higher than boys from rural least
populated districts (20.75) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary urban girls from lest populated districts
are having more positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to
find the opportunities in every situation than senior secondary rural boys from
least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that boys from rural highly populated districts
(18.96) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from highly populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban least populated districts
(20.75) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts
(18.96) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are having more

positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
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opportunities in every situation than senior secondary rural boys from highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.50) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts
(18.96) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are having more
positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
opportunities in every situation than senior secondary rural boys from highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that boys from urban least populated districts
(19.63) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior secondary
urban boys from least populated districts are having more positive outlook and
tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in every
situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban least populated districts
(20.75) have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts
(19.63) on ‘Positive attitude’ of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that boys from urban highly populated districts
(19.32) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban boys from highly populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban least populated districts
(20.75) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(19.32) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that

senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are having more
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positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
opportunities in every situation than senior secondary urban boys from highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from rural highly populated districts
(19.26) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural girls from highly populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban least populated districts
(20.75) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.50) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (16.92)
on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are having more positive
outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the opportunities in
every situation than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban least populated districts
(20.75) have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts
(19.26) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are having more
positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
opportunities in every situation than senior secondary rural girls from highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.40 that girls from urban least populated districts
(20.75) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts
(19.50) on ‘Positive attitude’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby that
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senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are having more
positive outlook and tend to look good to overcome problems to find the
opportunities in every situation than senior secondary urban girls from highly
populated districts.
DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Firstly, study results revealed that urban senior secondary school students
are more self efficacious than the rural senior secondary students specifically
urban students are better in terms ‘Self confidence’, ‘Efficacy Expectations’ and
‘Positive Attitude’ than rural counter parts. It has also been found that urban boys
are more self confident than rural boys. However, urban girls are having more
positive attitude than rural girls. Contrarily, rural girls are better in outcome
expectation than urban girls. These findings are consonance with the study
conducted by Shazadi et al. (2011) & Malhotra and Malhota (2016) revealed that
urban adolescents have more self confidence than their counterparts. They differ
significantly from the rural adolescents. Meera and Jumana (2016) indicated that
students of urban background differ significantly from their rural counterpart.

Secondly, it has been found that gender has direct influence on the self
efficacy of senior secondary students which indicates that senior secondary boys
are more confident about their abilities to perform a task, reaching a goal and
overcome an obstacle and are more self efficacious than senior secondary girls.
Further, boys are also better in terms of efficacy expectation and outcome
expectation. Result of the present study agrees with some other studies that
showed that girls have lower self perceptions of academic abilities than boys
(Phillips and Zimmerman, 1990; Wigfield et al., 1991; Bong, 1998; Santiago and
Einarson, 1998; Ku, 2002 and Williams, 2014). The study result is contradictory
to the findings of Kumar and Lal (2006) & Dehghani et al. (2011) in which girls
were found to have higher self-efficacy than boys. It has also been found that girls
from rural areas are more self confident than boys from rural areas. This study
results are confirmed by Huang (2013) reported that females displayed higher
language arts self-efficacy than males. Meanwhile, males exhibited higher

mathematics, computer, and social sciences self-efficacy than females. Gender
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differences in academic self-efficacy also varied with age.Another study
conducted by Singh and Katlana (2015) worked on measuring level of self-
efficacy of Male and Female teachers of colleges and the analysis of result
revealed there is significant difference in the self-efficacy of male and female
teachers of university.

Thirdly, it has been revealed that students from least populated districts
are more self confident in their own abilities to perform a task or to reach at
certain goal than students from highly populated districts. However, students from
highly populated districts are more convicted to produce the behavior required to
generate the particular outcome than students from least populated districts. It has
also been revealed that students from rural highly populated districts are more self
efficacious than students from rural least populated districts. Also, girls from
highly populated districts are more self efficacious than girls from least populated
districts.

Fourthly, findings of the study revealed that gender and locality has
influence on ‘Self Confidence’, ‘Positive Attitude’ and ‘Outcome Expectation’
dimensions of the self efficacy of the senior secondary school students. It has also
been revealed that boys from urban localities are having more positive attitude
than girls from rural localities. Similarly, girls from urban localities, are having
more positive attitude than boys from rural localities. However, girls from urban
localities are having less outcome expectation than boys from rural localities. The
finding of this study is supported by Rao and Haseena (2009) & Sharma and Rani
(2014) who reported that university postgraduates were found to differ
significantly by gender, locality and faculty in their self efficacy.

Fifthly, it has been revealed that senior secondary students from urban
least populated areas are more self efficacious than senior secondary students
from urban highly populated districts. This study finding supports the results of
Meera & Jumana (2016) indicated that students of urban background differ
significantly from their rural counterpart.

Sixthly, study results revealed that senior secondary girls from highly

populated districts and boys from least populated districts are more self
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efficacious than senior secondary girls from least populated districts. Previous
researches observed strong effect of gender on self efficacy. The study conducted
by Williams (2014) provided evidence that boys scored significantly lower than
girls on measures of self-efficacy. Similar study conducted by Huang (2013)
reported that females displayed higher language arts self-efficacy than males.
Meanwhile, males exhibited higher mathematics, computer, and social sciences
self-efficacy than females. Gender differences in academic self-efficacy also
varied with age.

Seventhly, it has been revealed that gender, locality and population have
influence on self efficacy of senior secondary students. Results are consistent with
the findings of Singh and Katlana (2015) worked on measuring level of self-
efficacy of male and female teachers of colleges and revealed there is significant
difference in the self-efficacy of male and female teachers of university. Another
studies conducted by Shazadi et al.(2011)& Malhotra and Malhota (2016)
revealed that urban adolescents have more self confidence than their counterparts.
They differ significantly from the rural adolescents. Meera & Jumana (2016)
indicated that students of urban background differ significantly in their self

efficacy from their rural counterpart.

3.24 Influence of locality, gender and population on Learning
Environment
To study the learning environment of the boys and girls senior secondary
school students from rural and urban localities of least and highly populated
districts, means and standard deviations have been calculated for different
dimensions and the total score of self efficacy and are presented below in the
Table 3.41.
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TABLE 3.41

MEANS, N AND SDs OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT w.r.t. LOCALITY,
GENDER AND POPULATION

Locality | Gender | Population PCE IC PCN RO LT CE TT RP Pl PIL LE LE LE
HM | SCHL | TOTAL
Rural Girls LPD 16.9 21.8 21.8 193 | 7.11 26.7 244 | 26.8 20.2 17 87 114.8 | 201.79
N=62 288 | 3.13 | 3.79 | 423 | 2.65 3.61 521 | 4.04 45 35 12.1 | 1544 21.91
HPD 17.5 22 21 18.4 | 6.97 26 23.7 | 25.9 20.2 17 85.9 | 112.8 | 198.69
N=237 2.22 2.7 3.36 3.3 2.46 4.41 527 | 431 | 3.65 3 9.55 | 15.27 21.58
Total 17.4 22 21.2 18.6 7 26.1 238 | 26.1 20.2 17 86.1 | 113.2 | 199.33
N=299 2.38 279 | 3.46 | 3.53 2.5 4.26 525 | 4.27 | 3.83 3.1 10.1 15.3 21.65
Boys LPD 17 214 | 20.6 18.6 | 7.02 26.8 253 | 274 | 218 17 84.6 | 1179 | 202.48
N=63 342 | 421 | 413 | 398 | 2.64 3.87 507 | 419 | 3.95 3.4 178 | 16.14 28.27
HPD 16.9 21.3 20.4 18.3 | 7.09 25.8 23.6 | 259 20.1 16 84.1 | 1114 | 195.53
N=238 298 | 3.35 | 3.83 | 4.02 | 247 4.45 525 | 4.44 4.3 35 126 | 16.58 26.72
Total 17 21.3 20.4 184 | 7.07 26.1 24 26.2 20.4 16 84.2 | 112.8 | 196.98
N=301 3.07 | 354 | 389 | 401 2.5 4.35 525 | 442 | 4.28 3.5 13 16.67 27.15
Total LPD 17 21.6 21.2 19 7.1 26.8 249 | 27.1 21 16.7 85.8 | 116.4 | 202.14
N=125 342 | 371 | 399 | 411 2.6 3.73 514 | 411 | 429 | 343 135 15.8 25.21
HPD 16.9 21.7 20.7 18.4 7 25.9 23.7 | 259 20.1 16.5 85 112.1 | 197.11
N=475 298 | 3.06 | 3.61 | 3.67 2.5 4.42 525 | 437 | 3.99 3.3 11.2 | 1594 24.32
Total 17 21.6 20.8 18.5 7 26.1 239 | 26.2 20.3 16.6 85.2 113 198.16
N=600 3.07 3.2 3.7 3.77 2.5 4.3 525 | 434 | 4.06 3.33 11.7 | 15.99 24.57
Urban Girls LPD 17.8 23 22.1 204 | 7.92 28.1 26.1 | 28.7 21.5 17 91.2 | 121.8 213
N=63 2.49 2.3 3.67 3.6 2.13 3.27 525 | 236 | 4.28 2.8 10.8 | 15.32 23.62
HPD 17 21.8 20.7 19 7.77 25.9 23 26.3 20.3 17 86.3 | 112.2 | 198.43
N=238 2.42 296 | 3.16 | 3.61 1.99 3.88 464 | 319 | 3.37 29 9.65 | 11.85 18.78
Total 17.2 22.1 21 19.3 7.8 26.4 23.6 | 26.8 20.6 17 87.3 | 114.2 | 201.48
N=301 2.45 283 | 3.32 | 3.65 | 2.02 3.85 493 | 3.18 3.6 2.9 10.1 | 13.23 20.72
Boys LPD 17 22.7 21 19.1 | 7.19 26.2 234 | 26.3 20.3 16 86.9 | 112.2 | 199.08
N=62 2.49 24 3.07 | 344 | 2.26 3.85 525 | 399 | 3.43 35 9.92 | 15.47 21.97
HPD 16.9 21.7 20.8 19.6 | 8.05 25.5 236 | 26.1 20.1 16 87 111.7 | 198.65
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Locality | Gender | Population PCE| IC [PCN| RO [ LT | CE [ TT | RP Pl | PIL | LE LE LE
HM | SCHL | TOTAL

N=237 Y- | 262 | 272 | 337 | 3.49 | 1.87 | 384 | 509 | 352 | 357 3 9.96 | 13.49 | 20.67

Total M= | 169 | 21.9 | 209 | 195 | 7.87 | 256 | 236 | 262 | 202 | 16 87 | 111.8 | 198.74

N=299 Y- | 259 | 269 | 33 | 348 | 1.98 | 385 | 511 | 362 | 354 | 31 | 994 | 139 | 2091

Total LPD M= | 17.37 | 22.88 | 21.5 | 19.75 | 7.56 | 27.16 | 24.8 | 275 | 209 | 16.7 | 89.1 | 117 | 206.1
N=125 y= | 251 | 222 | 342 | 358 | 222 | 367 | 541 | 346 | 391 | 321 | 105 | 16.07 | 23.79

HPD M= | 16.96 | 21.75 | 20.75 | 19.28 | 7.91 | 25.7 | 233 | 26.0 | 202 | 165 | 86.6 | 111.9 | 198.54

N=475 Y- | 252 | 284 | 326 | 356 | 1.93 | 3.86 | 487 | 3.36 | 3.47 | 295 | 9.81 | 12.68 | 19.73

Total M= | 17.04 | 21.98 | 209 | 1937 | 7.84 | 26 | 236 | 265 | 204 | 165 | 87.1 | 113 | 200.12

N=600 Y= | 252 | 2.76 | 3.31 | 356 2 386 | 502 | 3.42 | 3.57 3 10 | 1361 | 2084

Total Girls LPD M= | 17.34 | 2242 | 21.94 | 1989 | 752 | 274 | 253 | 27.8 | 208 | 17.1 | 89.1 | 118.3 | 207.44
N=125 Y- | 272 | 269 | 371 | 395 | 243 | 35 | 528 | 342 | 442 | 318 | 116 | 15.71 | 234

HPD M= | 17.27 | 21.9 | 2083 | 18.71 | 7.37 | 25.93 | 233 | 26.1 | 203 | 16.8 | 86.L | 1125 | 198.56

N=475 y- | 233 | 283 | 326 | 347 | 227 | 415 | 497 | 38 | 351 | 291 | 96 | 1365 | 2021

Total M= | 17.29 | 22.01 | 21.06 | 18.96 | 7.4 | 26.23 | 23.7 | 265 | 204 | 169 | 86.7 | 113.7 | 200.41

N=600 y- | 241 | 281 | 339 | 36 | 23 | 406 | 509 | 3.78 | 3.72 | 2.97 | 101 | 1429 | 21.2

Boys LPD M= | 16.98 | 22.03 | 20.78 | 1884 | 7.1 | 2654 | 243 | 269 | 21 | 163 | 857 | 1151 | 200.79
N=125 Y- | 298 | 349 | 363 | 3.72 | 245 | 386 | 523 | 411 | 3.76 | 34 | 126 | 16 25.3

HPD M= | 1691 | 215 | 2061 | 18.95 | 7.57 | 25.66 | 236 | 26 | 201 | 162 | 856 | 1115 | 197.09

N=475 y- | 28 | 305 | 361 | 381 | 224 | 415 | 516 | 4 395 | 33 | 114 | 151 | 23.92

Total M= | 16.93 | 21.61 | 20.65 | 18.93 | 7.47 | 25.85 | 23.8 | 26.2 | 203 | 162 | 856 | 112.3 | 197.86

N=600 y- | 284 | 315 | 361 | 3.79 | 229 | 411 | 518 | 404 | 393 | 332 | 11.7 | 1535 | 24.24

Total LPD M= | 17.16 | 22.22 | 21.36 | 19.36 | 7.31 | 26.9'7 | 248 | 27.3 | 209 | 16.7 | 87.4 | 116.7 | 204.12
N=250 Y- | 285 | 312 | 371 | 386 | 244 | 3.7 | 526 | 38 | 41 | 331 | 122 | 15901 | 2454

HPD M= | 17.09 | 21.7 | 20.72 | 18.83 | 7.47 | 25.79 | 235 | 26.1 | 202 | 165 | 858 | 112 | 197.83

N=950 Y- | 258 | 295 | 344 | 364 | 226 | 415 | 507 | 39 | 3.74 | 313 | 105 | 144 | 22.14

Total M= | 17.11 | 21.81 | 20.85 | 18.94 | 7.44 | 26.04 | 238 | 26.3 | 203 | 165 | 86.2 | 113 | 199.14

N=1200 | >= | 264 | 299 | 351 | 369 | 2.3 | 409 | 514 | 391 | 383 | 317 | 109 | 1484 | 228

PCE=Parental Control and Encouragement, IC=Independence and Conformity, PCN=Parental Care and Nurturance, RO=Recreational Orientation, LT=Learning through
Computer technology, CE=Cognitive Encouragement, TT=Teaching through Technology, RP=Reward and Punishment, P1=Physical Infrastructure, PIL=Peer Influence on
Learning, LE HM= Learning Environment at Home, LE SCHL=Learing Environment at School, LE TOTAL=Learning Environment total
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FIGURE 3.32
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS OF
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY,
GENDER AND POPULATION
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FIGURE 3.33
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
TOTAL WITH RESPECT TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION

250
20179 19869 20248 198.43 199.08 198.65
200
150
100
50
0
Rural Girls Rural Girls Rural Boys Rural Boys  Urban Urban Urban Urban
Least Highly Least Highly  Girls Least Girls Boys Least Boys
Populated Populated Populated Populated Populated Highly  Populated Highly
Districts Districts Districts Districts Districts Populated Districts Populated
Districts Districts
B TOTAL LE

In order to analyze the variance of various dimensions and total score of
learning environment of the boy and girl senior secondary school students from
rural and urban localities of least and highly populated districts, the obtained
scores are subjected to ANOVA and the results have been presented in the Table
3.42.
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TABLE 3.42

SUMMARY OF 2X2X2 DESIGN WITH RESPECT TO VARIOUS DIMEANSIONS AND TOTAL LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT IN RELATION TO LOCALITY, GENDER AND POPULATION

Pall;_ental Control and Independence and Conformity | Parental Care and Nurturance Recreational Orientation
ncouragement
Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 1.15 1.15 0.16 95.92 95.92 10.84** 5.49 5.49 0.44 136.46 136.46 | 10.16**
G 1 25.44 25.44 3.65 29.59 29.59 3.34 91.53 91.53 7.49** 31.99 31.99 2.38
P 1 0.71 0.71 0.103 53.68 53.68 6.06* 81.01 81.01 6.63** 56.2 56.2 4.186*
L*G 1 3.25 3.25 0.46 5.3 5.3 0.59 9.94 9.94 0.81 0.003 0.003 0.00
L*P 1 235 235 3.38 74.32 74.32 8.40** 2.49 2.49 0.2 0.77 0.77 0.058
G*P 1 0.001 0.001 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.004 43.65 43.65 3.57 81.003 81.003 6.03*
L*G*P 1 23.05 23.05 3.31 1.82 1.82 0.2 5.74 5.74 0.47 20.09 20.09 1.49
Error 1192 8289.98 6.95 10547.5 8.84 14562.9 12.21 16006.1 13.42
Total 1200 359548 58167 536614 446907
Learning through Computer Cognitive Encouragement Teaching through Technology Reward and Punishment
technology
Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 93.28 93.28 | 18.19** 1.61 1.61 0.098 11 11 0.42 25.98 25.98 1.73
G 1 2.23 2.23 0.43 62.56 62.56 3.79 20.63 20.63 0.79 46.58 46.58 3.11
P 1 4.99 4.99 0.97 270.72 270.7 16.42** 347.92 347.92 | 13.38** 314.8 314.8 21.03**
L*G 1 2.68 2.68 0.52 61.99 61.99 3.76 107.02 107.02 4.11* 125.53 125.53 8.38**
L*P 1 7.43 7.43 1.45 16.27 16.27 0.98 3.9 3.9 0.15 0.43 0.43 0.029
G*P 1 18.51 18.51 3.61 17.65 17.65 1.07 70.74 70.74 2.72 25.58 25.58 1.70
L*G*P 1 7.79 7.79 1.52 31.8 31.8 1.92 225.68 225.68 8.68** 88.94 88.94 5.94*
Error 1192 6111.09 5.12 196519 | 16.48 30985.4 25.99 17838.5 14.96
Total 1200 72708 833715 708452 849984
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Physical Infrastructure

Peer Influence on Learning

Learning Environment at

Learning Environment at

Home School

Source df SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F SS MSS F
L 1 0.066 0.066 0.005 0.092 0.092 0.009 1193.96 1194 10.16** 9.03 9.03 0.04
G 1 0.004 0.004 0.004 109.6 109.6 | 11.02** 739.94 739.94 6.29* 881.17 881.17 4.09*
P 1 112.12 112.1 7.71%* 4.77 4.77 0.48 503.44 503.44 4.28* 4306.53 | 4306.53 | 20.02**
L*G 1 105.55 105.6 7.26** 2.99 2.99 0.302 3.85 3.85 0.03 1716.32 | 1716.32 7.97%*
L*P 1 1.55 1.55 0.10 0.29 0.29 0.03 130.84 130.84 1.11 35.59 35.59 0.16
G*P 1 6.33 6.33 0.43 1.81 1.81 0.18 388.02 388.02 3.3 272.21 272.21 1.26
L*G*P 1 93.36 93.36 6.42* 59.05 59.05 5.94** 250.45 250.45 2.13 2250.68 | 2250.68 | 10.46**
Error 1192 17331.8 14.54 11849.5 9.94 140036 117.48 256410 215.1
Total 1200 513636 340455 9049081 1.6E+07

Learning Environment

TOTAL

Source df SS MSS F
L 1 1410.72 1411 2.77
G 1 3236.07 3236 6.35*
P 1 7754.84 7755 15.23**
L*G 1 1557.52 1558 3.06
L*P 1 302.922 | 302.9 0.59
G*P 1 1310.24 1310 2.57
L*G*P 1 4002.72 | 4003 7.86**
Error 1192 606752 509
Total 1200 | 4.8E+07

* significant at 0.05 level; ** significant at 0.01 level; F value at (1, 1192) df: 3.85 (0.05 level); 6.66 (0.01 level)
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MAIN EFFECTS
Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.42 that F-ratio for the
‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning through
Computer technology’, ‘Learning Environment at Home’ dimension of learning
environment between rural and urban senior secondary school students has been
found to be 10.84, 10.16, 18.19 and 10.16 which is found to be significant at the
0.01 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of rural and urban senior
secondary school students differ significantly on their scores of ‘Independence
and Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning through Computer
technology’, ‘Learning Environment at Home’ dimension of learning
environment. Thus, the data provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis
22, “There exists no significant difference between rural and urban senior
secondary students in their learning environment” for ‘Independence and
Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning through Computer
technology’, ‘Learning Environment at Home’ dimension of learning
environment. From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is
found that senior secondary school students from urban locality (21.9) had scored
more on ‘Independence and Conformity’ dimension of learning environment than
senior secondary school students from rural locality (21.6). This means that urban
senior secondary students are good in taking their own decisions independently
and follows parent’s direction as compared to rural senior secondary school
students. Supportive learning environment is provided to urban students by their
parents so that they can work independently than the rural senior secondary
students. In urban localities, Parents provide guidance to their children to explore
achievement activities of their own.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from urban locality (19.3) had scored more on
‘Recreational Orientation’ dimension of learning environment than senior
secondary students from rural locality (18.5). This means that in urban localities,

students get more recreational or interesting activities at home like books,

226



puzzles, educational tours, and educational games etc that stimulate child’s
thinking and arouse their curiosity than senior secondary students from rural
locality. Such students are more efficient, intelligent, academically motivated as
compared to students from rural localities.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from urban locality (7.84) had scored more on
‘Learning through Computer technology’ dimension of learning environment than
senior secondary students from rural locality (7.00). This means that senior
secondary school students from urban localities are having facilities like
computer, internet at their home for learning and accomplishing their academic
tasks than the senior secondary school students from rural localities.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is also
found that senior secondary students from urban locality (87.1) had scored more
on ‘Learning Environment at Home’ sub scale of learning environment than
senior secondary students from rural locality (85.2). This means that senior
secondary school students from urban localities get more stable, secure, and
stimulating environment at home that promote positive attitude towards learning
than the rural ones. Urban senior secondary school students are more motivated
and engaged in their academic work. They set their goals and make efforts to
achieve their goals. Students from urban localities are more likely to develop
positive attitude toward themselves and pro social attitude and behaviours toward
others than the students from rural localities.

However, F-ratios for the differences in locality for various dimensions
i.e. ‘Parental Control and Encouragement’, ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’,
‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and
Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’, ‘Peer Influence on Learning’, ‘Learning
Environment at School” and total score of learning environment are not found to
be significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups
of rural and urban senior secondary school students do not differ significantly on
their scores on ‘Parental Control and Encouragement’, ‘Parental Care and

Nurturance’, ‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching through Technology’,
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‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’, ‘Peer Influence on
Learning’, ‘Learning Environment at School’ and total score of learning
environment. Thus, the data did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 22, “There exists no significant difference between rural and urban
senior secondary students in their learning environment” for ‘Parental Control and
Encouragement’, ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’, ‘Cognitive Encouragement’,
‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical
Infrastructure’, ‘Peer Influence on Learning’, ‘Learning Environment at School’
and total score of learning environment. Meaning thereby, that senior secondary
boys and girls do not differ in their learning environment.
Gender

It has been observed from the Table 3.42 that F-ratio for the ‘Parental Care
and Nurturance’, ‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimensions, and ‘Learning
Environment at Home’, ‘Learning Environment at School’ subscales of learning
environment and total score of learning environment between senior secondary
boys and girls students has been found to be 7.49, 11.02, 6.29, 4.09 and 6.35
which is found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
This indicates that two groups of boy and girl senior secondary school students
differ significantly on their scores of ‘Parental Control and Encouragement’,
‘Parental Care and Nurturance’, ‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Peer Influence on
Learning’, ‘Learning Environment at Home’, ‘Learning Environment at School’
dimensions and subscales of learning environment and total score of learning
environment. Thus, the data provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis
23, “There exists no significant difference between senior secondary boys and
girls in their learning environment” for ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’, ‘Peer
Influence on Learning’ dimensions, and ‘Learning Environment at Home’,
‘Learning Environment at School’ subscales of learning environment and total
score of learning environment.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary girl students (21.06) had scored more on ‘Parental Care and

Nurturance’ dimension of learning environment than senior secondary boy
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students (20.65). This means that senior secondary girl students get excessive care
and parental support than senior secondary boy students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary girl students (16.89) had scored more on ‘Peer Influence on
Learning’ dimension of learning environment than senior secondary boy students
(16.20). This means that senior secondary girl students are getting more positive
and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals than
senior secondary boy students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary girl students (86.71) had scored more on ‘Learning Environment
at Home’ dimension of learning environment than senior secondary boy students
(85.59). This means that senior secondary girl students are getting more stable,
secure, and stimulating environment at home that promote positive attitude
towards learning than senior secondary boy students.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary girl students (113.70) had scored more on ‘Learning
Environment at School’ dimension of learning environment than senior secondary
boy students (112.27). This means that senior secondary girl students are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
than senior secondary boy students.

It has been observed from the Table 3.42 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Parental Control and Encouragement’, ‘Independence and Conformity’,
‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning through Computer technology’, ‘Cognitive
Encouragement’, ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’,
‘Physical Infrastructure” dimension of learning environment are found to be 3.34,
2.38, 0.43, 0.79, 3.11 and 0.004 which are not found to be significant even at the
0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that two groups of senior secondary boy
and girl students do not differ significantly on their scores of ‘Parental Control
and Encouragement’, ‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’,
‘Learning through Computer technology’, ‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching
through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’

dimension of learning environment. Thus, the data did not provide sufficient
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evidence to reject the hypothesis 23, “There exists no significant difference
between senior secondary boys and girls in their learning environment” for
‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning through
Computer technology’, ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and
Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby, that both boy and girl senior secondary school students do not
differ in their parental control and encouragement, independence and conformity,
recreational orientation, learning through computer technology, cognitive
encouragement, teaching through technology, reward and punishment & physical
infrastructure.
Population

It has been observed from the Table 3.42 that F-ratios for the differences
in ‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’, ‘Recreational
Orientation’, ‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching through Technology’,
‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’ dimensions and ‘Learning
Environment at Home’, ‘Learning Environment at School’ subscales of learning
environment and total score of learning environment between senior secondary
school students from least populated and highly populated districts are found to be
6.06, 6.63, 4.18, 16.42, 13.38, 21.03, 7.71, 4.28, 20.02 and 15.23, which are found
to be significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence. This indicates
that two groups of students i.e. senior secondary students from least and highly
populated districts differ significantly on their scores of ‘Independence and
Conformity’, ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’, ‘Recreational Orientation’,
‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and
Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’, ‘Learning Environment at Home’,
‘Learning Environment at School’ dimension of learning environment and total
score of learning environment. Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to
reject the hypothesis 24, “There exists no significant difference between senior
secondary students from least and highly populated districts in their learning
environment” for ‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Parental Care and
Nurturance’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching

through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’
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dimensions and ‘Learning Environment at Home’, ‘Learning Environment at
School’ subscales of learning environment and total score of learning
environment.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (22.22) had scored more
on ‘Independence and Conformity’ dimension of learning environment than
senior secondary students from highly populated districts (21.70). This means that
senior secondary students from least populated districts are good in taking their
own decisions independently and follows parent’s direction than senior secondary
students from highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (21.36) had scored more
on ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’ dimension of learning environment than senior
secondary students from highly populated districts (20.72). This means that senior
secondary students from least populated districts get excessive care and parental
support for developmental needs than senior secondary students from highly
populated districts

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (19.36) had scored more
on ‘Recreational Orientation’ dimension of learning environment than senior
secondary students from highly populated districts (18.83). This means that senior
secondary students from least populated districts get more recreational or
interesting activities at home like books, puzzles, educational tours, and
educational games etc that stimulate child’s thinking and arouse their curiosity
than senior secondary students from highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (26.97) had scored more
on ‘Cognitive Encouragement’ dimension of learning environment than senior
secondary students from highly populated districts (25.79). This means that senior
secondary students from least populated districts are getting more encouragement
to stimulate their cognitive development than senior secondary students from

highly populated districts.
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From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (24.80) had scored more
on ‘Teaching through Technology’ dimension of learning environment than
senior secondary students from highly populated districts (23.47). This means that
senior secondary students from least populated districts are using more
technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for effective learning
than senior secondary students from highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (27.33) had scored more
on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment than senior
secondary students from highly populated districts (26.06). This means that for
senior secondary school students in least populated districts, teachers use more
reward and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and
avoiding undesirable behaviour than for senior secondary students in highly
populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (20.93) had scored more
on ‘Physical Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment than senior
secondary students from highly populated districts (20.17). This means that senior
secondary students from least populated districts are getting more physical
facilities like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating
learning than senior secondary students from highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (87.42) had scored more
on ‘Learning Environment at Home’ dimension of learning environment than
senior secondary students from highly populated districts (85.82). This means that
senior secondary students from least populated districts are getting more stable,
secure, and stimulating environment at home that promote positive attitude
towards learning than senior secondary students from highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (116.70) had scored more

on ‘Learning Environment at School’ dimension of learning environment than
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senior secondary students from highly populated districts (112.01). This means
that senior secondary students from least populated districts are getting whole
range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning like
reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than senior
secondary students from highly populated districts.

From reviewing the corresponding means in the Table 3.41, it is found that
senior secondary students from least populated districts (204.12) had scored more
on total learning environment than senior secondary students from highly
populated districts (197.83). This means that senior secondary students from least
populated districts are getting effective and better learning environment at home
and at school which promote positive attitude towards learning as compared to
senior secondary students from highly populated districts.

It has been observed from the Table 3.42 that F-ratio for the differences in
‘Parental Control and Encouragement’, ‘Learning through Computer technology’,
‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimensions of learning environment between senior
secondary students from least and highly populated districts is found to be 0.10,
0.97 and 0.48 which is not found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of
confidence. This indicates that two groups of students i.e. senior secondary
students from least and highly populated districts do not differ significantly on
their scores of ‘Parental Control and Encouragement’, ‘Learning through
Computer technology’, ‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimensions of learning
environment. Thus, the data did not provide sufficient evidence to reject the
hypothesis 24“There exists no significant difference between senior secondary
students from least and highly populated districts in their learning environment”
for ‘Parental Control and Encouragement’, ‘Learning through Computer
technology’, ‘Peer Influence on Learning’” dimensions of learning environment.
Meaning thereby, that senior secondary students from least and highly populated
districts do not differ in their parental control and encouragement, learning

through computer technology, peer influence on learning.
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TWO ORDER INTERACTION
Gender X Locality

It has been observed from the Table 3.42, that F-ratio for the interaction
between gender and locality of senior secondary school students on ‘Teaching
through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical Infrastructure’,
‘Learning Environment at School’ dimension of learning environment is found to
be 4.11, 8.38, 7.26 and 7.97 which is significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level
of confidence. To further analyze the significant difference between various
groups, t-test have been applied on the ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward
and Punishment’ and ‘Physical Infrastructure’, ‘Learning Environment at School’
dimension of learning environment and obtained results are presented in the Table
3.43, 3.44, 3.45 and 3.46.

TABLE 3.43

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘TEACHING THROUGH TECHNOLOGY’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value

M= 23.6 M= 24

Urban Boys SD=5.11 Rural Boys SD=5.25 0.94
N= 299 N= 301
M= 23.6 M= 23.6

Urban Boys SD=5.11 Urban Girls SD=4.93 0.00
N= 299 N= 301
M= 23.6 M= 23.8

Urban Boys SD=5.11 Rural Girls SD=5.25 0.47
N= 299 N= 299
M= 24 M= 23.6

Rural Boys SD=5.25 Urban Girls SD=4.93 0.96
N= 301 N= 301
M= 24 M= 23.8

Rural Boys SD=5.25 Rural Girls SD=5.25 0.46
N= 301 N= 299
M= 23.6 M= 23.8

Urban Girls SD=4.93 Rural Girls SD=5.25 0.48
N= 301 N= 299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.43 that the t value for none of the
subgroups were found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. Thus, the
data do not provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25, “There is no
interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment of
senior secondary students” for ‘Teaching through Technology’ dimension of
Learning Environment. Meaning thereby, the interaction of gender and locality has
no influence on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment.

TABLE 3.44

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘REWARD AND PUNISHMENT’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING

ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M= 26.2 M= 26.2
Urban Boys SD= 3.62 Rural Boys SD=4.42 0.00
N=299 N=301
M= 26.2 M= 26.8
Urban Boys SD=3.62 Urban Girls SD=3.18 2.15*
N=299 N=301
M= 26.2 M= 26.1
Urban Boys SD=3.62 Rural Girls SD=4.27 0.31
N= 299 N=299
M= 26.2 M= 26.8
Rural Boys SD=4.42 Urban Girls SD=3.18 1.91
N=301 N=301
M= 26.2 M= 26.1
Rural Boys SD=4.42 Rural Girls SD=4.27 0.28
N=301 N=299
M= 26.8 M= 26.1
Urban Girls SD=3.18 Rural Girls SD=4.27 2.27*
N=301 N=299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.44 that the t value for 2 sub groups

was found to be significant at the 0.05 level of confidence. Thus, the data provide

sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25 “There is no interaction effect of
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gender and locality on the scores of learning environment of senior secondary
students” for Reward and Punishment dimension of learning environment.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.44, it is clear that urban girls (26.8)
have scored more than the urban boys (26.2) on ‘Reward and Punishment’
dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby, that in urban areas,
teachers use more reward and punishment techniques for strengthening desired
behaviour and avoiding undesirable behaviour of urban girls than senior
secondary boys from urban localities.

From means analysis, in the Table 3.44, it is clear that urban girls (26.8)
have scored more than rural girls (26.1) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension
of learning environment. Meaning thereby, that in urban areas, teachers use more
reward and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and
avoiding undesirable behaviour of urban girls than senior secondary girls from
rural localities. Mean scoreson the ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of
Learning Environment is shown in below given Figure 3.34.

FIGURE 3.34

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘REWARD
AND PUNISHMENT’DIMENSION OF LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
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TABLE 3.45

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING

ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value

M= 20.2 M= 20.4

Urban Boys SD= 3.54 Rural Boys SD=4.28 0.62
N= 299 N= 301
M= 20.2 M= 20.6

Urban Boys SD= 3.54 Urban Girls SD= 3.6 1.37
N= 299 N= 301
M= 20.2 M= 20.2

Urban Boys SD=3.54 Rural Girls SD=3.83 0.00
N= 299 N= 299
M= 20.4 M= 20.6

Rural Boys SD=4.28 Urban Girls SD=3.6 0.62
N= 301 N= 301
M= 20.4 M= 20.2

Rural Boys SD=4.28 Rural Girls SD=3.83 0.60
N= 301 N= 299
M= 20.6 M= 20.2

Urban Girls SD= 3.6 Rural Girls SD=3.83 1.32
N= 301 N= 299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.45 that the t value for none of the
subgroups were found to be significant even at the 0.05 level of confidence. Thus,
the data do not provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25, “There is
no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment
of senior secondary students” for ‘Physical Infrastructure’ dimension of learning
environment. Meaning thereby, boys & girls from rural & urban localities do not

differ in Physical Infrastructural facilities.
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TABLE 3.46

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AT SCHOOL’ SUBSCALE OF
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
M=111.8 M=112.8
Urban Boys SD=13.9 Rural Boys SD=16.67 0.79
N=299 N= 301
M=111.8 M=114.2
Urban Boys SD=13.9 Urban Girls SD=13.23 2.16*
N=299 N= 301
M=111.8 M= 113.2
Urban Boys SD=13.9 Rural Girls SD=15.3 1.17
N= 299 N= 299
M=112.8 M= 114.2
Rural Boys SD=16.67 Urban Girls SD=13.23 1.14
N= 301 N= 301
M=112.8 M=113.2
Rural Boys SD=16.67 Rural Girls SD=15.3 0.31
N= 301 N=299
M=114.2 M=113.2
Urban Girls SD=13.23 Rural Girls SD=15.3 0.85
N= 301 N= 299

*Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.45 that the t value for one sub
groups was found to be significant at the 0.05 level of confidence. Thus, the data
provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25, “There is no interaction
effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment of senior
secondary students” for ‘Learning Environment at School’ subscale of learning
environment. Meaning thereby, girls from urban localities perceive more
favourable learning environment at school than boys from urban localities. Mean
scoreson the ‘Learning Environment at School’ subscale of Learning

Environment is shown in below given Figure 3.35.
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FIGURE 3.35
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF ‘LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT AT SCHOOL’ SUBSCALE OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT
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It has been observed from the Table 3.42, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality and population of senior secondary school students on
‘Independence and Conformity’, dimensions of learning environment is found to
be 8.40, which is significant at the 0.01 level of confidence.

To further analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-test
has been applied on the ‘Independence and Conformity’ dimension of learning

environment and obtained results are presented in the Table 3.47.
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TABLE 3.47

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘INDEPENDENCE AND CONFORMITY’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Rural least M= 219 Urban least M=228
- SD=3.71 populated SD=2.22 3.10**
populated districts distri
N= 125 Istricts N= 125
Rural least M= 219 Rural highly M= 217
. SD=3.71 populated SD=3.06 0.27
populated districts distri
N= 125 Istricts N= 475
Rural least M= 210 Urban highly | M=2L.75
— SD=3.71 populated SD=2.84 0.42
populated districts distri
N= 125 Istricts N= 475
Urban least M= 228 Rural highly M=2L7
A SD=2.22 populated SD=3.06 4.52**
populated districts distri
N= 125 Istricts N= 475
Urban least M= 22.8 Urban hlghly M= 21.75
o SD=2.22 populated SD=2.84 4.42**
populated districts distri
N= 125 Istricts N= 475
Rural highly MEZLT_ | urban highly | M=2L.75
2 SD=3.06 populated SD=2.84 0.26
populated districts L
N= 475 districts N= 475

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.47 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence. From means analysis,
in the Table 3.47, it is clear that students from urban least populated districts
(22.8) have scored more than students from rural least populated districts (21.6)
on ‘Independence and conformity’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby, that senior secondary school students from urban least populated districts
are good in taking their own decisions independently and follows parent’s

direction than senior secondary students from rural least populated districts.
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From means analysis, in the Table 3.47, it is clear that students from urban
least populated district (22.8)have scored more than students from rural highly
populated districts (21.70) and students from urban highly populated districts
(21.75) on ‘Independence and conformity’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby, that senior secondary school students from urban least
populated districts are good in taking their own decisions independently and
follows parent’s direction than senior secondary students from rural highly
populated districts. Mean scores on the ‘Independence and Conformity’

dimension of Learning Environment is shown in below given Figure 3.36.

FIGURE 3.36

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘INDEPENDENCE AND CONFORMITY’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT
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It has been observed from the Table 3.42, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality and population of senior secondary school students on
‘Recreational Orientation’ dimensions of learning environment is found to be

6.03, which is significant at the 0.01 level of confidence.
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To further analyze the significant difference between various sub groups,
t-test has been applied on the ‘Recreational Orientation’ dimension of learning
environment and obtained results are presented in the Table 3.48.

TABLE 3.48

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘RECREATIONAL ORIENTATION’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Girls from Least M= 19.89 Girls from highly | M=18.71
populated SD=3.95 populated SD=3.47 3.04**
districts N=125 districts N= 475
Girls from Least M=19.89 Boys from least M= 18.84
populated SD=3.95 populated SD=3.72 2.16*
districts N= 125 districts N= 125
Girls from Least M= 19.89 Boys from M= 18.95
populated SD=3.95 Highly populated SD=3.81 2.38*
districts N= 125 districts N= 475
Girls from highly M= 18.71 Boys from least M=18.84
populated SD=3.47 populated SD=3.72 0.35
districts N= 475 districts N= 125
Girls from highly M=18.71 Boys from M=18.95
populated SD=3.47 Highly populated SD=3.81 1.01
districts N= 475 districts N= 475
Boys from least M= 18.84 Boys from M= 18.95
populated SD=3.72 Highly populated SD=3.81 0.29
districts N= 125 districts N= 475

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.48 that the t value for 3 sub groups
were found to be significant at the 0.05 and at the 0.01 level of confidence. From
means analysis, in the Table 3.48, it is clear that girls from least populated
districts (19.89) have scored more than girls (18.71) & boys (18.95) from highly
populated districts and boys from least populated districts (18.84) on

‘Recreational orientation’ dimension of self efficacy. Meaning thereby, that senior
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secondary girl students from least populated districts get more recreational or
interesting activities at home like books, puzzles, educational tours, and
educational games etc that stimulate child’s thinking and arouse their curiosity
than senior secondary girl and boy students from highly populated districts and
boys from least populated districts. Mean scoreson the ‘Recreational Orientation’
dimension of Learning Environment is shown in below given Figure 3.37.
FIGURE 3.37
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF MEAN SCORES OF
‘RECREATIONAL ORIENTATION’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT
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It has been observed from the Table 3.42, that F-ratio for the interaction
between locality and population of senior secondary school students on ‘Teaching
through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’ and ‘Physical Infrastructure’,
‘Peer Influence on Learning’ and ‘Learning Environment at School’ dimensions

and subscale of learning environment and total score of learning environment is
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found to be 8.68, 5.94, 6.42, 5.94, 10.46 and 7.84 which is significant either at the
0.05 or 0.01 level of confidence.

To further analyze the significant difference between various groups, t-test
have been applied on the ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and
Punishment’ and ‘Physical Infrastructure’, ‘Peer Influence on Learning’ and
‘Learning Environment at School’ dimensions and subscale of learning
environment and total score of learning environment and obtained results are
presented in the Table 3.49.

TABLE 3.49
SUMMARY OF ‘T’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF

‘TEACHING THROUGH TECHNOLOGY’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=25.3 Boys from rural M=23.6
least populated SD=5.07 highly SD=5.25 2 34*
districts po_pul_ated
N=63 districts N=238
M=25.3 Boys from M=23.4
Boys from rural ban least
least populated SD=5.07 urban leas SD=5.25 2.05 *
districts po_pul_ated
N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=25.3 Bboysg_r Om M=23.6
least populated SD=5.07 u;)oap?ulallge dy SD=5.09 2 36*
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=25.3 Girls from rural M=23.7
least populated SD=5.07 highly SD=5.27 2.20*
districts po_pul.ated
N=63 districts N=237
M=25.3 Girls from M=23.4
Boys from rural ban least
least populated | SD=5.07 urban feas SD=5.25 2.05%
districts populated
N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural ME25S Girls from M=23
least populated SD=5.07 urban ilngl:jly SD=4.64 3.25%*
districts N=63 populate N=238
districts
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Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=23.6 Girls from M=26.1
highly SD=5.25 urban least SD=5.25 3.36%*
populated populated '
districts N=238 districts N=63
Boys from M=23.4 Girls from M=26.1
urban least SD=5.25 urban least SD=5.25 0 g7**
populated populated '
districts N=62 districts N=63
Boys from M=23.6 Girls from M=26.1
urban highly SD=509 urban least SD=5 25 o
populated ' populated ' 3.38
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=23.7 Girls from M=26.1
highly SD=5 27 urban least SD=5 25 399wk
populated populated '
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from M=26.1 Girls from M=23
urban least SD=5.25 urban highly SD=4.64 4.26%*
populated populated
districts N=63 districts N=238

* Significant at0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.49 that the t value for 11 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25, “There is
no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment
of senior secondary students.” for the ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension
of learning environment.

It is clear from the Table 3.49 that boys from rural least populated districts
(25.30) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts
(23.60) on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts
are using more technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for
effective learning than senior secondary rural boys from highly populated

districts.
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It is clear from the Table 3.49 that boys from rural least populated districts
(25.30) have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts
(23.40) on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts
are using more technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for
effective learning than senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.49 that boys from rural least populated districts
(25.30) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts (23.60)
on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary boys from rural least populated districts are using more
technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for effective learning than
senior secondary boys from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.49 that boys from rural least populated districts
(25.30) have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts (23.70)
on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts are using more
technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for effective learning than
senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.49 that boys from rural least populated districts
(25.30) have scored more than the girls from urban least populated districts
(23.40) on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts
are using more technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for
effective learning than senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.49 that boys from rural least populated districts
(25.30) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts (23.00)
on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts are using more
technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for effective learning than

senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts.
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Similarly, it is clear from the Table 3.49 that girls from urban least
populated districts (26.10) have scored higher than boys from rural highly
populated districts (23.60) on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of
learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior secondary urban girls from
least populated districts are using more technology like computers, internet, PPTs
in the classroom for effective learning than senior secondary rural boys from
highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.49 that girls from urban least populated districts
(26.10) have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts
(23.40) on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts
are using more technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for
effective learning than senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.49 that girls from urban least populated districts
(26.10) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts (23.60)
on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are using more
technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for effective learning than
senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.49 that girls from urban least populated districts
(26.10) have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts (23.70)
on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts are using more
technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for effective learning than
senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.49 that girls from urban least populated districts
(26.10) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts
(23.00) on ‘Teaching through technology’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts
are using more technology like computers, internet, PPTs in the classroom for

effective learning than senior secondary urban girls from least populated districts.
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TABLE 3.50

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘REWARD AND PUNISHMENT’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=27.4 Boys from rural M=25.9
least populated SD=4.19 highly populated SD=4.44 2.49*
districts N=63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=27.4 Boys from urban M=26.1
least populated SD=4.19 highly populated SD=3.52 2.25*
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=27.4 Girls from rural M=25.9
least populated SD=4.19 highly populated SD=4.31 2.51*
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=27.4 Girls from urban M=28.7
least populated SD=4.19 least populated SD=2.36 2.14*
districts N=63 districts N=63
Boys from rural M=25.9 Girls from urban M=28.7
highly populated SD=4.44 least populated SD=2.36 6.76**
districts N=238 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=26.37 Girls from urban M=28.7
least populated SD=3.99 least populated SD=2.36 3.96**
districts N=62 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=26.1 Girls from rural M=26.8
highly populated SD=3.52 least populated SD=4.04 6.93**
districts N=237 districts N=62
Boys from urban M=26.1 Girls from urban M=28.7
highly populated SD=3.52 least populated SD=2.36 6.93**
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=26.8 Girls from urban M=28.7
least populated SD=4.04 least populated SD=2.36 3.20**
districts N=62 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=25.9 Girls from urban M=28.7
highly populated SD=4.31 least populated SD=2.36
districts N=237 districts N=63 6.85%*
Girls from urban M=28.7 Girls from urban M=26.37
least populated SD=2.36 highly populated SD=3.19
districts N=63 districts N=238 6.43**

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.50 that the t value for 11 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25,“There is
no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment
of senior secondary students.” for the ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of
learning environment.

It is clear from the Table 3.50 that boys from rural least populated districts
(27.40) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts
(25.90) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in rural least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of boys than for senior secondary boys from rural highly
populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.50 that boys from rural least populated districts
(27.40) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts
(26.10) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in rural least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of boys than for senior secondary boys from urban highly
populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.50 that boys from rural least populated districts
(27.40) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (25.90)
on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that in rural least populated districts, teachers use more reward and
punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of boys than for senior secondary girls from rural
populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated

districts (28.70) have scored more than the boys from rural least populated
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districts (27.40) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary boys from rural least
populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated
districts (28.70) have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated
districts (25.90) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary boys from rural highly
populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated
districts (28.70) have scored more than the boys from urban least populated
districts (26.37) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary boys from urban least
populated districts.

Similarly, it is clear from the Table 3.50 that girls from rural least
populated districts (26.80) have scored higher than boys from urban highly
populated districts (26.10) on reward and punishment dimension of learning
environment. Meaning thereby that in rural least populated districts, teachers use
more reward and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and
avoiding undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary boys from urban
highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated districts
(28.70) have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts

(26.10) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
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Meaning thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary boys from urban highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated districts
(28.70) have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts (26.80)
on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward and
punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary girls from rural least
populated districts senior secondary that girls from urban least populated districts
are more self confident and motivated towards their work than senior secondary
girls from rural least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated districts
(28.70) have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts
(25.90) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary girls from rural highly
populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.50 that girls from urban least populated districts
(28.70) have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts
(26.37) on ‘Reward and Punishment’ dimension of learning environment.
Meaning thereby that in urban least populated districts, teachers use more reward
and punishment techniques for strengthening desired behaviour and avoiding
undesirable behaviour of girls than for senior secondary girls from urban highly

populated districts.
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TABLE 3.51

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING

ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=218 Boys from rural M=20.1
least populated SD=3.95 highly populated SD=4.3 2.98**
districts N=63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=218 Boys from urban M=20.3
least populated SD=3.95 least populated SD=3.43 2.27*
districts N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=21.8 Boys from urban M=20.1
least populated SD=3.95 highly populated SD=3.58 2.90**
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=218 Girls from rural M=20.2
least populated SD=3.95 least populated SD=4.5 2.11*
districts N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=218 Girls from rural M=20.2
least populated SD=3.95 highly populated SD=3.65 2.90**
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=218 Girls from urban M=20.3
least populated SD=3.95 highly populated SD=3.37 2.76**
districts N=63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=20.1 Girls from urban M=215
highly populated SD=4.3 least populated SD=4.28 2.31*
districts N=238 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=20.1 Girls from urban M=215
highly populated SD=3.58 least populated SD=4.28 2.38*
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=20.2 Girls from urban M=215
highly populated SD=3.65 least populated SD=4.28 2.21*
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from urban M=21.5 Girls from urban M=20.3
least populated SD=4.28 highly populated SD=3.37 2.06*
districts N=63 districts N=238

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.51 that the t value for 10 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence. Thus,
the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25, “There is no
interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment of
senior secondary students.” for the ‘Physical Infrastructure’ dimension of learning
environment.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more physical facilities
like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating learning
than senior secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more physical facilities
like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating learning
than senior secondary urban boys from least populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more physical facilities
like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating learning
than senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more physical facilities
like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating learning
than senior secondary rural girls from least populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
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secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more physical facilities
like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating learning
than senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more physical facilities
like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating learning
than senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.51 that girls from urban least populated districts
have scored higher than boys from rural highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are getting more physical
facilities like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating
learning than senior secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.51 that girls from urban least populated districts have
scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are getting more physical
facilities like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating
learning than senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.51 that girls from urban least populated districts have
scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are getting more physical
facilities like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating
learning than senior secondary rural girls from highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.51 that girls from urban least populated districts have
scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts on ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that senior
secondary urban girls from least populated districts are getting more physical
facilities like grounds, library, laboratory apparatus and equipment for stimulating
learning than senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts.
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TABLE 3.52

SUMMARY OF ‘t>-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘PEER INFLUENCE ON LEARNING’ DIMENSION OF LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=17 Boys from rural M=16
least populated SD=3.4 highly populated SD=3.5 2.06*
districts N=63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=17 Boys from urban M=16
least populated SD=3.4 highly populated SD=3 2.12*
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=16 Girls from rural 17
highly populated SD=3.5 least populated SD=3.5 2.0*
districts N=238 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=16 Girls from rural M=17
highly populated SD=3.5 highly populated SD=3 3.34**
districts N=238 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=16 Girls from urban M=17
highly populated SD=3.5 least populated SD=2.8 2.38*
districts N=238 districts N=63
Boys from rural M=16 Girls from urban M=17
highly populated SD=3.5 highly populated SD=2.9 3.39**
districts N=238 districts N=238
Boys from urban M=16 Girls from rural M=17
least populated SD=3.5 highly populated SD=3 2.06*
districts N=62 districts N=237
Boys from urban M=16 Girls from urban M=17
least populated SD=3.5 highly populated SD=2.9 2.07*
districts N=62 districts N=238
Boys from urban M=16 Girls from rural 17
highly populated SD=3 least populated SD=3.5 2.06*
districts N=237 districts N=62
Boys from urban M=16 Girls from rural M=17
highly populated SD=3 highly populated SD=3 3.63**
districts N=237 districts N=237
Boys from urban M=16 Girls from urban M=17
highly populated SD=3 least populated SD=2.8 2.48*
districts N=237 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=16 Girls from urban M=17
highly populated SD=3 highly populated SD=2.9 3.69**
districts N=237 districts N=238

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.52 that the t value for 12 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25,“There is
no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment
of senior secondary students.” for the ‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimension of
learning environment.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondary rural boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary rural boys from least populated districts are are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that girls from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning” dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from rural least populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondary boys from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that girls from rural highly populated
districts have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on
‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning

thereby that senior secondary girls from rural highly populated districts are
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getting more positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their
academic goals than senior secondaryboys from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on
‘Peer Influence on Learning” dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting
more positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic
goals than senior secondary boys from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that girls from urban highly populated
districts have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on
‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban highly populated districts are
getting more positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their
academic goals than senior secondaryboys from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.52 that girls from rural highly populated
districts have scored higher than boys from urban least populated districts on
‘Peer Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from rural highly populated districts are
getting more positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their
academic goals than senior secondary boys from urban least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.52 that girls from urban highly populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning” dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from urban highly populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondaryboys from urban least populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.52 that girls from rural least populated districts

have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Peer
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Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from rural least populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondary boys from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.52 that girls from rural highly populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning’ dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from rural highly populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondary boys from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.52 that girls from urban least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning” dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals
than senior secondaryboys from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.52 that girls from urban highly populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on ‘Peer
Influence on Learning” dimension of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary urban girls from highly populated districts are getting more
positive and supportive help from peers/classmates to attain their academic goals

than senior secondary urban boys from highly populated districts.
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TABLE 3.53

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF
‘LEARNING ENVIRONMENT AT SCHOOL’ SUBSCALE OF
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter t value
Boys from rural M=117.9 Boys from rural M=111.4
least populated SD=16.14 highly populated SD=16.58 2.83**
districts N=63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=117.9 Boys from urban M=112.2
least populated SD=16.14 least populated SD=15.47 2.02*
districts N=63 districts N=62
Boys from rural M=117.9 Boys from urban M=111.7
least populated SD=16.14 highly populated SD=13.49 2.8*
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=117.9 Girls from rural M=112.8
least populated SD=16.14 highly populated SD=15.27 2.25%
districts N=63 districts N=237
Boys from rural M=117.9 Girls from urban M=112.2
least populated SD=16.14 highly populated SD=11.85 2.62*
districts N=63 districts N=238
Boys from rural M=111.4 Girls from urban M=121.8
highly populated SD=16.58 least populated SD=15.32 4.7%*
districts N=238 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=112.2 Girls from urban M=121.8
least populated SD=15.47 least populated SD=15.32 3.49**
districts N=62 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=111.7 Girls from urban M=121.8
highly populated SD=13.49 least populated SD=15.32 4.76**
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=114.8 Girls from urban M=121.8
least populated SD=15.44 least populated SD=15.32 2.54*
districts N=62 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=112.8 Girls from urban M=12138
highly populated SD=15.27 least populated SD=15.32 4.15**
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from urban M=121.8 Girls from urban M=112.2
least populated SD=15.32 highly populated SD=11.85 4.62**
districts N=63 districts N=238

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence
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It has been observed from the Table 3.53 that the t value for 11 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provides sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25,“There is
no interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment
of senior secondary students.” for the ‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale
of learning environment.

It is clear from the Table 3.53 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on ‘Learning
Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
boys from rural least populated districts are getting whole range of activities and
opportunities at school to maximize their learning like reading material, proper
guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than senior secondary boys from rural
highly populated districts

It is clear from the Table 3.53 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts on ‘Learning
Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary boys from rural least populated districts are getting whole range
of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning like reading
material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than senior
secondary boys from urban least populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.53 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary boys from rural least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than

senior secondary boys from urban highly populated districts.
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It is clear from the Table 3.53 that girls from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts on ‘Learning
Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from rural least populated districts are getting whole range
of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning like reading
material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than senior
secondary girls from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.53 that boys from rural least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary boys from rural least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than
senior secondary girls from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.53 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than
senior secondary boys from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.53 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored higher than boys from urban least populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than

senior secondary boys from urban least populated districts.
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It is clear from Table 3.53 that girls from urban least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than
senior secondary boys from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.53 that girls from urban least populated districts
have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than
senior secondary boys from urban highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.53 that girls from urban least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts on ‘Learning
Environment at school’sub scale of learning environment. Meaning thereby that
senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting whole range
of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning like reading
material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than senior
secondary girls from rural highly populated districts.

It is clear from Table 3.53 that girls from urban least populated districts
have scored more than the girls from urban highly populated districts on
‘Learning Environment at school’ sub scale of learning environment. Meaning
thereby that senior secondary girls from urban least populated districts are getting
whole range of activities and opportunities at school to maximize their learning
like reading material, proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers, etc than

senior secondary girls from urban highly populated districts.
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TABLE 3.54

SUMMARY OF ‘t’-VALUES FOR THE SUB GROUPS IN RESPECT OF

‘TOTAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT”

Groups Parameter Groups Parameter | tvalue
Boys from rural M=202.48 Glbrls flrom M=213
least populated SD=28.27 urban least SD=23.62 2.27*
districts N=63 populated N=63
B districts B
Boys from rural M=195.53 Glbrls flromt M=213
highly populated SD=26.72 ‘:)ro sgla‘igz SD=23.62 | 5.07**
districts N=238 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=199.08 Ggls flromt M=213
least populated SD=21.97 l:)ror?ﬂlaigz SD=23.62 | 3.41**
districts N=62 districts N=63
Boys from urban M=198.65 Ggls flromt M=213
highly populated SD=20.67 ‘go SS|£23 SD=23.62 | 4.39**
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=201.79 Gr:)rlsnflromt M=213
least populated SD=21.91 %op?ulaigz SD=23.62 | 2.75**
districts N=62 districts N=63
Girls from rural M=198.69 Girls from M=213
highly populated SD=2158 urbanlleazt SD=2362 | 435**
o ~ populate - '
districts N=237 districts N=63
Girls from urban M=213 Girls from M=198.43
least populated SD=23.62 urban Tltgf:jly SD=18.78 | 4.53**
Lt populate
districts N=63 districts N=238

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence
** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence

It has been observed from the Table 3.54 that the t value for 11 sub groups
were found to be significant at either the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence.
Thus, the data provide sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 25, “There is no
interaction effect of gender and locality on the scores of learning environment of

senior secondary students.” for the total ‘Learning Environment’.
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It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the boys from rural least populated districts on
total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary boys from rural least populated
districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the boys from rural highly populated districts on
total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary boys from rural highly populated
districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the boys from urban least populated districts on
total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary boys from urban least populated
districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the boys from urban highly populated districts on
total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary boys from urban highly populated
districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the girls from rural least populated districts on

total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
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urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary girls from rural least populated
districts.

It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored more than the girls from rural highly populated districts on
total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary girls from rural highly populated
districts

It is clear from the Table 3.54 that girls from urban least populated
districts have scored higher than girls from urban highly populated districts on
total ‘Learning Environment’. Meaning thereby that senior secondary girls from
urban least populated districts are getting effective and better learning
environment at home and at school that promote positive attitude towards learning
at home and at school than senior secondary girls from urban highly populated
districts.

DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Firstly, study results revealed that locality has influence on the ‘Learning
Environment at Home’ of the senior secondary school students which indicates
that learning environment at home is perceived better by students belonging to
urban areas than belonging to rural areas. Specifically in terms of ‘Independence
and Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning through Computer
Technology’ is found better in students from urban localities than students from
rural localities. This has also been found true in the case of senior secondary
students from urban least populated districts are better in their Independence and
Conformity than students from rural least populated districts. Present study results
are confirmed by Adell (2002) found that students in rural areas have low
performance compared to students in urban areas because it is relate to their

parents education. Majority of parents in rural areas are less educated than parents
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in urban areas. Survey found that, rural students felt no pressure to attain good
performance when their parents’ expectations towards education were
low. Compared to students at urban areas, the majority of them come from high
income families and their parents afford to send them to their tuition classes in
order to get better performance. Urban students also can buy additional books for
their references while for the rural students, their non-exposure to educational
resources affect the performance compared to those who have access to such
resources.

Secondly, it has been revealed that gender also has direct influence on the
learning environment of the senior secondary school students at home and at
school. It has been revealed that senior secondary girls are getting effective and
better learning environment at home than boys specifically in terms of ‘Parental
Care and Nurturance’. Similarly, girls perceived better learning environment at
school that promote positive attitude towards learning at school than senior
secondary boys specifically in terms of ‘Peer influence on Learning’. Also, this
has been found true in the case of girls from urban localities than boys. Results
also revealed that girls from least populated are getting better recreational
orientation at home than boys from least populated districts. The results are in line
with the study conducted by Melhuish et al. (2008) shows the continued impact
on attainment of a wide range of family and home learning factors. One of the
similar study was conducted by Sammons et al. (2008) explored that girls have a
higher Home Learning Environment (as reported by parents) than boys. Review
of literature suggests that supportive group learning environment is important for
academic achievement. These results are consistent with earlier research that
argues for the importance of a supportive group environment (Danielsen et
al., 2010; Eccles, 2011; Eccles and Roeser, 2011).

Thirdly, results of the present study revealed that population has direct
influence on the learning environment of the senior secondary school students
which indicates that students from least populated districts are getting more
secure and stimulating environment at home specifically in terms of

‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’, ‘Recreational
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Orientation’ and they are getting whole range of activities and opportunities at
school to maximize their learning like reading material, proper guidance by
teachers, efficient teachers etc specifically in terms ‘Cognitive Encouragement’,
‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’ and ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ than students from highly populated districts. It has also been
found that senior secondary students from urban least populated districts are
better in their Independence and Conformity than students from urban highly
populated districts. also, girls from least populated districts are better in their
recreational orientation than girls from highly populated districts. Due to the
increased population in highly populated districts, there is increase in the number
of school going children as a result of which resources fall short for the learning
needs of the learners. Obi (2005) in his book philosophical foundation of
education (page 143), he said that urban schools are necessarily large in size there
is usually a serious control problem with respect to overpopulation. It is really an
established fact that overpopulation distorts effective learning and good
management of any school. The rise in the population growth in secondary school
has really affected the learning process of the students because of the inadequate
facilities which include classroom; overpopulation has generated poor
performance in academic work and has turned the school environment to a
playing ground instead to learning environment. Present study results are
congruent with the survey conducted by the SDPI (Sustainable development
policy institute, 1998) declared that overcrowded classroom is the major factor
responsible for academic failure in Pakistan.

Fourthly, study results also revealed that gender and locality has direct
influence on the ‘Learning environment at School’ of senior secondary school
students specifically in terms of ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and
Punishment’ and ‘Physical Infrastructure’. These results are similar to those
obtained by Kishore (2016) who concluded that gender, locality and type of
school have significant impact on learning environment.

Fifthly, study results revealed that locality and population has influence on

the ‘Independence and conformity’ of senior secondary school students which
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indicates that students from urban least populated districts are good in taking their
own decisions independently than students from rural highly populated districts.
Osoro et al. (2000) indicated that rural students tend to seek help from parents and
teachers more than urban students, and parents, more than career teachers, play a
major role in the career decision-making of students in rural areas.

Sixthly, study revealed that gender and population has influence on the
‘Recreational orientation’ in Learning environment at Home of senior secondary
students which indicated that girls from least populated districts are getting more
recreational or interesting activities at home like books, puzzles, educational
tours, and educational games etc that stimulate child’s thinking and arouse their
curiosity than boys from highly populated districts. Study results are in line with
Hall (1980) who reported that at the home and community level, there has been a
rapid expansion in recreation opportunities for girls. Bialeschki and Henderson
(1986) found that the home is the main site for leisure for most girls.

Seventhly, it has been revealed that locality, gender and population have
direct influence on the ‘Learning environment’ of senior secondary school
students. It is found true for ‘Learning environment at school’ specifically in
terms of ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’, ‘Physical
Infrastructure’ and ‘Peer influence on learning’. Study results are consonance
with the results reported by Obi (2005) reported that urban schools large in size
distort effective learning and good management of any school. The rise in the
population growth in secondary school has really affected the learning process of
the students because of the inadequate facilities which include classroom;
overpopulation has generated poor performance in academic work. Another study
conducted by Agbaje and Awodun (2014) who reported that there is significant
difference in the mean scores of male and female from rural and urban localities.
Sammons et al. (2008) found gender and school learning environment has impact
on the attainment of younger children.
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3.3  Relationship between academic resilience of senior secondary students
with metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment
Relationship between academic resilience of senior secondary students

with Metacognition, Self efficacy and Learning environment has been analysed

separately under the following headings.

3.3.1 Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students with

metacognition

3.3.2 Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students with

self efficacy

3.3.3 Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students with

learning environment

3.3.1 Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students

with metacognition
The correlation between academic resilience and metacognition at 1198
degree of freedom for 1200 senior secondary students have been calculated and
are presented in the Table 3.55 below.
TABLE 3.55

SUMMARY OF CORRELATION BETWEEN ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
AND METACOGNITION OF SENIOR SECONDARY STUDENTS

DK | PK | CK P IMS [ CM | DS E RC | KC | MC
Total

Academic 123" | 085 | .086" | .1317 | .0817 | .116 1117 | 1357 | 1317 | 1437

Confidence * * * * * * 0.04 * * " *

Sense of | 146" | 1197 | 188" | 189" | .154" | .136" | .113" | .177° | 2137 | 196" | 2217
Well being : . ¢ ° 2 2 . L . 7 <

Motivation
and Ability | 136" | .141" | .138" | .187" | .109" | .133" | .136" | .153" | .194" | .180" | .202"
to get goals

Relationship
with  peers | .126" | .125" | .139" | .100" | .120" | .093" | .142" | .125" | .157" | .168" | .172"
and adults < < 2 . < . . < x . .

Emotional
regulation
and physical | .163" | .134" | .153" | .182" | .145" | 181" | 115" | 206" | .228" | .197" | .232"
health : : : - : - - : - ) -

ACADEMIC
RESILIENC | .206" | .182" | .212" | 234" | .184" | .197" | 171" | 233" | 279" | .261" | .291"
E TOTAL v S . 2 ¢ 7 L 2 L 0 7

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

DK=Declarative Knowledge, PK=Procedural knowledge, CK=Conditional Knowledge, P=Planning,
IMS=Information Management Strategies, CM=Comprehension Monitoring, DS=Debugging Strategies,
E=Evaluation, RC=Regulation of Cognition, KC=Knowledge of Cognition, MC=Metacognition Total
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Table 3.55 shows the coefficient of correlation between various
dimensions and total score of Academic Resilience and various dimensions and
total score of Metacognition scores of senior secondary students.

Correlation between Academic Confidence dimension of Academic
Resilience and total score of Metacognition is found highly significant at the 0.01
level of confidence i.e. (.143**). Same is found true for the other dimensions of
metacognition i.e. (.123**) for Declarative knowledge, (.085**) for Procedural
knowledge, (.086"") for Conditional knowledge, (.131**) for Planning dimension,
(.081**) for Information and Management Strategies, (.116**) for
Comprehension monitoring, (.111**) for Evaluation, (.135**) for Regulation of
Cognition, (.131**) for Knowledge about Cognition except one dimension of
metacognition i.e. (0.04) for Debugging strategies which is not found to be
significant even at 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that there is significant
positive relationship between academic confidence dimension academic resilience
and metacognition of senior secondary school students. This indicates that senior
secondary students with higher metacognitive abilities are also good in their
academic confidence. In other words, higher the metacognitive beliefs, their
academic resiliency will be higher at the same time or vice versa.

Correlation between Sense of Well Being dimension of Academic
Resilience and total score of Metacognition is found highly significant at the 0.01
level of confidence i.e. (.221**). Same is found true for the other dimensions of
metacognition i.e. (.146**) for Declarative knowledge, (.119**) for Procedural
knowledge, (.188™") for Conditional knowledge, (.189**) for Planning dimension,
(.154**) for Information and Management Strategies, (.136**) for
Comprehension monitoring, (.113**) for Debugging Strategies, (.177**) for
Evaluation, (.213**) for Regulation of Cognition and (.196**) for Knowledge
about Cognition. This means that there is significant positive relationship between
sense of well being dimension of academic resilience and metacognition of senior
secondary school students. Meaning thereby that senior secondary school students
with high metacognitive beliefs are also good in their sense of well being or vice

Vversa.
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Correlation between Motivation and Ability to get goals dimension of
Academic Resilience and total score of Metacognition is found significant at the
0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.202**). Same is found true for the other dimensions
of metacognition i.e. (.136**) for Declarative knowledge, (.141**) for Procedural
knowledge, (.138") for Conditional knowledge, (.187**) for Planning dimension,
(.109**) for Information and Management Strategies, (.133**) for
Comprehension monitoring, (.136**) for Debugging Strategies, (.153**) for
Evaluation, (.194**) for Regulation of Cognition, and (.180**) for Knowledge
about Cognition. This means that there is significant positive relationship between
motivation and ability to get goals dimension of academic resilience and
metacognition of senior secondary school students which indicates that higher the
metacognitive abilities, higher the motivation and ability to get goals in senior
secondary students or vice versa.

Correlation between Relationship with peers and adults dimension of
Academic Resilience and total score of Metacognition is found significant at the
0.01 level of confidence i.e (.172**). Same is found true for the other dimensions
of metacognition i.e. (.126**) for Declarative knowledge (.125**) for Procedural
knowledge, (.139"") for Conditional knowledge, (.100**) for Planning dimension,
(.120**) for Information and Management Strategies, (.093**) for
Comprehension monitoring, (.142**) for Debugging Strategies, (.125**) for
Evaluation, (.157**) for Regulation of Cognition, and (.168**) for Knowledge
about Cognition. This means that senior secondary school students with high
metacognitive abilities are also good in maintaining strong and positive
relationship with teachers and peers or vice versa.

Correlation between Emotional regulation and physical health dimension
of Academic Resilience and total score of Metacognition is found significant at
the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.232**). Same is found true for the other
dimensions of metacognition i.e. (.163**) for Declarative knowledge (.134**) for
Procedural knowledge, (.153") for Conditional knowledge, (.182**) for Planning
dimension, (.145**) for Information and Management Strategies, (.181**) for

Comprehension monitoring, (.115**) for Debugging Strategies, (.206**) for
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Evaluation, (.228**) for Regulation of Cognition and (.197**) for Knowledge
about Cognition. This means that senior secondary school students good in their
metacognitive abilities are also good in understanding and balancing their
emotions under pressure and stay physically fit or vice versa.

Correlation between total score of Academic Resilience and total score of
Metacognition is found significant at the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.291**).
Same is found true for the other dimensions of metacognition i.e. (.206**) for
Declarative knowledge (.182**) for Procedural knowledge, (.2127) for
Conditional knowledge, (.234**) for Planning dimension, (.184**) for
Information and Management Strategies, (.197**) for Comprehension monitoring,
(.171**) for Debugging Strategies, (.233**) for Evaluation, (.279**) for
Regulation of Cognition, and (.261**) for Knowledge about Cognition. This
indicates that more the student have metacognitive abilities, more the students is
academically resilient or vice versa.

Hence, significant correlations are found between Academic Resilience
and various dimensions of Metacognition scores for senior secondary school
students. Thus, the hypothesis 29, ‘There exists no significant relationship
between academic resilience of senior secondary students with metacogniton’ is
rejected. The correlation between academic resilience and metacognition is found
to be positive, which means that more an individual is aware about his or her
metacognition, the more are the chances that he/she will be academically resilient

or vice versa.

DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Study results revealed that correlation between academic resilience and
metacognition is found positive and significant, which means that more an
individual is aware about his or her metacognition, the more are the chances that
he/she will be academically resilient and vice versa.lt implies that metacognitive
skill helps students to solve environmental problems by developing resilient
thinking in them. This result is consistent with prior research which has indicated

that metacognitive skills or abilities enable learner to use skills and knowledge in
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situations other than those in which the skill was learned and are therefore critical
to solving problems in a rapidly changing world (Boddy et al., 2003; Fazey
etal., 2007; Fazey, 2010). The ability to think critically to solve complex
problems (Chapin et al., 2009; Fazey, 2010).

Metacognition, or the knowledge of and ability to regulate one's own
thinking, has been suggested as an important approach to learning that could help
improve this suite of resilience thinking skills (Fazey etal., 2005; 2007;
Spellman, 2015).Glaser etal. (1992) & Kelemen etal. (2000) found that
metacognitive learning strategies improve student’s ability to use resilient
thinking in environmental problem solving.

It can be concluded that metacognitive skills play eminent role in
improving resilience thinking skills of students (Spellman et al., 2016). This
suggests that metacognitive strategies which enhance the resilient abilities of the
students to adapt the environmental changes needs to be strengthen by the school

personnel and policy makers.

3.3.2 Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students
with various dimensions of self efficacy.
The coefficient of correlation between academic resilience and self
efficacy has been calculated and are presented in the Table 3.56 below.
TABLE 3.56

SUMMARY OF CORRELATION BETWEEN ACADEMIC RESILIENCE
AND SELF EFFICACY OF SENIOR SECONDARY STUDENTS

Self Efficacy Positive Outcome Self Efficacy

Confidence | Expectation | attitude | Expectation Total
Academic Confidence 226" 163" 1417 1317 212"
Sense of Well being 727 134™ 116" .168™ 1917
Motivation and Ability to get goals 139™ 090" .099™ 092" 135"
Relationship with peers and adults 133" .084™ 0.045 .092™ 1137
Emotional regulation and physical health 180" 166" A71” 136" 2107
Academic Resilience Total 2417 183" 166" 178" 2477

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3.56 shows the coefficient of correlation between various
dimensions and total score of Academic Resilience and various dimensions and
total score of Self efficacy scores of senior secondary students.

Correlation between Academic confidence dimension of Academic
Resilience and total score of Self efficacy is found significant at the 0.01 level of
confidence i.e. (.212**). Same is found true for the other dimensions of self
efficacy i.e. (.226**) for Self confidence (.163**) for Efficacy expectation,
(.141™) for Positive attitude, and (.131**) for Outcome expectation dimension.
This means that senior secondary school students with high self efficacious
abilities are academically confidence or vice versa.

Correlation between Sense of well being dimension of Academic Resilience
and total score of Self efficacy is found significant at the 0.01 level of confidence
i.e. (.191**). Same is found true for the other dimensions of self efficacy i.e.
(.172**) for Self confidence (.134**) for Efficacy expectation, (.116") for Positive
attitude, and (.168**) for Outcome expectation dimension. This means that senior
secondary school students with high self efficacy beliefs are having positive state of
mind that enables them to function effectively or vice versa.

Correlation between Motivation and ability to get goals dimension of
Academic Resilience and total score of Self efficacy is found to be significant at
the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.135**). Same is found true for the other
dimensions of self efficacy i.e. (.139**) for Self confidence (.090**) for Efficacy
expectation, (.099") for Positive attitude, and (.092**) for Outcome expectation
dimension. This means that senior secondary school students who are self
efficacious are also motivated to accomplish academic tasks or vice versa.

Correlation between Relationship with peers and adults dimension of
Academic Resilience and total score of Self efficacy is found to be significant at
the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.113**). Same is found true for the other
dimensions of self efficacy i.e. (.133**) for Self confidence (.084**) for Efficacy
expectation, and (.092**) for Outcome expectation except one dimension i.e.
(0.045) for Positive attitude which is not significant even at 0.05 level of
confidence. This means that senior secondary school students with better self
efficacy beliefs are also good in maintaining strong and positive relationship with
teachers and peers or vice versa.
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Correlation between Emotional regulation and physical health dimension
of Academic Resilience and total score of Self efficacy is found to be significant
at the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.210**). Same is found true for the other
dimensions of self efficacy i.e. (.180**) for Self confidence, (.166**) for Efficacy
expectation, (171" for Positive attitude, and (.136**) for Outcome expectation
dimension. This means that senior secondary school students with better self
efficacy beliefs are also good in understanding and balancing their emotions to
stay effective under pressure and stay physically fit and sound or vice versa.

Correlation between total score of Academic Resilience and total score of
Self efficacy is found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence i.e.
(.247**). Same is found true for the other dimensions of self efficacy i.e. (.241*%*)
for Self confidence (.183**) for Efficacy expectation, (.166 ) for Positive
attitude, and (.178**) for Outcome expectation dimension. This means that
significant correlation is found between Academic Resilience and various
dimensions of Self Efficacy scores for senior secondary school students. Thus, the
hypothesis 30, ‘There exists no significant relationship between academic
resilience of senior secondary students with self efficacy’ is rejected. The
correlation between academic resilience and self efficacy is found to be positive,
which means that more an individual is self efficacious, the more are the chances
that he will be academically resilient or vice versa.

DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Study results revealed that relationship between academic resilience and self
efficacy has been found significant and positive in nature which indicates more an
individual is self efficacious, the more are the chances that he will be academically
resilient or vice versa. The finding is similar to Hamill (2003);
Alessandria and Nelson (2005); Lohfink and Paulsen (2005); Hudson (2007);
Carlton (2011); Sagone and Caroli(2013); Schwarzer and Warner (2013) reported
the positive relationship between academic resilience and self efficacy. The
relationship indicates that academically resilient students are more efficacious in
their abilities to accomplish academic tasks and are more successful in school and
are more likely to thrive academically. Self efficacious students have internal
control and have the ability to select positive coping responses or options to
develop competence in the face of adversity or difficulty. Those who are self-
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efficacious are also more likely to reject negative thoughts about themselves or their
abilities than those with a sense of personal inefficacy (Ozer and Bandura, 1990).
Perceived self-efficacy likely affects individuals’ ability to adapt and deal
flexibly with difficult situations, and also affects individuals’ aspirations,
analytical thinking, and perseverance in the face of failure (Bandura et al.,
2001).This is particularly relevant to adolescent development because in order to
negotiate the risks and challenges associated with this transitional period,
adolescents’ success is partly dependent on the strength of their perceived self-
efficacy (Bandura et al., 1999). If adolescents receive positive feedback from
those close to them, and are generally regarded well by others, they are likely to
believe they are competent in activities important to them (Saarni, 1999). This
helps them to reinforce their self efficacy beliefs to engage them in other
activities, seek new challenges and involve themselves in other worthwhile tasks.
Self efficacy beliefs play an important role in developing a sense of worth
to influence a student’s ability to persevere in the face of adversity or academic
difficulties like tough homework/assignments, problem in adjusting in the
classroom etc. Individuals with high levels of perceived self-efficacy trust their
own abilities in the face of adversity, tend to conceptualize problems as
challenges rather than as threats or uncontrollable situations, experience less
negative emotional arousal in demanding tasks, think in self-enhancing ways,
motivate themselves, and show perseverance when confronted with difficult
situations (Bandura, 1997; Luszczynska et al., 2005).Therefore, it can be said that
high self-efficacy beliefs can have a positive impact on motivational processes
even if specific stressors are absent. Being self-efficacious may, however, also be
helpful to show resilience in the face of adversity. By activating affective,
motivational, and behavioral mechanisms in taxing situations, self-efficacy beliefs
can promote resilience. Self efficacy therefore has sometimes been conceptualized
as one component of resilience (Werner, 1982; Rutter, 1987).
3.3.3 Correlation between academic resilience of senior secondary students
with learning environment.
The coefficient of correlation between academic resilience and learning
environment has been calculated and are presented in the Table 3.57 below.

276



TABLE 3.57

SUMMARY OF CORRELATION BETWEEN ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AND LEARNING ENVIRONMENT OF
SENIOR SECONDARY STUDENTS

I = = £ g

c = < 2 58 - S 3 g c

s 5 © T q © 32 & 3 > T ¥ o @ S

SE o] e = o= L £ 3 =R = S o 2

c 9 S E 8 3 =8 £ 3 5 g £=2 - E @ 3 .S >3

8 o 5 =5 © = o+ c o 2 2 c = S c S

og = S 2 o c 25 S < s g2 = = WP

s 3 25 €5 Se Z 8 S 3 5 = = £3 =

55 | 87 | 57| ¥° | 8B | §° | =] £ | 3 £

s © = o -1 35 @ [ 2 a 5

e © [ 3
Academic Confidence 106" .106™ A117 085" 070" .068" 1217 070" | 1177 | .098™ 149"
Sense of Well being 100" .166™ 122 096" 0.02 118 129" 1257 | 1517 | 118" 183"
Motivation and Ability to get goals 101" 074 092" 099 0.03 075™ 104 123" | 158" | 061 1477
Relationship with peers and adults 1107 076™ 1307 091" 0.03 124™ 137" 1107 | 1157 | a70™ 1757
Emotional regulation and physical health 126" 118™ .158™ 133" .059" 120™ 148" 1297 | 181" | 153" 2117
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE TOTAL 160" 156" 182" 151" 0.06 152" 188" 169 | 2177 | 180" 258"

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3.57 shows the coefficient of correlation between various
dimensions and total score of Academic Resilience and various dimensions and
total score of Learning Environment scores of senior secondary students.

Correlation between Academic Confidence dimension of Academic
Resilience and total score of Learning Environment is found significant either at
the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.149**). Same is found true for the
other dimensions of Learning Environment i.e. (.106**) for Parental control and
encouragement (.106**) for Independence and Conformity, (.1117) for Parental
care and nurturance, (.085**) for Recreational orientation dimension, (.070*) for
Learning through Computer technology, (.068*) for Cognitive encouragement,
(.121**) for Teaching through technology, (.070*) for Reward and Punishment,
(.117**) for Physical Infrastructure, and (.098**) for Peer influence on learning.
This means that there is significant positive relationship between academic
confidence dimension of academic resilience and Parental control and
encouragement dimension of Learning Environment of senior secondary school
students. This also indicates that senior secondary students who perceive
favourable learning environment are also academically confident or vice versa.

Correlation between Sense of well being dimension of Academic
Resilience and total score of Learning Environment is found significant at the
0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.183**). Same is found true for the other dimensions
of Learning Environment i.e. (.100**) for Parental control and
encouragement(.166**) for Independence and Conformity, (.122"") for Parental
care and nurturance, (.096**) for Recreational orientation dimension, (.118**) for
Cognitive encouragement, (.129**) for Teaching through technology, (.125**) for
Reward and Punishment, (.151**) for Physical Infrastructure, and (.118**) for
Peer influence on learning except one dimension i.e. (0.02) for Learning through
Computer technology. This indicates that students who are getting effective and
supportive learning environment at home and at school are also good in their
sense of well being or vice versa.

Correlation between Motivation and ability to get goals dimension of
Academic Resilience and total score of Learning Environment is found to be
significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.147**). Same is
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found true for the other dimensions of Learning Environment i.e. (.101**) for
Parental control and encouragement(.074**) for Independence and Conformity,
(.092™) for Parental care and nurturance, (.099**) for Recreational orientation
dimension, (.075**) for Cognitive encouragement, (.104**) for Teaching through
technology, (.123**) for Reward and Punishment, (.158**) for Physical
Infrastructure, and (.061*) for Peer influence on learning except one dimension
i.e. (0.03**) for Learning through Computer technology which is not significant
even at 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that senior secondary students
from favourable learning environment are more motivated and able to achieve
their academic goals or vice versa.

Correlation between Relationship with peers and adults dimension of
Academic Resilience and total score of Learning Environment is found to be
significant at the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.175**). Same is found true for the
other dimensions of Learning Environment i.e. (.110**) for Parental control and
encouragement (.076**) for Independence and Conformity, (.130") for Parental
care and nurturance, (.091**) for Recreational orientation dimension, (.124**) for
Cognitive encouragement, (.137**) for Teaching through technology, (.110**) for
Reward and Punishment, (.115**) for Physical Infrastructure, and (.170**) for
Peer influence on learning except for one dimension i.e. (0.03**) for Learning
through Computer technology which is not significant even at 0.05 level of
confidence. This means that senior secondary school students who are getting
good learning environment are also good in maintaining strong and positive
relationship with teachers and peers or vice versa.

Correlation between Emotional regulation and physical health dimension
of Academic Resilience and total score of Learning Environment is found to be
significant either at the 0.05 or the 0.01 level of confidence i.e. (.211**). Same is
found true for the other dimensions of Learning Environment i.e. (.126**) for
Parental control and encouragement(.118**) for Independence and Conformity,
(.158™) for Parental care and nurturance, (.133**) for Recreational orientation
dimension, (.059*) for Learning through Computer technology, (.120**) for
Cognitive encouragement, (.148**) for Teaching through technology, (.129**) for

Reward and Punishment, (.181**) for Physical Infrastructure, and (.153**) for
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Peer influence on learning.. This indicates that senior secondary school students
who are getting favourable learning environment are also good in understanding
and balancing their emotions to stay effective under pressure and stay physically
fit and sound or vice versa.

Correlation between total score of Academic Resilience and total score of
Learning Environment is found to be significant at the 0.01 level of confidence
i.e. (.258**). Same is found true for the other dimensions of Learning
Environment i.e.(.160**) for Parental control and encouragement (.156**) for
Independence and Conformity, (.182"") for Parental care and nurturance, (.151**)
for Recreational orientation dimension, (.152**) for Cognitive encouragement,
(.188**) for Teaching through technology, (.169**) for Reward and Punishment,
(.217**) for Physical Infrastructure, and (.180**) for Peer influence on learning
except one dimension i.e. (.0.06) for Learning through Computer technology
which is not significant even at 0.05 level of confidence. This indicates that
significant correlation is found between Academic Resilience and various
dimensions of Learning Environment scores for senior secondary school students.
Thus, the hypothesis 31, “There exists no significant relationship between
academic resilience of senior secondary students with learning environment” is
rejected. The correlation between academic resilience and learning environment is
found to be positive, which means that senior secondary school students who are
getting good learning environment at home and at school are academically more
resilient or vice versa.

DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Study results revealed that relationship between academic resilience and
various dimensions of learning environment is found positive which indicates that
more effective learning environment at home and school student gets, more the
student will be the academically resilient or vice versa. Results are confirmed by
Waxman et al. (1997) who compared the motivation and learning environment of
resilient and non resilient students and found that resilient students had
significantly higher perceptions of involvement, satisfaction, academic self-
concept, and achievement motivation than nonresilient students. There are many

studies which have focused on examining learning environment and student’s
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resilience to make them academically motivated. The students with high
resilience perceive school as a safe place, enjoy educational challenges and do not
experience conflicts with others at school (Abolmaali et al., 2011).

In relation to the strong connection between learning environment and
academic resilience, the results of the present study are consistent with the results
of Brooks (2006) who reported that school environment strengthens resilience by
developing social competence, increasing bonding between students and caring
adults, and maximizing opportunities for meaningful participation of students in
the school environment. Similarly, Rouse (2001) examined the motivational
patterns of resilient high school students in achieving their goals and found that
resilient students had more positive beliefs toward good academic achievement,
social ability, and received more social-environmental support than nonresilient
students. In addition, schools increase students’ resilience by cultivating realistic
expectations and strengthening self esteem, self-control, problem-solving skills
and optimistic thinking pattern (Linke, 2010; Kirmayer et al., 2011; Zolkoski and
Ballock, 2012). In addition, it is recommended that parents foster resilience in
their children through empathy (Bernard, 1993), reasonable expectations (Grant et
al., 2004), show flexibility during times of stress (Walsh, 2006), supportive
relationships (Benzies and Mychasiuk, 2009), create opportunities for
participation in social activities (Easterbrooks et al., 2011) and create a respectful
and accepting family environment (Ungar et al., 2013).

3.4 Influence of Metacognition, Self efficacy and Learning Environment
on Academic resilience of senior secondary school students

3.4.1 Influence of Metacognition on Academic resilience of senior secondary
students

3.4.2 Influence of Self Efficacy on Academic resilience of senior secondary
students

3.4.3 Influence of Learning Environment on Academic resilience of senior

secondary students
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3.4.1 Influence of Metacognition on Academic resilience of senior
secondary students
The analysis for Influence of Metacognition on Academic resilience of
senior secondary students has been presented below. The Table 3.58 shows Means,
Standard deviation and number of senior secondary students belonging to different
levels of metacognition i.e. low, below average, average, above average and high.
TABLE 3.58

SUMMARY OF MEAN and S.D. OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND
TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCORES WITH RESPECT TO
METACOGNITION

Dimensions of . Std.
academic resilience Metacognition Levels N Mean Deviation

Below Average 27 29.22 3.904

Academic Average 76 29.99 3.904
Confidence Above Average 700 31.24 3.153
High 397 31.68 3.131

Total 1200 31.26 3.246

Below Average 27 37.67 5.204

Average 76 36.05 5518

Sense of Wellbeing Above Average 700 39.89 4.682
High 397 40.53 4.817

Total 1200 39.81 4.91

Below Average 27 34.63 7.80

Motivation and Average 76 35.92 6.017
ability to get goals Above Average 700 39.36 5.561
High 397 40.24 5.637

Total 1200 39.32 5.798

Below Average 27 34.37 6.505

. L Average 76 35.14 5.358

F:)‘Z':go;:gf dmtsh Above Average 700 37.31 5.69
High 397 38.6 5.723

Total 1200 37.53 5.779

Below Average 27 48.07 8.288

Emotional Average 76 49.96 7.443
Regulation and Above Average 700 52.59 6.304
Physical health High 397 54.48 6.372
Total 1200 52.95 6.594
Below Average 27 183.96 21.518
Academic Average 76 187.07 18.866
Resilience Total Above Average 700 200.39 16.705
High 397 205.53 17.676

Total 1200 200.88 18

In order to find the significant differences in the academic resilience of
senior secondary students from various levels of metacognition, one way

ANOVA has been applied and results have been presented below in Table 3.59.
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TABLE 3.59

SUMMARY OF ONEWAY ANOVA ON VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND
TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCORES WITH RESPECT TO

METACOGNITION

Source of Sum of Mean
Variable Variance Squares df Square F
Academic Between Groups 303.908 3 101.303
Confidence I \within Groups | 12329.45 | 1196 | 10.309 | g gp7++
Total 12633.36 1199
Sense of Well Between Groups 1408.286 3 469.429
being Within Groups | 2749439 | 1196 | 22989 | pqap%
Total 28902.68 1199
Motivation Between Groups 1806.554 3 602.185
a”g ;\zg:é © " Within Groups | 3849599 | 1196 | 32.187 | 18709%*
Total 40302.55 1199
Relationship Between Groups 1195.086 3 398.362
;Vr:éha%ﬁg Within Groups | 38851.58 | 1196 | 32.485 | 12063+
Total 40046.67 1199
Emotional Between Groups 2338.742 3 779.581
regg:g/t;?:aland Within Groups | 49798.95 1196 | 41638 | g 7omus
health Total 52137.69 1199
Academic Between Groups 30970.34 3 10323.45
Reii(')ig:ce Within Groups | 3575229 | 1196 | 298.932 | 34 534+
Total 388493.3 1199

*Significant at 0.05 level
**Significant at 0.01 level

It has been observed from the Table 3.59 that the F-value for the five
dimensions of Academic resilience i.e. Academic Confidence, Sense of Well
being, Motivation and Ability to get goals, Relationship with peers and adults,
Emotional regulation and total sore of academic resilience are 7.653, 15.427,
14.541, 9.763, 14.041 and 25.945 are found to be significant at 0.05 and 0.01
level of confidence. This indicates that metacognition has direct influence on
academic resilience of senior secondary students. Thus, the data provides
sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 32, “There exists no significant
influence of metacognition on academic resilience of senior secondary students”.
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In order to find the significant difference between groups, Scheffe post
hoc test is applied and results are presented below in the Table 3.60.
TABLE 3.60

SUMMARY OF POST HOC ANALYSIS (SCHEFFE TEST) OF VARIOUS

DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE WITH
RESPECT TO METACOGNITION

1) Meta Mean
Depe_ndent éo)gnition (J.) _Meta Difference Std. p-value
Variable Cognition Level Error
Level (1-J)
Average 0.765 0.719 0.77
Below Average | Above Average -2.021 0.63 0.017
Academic High -2.453" 0.639 0.002
Confidence Average Above Average -1.256: 0.388 0.015
High -1.688 0.402 0.001
Above Average High -0.432 0.202 0.205
Average 1.614 1.074 0.521
Below Average | Above Average -2.225 0.94 0.134
Sense of High -2.865 0.954 0.029
Well being Average Above Average -3.839: 0.579 0
High -4.479 0.6 0
Above Average High -0.64 0.301 0.212
Average -1.291 1.271 0.793
- Below Average | Above Average -4.726" 1.113 0
Motivation - *
and Ability High -5.607* 1.128 0
{0 get goals Average Above Average —3.435* 0.685 0
High -4.316 0.71 0
Above Average High -0.881 0.356 0.107
Average 0.774 1.277 0.947
Relationship Below Average | Above Average —2.937* 1.118 0.076
. s
ove Average -2. : .
and adults Average High 3460 0714 0
Above Average High -1.297 0.358 0.005
Average -1.886 1.446 0.636
Emotional | Below Average | Above Average -4.517" 1.266 0.005
regulation High -6.405" 1.283 0
and physical Average Above Average -2.631 0.779 0.01
health g High 4518 | 0.808 0
Above Average High -1.887" 0.405 0
Average -3.103 3.874 0.887
Academic | BElow Average | Above Average -16.426: 3.391 0
Resilience High -21.563* 3.439 0
Total Average Above Average -13.323* 2.088 0
High -18.461 2.165 0
Above Average High -5.138" 1.086 0
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It is clear from the Table 3.60 that either at 0.05 or at 0.01, pair wise
comparison has been found to be significant for various dimensions and total
Academic Resilience.

Table 3.60 reveals that for the ‘Academic Confidence’ dimension of
Academic Resilience senior secondary school students with above average
metacognitive abilities had scored more than students with below average and
average metacognitive abilities. Similarly students with high metacognitive
abilities had also scored more than the students with average and below average
metacognitive abilities. From this it can be concluded that students who scored
good in their metacognition are also found more confident academically.

It is also clear from Table 3.60 that for the ‘Sense of well being’
dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school students with high
metacognitive abilities had scored more than students with average and below
average metacognitive abilities. Similarly students with above average
metacognitive abilities had also scored more than the students with average
metacognitive abilities. From this it can be concluded that students who scored
good in their metacognition are also found good in their sense of well being.

Table 3.60 revealed that for the ‘Motivation and ability to get goals’
dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school students with above
average metacognitive abilities had scored more than students with below average
and average metacognitive abilities. Further the students with below average and
average metacognitive abilities had scored less than students with high
metacognitive abilities. From this it can be concluded that students who scored
good in their metacognition are also found more motivated and confident about
their work and always try to achieve their academic goals.

Table 3.60 shows that for the ‘Relationship with peers and adults’
dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school students with high
metacognitive abilities had scored more than students with average, below
average and above average metacognitive abilities. Similarly students with above
average metacognitive abilities had also scored more than the students with

average metacognitive abilities. From this it can be concluded that students who
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scored good in their metacognition are also found more socially competent and
develop good relation with people around them.

It is also clear for the ‘Emotional regulation and physical health’
dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school students with above
average metacognitive abilities had scored more than students with average and
below average metacognitive abilities. Similarly students with high metacognitive
abilities had also scored more than the students with below average, average and
above average metacognitive abilities. From this it can be concluded that students
who scored good in their metacognition are also found to be physically sound and
emotionally strong.

It is also clear for the total Academic Resilience, senior secondary school
students with above average metacognitive abilities had scored more than students
with below average and average metacognitive abilities. Similarly students with
high metacognitive abilities had also scored more than the students with below
average, average and above average metacognitive abilities. From this it can be
concluded that students who scored good in their metacognition are also found

more academically resilient.

DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

From the results it can be concluded that metacognition has direct
influence on academic resilience. Earlier studies have also shown that resilience is
linked with higher level abstract thinking (Bernard, 1997). Study results revealed
that students with high metacognitive abilities are found more academically
resilient than the students with below average, average and above average
metacognitive abilities. This is found true specifically for ‘Relationship with peers
and adults’ and ‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’ dimensions of
Academic Resilience. Results are similar with the study of Narayanan (2009) who
reported that highly resilient school students use metacognition concerning
explanations than those who had low resilience. Individuals high on resilience are
found to use more of metacognition to resolve the varying cognitive elements

involved in an issue. Similarly, Simmons et al. (2012) showed that people with
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high resilience when faced with emotional events, were more likely to show
positive emotions. They believed that this may be due to the ability of people to
cope successfully when faced with challenging situations especially the situations
with nature of interpersonal.

Further, it has been found that students with high metacognitive abilities
are found more academically resilient than the students withaverage and below
average metacognitive abilities specifically for ‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Sense of
Well Being’, and ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’. It has also been found that
students with above average metacognitive abilities are found more academically
resilient than the students with below average and average metacognitive abilities
specifically for ‘Academic Confidence’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’ and
‘Emotional Regulation and Physical Health’. Spada et al. (2013) in a study
concluded that metacognitive beliefs are a mediator between stress and negative
emotions. So, metacognition was associated with stress and negative emotions.

Study results have also revealed that students with above average
metacognitive abilities are found more academically resilient than the students
with average metacognitive abilities specifically for ‘Sense of Well Being’, and
‘Relationship with peers and adults’. Futher it has been revealed that students
with high metacognitive abilities are found more academically resilient than the
students with above average, average and below average metacognitive abilities
specifically for ‘Relationship with peers and adults’, and ‘Emotional Regulation
and Physical Health’. Similarly, Abbaspour (2011) studied the relationship
between metacognitive strategies and resilience. Thus, it can be concluded that
with the increase in metacognitive abilities in students, the academic resilience

abilities also increase.

3.4.2 Influence of Self Efficacy on Academic resilience of senior secondary
students
The analysis for Influence of Self Efficacy on Academic resilience of

senior secondary students has been presented below. The Table 3.61 shows
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Means, Std. deviation and number of senior secondary students belonging to
different levels of self efficacy i.e. poor, average and high.
TABLE 3.61

SUMMARY OF MEAN and S.D. OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND
TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCORES WITH RESPECT TO SELF

EFFICACY
Dimepsion_s _of Levelg of Self N Mean S_td._
Academic resilience efficacy Deviation
Poor 248 30.06 3.68
i . Average 557 31.37 2.968
Academic Confidence -
High 395 31.86 3.141
Total 1200 31.26 3.246
Poor 248 38.27 5.076
i Average 557 39.78 4,734
Sense of Well being -
High 395 40.81 4.805
Total 1200 39.81 491
Poor 248 38 5.54
Motivation and Ability Average 557 39.42 5.501
to get goals High 395 40.01 6.225
Total 1200 39.32 5.798
Poor 248 36.1 5.643
Relationship with peers Average 557 37.87 5.391
and adults High 395 37.96 6.247
Total 1200 37.53 5.779
Poor 248 50.38 7.149
Emotional regulation Average 557 53.3 6.151
and physical health High 395 54.06 6.429
Total 1200 52.95 6.594
Poor 248 192.82 19.783
Academic Resilience Average 557 201.75 16.769
Total High 395 204.7 16.949
Total 1200 200.88 18

In order to find the significant differences in the academic resilience of
senior secondary students from various levels of self efficacy, one way ANOVA
has been applied and results have been presented below in the Table 3.62.
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TABLE 3.62

SUMMARY OF ONEWAY ANOVA ON VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND
TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCORES WITH RESPECT TO SELF

EFFICACY
variable Varance | smares | 9 | square | F
_ Between Groups 503.498 2 251.749 24.843%*
é;ﬁ?ggr]\fe Within Groups | 12129.86 | 1197 | 10.134
Total 12633.36 | 1199
Between Groups | 982.474 2 491.237 | 91 pg*+
Sensse?r‘:s’ve” Within Groups | 27920.21 | 1197 | 23.325
Total 28902.68 | 1199
Motivation and | Between Groups 624.761 2 312.381 0.424**
Ability toget | Within Groups | 39677.79 | 1197 | 33.148
goals Total 4030255 | 1199
Relationship Between Groups 646.944 2 323.472 0.827**
with peers and Within Groups 39399.72 1197 32.915
adults Total 40046.67 | 1199
Emotional Between Groups | 2188.094 2 1094.047 | 26.218**
regulation and Within Groups 49949.6 1197 41.729
physical health Total 52137.69 | 1199
ACADEMIC Between Groups | 22292.91 2 11146.46 | 36.434**
RESILIENCE | Within Groups | 3662003 | 1197 | 305.932
TOTAL Total 3884933 | 1199

*Significant at 0.05 level
**Significant at 0.01 level

It has been observed from the Table 3.62 that the F-value for the five
dimensions of Academic resilience i.e. Academic Confidence, Sense of Well
being, Motivation and Ability to get goals, Relationship with peers and adults,
Emotional regulation& Physical Health and total sore of academic resilience are
24.843, 21.06, 9.424, 9.827, 26.218 and 36.434 are found to be significant at 0.05
and 0.01 level of confidence. This indicates that self efficacy has direct influence
on academic resilience of senior secondary students. Thus, the data provide
sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 33,“There exists no significant

influence of self efficacy on academic resilience of senior secondary students”.
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In order to find the significant difference between groups, Scheffe post
hoc test is applied and results are presented below in the Table 3.63.
TABLE 3.63

SUMMARY OF POST HOC ANALYSIS (SCHEFFE TEST) OF VARIOUS
DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL OF ACADEMIC RESILIENCE WITH
RESPECT TO SELF EFFICACY

(1) Self (J) Self Mean i
Depe_ndent Efficacy Efficacy Difference Std. P
Variable Error value
Level Level (1-J)
Average -1.304" 0.243 0
Academic Poor i )
) High -1.796 0.258 0
Confidence
Average High 0.493 0.209 0.063
Average -1.509" 0.369 0
Sense of Well Poor i )
) High -2.538 0.391 0
being i
Average High -1.030 0.318 0.005
Motivation . Average -1.418" 0.44 0.006
oor .
and Ability to High -2.009 0.466 0
get goals Average High 0.591 0.379 0.297
Relationship - Average -1.774° 0.438 0
oor .
with peers High -1.863 0.465 0
and adults Average High -0.089 0.377 0.973
Emotional ; Average -2.919 0.493 0
oor .
regulation and High -3.675 0.523 0
physical )
Average High -0.757 0.425 0.205
health
Academic , Average -8.922" 1.335 0
oor N
Resilience High -11.881 1.417 0
Total Average High -2.959" 1.151 0.037

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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It is clear from the Table 3.63 that either at 0.05 or at 0.01, pair wise
comparison has been found significant for various dimensions and total Academic
Resilience.

It is also clear for the ‘Academic Confidence’ dimension of Academic
Resilience, senior secondary school students with average and high self efficacy
had scored more than students with poor self efficacy. From this it can be
concluded that students who scored average and high in self efficacy are also
found more confident academically.

Similarly, it is clear for the ‘Sense of well being” dimension of Academic
Resilience, senior secondary school students with average and high self efficacy
had scored more than the students with poor self efficacy. Also senior secondary
school students with high self efficacy had scored more than the students with
average self efficacy. From this, it can be concluded that students who scored
average and high in self efficacy are also found more positive about themselves,
their work and relation with others and students who scored high in self efficacy
are also found better in their sense of well being than students with average self
efficacy.

Further, it is clear from Table 3.63 for the ‘Motivation and ability to get
goals’ dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school the students
with average and high self efficacy had scored more than students with poor self
efficacy. From this it can be concluded that students who scored average and high
in self efficacy are also found confident in achieving their academic goals than
students with poor self efficacy.

It is clear from Table 3.63 for the ‘Relationship with peers and adults’
dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school the students with
average and high self efficacy had scored more than students with poor self
efficacy. From this it can be concluded that students who scored average and high
in self efficacy are having strong and positive relationship with teachers and peers
to remain secure in the school environment than students with poor self efficacy.

It is also clear from Table 3.63 for the ‘Emotional regulation and physical

health’ dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school students with
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average and high self efficacy had scored more than students with poor self efficacy.
From this it can be concluded that students who scored average and high in self
efficacy are good in understanding and balancing their emotions to stay effective
under pressure and are physically sound than students with poor self efficacy.

Table 3.63 also shows for Total Academic Resilience, senior secondary
school students with average and high self efficacy had scored more than students
with poor self efficacy. Similarly, senior secondary school students with high self
efficacy had scored more than students with average self efficacy which indicates that
students who scored average and high in self efficacy are more academically resilient.
DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

Study found that self efficacy has direct influence on academic resilience
among senior secondary students. Results revealed that senior secondary students
with average and high self efficacy are found more academically resilient than
students with poor self efficacy. This is found true specifically for ‘Academic
Confidence’, ‘Sense of Well being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’,
‘Relationship with peers and adults’, ‘Emotional Regulation & Physical Health’.
This finding supports the existing literature that having positive self-efficacy
beliefs is likely to contribute toward increased resilience in students (Liddle,1994;
Pajares, 1996; Waxman et al.,2003; Riley and Masten, 2005). In both general and
context-specific terms, findings support the relevance of self-efficacy beliefs to
individual psychological resilience. In a same way, Siegle and McCoach (2007)
offers one approach to build academic resilience in students. Illustrating how self-
efficacy influences specific responses to adversity, and the propensity to advocate
greater resilience for peers facing adversity.

Further, it has been found that senior secondary students with high self
efficacy are found more academically resilient than students with average self
efficacy specifically for ‘Sense of Well being’. This supports the earlier report by
Schwarzer and Warner (2013) & Sagonea and Carolia (2013) that highly resilient
adolescents are resistant to adversity and stressful events, perceived themselves as

more efficient both in general and in specific scholastic context, compared to the
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scarcely resilient ones. Self efficacy also helps to predict the academic resilience

among school students.

3.4.3 Influence of Learning Environment on Academic resilience of senior

secondary students

The analysis for Influence of Learning Environment on Academic

resilience of senior secondary students has been presented below. The Table 3.64

shows Means, Std. deviation and number of senior secondary students belonging

to different levels of learning environment i.e. unfavourable, moderate and

favourable.

TABLE 3.64

SUMMARY OF MEAN AND S.D. OF VARIOUS DIMENSIONS AND
TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCORES WITH RESPECT TO

LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Dimensions of

Academic _Learning N Mean S.td'.
- Environment levels Deviation
resilience

Unfavourable 175 30.49 3.278

Academic Moderate 816 31.26 3.30
Confidence Favourable 209 31.9 2.817
Total 1200 31.26 3.246

Unfavourable 175 38.46 4.64

Sense of Well Moderate 816 39.79 4.80
being Favourable 209 41.02 5.254

Total 1200 39.81 4,91

Unfavourable 175 38.06 5.574

Motivation and Moderate 816 39.17 5.83
Ability to get goals Favourable 209 40.99 5.507
Total 1200 39.32 5.798

Unfavourable 175 36.02 5.329

Relationship with Moderate 816 37.43 5.92
peers and adults Favourable 209 39.20 5.139
Total 1200 37.53 5.779

Emotional Unfavourable 175 50.31 7.068

regulation and Moderate 816 52.97 6.40
physical health Favourable 209 55.07 6.133
Total 1200 52.95 6.594
Unfavourable 175 193.33 18.092

Academic Moderate 816 200.62 17.34
Resilience Total Favourable 209 208.18 17.713
Total 1200 200.88 18
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In order to find the significant differences in the academic resilience of senior
secondary students from various levels of learning environment, one way ANOVA
has been applied and results have been presented below in the Table 3.65.

TABLE 3.65

SUMMARY OF ONEWAY ANOVA ON VARIOUS DIMENSIONS
AND TOTAL ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCORES WITH RESPECT TO
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Variable Source of Sum of df Mean E
Variance Squares Square
) Between Groups 190.403 2 95.202
Academic Within Groups 12442.956 1197 10.395 9.158**
Confidence
Total 12633.359 1199
Between Groups 628.626 2 314.313
Se”sbee?r‘:gwe” Within Groups 28274.054 1197 23621 | 13.307**
Total 28902.680 1199
Motivation and Between Groups 875.282 2 437.641
Ability to get Within Groups 39427.264 1197 32.938 13.287**
goals Total 40302.55 1199
Relationship Between Groups 088.468 2 494.234
with peers and Within Groups 39058.198 1197 32.630 15.147**
adults Total 40046.67 1199
Emotional Between Groups 2162.198 2 1081.099
regulation and Within Groups 49975.495 1197 41.751 25.894**
physical health Total 52137.693 1199
Between Groups 21154.278 2 10577.139
Academic -
I Within Groups 367338.972 1197 306.883 34.466**
Resilience Total
Total 388493.3 1199

*Significant at 0.05 level
**Significant at 0.01 level

It has been observed from the Table 3.65 that the F-value for the five
dimensions of Academic resilience i.e. Academic Confidence, Sense of Well
being, Motivation and Ability to get goals, Relationship with peers and adults,
Emotional regulation and total sore of academic resilience are 9.158, 13.307,
13.287, 15.147, 25.894 and 34.466 are found to be significant at 0.01 level of

confidence. This indicates that learning environment has direct influence on
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academic resilience of senior secondary students. Thus, the data provides
sufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis 34, “There exists no significant
influence of learning environment on academic resilience of senior secondary
students”.
In order to find the significant difference between groups, Scheffe post
hoc test is applied and results are presented below in the Table 3.66.
TABLE 3.66

SUMMARY OF POST HOC ANALYSIS (SCHEFFE TEST) OF VARIOUS
DIMENSIONS AND TOTAL O ACADEMIC RESILIENCE WITH
RESPECT TO LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Dependent Ig) ITearning @) I__earning _Mean Std.
Variable nvironment Environment Difference Error p-value
Category Category (1-J)
Academic Moderate Unfavourable .778: 0.269 0.011
Confidence Favourable —.636* 0.25 0.03
Favourable Unfavourable 1.414 0.33 0
Unfavourable 1.332 0.405 0.003
Sensbeeti):gWell Moderate Favourable 1235 | 0377 | 0003
Favourable Unfavourable 2.567 0.498 0
Motivation and Unfavourable 1.105 0.478 0.055
Ability to get Moderate Favourable -1.818 0.445 0
goals Favourable Unfavourable 2.923 0.588 0
o Unfavourable 1.415 0.476 0.008
F:)«zl:goanns:lap dmtsh Moderate Favourable -1.764: 0.443 0
Favourable Unfavourable 3.179 0.585 0
Emotional Unfavourable 2.661° 0.538 0
Regulation and Moderate Favourable -2.102” 0.501 0
Physical health Favourable Unfavourable 4763 0.662 0
Academmic Moderate Unfavourable 7.291: 1.459 0
Resilience Total Favourable -7.554* 1.358 0
Favourable Unfavourable 14.846 1.795 0

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

It is clear from the Table 3.66 that either at 0.05 or at 0.01, pair wise
comparison has been found significant for various dimensions and total Academic
Resilience.

From the mean analysis, it is clear that for the ‘Academic Confidence’
dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school students with
favourable learning environment had scored more than students with moderate
and unfavourable learning environment at home and at school. Similarly, it has

also found that students with moderate learning environment had scored more
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than students from unfavourable learning environment. From this it is concluded
that students from favourable learning environment are more academically
confident than students from moderate and unfavourable learning environment.
The same is found true for other dimensions of Academic resilience i. e. ‘Sense of
well being’, ‘Relationship with peers and adults’, ‘Emotional regulation and
physical health’ and total Academic Resilience. However on ‘Motivation and
ability to get goals’ dimension of Academic Resilience, senior secondary school
students with favourable learning environment had scored higher than students
with moderate and unfavourable learning environment. From this it can be
concluded that students who are living in favourable learning conditions at home
as well as at school are also found having better internal psychological drive to
work with diligence in challenging and difficult tasks/situations than students
from moderate and unfavourable learning environment.
DISCUSSION ON RESULTS

The findings of the study revealed that learning environment has influence
on the academic resilience of senior secondary students. Supportive learning
environment strengthens the resilient abilities in the school students. It has been
revealed that students who perceive favourable learning environment are found
more academically resilient than students who perceive moderate and
unfavourable learning environment. In a similar fashion, students who perceive
moderate learning environment are found more academically resilient than
students who perceive unfavourable learning environment. The results from the
present study are similar to other studies that have found dramatic differences in
the classroom learning environment of resilient and non resilient students
(Waxman and Huang, 1997; Waxman, Huang, and Padron 1997; Waxman,
Huang, and Wang, 1997; Padrén et al., 1999). Another study conducted by
Padréon et al. (2014) reported that resilient students perceive their classrooms
much more favorably than non resilient students. Resilient students have higher
perceptions of Satisfaction, Teacher Support, Cohesion, Equity, and Self-esteem
than average and non resilient students. On the other hand, non resilient students

perceive their classrooms to be more difficult than do average and resilient
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students. This shows that learning environment has direct influence on the
academic resilience of the students.

Further, it also revealed that students who perceive favourable learning
environment are found more academically resilient than students with moderate
and unfavourable learning environment specifically in terms of ‘Academic
Confidence’ and ‘Sense of Well Being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’,
‘Relationship with peers and adults’ and ‘Emotional regulation and Physical
Health’. Also students who perceive moderate learning environment are found
academically resilient than students with unfavourable learning environment
specifically in terms of ‘Academic Confidence’ and ‘Sense of Well Being’,
‘Relationship with peers and adults’ and ‘Emotional regulation and Physical
Health’. School environment can increase student’s resilience by cultivating
realistic expectations and strengthening self esteem, self-control, problem-solving
skills and optimistic thinking pattern (Linke, 2010; Kirmayer et al., 2011,
Zolkoski and Ballock, 2012). Further, Schools can strengthen resilience by
developing social competence, increasing bonding between students and caring
adults, and maximizing opportunities for meaningful participation of students in
the school environment (Brooks, 2006). In addition, it is recommended that
parents foster resilience in their children through empathy (Bernard, 1993),
reasonable expectations (Grant et al., 2004), show flexibility during times of
stress (Walsh, 2006), supportive relationships (Benzies and Mychasiuk, 2009),
create opportunities for participation in social activities (Easterbrooks et al., 2011)

and create a respectful and accepting family environment (Ungar et al., 2013).

3.5 Initiatives taken by school personnel for developing academic
resilience among senior secondary school students.
In the present study, objective 6 was to assess the initiatives taken by
school personnel for fostering academic resilience among senior secondary school
students. In order to assess the initiatives taken by school personnel data was

collected from twenty schools of Punjab by using self developed questionnaire.
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Collected data were scored and tabulated in order to find out whether objectives

are fulfilled or not, percentages were computed on tabulated data.

3.5.1 Results pertaining to the physical infrastructural facilities provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary
school students.

Items pertaining to the various physical infrastructural facilities provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students are presented below in Table 3.67.

TABLE 3.67

PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURAL FACILITIES PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS TO PROMOTE ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total
S. Responses of

No. teachers Respon % Respon % Respon

0)
dents dents dents &

Providing safe and
inviting school
environment to the
students

20 100 0 0 20 100

Provision of
adequate
ventilation, lighting
and proper seating
arrangement in the
classrooms

14 70 6 30 20 100

Provision of safe
ramp roads for
3 physically 16 80 4 20 20 100
handicapped
students

It is evident from the above Table 3.67 that various physical infrastructural
facilities have been provided by schools i.e. all school teachers (100% teachers)
are of the opinion that safe and inviting environment is provided by their schools
whereas 70% teachers agree that there are provision of adequate ventilation,

lighting and proper seating arrangement in the classrooms of the school. On the
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other hand, 30% teachers respond that there are inadequate facilities of
ventilation, lighting and seating arrangement in the classrooms.

It is also evident from Table 3.67that 80% schools have provision of safe
ramp roads for physically handicapped students whereas 20% teachers respond
that in their school there is no provision of safe ramp roads for physically
handicapped students.

3.5.2 Results pertaining to the support system available in schools to
develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students.

Items pertaining to the support system available in schools to develop
academic resilience among senior secondary school students are presented below
in Table 3.68.

TABLE 3.68

SUPPORT SYSTEM AVAILABLE IN SCHOOLS TO DEVELOP
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL

STUDENTS
S. Responses of R Yes No Total
No. teachers espon | o Respon % Respo %
dents dents ndents
Organize
programmes/resour

1 ces and support for 15 75 5 25 20 100

students with

special needs

Initiatives taken by
school for the

2 student’s 17 85 3 15 20 100

development and

personal growth

Support services
for children with
acute social,
emotional and
behavioral
problems

16 80 4 20 20 100

It is clear from Table 3.68 that support system is provided by the schools

i.e. 75% teachers respond that their school organize programs/resources and
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support for students with special needs whereas 25% teachers respond that their
school does not offer any programs/resources for students with special needs.

Table 3.68 also shows that 85% teachers respond that initiatives are taken
by school for the development and personal growth of the students whereas 15%
teachers respond that there is no initiative taken by the school for the development
and personal growth of the student.

It is also revealed from the above Table 3.68 that support services are
provided in majority of the schools. 80% teachers respond that support services
for children with acute social, emotional and behavioral problems are provided by
the school whereas 20% teachers respond that their school does not provide
support services for children with acute social, emotional and behavioral
problems.

3.5.3 Results pertaining to the medical facilities provided by schools to
promote academic resilience among senior secondary school students.

Items pertaining to the medical facilities provided by schoolsto develop
academic resilience among senior secondary school students are presented below
in Table 3.69.

TABLE 3.69

MEDICAL FACILITIES PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS TO PROMOTE
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL

STUDENTS
S Yes No Total
' Responses of teachers
NoO. p Respo % Respo % Respo %
ndents ndents ndents

First aid facility in the
school provided for
1 15 75 5 25 20 100
students in case of

emergency

School organizing medical
2 | checkups for students time 17 85 3 15 20 100

to time
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It can be seen from the Table 3.69 that in majority of the schools, first aid
facility is provided by the school in case of emergency. 75% teachers respond that
first aid facility in the school is provided for students in case of emergency
whereas 25% teachers respond that first aid facility for students is not provided in
the school in case of emergency.

It is seen from the above Table 3.69 that school organizing medical
checkups for students time to time. 85% teachers respond that medical checkups
are organized by schools for students time to time whereas 15% teachers respond

that their school does not organize medical checkups for students time to time.

3.5.4 Results pertaining to the health and recreation facilities provided by
schools to foster academic resilience among senior secondary school
students.

Items pertaining to the health and recreation facilities provided by schools
to foster academic resilience among senior secondary school students are
presented below in Table 3.70.

TABLE 3.70

HEALTH AND RECREATION FACILITIES PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS
TO FOSTER ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR SECONDARY
SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total
S. Responses of R R R
No. | teachers €spo % €spo % espon %
ndents ndents dents

Restroom  facility

1 for students in the 7 35 13 65 20 100
school
Organizing pro

2 social activities in 18 90 2 10 20 100
the school

Table 3.70 shows the restroom facilities available in the school for the

students. 35% teachers respond that there is restroom facility for students in the
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school whereas 65% teachers respond that there is no restroom facility for

students in their school.

A look at the above Table 3.70 shows the pro social activities in the school
for the students. 90% teachers respond that their school organizes pro social
activities in the school whereas 10% teachers respond that their school does not
organize pro social activities in the school.

3.5.,5 Results pertaining to the games and sport facilities provided by
schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary school
students.

Items pertaining to the games and sport facilities provided by schools to
develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students are
presented below in Table 3.71.

TABLE 3.71

GAMES AND SPORT FACILITIES PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS TO
PROMOTE ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR SECONDARY
SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total

S. Responses of

NO. teachers Respon % Respon % Respo

0]
dents dents ndents &

Safe outdoor
spaces for
1 involving students 15 75 5 25 20 100
in outdoor
activities

Engagement of
students in a
2 variety of games, 20 100 0 0 20 100
sports and motor
activities

It is evident from the Table 3.71that school provides safe outdoor spaces
for involving students in outdoor activities. 75% teachers respond that their school
provides safe outdoor spaces for involving students in outdoor activities whereas
25% teachers respond that their school does not provide safe outdoor spaces for

involving students in outdoor activities.
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Table 3.71 shows that engagement of students in a variety of games, sports
and motor activities. All the school teachers agreed that their school engage
students in a variety of games, sports and motor activities.

3.5.6 Results pertaining to the psychological counseling facilities provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary
school students.

Items pertaining to the psychological counseling facilities provided by
schools to develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students
are presented below in Table 3.72.

TABLE 3.72

PSYCHOLOGICAL COUNSELING FACILITIES PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS TO DEVELOP ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total
S. Responses of R R N R 0
No. teachers €spo % €spo %0 €spo %
ndents dents dents

Professional
counsellor in the
1 school to advice 7 35 13 65 20 100

students on
personal problems

Professional
counsellor in the
2 school to advice 6 30 14 70 20 100
students on career

related issues

School counsellor
understands the
3 problems faced by 12 60 8 40 20 100
students and
ensure the privacy

Table 3.72 shows that the availability of professional counselor in the
school. 35% teachers respond that there is professional counselor in the school to
advice students on personal problems and sometimes teachers act as a counselor
in the absence of school counselor whereas 65% teachers respond that there is no

professional counselor in the school to advice students on personal problems.
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It is evident from Table 3.72 that30% school teachers respond that there is
professional counselor in the school to advice students on career related issues
whereas 70% schools do not have professional counselor in the school to advice
students on career related issues.

It is clear from Table 3.72 that school counselor understands the problems
faced by students and ensure the privacy. 60% teachers respond that school
counselor understands the problems faced by students and ensure the privacy
whereas 40% teachers respond that school counselor does not understand the
problems faced by students.

3.5.7 Results pertaining to the parent teacher association facilities provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary
school students.

Items pertaining to the parent teacher association facilities provided by
schoolsto develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students
are presented below in Table 3.73.

TABLE 3.73

PARENT TEACHER ASSOCIATION FACILITIES PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS TO PROMOTE ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total
S. Responses of R R R
No. teachers €spo % €spo % espo %
ndents ndents ndents
School organize
1 parent teacher 20 100 0 0 20 100
association

A look at the Table 3.73 shows that all schools organize parent teacher
association. All the school teachers respond that their school provides parent
teacher association facility for making parents aware about the progress made by

their ward.
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3.5.8 Results pertaining to the safety and supervision mechanism provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary
school students.

Items pertaining to the safety and supervision mechanism provided by
schoolsto develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students
are as following in Table 3.74.

TABLE 3.74

SAFETY AND SUPERVISION MECHANISM PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS
TO PROMOTE ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total

S. Responses of

No. teachers Respon Respon Respo

[0)
dents % dents ndents

% %

CCTV camera
1 located w_|th_|n the 5 25 15 75 20 100
school building or

in school grounds

Safety from
practices like
2 truancy and 20 100 0 0 20 100
bullying or

ragging

It is seen from the Table 3.74 that the safety and supervision mechanism
provided by the schools. Only 25% teachers agreed that in their school CCTV
camera is located within the school building or in school grounds whereas 75%
respond that there is no CCTV camera located within the school building or in
school grounds.

Table 3.74 also shows the safety practices for students present in the
school. All the school teachers agreed that their school provide safety from the
practices like truancy, bullying or ragging in the school.

3.5.9 Results pertaining to the motivation/feedback provided by schools to
promote academic resilience among senior secondary school students.

Items pertaining to the motivation/feedback provided by schoolsto develop
academic resilience among senior secondary school students are presented below
in Table 3.75.
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TABLE 3.75

MOTIVATION/FEEDBACK PROVIDED BY SCHOOLS TO DEVELOP
ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR SECONDARY SCHOOL
STUDENTS

Yes No Total

Respon f teacher
ponses of teachers | Respon % Respo % Respon
dents ndents dents

%

School teacher
motivating students
1 to participate in 17 85 3 15 20 100
extracurricular

activities

Opportunities to
students to express
2 their views and 15 75 5 25 20 100
opinions about the

school

Involvement of
students or parents
in development of
3 classroom rules, 10 50 10 50 20 100

curriculum
development and
school policies

Table 3.75 shows the facilities provided by the school to motivate students
to participate in extracurricular activities. 85% teachers respond that school
teachers motivate students to participate in extracurricular activities whereas 15%
school teachers do not motivate students to participate in extracurricular activities.

Table 3.75 shows opportunities provided to students to express their views
and opinions about the school. 75% teachers respond that opportunities have been
provided to the students to know their views and opinions about the school
whereas 25% respond that no opportunity is provided to the students to know
their views and opinions about the school.

It is clear from the Table 3.75 that students and parents are involved in
development of classroom rules, curriculum development and school policies.
50% teachers respond that students and parents are involved in development of

classroom rules, curriculum development and school policies whereas 50%
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teachers respond that students and parents are not involved in development of

classroom rules, curriculum development and school policies.

3.5.10 Results pertaining to the teacher development programmes provided
by schools to promote academic resilience among senior secondary
school students.

Items pertaining to the teacher development programmes provided by
schoolsto develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students
are presented below in Table 3.76.

TABLE 3.76

TEACHER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMES PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS TO DEVELOP ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total
S. Responses of R R R
No. teachers €spo % €spo % €spo %
ndents ndents ndents

Organizing teacher
development/traini

1 10 50 10 50 20 100
ng programmes for
teachers
School staff
9 understands the 17 85 3 15 20 100

problems faced by
students

It is evident from the Table 3.76 that 50% teachers have an opinion that
teacher development and training programs for teachers are organized by the
schools whereas 50% respond that teacher development and training programs for
teachers are not organized by the schools.

Table 3.76 revealed that school staff understands the problems faced by
the students. 85% teachers respond that school staff understands the problems
faced by the students whereas 15% teachers are of the opinion that school staff

does not understand the problems faced by the students.
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3.5.11 Results pertaining to the effective discipline and less work load
provided by schools to promote academic resilience among senior
secondary school students.

Items pertaining to the effective discipline and less work load provided by
schoolsto develop academic resilience among senior secondary school students
are presented below in Table 3.77.

TABLE 3.77

EFFECTIVE DISCIPLINE AND LESS WORK LOAD PROVIDED BY
SCHOOLS TO DEVELOP ACADEMIC RESILIENCE AMONG SENIOR
SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS

Yes No Total
S. Responses of R R R
No. teachers &SRO 1 gy &SPo % €SP0 1 oy
ndents ndents ndents
Strict discipline is
1 followed in the 14 70 6 30 20 100
school
Students do not
o | haveenoughtime | ., | 55 | o | 45 | 20 | 100
to relax in this
school

It is evident from Table 3.77 that effective discipline is followed in
majority of the schools. 70% teachers respond that strict discipline is followed in
the school whereas 30% teachers are of the opinion that strict discipline is not
followed in the school.

It is also seen from the Table 3.77 that 55% teachers respond that students
do not have enough time to relax in this school whereas 45% teachers respond
that students have enough time to relax in the school. It means that students
remain busy in academic work and school activities/extracurricular activities in
school and they do not get any time to relax.

DISCUSSION ON RESULT

Present study results revealed that some of the services are provided by all
schools for promoting academic resilience among senior secondary school
students. All schools agreed that there school provide facilities like safe and

inviting school environment to the students, engagement of the students in a
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variety of games, sports and motor activities, parent teacher association, and
safety practices like truancy and bullying or ragging. Literature review suggest
that schools increase students’ resilience by cultivating realistic expectations and
strengthening self esteem, self-control, problem-solving skills and optimistic
thinking pattern (Linke, 2010; Kirmayer et al., 2011; Zolkoski and Ballock,
2012). Similarly, Administrators can foster students’ resiliency by supporting
positive relationships, encouraging positive attitudes and emotions, promoting
students’ self-control, fostering academic self-determination and feelings of
competence (Harvey, 2007).

It has also been revealed that some of the services are provided by
majority of the schools for developing academic resilience among school
students. Majority of the schools agreed that their school provide physical
infrastructural facilities to the students like adequate ventilation and lighting,
proper seating arrangement in the classrooms, safe ramp roads for physically
handicapped students; support system services like programmes/support for the
students with special needs, initiatives for student’s development and personal
growth and support services for children with acute social, emotional and
behavioural problems; medical facilities like first aid facility, time to time medical
checkups for students; health and recreational facilities like Pro social activities;
games and sport facilities like safe outdoor spaces for involving students in
outdoor activities; psychological counselling facilities like school counsellor to
understand the problems faced by the students and ensure privacy;
motivation/feedback facilities like school teachers motivate students to participate
in extracurricular activities, provide opportunities to express their views and
opinions about the school, involvement of parents or students in development of
school rules/regulations, curriculum and school policies; teacher development
programmes like organize teacher training programmes for the betterment of the
teachers, student problems understand by teachers; effective discipline services
like that strict discipline is followed in the school and students do not have
enough time to relax in the school. Newman (2004) reported that strong social

support networks, positive school experiences, sense of mastery and a belief that
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one’s own efforts can make a difference, participation in a range of extra-
curricular activities, opportunities to develop coping skills are some of the factors

that promote academic resilience in children

It has also been revealed that there are some of the services which are not
provided by majority of schools. Majority of the schools agreed some services are
not provided in their school i.e. Safety and supervision services like CCTV
cameras are not located within the school campus/building; health and
recreational facilities like rest room facility for students; psychological
counselling facilities like professional counsellor in the school to advice students
on personal problems; and professional counsellor in the school to advice students

on career related issues.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
SUGGESTIONS

This chapter is divided into three sections. Firstly, it includes the

conclusions of study. Secondly, recommendations based on the findings of the

study. Finally, it provides suggestions for further study in the event a similar

study is undertaken in the state of Punjab or anywhere else for that matter.

4.1

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the results, objective wise following conclusions have been

drawn for the study:

Objective I: To explore the level of academic resilience among senior

secondary students.

1. Majority of boy and girl senior secondary students from rural and urban
localities have average level of academic resilience.

2. Majority of senior secondary school students from least populated districts
have above average level of academic resilience but students from highly
populated districts have average level of academic resilience.

3. In total, majority of the senior secondary school students have average level of
academic resilience.

Objective 1l: To identify the metacognition, self efficacy and learning

environment of the senior secondary students.

1. On the basis of gender, locality and population, majority of the senior
secondary school students having average level of metacognition.

2. Majority of the senior secondary school students have average level of self
efficacy on the basis of gender, locality and population.

3. In total, majority of the senior secondary students perceived moderate level of
learning environment.

Objective 11l: To find out significant difference among senior secondary

students in their academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy, and

learning environment in relation to gender, locale and population.
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10.

11.

Urban senior secondary students have better sense of well being than rural
senior secondary students. Gender does not have influence on academic
resilience of senior secondary students.

Senior secondary school students from least populated districts are more
academically resilient than students from highly populated districts.

Senior secondary school girls from urban locality are better in their emotional
regulation and physical health than senior secondary school girls from rural
localities.

Urban students from highly populated districts have greater sense of well
being than senior secondary students from rural highly populated districts.
Senior secondary girls from least populated districts are more academically
resilient than boys from highly populated districts and senior secondary boys
from least populated districts are more academically resilient than girls from
highly populated districts.

Locality has no influence on the metacognition of senior secondary students
which means that senior secondary students from rural and urban areas do not
differ in their metacognitive abilities.

Senior secondary girl students are more aware of their own cognitive abilities
and their application for learning than senior secondary boys.

Senior secondary students from least populated districts are better in applying
their procedural knowledge for the purposes of completing a task/ assignment
efficiently than students from highly populated districts.

Urban students from least populated districts are better in managing their
declarative knowledge and cognitive skills than students from rural highly
populated districts.

Senior secondary students from urban least populated districts are better in
their metacognitive abilities than senior secondary students from rural highly
populated districts.

An interaction of locality, gender and population has influence on the
declarative knowledge and evaluation dimension of metacognition of senior

secondary students.

312



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Urban senior secondary school students are more self efficacious than the
rural senior secondary students specifically in terms self confidence, efficacy
expectations and positive attitude than rural counter parts.

Senior secondary boys are better in terms of efficacy expectation and outcome
expectation than senior secondary girls.

Senior secondary students from least populated districts are more self
confident in their own abilities to perform a task and are better in their
efficacy expectation than students from highly populated districts.

Senior secondary boys from urban localities are having more positive attitude
than girls from rural localities. Similarly, girls from urban localities are having
more positive attitude than boys from rural localities. However, girls from
urban localities are having less outcome expectation than boys from rural
localities.

Senior secondary students from urban least populated areas are more self
efficacious than senior secondary students from urban highly populated
districts.

Senior secondary girls from highly populated districts and boys from least
populated districts are more self efficacious than senior secondary girls from
least populated districts.

Gender, locality and population have influence on efficacy expectation and
positive attitude dimension of self efficacy of senior secondary students.
Learning environment at home is perceived better by students belonging to
urban areas than belonging to rural areas. Specifically in terms of
‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Recreational Orientation’, ‘Learning
through Computer Technology’ is found better in students from urban
localities than students from rural localities.

Senior secondary girls are getting effective and better learning environment at
home than boys specifically in terms of ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’.
Similarly, girls perceived better learning environment at school that promote
positive attitude towards learning at school than senior secondary boys

specifically in terms of ‘Peer influence on Learning’. Also, this has been
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21.

22.

23.

24.

found true in the case of girls from urban localities than boys. Results also
revealed that girls from least populated are getting better recreational
orientation at home than boys from least populated districts.

Senior secondary students from least populated districts are getting more
secure and stimulating environment at home specifically in terms of
‘Independence and Conformity’, ‘Parental Care and Nurturance’,
‘Recreational Orientation’ and they are getting whole range of activities and
opportunities at school to maximize their learning like reading material,
proper guidance by teachers, efficient teachers etc specifically in terms
‘Cognitive Encouragement’, ‘Teaching through Technology’, ‘Reward and
Punishment’ and ‘Physical Infrastructure’ than students from highly populated
districts. It has also been found that senior secondary students from urban
least populated districts are better in their Independence and Conformity than
students from urban highly populated districts.

Gender and locality has direct influence on the ‘Learning environment at
School’ of senior secondary school students specifically in terms of ‘Teaching
through Technology’, ‘Reward and Punishment’ and ‘Physical Infrastructure’.
Girls from least populated districts are getting more recreational or interesting
activities at home like books, puzzles, educational tours, and educational
games etc that stimulate child’s thinking and arouse their curiosity than boys
from highly populated districts.

Locality, gender and population have direct influence on the ‘Learning

environment’ of senior secondary school students.

Objective 1V: To study the influence of metacognition, self efficacy and

learning environment on academic resilience of senior secondary school

students.

1.

Metacognition has influence on academic resilience of senior secondary
school students. Senior secondary students with high metacognitive abilities

are found having good relationship with peers and adults and emotional
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regulation & physical health than the students with below average, average
and above average metacognitive abilities.

Senior secondary students with high metacognitive abilities are found more
academically confident, sense of well being and more motivated to get goals
than the students with average and below average metacognitive abilities.
Senior secondary students with above average metacognitive abilities are
found more academically confident, more motivated to get goals and good in
emotional regulation and physical health than the students with below average
and average metacognitive abilities.

Senior secondary students with above average metacognitive abilities are
found having good sense of well being and relationship with peers and adults
than the students with average metacognitive abilities.

Senior secondary students with high metacognitive abilities are found having
good relationship with peers and adults and good in emotional regulation &
physical health than the students with above average, average and below
average metacognitive abilities

Self efficacy also has influence on academic resilience of senior secondary
students. Senior secondary students with average and high self efficacy are
found more academically resilient than students with poor self efficacy.

Senior secondary students with high self efficacy are found more
academically resilient than students with average self efficacy.

Students who perceive favourable learning environment are found more
academically resilient than students who perceive moderate and unfavourable
learning environment. It is found true for ‘Academic Confidence’ and ‘Sense
of Well Being’, ‘Motivation and Ability to get goals’, ‘Relationship with
peers and adults’ and ‘Emotional regulation and Physical Health’.

Students who perceive moderate learning environment are found more
academically resilient than students who perceive unfavourable learning
environment. It is found true for ‘Academic Confidence’ and ‘Sense of Well
Being’, ‘Relationship with peers and adults’ and ‘Emotional regulation and

Physical Health’.
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Objective V: To analyze the relationship between academic resilience of the

senior secondary students with their metacognition, self efficacy and learning

environment.

1.

The relationship between academic resilience and metacognition is found
positive and significant. This shows that there is reciprocal relation between
academic resilience and metacognition of students.

Relationship between academic resilience and different dimensions of self
efficacy of senior secondary students is found positive and significant. It
implies that more an individual is self efficacious, the more are the chances
that he will be academically resilient or vice versa.

Relationship between academic resilience and learning environment of senior
secondary students is found significant. It can be concluded that more
effective and favourable learning environment at home and at school students

gets, more the students will be academically resilient or vice versa.

Objective VI: To find out the initiatives taken by school personnel in

developing academic resilience among senior secondary students.

1.

Some facilities like safe and inviting school environment to the students,
engagement of the students in a variety of games, sports and motor activities,
parent teacher association, and safety practices like truancy and bullying or
ragging are provided by all schools.

Majority of the schools provide physical infrastructural facilities to the
students like adequate ventilation and lighting, proper seating arrangement in
the classrooms, safe ramp roads for physically handicapped students.

Majority of the schools provide support system services like
programmes/support for the students with special needs, initiatives for
student’s development and personal growth and support services for children
with acute social, emotional and behavioural problems.

Majority of the schools provide medical facilities like first aid facility, time to

time medical checkups for students; health and recreational facilities like Pro
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social activities; games and sport facilities like safe outdoor spaces for
involving students in outdoor activities.

It has been found that majority of the schools provide psychological
counselling facilities like school counsellor to understand the problems faced
by the students and ensure privacy.

Majority of the schools provide motivation/feedback facilities like school
teachers motivate students to participate in extracurricular activities, provide
opportunities to express their views and opinions about the school,
involvement of parents or students in development of school rules/regulations,
curriculum and school policies.

Majority of the schools provide teacher development programmes like
organize teacher training programmes for the betterment of the teachers,
student problems understand by teachers.

Majority of the schools agreed that effective discipline services like that strict
discipline is followed in the school and students do not have enough time to
relax in the school.

Majority of the schools agreed that some services are not provided in their
school i.e. Safety and supervision services like CCTV cameras are not located
within the school campus/building; health and recreational facilities like rest
room facility for students; psychological counselling facilities like
professional counsellor in the school to advice students on personal problems;
and professional counsellor in the school to advice students on career related

issues.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In the light of conclusion drawn and the importance of the study, the

following recommendations are put forth for different stakeholders i.e. school

students, school counsellors, child psychologists, government officials, policy

makers, parents and teachers as means to improve the learning environment

conditions in schools to strengthens the resilience abilities in the senior secondary

students.
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In the present study, it has been found that majority of boy and girl senior
secondary students from rural and urban localities possessed average level
of academic resilience except students from least populated districts who
possessed above average level of academic resilience. This indicates that
Government should frame programmes and policies for facilitating
schools in highly populated districts forfulfilling the educational demands
of the students promoting academic resilience abilities in the students.
Present study indicated that urban senior secondary students from have
better sense of well being than rural senior secondary students. Also,
urban students from highly populated districts have greater sense of well
being than senior secondary students from rural highly populated districts.
Thus in order to improve the sense of well being among students from
rural highly populated districts teachers should ensure the encouraging
atmosphere in the classroom.

The present study showed that learning environment at home is perceived
better by students belonging to urban areas than belonging to rural areas
and also senior secondary students from urban least populated districts are
better in their Independence and Conformity than students from rural least
populated districts. This suggests that parents should pay attention towards
their children regarding motivating them to take their decisions
independently and provide resources at home for fulfilling their
educational needs. Rural parents must also be familiar with the problems
faced by their children at school and involve themselves actively with
school authority to understand their ward’s progress.

For strengthening the metacognitive, self efficacy and resilient abilities in
the students it is important teachers should pay individual attention. It can
only be achieved if there will be ideal pupil teacher ratio in the class.
There is need to control the overcrowding of the students in the schools.
Learning environment at home as well as at school plays a crucial role in
the development of academic resilience as the study has confirmed that

with the betterment of learning environment academic resilience becomes
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better. Therefore, the importance of learning environment shall be
discussed in the parent teacher meetings organized by the schools as well
as the principals should explore the ways to enrich the learning
environment in schools. Teachers shall be given training to enrich the
learning environment of their classrooms.

6. Present study revealed that some of the facilities are not provided by the
schools like CCTV cameras are not located within the school
campus/building; rest room facility for students; professional counsellor in
the school to advice students on personal problems and career related
issues.This indicates dire need to strengthen the safety and supervision
needs on the part of schools.

7. The findings of the study suggest the need for high quality school
activities that help to protect children from the hazards of their
environment. High-quality programs provide children important
opportunities to develop confidence and social skills. However, it is
critical that parents and children feel that these programs are provided in a

safe and secure environment to strengthen their resilience abilities.

43 EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS

The present study throws light on the present scenario academic resilience,
metacognition, self efficacy and learning environment of the senior secondary
students in Punjab state. Thus, the produced results have clear implication for
school counselors, teachers, principals and parents. Counselors need to understand
that academic resilience is instrumental for a child’s success. Therefore, They can
consult teachers, staff, administrators to identify and implement school based
programs or policies designed to enhance resilience, metacognition, self efficacy
and learning environment.

The study findings also provide insights into parenting practices like
supervising school work or activities, to recognize the qualities of the children, to
provide resources, opportunities or services in home to promote resilient abilities
in the students.Another practical implication of the present study is to assess the

resilient abilities of the students in particular situation by using academic
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resilience scale. Similarly student’s learning environment at home as well as at
school can also be analyzed by using Learning environment scale i.e. developed
and standardized for this purpose accordingly efforts can be put forward for
improving their resilient abilities and learning environment.Teachers can help the
students believe on their abilities. Teachers should take steps to teach different

types of skills needed to overcome or tackle difficult situations in student’s life.

4.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Though the present investigator has taken every care to make the study as

scientific as possible in terms of representativeness of the sample, validity of the
tools and appropriateness of statistical design for the analysis of the data, yet there
are many pitfalls and bottlenecks which have been beyond the control of the
problem of the present investigator. Therefore, there are many aspects of the
problem, which could be covered in the study. Although the results obtained are
very enlightening in the light of the problem undertaken there is need for further
research. Being cognizant of all such limitations, some personal and some related
with space and time, the present investigator gives certain suggestions which can
be helpful for more through investigations in the development of policies related
to the senior secondary school students and education sector.

a. Because of the limitations of the time, the investigator could not cover
more districts in the study. Moreover, the investigator had to choose the
sample from the six cities of Punjab (i.e. Ludhiana, Barnala, Amritsar,
Tarntaran, Jalandhar, Nawashahr)on the basis of literacy and population
rate. Therefore, replica studies can be taken up choosing the sample from
other districts of the state on the basis of growth rate.

b. Another similar study can be conducted on Talented and Gifted students
rather than senior secondary students to study the effect of metacognition
on academic resilience of talented and gifted students in all streams (Aurts,

Commerce and Science).
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Similar longitudinal studies can be conducted on school students to
explore the development of resilience abilities in particular age and its
effect on their academic achievement.

As academic resilience among senior secondary school students is being
studied in the study, the possible resilience fostering strategies used by the
schools or schools as protective factors can also be a research area for
future investigators at different levels of the education sector.

Like in the present study, academic resilience, metacognition, self efficacy
and learning environment has been explored, in a same way these
variables can be studied for college going students qualitatively or
quantitatively.

Similar experimental study can be conducted to compare the resilience and
metacognitive abilities of the students studying in government and private

sectors. This could also facilitate future research in this area.
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APPENDICES

ACADEMIC RESILIENCE SCALE
Instructions: Read each statement carefully. Each statement has five responses
namely: Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Undecided (U), Disagree (D) &
Strongly Disagree (SD). Put a tick mark only that option which you find that is
most appropriate and true in your case. Do not leave any statement unattempted.
Before opening the next page kindly fill up the below given information:

N . e Gender: Male/Female

Locality of the School: Urban/Rural
Scoring TABLE: Scoring TABLE will be filled by the Researcher:

Dimensions Scores Interpretation

1.

2
3
4.
5

S.no. STATEMENTS SA A U D SD

1. I try to do well on school assignments. ] [] 1 OO0

2. | believe | can do my school work without [] [] O OO
others help.

3. | do not lose my confidence when I get [] [] O O o
less mark.

4. | hope that one day | will achieve my [] [ [ [ [
goals.

5. | know that if I try hard, I canexcel inmy [] [] O O o
exams.

6. | like to see myself successful at school. O O O Od

7. It becomes difficult for me to take right [] [] ] [ U
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

decision.

| feel nervous when | appear in
examination or class test.

| think that behaviors like hitting or
bullying are not good at school.

At school we share each other’s happy and
sorrowful moments.

I respect the school rules and regulations.

| actively engage in play and doing things
that | enjoy.

Most people see me as loving and
affectionate.

I understand my responsibilities and
manage them sincerely.

| feel with time things will be all right.

| let others help me when | need to.

I become frustrated when other students
get high marks or grades.

I do not fit very well with the people
around me.

My teachers hold the opinion that I can do
better in higher education.

| feel very pleased when | understand what
| am taught at school.

I know the goal of my life and try my best
to achieve it.

| try my best to make arrangement of
certain things, so as to study in a better
way.

| prefer to study in places where | can

concentrate.
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

In problematic situations I try to find out
the possible solution.

| get disturbed when | cannot finish my
homework.

People | admire in the class are good at
academic work.

| like my school but sometimes fear of
study make me stay at home.

I have doubt in my ability to succeed in the
examination.

Teachers of my school help in the matters
of study even out of class.

I and my friends trust each other.

| enjoy personal and mutual conversation
with friends.

| respect and care for the feelings and
emotions of others.

I like to be along with other students rather
than being alone.

| do not feel bad when my friends oppose
to my opinion.

I do not let my work suffer even if there is
groupism in my class.

| freely consult my teacher if something
wrong happens with me.

I and my classmates remain displeased
with the partial behavior of our teachers.

I have not experienced warm and trusting
relationship with others.

I am clear about my feelings and emotions

in every situation.
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40.

41.
42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

I do not let study stress intervene in
achieving my academic targets.

| view problems as challenges.

After getting less mark in class test | try to
improve my performance.

| think positively and try to find a way to
eventually feel better in challenging
situation.

I am flexible and adapt to changes.

In a stressful situation at school, | try to
remain calm.

| get irritated because of high work
pressure in my school.

I am afraid of doing school work when |
know it will be graded.

| start arguing with friends and even with
teachers when things do not work
according to me.

| sleep around 6-8 hours every night
during school work to keep myself active.

| often participate in recreational activities
like dance, sports and games.

| regularly play outdoor games to keep
myself physically fit.

When | feel stressed due to academic work

| do yoga and meditation.
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METACOGNITIVE AWARENESS INVENTORY

Instructions: Read each statement carefully. Each statement has two options:
True/ False. Put a tick mark only that option which you find that is most
appropriate and true in your case.

Before opening the next page kindly fill up the below given information:

I\ 1 (SO Gender: Male/Female

Locality of the School: Urban/Rural
Scoring TABLE: Scoring TABLE will be filled by the Researcher:

Raw Score Interpretation
S. STATEMENTS TRUE FALSE

1’.\|O' | ask myself periodically if 1 am meeting my [ ] [ ]
goals.

2. | consider several alternatives to a problem before [ ] [ ]
| answer

3. | try to use strategies that have worked in the past. |:| [ ]

4. I pace myself while learning in order to have [ ] |:|
enough time.

5. I understand my intellectual strengths and [ ] |:|
weaknesses.

6. | think about what | really need to learn before I [ ] [ ]
begin a task

7. I know how well I did once I finish a test. [ ] [ ]

8. I set specific goals before | begin a task. |:| [ ]

9. | slow down when | encounter important [ | [ ]
information.

10.  I'know what kind of information is most important [ ] [ ]
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11.

12.
13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24,
25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

to learn.

I ask myself if | have considered all options when
solving a problem.

I am good at organizing information.

I consciously focus my attention on important
information.

I have a specific purpose for each strategy | use.

| learn best when | know something about the
topic.

I know what the teacher expects me to learn.

I am good at remembering information.

I use different learning strategies depending on the
situation.

I ask myself if there was an easier way to do
things after 1 finish a task.

I have control over how well | learn.

| periodically review to help me understand
important relationships.

I ask myself questions about the material before |
begin.

| think of several ways to solve a problem and
choose the .best one.

|. summarize what I’ve learned after I finish.

| .ask others for help when I don’t understand
something.

I can motivate myself to learn when | need to.

I am aware of what strategies I use when | study.

I find myself analyzing the usefulness of strategies
while | study.

I use my intellectual strengths to compensate for

my weaknesses.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42.
43.

44,
45.
46.
47.
48.

I focus on the meaning and significance of new
information.

| create my own examples to make information
more meaningful.

I am a good judge of how well I understand
something.

I find myself using helpful learning strategies
automatically.

I find myself pausing regularly to check my
comprehension.

I know when each strategy | use will be most
effective.

I ask myself how well I accomplish my goals once
I’m finished.

I draw pictures or diagrams to help me understand
while learning.

| ask myself if 1 have considered all options after |
solve a problem.

| try to translate new information into my own
words.

I change strategies when | fail to understand.

| use the organizational structure of the text to
help me learn.

I read instructions carefully before | begin a task.

I ask myself if what I’m reading is related to what
| already know.

| reevaluate my assumptions when | get confused.
| organize my time to best accomplish my goals.

I learn more when | am interested in the topic.

| try to break studying down into smaller steps.

| focus on overall meaning rather than specifics.
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49,

50.

51.

52.

I ask myself questions about how well I am doing
while I am learning something new.

I ask myself if | learned as much as | could have
once | finish a task.

| stop and go back over new information that is
not clear.

| stop and reread when | get confused.
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SELF EFFICACY SCALE
Instructions: Read each statement carefully. Each statement has five responses namely:
Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Neutral (N), Disagree (D) & Strongly Disagree (SD).
Put a tick mark only that option which you find that is most appropriate and true in your
case.
Before opening the next page kindly fill up the below given information:

NaAME: o Gender: Male/Female

Locality of the School: Urban/Rural
Scoring TABLE: Scoring TABLE will be filled by the Researcher:

Raw Score Interpretation

S.No.  STATEMENTS SA° A N D SsD

1. | feel confident about my capabilities that with 7 [J] [] [ [
little efforts | can resolve difficult problems.

2. | am confident that | can achieve all targets that ] [] [ [ [
| set for myself.

3. I am so confident of my capabilities that I can [ [ [ [ [
finish tasks on time.

4. Despite work, | feel I will not succeed. ] O O O O

5. | feel I can keep self control even at difficult [ ] [ [ [
times.

6. In any circumstance, | can achieve what i [ [] [] [] O
desire.

7. | have enough self confidence to finish any [ [ [ [ O
work.

8. With my efforts, | can achieve anything. ] O O g O

0. My own potential and capabilites are [ [J] [] [ [
responsible for all my achievements so far.

10. It is usually not possible for me to achieveany [ [ ] [] [] [
targets.

11. | am able to balance myself even in most [ [] [ [ [
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12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

difficult times.

I am unable to face difficulties without any help
and support.

Even in most difficult situations, | can strategise
to resolve and deal with it.

| try my level best to achieve my targets.

I can keep myself cool even when others try to
take up fight with me.

If 1 get stuck in some work, with little efforts |
can resolve it.

If 1 try sincerely, I am confident | shall be able
to succeed.

Despite concentrating on my aim, | will fail.

If I am determined to succeed, | shall be able to
achieve success.

If work as per plan, | shall be able to reap

results quickly.
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LEARNING ENVIRONMENT SCALE
Instructions: Read each statement carefully. Each statement has five responses
namely: Mostly (M), Usually (U), Seldom (S), Very Less (VL) & Never (N). Put
a tick mark only that option which you find that is most appropriate and true in

your case. Do not leave any statement unattempted.
Before opening the next page kindly fill up the below given information:

I\ 1 (SO Gender: Male/Female

Locality of the School: Urban/Rural
Scoring TABLE: Scoring TABLE will be filled by the Researcher:

Dimensions Scores Interpretation
Subscale |
1
2
3.
4
5
Subscale 11
1.
2
3
4,
5
S.No
STATEMENTS M U S VL N
1. | follow a fixed study time scheduleathome. [] [ [ O [l
2. I do not go to the friend’s home without [ ] [ ] [] [] ]

permission of my parents.
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10.

11.

12.

13

14.

15.

16.

When | get good marks, my parents
appreciate me.

My parents encourage me to participate in
different types of competitions.

| freely express my opinions or views
regarding my educational matters to my
parents.

All my decisions regarding my education are
accepTABLE to my parents

My parents introduce me with high ideals in
the field of art, science, literature, history etc.
My parents expect that | should respect
teachers and obey them.

My parents encourage me to obey school
rules and regulations.

My parents provide me separate space for my
study.

My parents adopt sympathetic attitude
towards my mistakes and pay regular
attention.

My parents allow me to take part in co-
curricular activities (e.g. music, painting, art
& craft activities etc).

I get moral support from my parents in
solving my difficulties.

My parents go to see my games and other co-
curricular activities in school.

Books and study material of my choice for
reading are provided to me by my parents.

| and my parents go together for the movies

during free time
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

My parents do not oppose me to go for an
educational tours and trips

My parents accompany me to the educational
fairs and exhibitions

| am encouraged regularly to play outdoor
games after school or study hour.

| am allowed to use computer at home for my
study purposes.

| use mobile phone for educational games
and quizzes.

Students are encouraged by teachers to listen
to each other’s responses and opinions.
Teachers give us verbal reward (Good, Fine
idea, Great etc.) who score good marks.
Students are encouraged by teachers for
special studies in their own areas of interest.
Teachers always make effort to reinforce
student’s knowledge.

Students are motivated by teachers to
participate in different school activities.
Encouraging questions are asked by teachers
to discover special interest of the students.
Teachers use computers for making teaching
effective and improving class climate.
Teachers have adequate knowledge and skills
of using computers in teaching.

Computer laboratories are maintained and
updated regularly in my school.

In computer laboratory, there are computers
with internet access for using educational

purposes.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.
46.

47.

Teachers use computers to motivate students
to get more involved in learning activities.

In my school, teachers recommend students
to use online study or learning resources.
Students get punishment when they break
school rules.

Teachers praise students who possess high
educational abilities.

Creating indiscipline in the class is
discouraged by teachers.

Teachers reward me when | secure any
position in competitive activities or exams.
Students and teachers act according to the
regulations, policies and criteria of the
school.

Teachers praise me in front of other students
when | solve any problem in different ways.
Adequate reading material and books are
available in our school library

Both science and other exhibitions are held
in my school from time to time.

In my school, Science laboratory has all the
scientific equipments.

Exterior noise and surrounding environment
do not affect our studies

School atmosphere in my school is calm and
stimulating for learning

| use to enjoy studying in groups.

| discuss assignments with others in my
class.

My classmates help me a lot in
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understanding important concepts.
48. | feel free to express doubts and feelingsto [] [] [ [] L[l
my class fellows.
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Questionnaire for assessing Initiatives taken by School
(To be filled by School Personnel)

Instructions: This is a questionnaire that attempts to explore the initiatives taken
by your school for developing academic resilience among students (academic
resilience involves students’ ability to succeed in academics despite challenging
circumstances in the academic setting). There are in all 25 statements given in
question form. You are requested to read each item carefully and give your
response in right hand side of either in Yes or No form. Please respond to each
item. Don’t leave any one un-attempted. Your responses will be used for research
purpose only and kept confidential. Your cooperation will be highly
acknowledged.
Please fill up the following information:
NamMEOTf theSChoOL. .. .. ..o
Address of the SChoOL. ... ...
District........ooeiiiiiii

Name of the Informant..........cooviiiimii i,

Gender: Male................ ,Female....................

Locality of the School: Urban................ ,Rural......................
S.N

0 Statements Yes

1. Do you feel that your school provides a safe and inviting

school environment for all students?

lighting and proper seating arrangement in the classrooms?

3. Is there any provision of safe ramp roads for physically

0 O e

2. Does your school have provision of adequate ventilation, ]
[]

challenged students?
4. Is there any first aid facility in your school provided for
students in case of emergency?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Does your school organize medical checkups time to time
for students (e.g. immunization programs, health screenings,
oral health care etc.)? If yes, how often do the medical
checkup camps are organized? ................cooeeiiiiiiinn..
Is there any restroom facility for students in your school?
Does your school encourage pro-social organizations
including school clubs & scouts etc?

Does your school have safe spaces for involving students in
outdoor activities?

Do your school students engage themselves in a variety of
games, sports and motor activities?

Does your school have a professional counselor in the
school to advice students on personal problems? If yes, Is
she/he a full time/part time employee of the school?

I. Full time ii. Part time
Does your school have a professional counselor in the
school to guide students on career related issues? If yes, Is
she/he a full time/part time employee of the school?

I. Full time ii. Part time
Does your school counselor understand the problems faced
by students and ensure privacy?

Does your school have a Parent Teacher Association? If
yes, how often does the association meet? .....................
In your school, is there any CCTV camera located within
the school building or in school grounds?

Do you think that your school is safe from practices like
truancy and bullying or ragging?

Does your school teacher motivate students to participate in
extracurricular activities?

Does your school provide opportunities to students to

express their views and opinions about the school?
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18. Does your school involve students or parents in 1 [
development of classroom rules, curriculum development
and school policies?

19. Does your school organize teacher development/training 1 [
programs for teachers?

20. Do you think that school staff members really understand I:I I:I
the problems faced by students?

21. Do you feel that proper discipline is followed in your 1 [ ]
school?

22. Do you think that students do not have enough time to relax
in this school?

23.  Does your school organize programs/resources and support
for students with special needs (e.g. economic advantages,
behavioral problems or special talents)?

24. Is there any initiative taken by school for development and |:|

i

personal growth of the students?
25.  Does your school provide support services for children with 1 [

acute social, emotional and behavioral problems?

Your Personal Remarks:
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