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ABSTRACT 
, 

Learning effectiveness has been widely discussed by 

the experts of different persuasions. This study was 

undertaken to ascertain the factors of learning effective-

ness by testing the effects of levels of education, streams 

of education and sex on academic performance, locus of 

control, perceptions of fairness, students • s ati sfacti on, 

personal, universal and total helplessness. 80 respondents 
20 

{ 20 males andLfemales from arts and 20 males and 20 females 

from science) were taken from each level of education. The 

selection of sample was made by ·"'·. purposive method of 

sampling. Levels of education (+2, graduate and post-

graduate), streams of education (arts and science) and 

sex (male and female) were taken as indepE>.ndent variables. 

Academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 

fairness, students• satisfaction, personal and universal 

helplessness as psyche-social and educational variables. 

Academic performance was measured by the annual examination 

marks of each level of education. Suitable instruments were 

usod to assess locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

students• satisfaction, personal and universal helplessness. 

't' test, analysis of variance an::l correlational analysis 

were done over the v ar: iwles. It was found that levels of 

education, streams of educatiop and sex are 1 ikely to be 



determining factors of learning effectiveness. Moreover, 

academic perfcrmance has association with psyche-sod al 

variables. Development of internal locus of control 1 

self-confidence and students' satisfaction through moti­

vational techniques could be undertaken to make the 

learning productive. Orientation programnes for students 

and parents and training facilities are suggested to 

achieve learning effectiveness. 
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IN'IRODUcriON 

Learning is a. key process in shaping human behaviour, 

it pervades everything we do and think. The psychological 

study of learning embraces much mare than the learning 

of skills or academic subjects and bears upon the funda-

mental problems of emotional development, motivation, social 

behaviour and personality. Learning can be defined as a 

relatively permanent change in behaviour which occurs as 

a result of experience or practice (Morgan et. al., 19'78). 

This definition has three important elements: (1) Learning 

is a change in behaviour, for better or worse. (2) It 1 s 
' 

a change that takes place thr:ough practice or experience; 

change due to growth or maturation is not learning. 

(3) Before it can be called learning, the change must be 

relatively permanent. It must remain for a fairly long 

time. Exactly how long cannot be specified but psycholo-

gists usually tlUnk of learned changes on behaviour as 

lasting for days, months or years in contrast with the 

behavioral effects of such fac~s as alertness or fatigue. 

Learning effectiveness may be defined as the process 

of achieving prOductivity out of acquired experiences. 

Learning may be effective or ineffective. It can only 

be judged by the learner. An effective learner is expected 

to possess knowledge, understanding of various concepts, 
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analysis, synthesis, application, appreciation, original 

and fresh thinking (Modey, 1982). In addition to these, 

an effective learner is expected to express hie. ideas 

clearly and coherently. It has been recognised that, in 

order to develop as an effective learner, the student 

needs to have a sense of his own identity, from which 

comes a sense of vocation and sel £-confidence. A matured 

confident student will be able to look critically at 

one•s learning strategies, to experiment with alter-

natives and to adopt flexible learning strategies which 

may be sui table for particular courses, or even part of 

courses (wright, 1982) • 

.§.9Er_ses of Learning Effect! ven_!~: 

Learning effectiveness may be contingent on forces 

arising from the four domains, namely, learner, teacher, 

context and content. 

Learner Characteristics: -- --
Learner characteristics are important tor learning. 

These include aptitUde, interest, ability, study habits 

and motivation. Aptitude refers to innate ability to 

learn. The learner is expected to have aptitude to learn 

the materials given/taught and gather relevant information 

from the surrounding. Interest refers to preferences of 

the learner. The learner has to be given freedom to choose 

the subjects for himself/herself and find what one is 
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interested in. Ability refers to capacity to do something. 

The learner is expected to possess general and speci fie 

ability to perform the required tasks and master skills. 

Study habits refer to one's schedule of study/plan of study. 

An effective learner uses a definite plan of study. scans 

the study materials, outlines the materials and reviews 

materials. 

Motivational processes influence learner's acquisition, 

trans fer, use of knowledge and skills. Motivational proce­

sses have been shown to affect (a) how well learners can 

deploy their existing skills and knowledge, (b) how well 

they acquire new skills and knowledge, and (c) how well 

they transfer these new skills and knowledge to novel 

situations (Dweck, 1986). 

Studies on motivation deal with the causes of goal­

oriented activities (Atkinson, 1964: Beck, 1983: Dollard 

and Miller, 1950; veroff, 196 9). Achievement involves a 

particular class of goals - those appear to fall into two 

classes; (a) learning goals; in which individuals seek to 

increase their competence, to understand or to master 

something new, and (b) performance goals, in which indivi­

duals seek to gain favourable judgements on their compe­

tence or avoid negative judgements on their competence 

(Dweck and Elliott. 1983: Nicholls, 1984). 

'· 
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The attitude is an important characteristics of the 

learner. Attitude is a state of mental readiness to per­

ceive things in a particular way. A ,positive attitude of 

the learner toward teaching, teacher an:i content are likely 

to influence learning effectiveness. 

~acher Charac~istics: Learning effectiveness also 

depends on the characteristics of the teachers. Amidson 

and Thenter (1% 3) defined .teaching as an intensive 

process primarily involving the class-room talk which 

takes place between teacher and pupils and occurs in cer­

tain definable activities. This definition is likely to 

include various characteristics of the teacher such as 

intelligence, motivation, personality, teaching skills, 

classroom behaviour, teacher cue resources and interpreta­

tions, and teacher mediating responses. An intelligent 

teacher thinks rationally, acts purposefully and deals 

with environment effectively in the classroom context. 

Motivation to teach the student is important in teaching­

learning process. personality of the teacher generates 

sel f-confi.dence among students and their acquisition of 

knowledge and its application in various fields. Teaching 

skills of the teacher also affect the students acquisition 

of knowledgt:!, and it~ application and performance in the 

classroom. 

fEEte~ Ch~acte~~: It refers to the conditions 

of learning and deli very of the curriculum to the learner. 



According to Dun Kin & Biddle (1974), context variables 

include context in community and context in classroom. 

Context in community includes climate, institution size, 

ethnic composition of the community and physical facili t.ies. 

Classroom context includes climate, size, text mater! als, 

curriculum and institutional aids. Institutional context 

is known as org ani sati onal climate. 

Organizational climate includes context in classroom 

and context in institution. Org ani z ati onal eli mate may be 

called as a global assessment of the interaction between 

the task achievement dimension and neoo satisfaction dimen­

sion within the organization. In short, the organizational 

climate is the extent of the task-need integration {Lons­

dale, 1%4). 

Chopra ( 1% 3) found that out of six types of climate -

the climate schools, the open climate led to a significa­

ntly higher jd:> satisfaction for teachers as compared to 

the climates as autonomous, familiar, controlled, closed 

and parental climate in schools. 

Many other studies have been shown that classroom 

organization and management, teacher's personality (Singh, 

1981) teacher's attitude towards teaching (Goyal, 1381) 

were responsible for success of students in classroom 

learning situation. 



Riccotti (1982) found that the learner in schools 

with innovative organizational desi~ns i.e. the non-graded 

and open space made greater gain in reading achievement 

than those students in the traditional setting. 

~ontent Char~1E~: The content may oe defined 

as planned and organized learning teaching materials. It 

aims to provide systematic background to the taughts in 

different fields of education. In making the teaching­

learning process effective the content domain is given 

special importance in the National Policy Cf Education. 

I t is suggested that the curricula may be enriched by 

giving it a cultural orientation. Students are desired 

to develop sensitivity to beauty, harmony etc. along with 

subject knowledge. Adequate facilities should be given 

to the students for oral and written cOrrrnunication. More­

over, vocation related activities and development of 

sci enti fie temper should be given due importance in curr i­

culum {National policy of Education , 1986). The growing 

concern far essential values and increasing cynicism in 

society has brouq-ht to focus the need for readjustment 

in the curriculum in order to make education a forceful 

tool for the cultivation of social and moral values. 

In a culturally plural society like Indi.a it is felt 

that education should be used to foster universal and 

eternal values in students oriented towards the unity 

and integrity of our people. The value education is 



applied to eliminate obscurantism~ religious fanaticism, 

violence, superstition and fatalism. Moreover, value 

education is to be based on heritage, national goals, 

and universal perception. 

Educational technology should be employed in the 

spread of useful information, the training and retraining 

of teachers, to improve quality of teaching and learning, 

sharpen awareness of art and culture, inculcate abiding 

values, etc. both in .formal and non-formal sectors. 

The generation of relevant and culturally compatible 

educational programmes ought to form an important objec-

ti ve of educational technology and all avail able res our-

ces in the country ought to be utilised for maximising 

learning effectiveness at all levels of education. 

Work experience should be viewed as a purposive and 

meaningful manual work. It needs to be organized as an 

integral part of the learning process itself resulting 

in either goods or services useful to the cOmmunity. It 

should be considered as an essential component at all 

stages of education to be provided through well-structured 

and graded pr-ogrammes. It should comprise of activities 

in congruence with the interests, abilities and needs of 

students. The levels of work skills and knowledge are to 

be up~raded with the stages of education. This experience 

may be helpful in entry into the workfOrce. Prevocational 



programmes provided at the lower secondary stage may 

facilitate the choice of the vocational courses at the 

hiqher secondary stages. 

Mathematics is visualised as the main vehicle to 

train a learner to think, reason, analyse alrl articulate 

logically. Apart from being a specific subject, it is 

treated OS CQr"lCcMit.ant to any subject involVing analysis and 

reasoning. 

science education is proposed to be strengthened so 

as to develop in the learner well-defined abilities and 

values such as the spirit of enquiry, creativity, objecti­

vity, the courage to question, and an aesthetic sensibility. 

The above discuss ion should indicate that learning 

effectiveness is likely to be affected by a number of 

factors operating on i.e. learner simultaneously such 

as personality, attitude, achievement, motivation, level 

of aspiration, method of study, environment, aptitude, 

ability, reinfoccement, use of media, locus of control, 

academic performance, student satisfaction and the like. 

In this exploratory study the role of personal! ty orien­

tation is examined in academic per fonnance, student 

satisfaction, personal helplessness, universal helpless­

ness and total helplessness (indicators of learning effec­

ti veness). 



.li..fl.I?.lessness: 

lt is a state of passivity/unresponsiveness/depression 

of performance. Researches concerned with learned helP­

l~ssness in humans were initially guided by extrapolations 

of results obtained over animals. Seligman {1975) maintain­

ed that the uncontrollable events produced three related 

deficits. These deficits -were (i) motivational deficits 

on tasks administered after the helplessness teaching (per­

formance). (ii) cognitive deficits consisting of deficits 

in ability and {iii) depressed effect. All the tt>.ree defi­

cits were the result of an expectation that outcome were 

independent of any response the persan could make. Help­

lessness may be personal (self), universal (others) and 

addition of personal and universal is known as total helP­

lessness. There is a considerable agreement that exposure 

to variety of uncontrollable stimuli can lead to debilita­

ted performance on a variety of tasks (Miller and Norman. 

197 9). The helplessness syndrome is found more among the 

person in the lower strata of the society than the person 

in the higher strata of society (Sahoo et. al. • 1985). The 

assistants in officejmana;1ement are more prone to be help­

lessness than the high executives. 

Perce.£!.! ens of F_s~1!'~~: 

The cOncept of perceptions of fairness usually refers 

to the di str ibuti on of gains according to one's contr i­

bution. According to the Random House Dietl onary of 
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English language college Edition (1977) the literal meaning 

of the term "perceive" is to become aware of or identify 

by means of the senses. That is to apprehend/understand. 

The term "justice" has been defined as quality of confor­

ming to principles of reason, to generally accepted standard 

of right and wrong. This has also been defined as "the 

maintenance of what is just according to law and a court 

of justice. 

In psychological literature, the term "perceived 

justice" has been used interchangeably as "diStributive 

justice", fairness in reward, equity of access to oppor­

tunity etc. In terms of equity theory, perceived justice 

has been discussed in relation to individual's (his/her) 

relative gains (one's outcome frorn a deal/relationship 

minus one • s contribution to that relations hip). A.dams 

and Rosenbawn (1962) held that the theoretical notion 

offered are quite relevant to any social situation since 

exchanges take place, explicitly/implicitly and be~v1een 

team-mates, teachers and students, lovp_rs, children and 

parents, patirots and therapists, and opponents and ene­

mies. In Adam's (t965) conceptualization, a distinguish­

ing characteristic of social exchange theory (i.e. relation­

ship) is that resultants have potentiality of being 

perceived as either just/unjust by participants. Adams 

held that manifested dissatisfaction and other behaviour 

were responses to actually felt injustice rather than 
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relative deprivation. There are expectations involved 

in what is "fair". A just relations hip exists for an 

individual when that individual perceives relative ?ains 

to be equal for self and the partner • 

.b.2.££~.9L..£2D!E ol : 

Phares (1957) introduced the concept of locus of 

control in psychological research. Locus of control 

refers to a personal! ty construct, derivin;J from social 

learning theory of Rotter (1956, 82), which focuses upon 

a person's expectancies that they can help in determining 

the outcomes/experiences in which the person is eng aged. 

Locus of control (Rotter, 1966) is a concept which 

seeks to determine whether the individuals. attribute 

the cause/control of events either to themselves (inter-

n al) or to their envi rorunent (external). Internal and 

external l:ocus of control symbolises the tendency for 

internals to believe that they can control events and 

for externals to believe that they cannot have implica­

tions for their attitudes, perceptions and behaviours 

in work settings. Roark (1978) found that internals were 

inclined to attribute the obtaining of their present jobs 

tc their own actions. Hammer & Vardi {1980) found that 

internals attribute past job changes to their own ini ti a­

' 
tives. Keller (1984) found evidence that health and 

locus of control were related to turnover. Keller ·(1984) 



1') ·-

observed that internals were more likely to take upon 

themselves to leave an unhealthy job situation than the 

externals. 

studen t• s sa tis faction: 
-------------~~~~-

Student• s satisfaction is of basic concern to educa-

tion. This represents an organizational behaviour of 

students. Student•s satisfaction may be defined as feel-

ing which is intrinsic to the activity sensed differently 

by different students. This may be a function of the 

outcome achieved in reality, and hence inferred from 

expressive behaviour. 

A satisfied student body is the nuclei of the effec-

ti ve functioning of the educational institution both at 

the level of individuals and the institution. In fact, 

the effectiveness of educational institutions cannot be 

simply evaluated in terms of its efficiency or student 

output as such, to the exclusion of t~ir social and perso-

nal development. If the students do not feel satisfied, 

they cannot put their heart and soul in learning and the 

performance target cannot be achieved. 

Education is a form of activity and students indulge 

in it for the reason that it should bring them approval 

and recognition. College provides them opportunities to 

compete with peers,. to make friends, earn status, and this 

meets their social need of approval and recognition. The 
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extent to which students satisfy their emotional and social 

needs through var: ied college experiences is likely to be 

reflected in their behavioral outcQ'nes. If the satisfaction 

derived i5 clcse to their expected level, it prQ'notes their 

desire to work more and then doing better itself may act 

as rein forcer of satisfaction. The content-context dicho­

tomy of Herzberg et. al. (t%9) also popularly known as the 

two factor theory repre·sents an important theoretical 

attempt in explaining the phenomenon of satisfaction. 

This theory had been formulated and used mainly in indus­

trial setting and seldom in educational settings. Herzberg 

measured employee's satisfaction and dissatisfaction using 

a form of serrii-structured interview known as critical inci­

dent tecb.nique. He asked respondents to think and describe 

those times' when they felt exceptionally good/bad about 

their jobs and analyzed the data using content analysis 

techniques. They observed an important distinction between 

factors of content (job) and context (environment). Herz­

berg et. al. aCgued that the formP.r (content) sP t of factors 

namely nero for achievement, recognition, work of itself: 

responsibility, advancement and psycholOJi cal gr 01,;th 

contributed to satisfaction, whereas the latter set of 

factors {context) like salary: interpersonal relationships 

with supf>Ivisors, company policies and practices; job 

security, status and personal life contributed more to 

dissatisfaction. 
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The pre-potency and uni-directionality of the f~ctors 

in eliciting feelings of satisfaction and di ss a tis faction 

led Herzberg an-1 his associates to postulate that satisf.3c­

tion and dissatisfaction are two separate, distinct and 

independent feelings. content f~ctors are likely to 

contribute more as positive feelings and attitudes. satis­

faction of content fnctors may motivate an individual to 

per form better. Context factors, however, were necessary 

pre-conditions for effective content factors. 

Herzberg delineated the implications of his theory in 

the day-tO-day organizational functi'ons and employee rela­

tions. Although employees gave irnpor tance to the needs in 

the content as well as context domain, they clearly diffe­

rentiated the importance of each domain in working life. 

The content seekers did not behave same as the context 

seekers, since they differed from each other on values 1 

as pir at ions and needs. 

~~_3 _ _2.nd .§...!g.!}i fi ~E~_.£Lj:he s ~.Y-iY: 

In recent times learning effectiveness has been 

widely discussed by researchers, psycholO]ists, policy 

makers and experts. There is no consensus views on 

indicators of learning effectiveness. It felt that there 

is lack of well documented socic...,PsycholQ;:Jical lite-

rature in this area. Moreovr=r, there is no unanimous 

opinion on how to make the learning effective. The new 
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education policy and area identified by UGC focus on the 

need to make the education mare effective as a potenti a1 

tool of social change and modernization. 

surveys and studies by Herbert ( 1 987 ) show that nine 

factors increase learning etfecti veness. Potents, consis­

tent and widely generalizable1 these nine factors fall 

into three groups, are shewn below. 

Nine Factors of Educational Productivity 

§!E. de~-Apti tu~ 

1) Ability cr prior achievement as measured by the 

usual standardized tests. 

2) Development as indexed by chronoloqi cal age or stage 

of maturation. 

3) Motivation or self-concept as in:iicated by personality 

tests or the student's willingness to persevere in­

tensively on learning tasks • 

.!E~Ection 

4) The anount of time students engage in learning. 

5) The quality of the instructional experience including 

psychological and curricular aspects. 

~ysh9.!<>:1ical En_yir_9Ements 

6 ) The b.Jrr icul urn of hcxne • • 

7) The morale of classroom social group. 

8) The peer group outside school. 

9) Minimum leisure-time television viewing. 



Collectively the various studies suggest that the 

three groups of nine factors are powerful and consistent 

in influencing learning. Syntheses of studies su9gest that 

these generalizable factors are the chief influences on 

cognitive, affective and behavioral learning. 

The present study has been designed to identify 

various factors of learning effectiveness and to examine 

its effect of streams of education, levels of education 

and sex. 



CHAPTER I I 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Learning effectiveness may be influenced by the variables 

like learned helplessness. students' satisfaction, perceptions 

of fairness, locus of control, academic performance. AS, the 

review of literature is ~ concerned - with 01bove v.atriebtes, 

learned helplessness in humans were initially guided by extra­

polation of results obtained with animals. Seligman maintained 

that learning outcomes are uncontrollable events produced three 

related deficits - motivational, cognitive and emotional (i.e. 

depressed effect). 

(i) Motivational deficits, on task administered 

after the helplessness training performance, 

(ii) Cognitive deficits consisting of deficits of 

an inability to recognise contigencies bet-ween 

responses and outcomes (retarded contingency 

1 earning) , and 

(iii} Depressed effect: The three deficits -were explai­

ned as a result of an expectation that outcones were 

independent of any response the person could make. 

There is a considerable agreement that exposures to 

the variety of uncontrollable stimuli can lead to 

debilitated performance on a variety of tasks. 

lnade_guacy 1 Old Theory: 

The comers tone of the old theory is that learning 

that outcomes are uncontrollable results on three 
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deficits: motivati.onal, cognitive anci emotional. The 

problems were expErienced when learned helplessness hypo­

thesis on animal was apnli ed. to understand human helpless-

ness. 

Hiroto (1974) administe-red uncontrollable nois€ to a 

group of subjects. The experimenter told the subjects 

that they could prevent the noJs~ by turning off. Since 

the noise was uncontrollable, the suhjects were unable 

tc prevent the noi~e. After several successful attempts, 

the subjects may believe that the problem is uncontrol­

lable. So, neither the subjects nor the other concerned 

could control the noise termination. In other words, 

the subjects may believe that the problem is controllable, 

but they lack the capacity to control it, whereas the 

other subjects could control the noise. Here, the old 

hypothesis does not distinguish the controllable state 

of le·arned helplessness. 

1nade~acy 2: 
A second way of illustrating this inadequacy i!'O the 

follO\·ling •. Hanusa & Chulz, (1977) and 'l'ennen'&·-E,ller \1977) haw 

have emphasized those causes of learned helplessness in which 

a pea..rson inapproprintely generalizes the expectation of non­

contingency to a new controllable situation. It is important 

to point out that the old hypothesis does not require an 



appropriate generalization for helplessness. Helpless­

ness exists when a person s oows motivational and cognitive 

~efici ts as a conse=-1uence of an expectation of unconrrol­

labili ty ovEr which it occurs are irrelevant to demons­

trating. But the old hypothesis does not specify where 

and when a person who expects outcomes to be uncontrollable 

will soow deficits. The present new version of the mo~el 

emphasizes the causal attributions generated for non­

contingent events as they are hypothesized to ~etermine 

the nature of the learned helples c;ness deficits, their 

chronicity, and generality {Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale, 

1978). Sepci fically, uncontrollable outcomc:>s attribut~_;i 

to int.,rnal causes are associat~d with a decrease in self­

esteem. Second, attr i>:>utions to stable cc>uses result in 

deficits which are chronic or transient respectively. 

The attributors for uncontrollable events likely to speci­

fic to the event or more global, the latter being relatei 

to deficits which are pervasive across situations. Thus, 

the most debiliting learned helplessness deficits are 

hypothesizej to result from intf>..rnal, stable and ']lobal 

attributions. 

A great deal of research with children have focused 

on the content of thf:':•ir attributions for uncontrollable 

events in achievement situations, usually exposure to 

unsalable puzzles. In particular, the internal causes 
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of ability and effort have oft~n been investigate:i as 

exemplers of attributions differing along the dimensions 

of st-3bility and specificity. It is widely believed 

that children who tend tx-; attribute failure to stable 

factors beyond their control, sue h as low ability, are 

learned helplessness. These learned helplessness children 

show a deccease in aciapti ve goal :iirectel responding or 

performance deficits on puzzle solving following failure. 

In contrast, children who tend to attribute failure to 

less stable modifiable factors under their control sue h 

as low effort, are called mastFXy-oriented and do not 

show debili ting performance effects following failure 

(Dweck and Reppucci, 1973). 

Brown and Haris (1978) int~rviewe:l lower an6. middle 

class wo!tlen in south London and found that 20% of the 

lower class women stnweJ severe symptoms of depression. 

Those women wm were depressed had an usually high per-

centa]'e of loss of mother by death before the age of 

eleven. 

Dweck et. al. (1978) have showe:i that learned help-

lessness can arise from the pattern of evaluative feed-

back in the classroom rather than the absolute amounts 

of positive and ne<jative fee:iback. Specifically, the 

learned. helplessness response pattern is associated with 

the proportion of negative feedback given for intellectual 
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(e.g., accuracy) versus non-intellectual (e.g., neatness) 

aspects of performance. In fact, limiting negative feed-

back to intellectual aspects of a t~sk has been shown 

to produce learned helplessness on the laboratory. 

Alloy, Peterson, Abramson and Seligman (1979) did 

an inves ti9ation on which college students were split 

into global versus speci fie scorers for bad events on 

the attributional style questionnaire. Accor~:Ung to 

reformulation all subjects likely to soow dP.ficits follow-

ing inescapable noise when tested on the similar noise 

task, however, only subjects with a global explanatory 

style for bad events soould show deficits following in-

escapable noise when tested on the dissimilar cognitive 

task. 

According to Taylor (197 9) the good patient (i.e. 

who is passive complaint and inanimate) may be eliciting 

learned helplessness was reaction to loss of control that 
~~~ 

1 ves cognitive, motivational and emotional deficits 

owing the expectation that the responses and outcomes 

e independent of each other. On the oth<=>r hand, the 

bad. patient may be s rowing psycoological reaction as a 

reaction to loss of control that involves attempts to 

res tore the lost. 

Pasatow (1980) manipulated the global speci fie dimen-

. sion and imposed bad events on subjects in the learned 

j)lSS 
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helplessness tria::Uc design. It was found that subjects 

induce-d to ma"<e global explanations for their failure 

performed worse on the enagrarns than su·bjects encouraged 

to give specific explanations. This SUfJ'Jests that the 

manipulation of explanations along the global speci fie 

dimensions for bad events appropriately predicts poor 

performance when bad events are imposed on subjects. 

These experiments indicate that the measurement and 

manipulation of explanations and. explanatory style, when 

accompanied by the manipulation of bad events, do what 

the helplessness reformulation predicts. The global­

specific dimension, when manipulated and when measured, 

governs the breath of helplessness deficit~. This 

internal-external {dimension, when manipulated, governs 

self-esteem deficits but learning deficits}. Finally, 

teJlf#:ive evidence suggests that the stable-unstable 

dimension governs the duration of helplessness de fici t'3. 

Metalsky, Abr a-nson, Seli::;rman, Semmel & Peterson 

(1982) conducted a study on college students and their 

relation to a low grade on a mid-term examination. Accor­

ding to helplessness reformulation, s tu:::lents who h-.bitually 

explain bad events in terms of internal, stable and global 

factors are more likely to react with depression upon 

learning that they received low grade than students woo 

tend to explain bad events in terms of external, unstable 



and speci fie factors. 

Much of the research on the attributional reformu-

1 ation of learned nelplessness has concentr a too on in::.ii vi-

dual differences in attributional styles or the ten.:lency 

to make particular kinds of casual attributions across 

different situations an:l time. There is consij~rable 

evidence to show th~t the above, maladaptive attributions 

are associatro with several failures of ajaptation (Peter-

son and Seligman, 1 ~84). 'fbwever, data relating to the 

attributions made for speci fie, non-contingent events 

in the laboratory and subsequent behaviour provides mixed 

support for the attributional reformulation of learned 

helplessness (e.g. Alloy, Peterson, Abra~son and seligman, 

1984: Danker-Brown and Saucom, 1982; Oakes and Curtis, 

1982; Tennen, Dru.rn, Gillen and Stanton, 1982). I-bwever, 

this cas.ual dimension, despite its potential importance, 

has received littlE: attention in research on learned 

helplessness in ajul ts. 

The present study revealed the fact that internality 

and globality for bad events predicted increases on 

depressed mood for students receiving low grades, but 

not for students receiving high gr~es. 

Locus of Control: ----------------
The efff"Ct of personal! ty factors on di fff>rent 

spheres have been widely recognised. The studies on the 
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influence of Locus of control on soci~l and psychological 

phE:nomena have also been investigated. Studies on locus 

of conttol have been discussed. 

Phares (1957) found that the reinforcemt:-'nt for feed-

back under skill conditions had. a greater effect upon 

the subjects. Changes in performance were significantly 

greater when the subjects perceived skill than v1hen they 

perceived chance instructions. In this study the interest 

centered on expectancy setting is a function of success 

and failures, depending upon reinforcements whether skill 

or chance. James and Rotter (1958} confirms thP findings 

c f Phares that percEption of control would predict the 

manner in which people v1ould respond to their performance 

outcomes. 

The investigations indicated that locus of control 

is a correlate of the cognitive activity which should 

facilitate the maintenance of personal causation. Persons 

having internal control expectanciPs would be more cautious 

and calculating about their choice, involvEments and 

personal entanglemEnts than the individuals with extErnal 

control orientation. The first study linking locus of 

control and cognitive activity was conductEd by Geeman 

and Evans (1%2}. The result of this study supports the 

assertion that internal avail themselves of an information 

even if it was negative connotations for themselves more 

than do extE~rnals. It was assumed that this difference 
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derives from thP fact that internFJls beli~ve:J thFJt they 

can act on their own be hal f. TherF fore, thf>y re-wire 

more information on cth;:=or hand externals accPpt readily 

what others say. Hence, they possess less information. 

Another cognitive function that has been ex ami ned 

in lccus of control research is that of attentions. It 

is the way in which individuals focus upon cues of rele-

vance for goal attai nrnen u;. Le fcour t and Kline ( 1 96 9) 

from their study conclude::l that intf:,rnals are more likely 

to attend cues which help to resolve uncertainties. On 

the other hand, externals attend all cues which are 

coming from the external environment. 

Debolt (1973) observe:l that intf:'rnals tend to be 

leader~ having high aspiration and StressbPrg (1973) 

externals having lo,t~er goals expectations and anticipa-

ticns. 

The effec1s of locus of control were studied in the 

field of learning. Miller (1973) did his study in a 

serial learnin=J situation with simple pictures. Because 

this type of task provide:i a clear distinction between 

inter-tas~ and extra-task cues, success and. failure 

climates and so on. The results which he got from the 

experiment could comply with the hypotheses that the 

external locus of control subjects being more sensitive to 

the extra task cues would soow greate·r difference betwee-n 



the learning climates than internal locus of control 

subjects. So, Mill€r (1973) opined on internal locus of 

control subjects that they would be more motivated to 

the success approach and failure avoidance system. 

One characteristic that is consistently associated 

with locus of control is susceptibility to atti tu:ie change 

and persuasibility. Compare) tc externals intErnals are 

less persuasible (Ri tc hies & Phares, 197 9). Therefore, 

susceptibility to attitu:ie change should provide unambi­

guous information about a strenger •s locus of control. 

Highly persuasible subjects would be perceived as exter­

nals anj. less persuasible subjects as internals. 

Rotter and ~u try (1985) from their studies have 

indicated that internals devote more attention to deci­

sions about skill related matters than do externals. 

Internal-external locus of control is an individual 

difference characteristic which, it has been proposed, 

affects the turnover process. 3lau (1987) usinq a sample 

of 119 nurses, this longitudinal study found th-3t locus 

of control moderated the relations hips between two facts 

of satisfaction, promotion and pay, both withirawal to 

cognitions and turnover. In addition, locus of control 

moderated the rel aticns hip betv.'een wi thJr awal cognitions 

and turnover. Internals showed significantly stronger 

negative relationships than exte·rnals between these 



sati~ faction f-3cts anJ ·...vi thir awc>.l cognitions tc.rnover. 

Jnt~=:rnals also showed a stronger po~:itive relc.tionsr.ip 

than extErnals betv.•een with:irawal cognitions and turn-

OV€T • 

T'1is hr a, c. M. ( 1987) found that locus of control is 

highly relc.ted with academic achievement. Boys with 

internal locus of control are likely to be high on diffe-

rent learning tasks. They have high degree of ability 

in attaining acajemic achievement than girls. It may 

be said that girls are also affected by certain perso-

nali ty factors which influence in their achievement. 

E~!E~.2.!-!2n of Fairnes~: 

If a person perceives his/h-:>r achievemPnt is fair, 

it estimates to contribute morP for future learning. In 

other words, he mav be motivated to work more and get 

accordingly. Studies related to perception. of fairness 

have been discussed. 

According to erruity theorists Walster, Berchcid 

and fJalster (1976), a social relation is equitable when 

the profit input .r atios are s arne for persons or units 

concerned. Application of the theory to reward alloca-

tions have yielded con <irmatory results - s OO\·Jing a 

strong prefErence for performance-matchin<:J allocation. 

This, ho\.Jever, is not without qualifcations. Except 
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unier sali.,nt con;li tions the matchin'] of rewards to per­

formance is orjinal rath<?r than strictly proporational 

(Leventhal, 1976). "A second '::ualification is situ'iticnal 

saliE·nce of equity which will be enhance:j by clear evi­

:ience of pr-r forrnance J i fferPn ti als, thp pr <:-St"'nc e of 

productivity goal and othPr economic cues, an::J '.-lhen thl? 

reward has been acquired at least partly throu')h the 

independent ;..Jork of recipients". (Parcel and Cook, 1977) 

The third '1ualifcation is 'politeness ritual' (Mukula 

and Schneinger, 1978) lm.; performers were found to favour 

the equity rule (i.e. to award a smaller amount to them­

selves than to others who had performed better) and high 

performers, the quality rule (i.e. to a\vard the same 

amount to themselves and others who h~ performed less 

well). This pattern of choice resulte:i in a smaller 

share of the required for self, and correspondingly larger 

share for the opposite number, than ha:i the alternative 

rule been a:lopted.. That ha1 the low per formers favoured 

the equity rule, or high per formers the equity rule they 

would have obtained a 1 arger share of reward. Apparently, 

both high and low performers were willing to sacrifice 

their material self-interest so that they can demonstrate 

(their) modesty and politeness an;J no onr;> can accuse (thE'm) 

of being selfishly unjust. 
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Still it is clear that there are many situ1tions in 

which distributors favour an equitable Jiversion of re'.varis. 

To prefer a complex an~ potentially discontent allocation 

scheme re~uires some explanation clear. unequivocal infor­

mation that one person • s performance i$ superior mo ti v a­

tors other to favour an equitably ji vision of rewards. 

{1) One factor indicating superior performance, and 

thereby a preference for equity, is the individual cont­

r ibu tion to the group task. 

(2) The application of an equity principle can actually 

influence by situational factors, one such factor, the 

outcome of group effort. If th<=:> group is successful, th~ 

resultant accrue to thf"' group (and the supervision) regard­

less of any variation in individual contribution. 

{3) The third factor is that levels of ability, 

efforts, and task difficulty will lead to greater rewards 

even after the effeCts of task outcome and individual 

contribution into account. 

Many of these involve:l in the study of intimate rela­

tions hips have begun taking social (eXC hanqe view of rel a­

tions hip) jevelopment and maintenance, {Huston and Cate, 

197 9). ACcording to this perspective indi victuals in 

intimate relationship act to maXimize their rewards and 

minimize their cost. 
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Huston and Burgess (1979) sugJest that people do 

not particular by attend to the issue of distributive 

justice when their level of rewards in relationship are 

high, in their classic stu::iy of the dynamics and of 

married life, found that the marital satisfaction was 

influenced the level resources (rewards) their husbands 

provided them. several laboratory studies demonstratErl 

that individuals would tolerate inequitable condi t.i.ons 

if they were being rewarde:i at a high level not available 

elsewhere. No studies have looked reward level in connec­

tion with equity and equality as influences on relation-

s hip satisfaction. 

Returning to the role of status in reward allocation, 

the relevant evidence concerning the effects of status 

ranking is equivocal. For example, Commins and Lockwood 

(1979) fou~ that increase in group status lea:l to more 

ingroup favouring bias and relative to groups which saw 

themselves as of equal status to comparison groups, hi.gher 

status group exhibi te:i more ingroup favouritism. 

According to social identity theory, intergroup bias 

is a means of enhancing the ingroup's status - vis-a-vis 

the ou tgroup. It serves to safeguard members social 

identity {i.e. that part of a person's self-concept which 

is derivei from group membership and its association value 



and emotional significance) which is linked to the in­

group•s status. 

Groups in need of safeguar:iing their social identity 

were those with insecure social identity n~ely,. groups, 

regardless of their status rank, which perceive the 

existing status relationship to be illegitimate and/or 

unstable. n-om this point of view, insecurity of status 

plays a crucial part in determining the scope and psych:::>­

logical meaning of intergroup bias (Eiser, 1980). 

Extensive reviews of the research literature warrant 

the conclusion that the division of people into social 

categories will act! vate a tendency of bias favouring 

their group, when the members of opposite categories 

are free to allocate monetary points to another without 

fear of reprisal (Ng 1982), this tendency will translate 

into an allocntion bies favouring the ingroup. 

A concern for fairness in general is applicable 

to the intergroup membership is not blatant but shows 

the constraints on fairness. Conversely, it can be said 

that justice is not blind but is often temperei with bias. 

The confluence of equity and social identity research, 

though overdue, holds premise for intergroup allocation 

research. 

France {1984), for instance, found with a sample 

of high school stu:ients that the frequency of being 



describe:i as a low achiever was negatively correlat~ 

with several in:Uces of self esteem. Conversely, one 

can assume that people whose status is congruous would 

feel more secure in social identity terms when this 

congruity is publicly confirmed. . A main effect of status 

salience was predicted, that is, the greater ingroup 

favouritism in the incongruous status conditions over 

the congruous status condition was expected to increase 

by increasing the salience of the status relationship. 

t 

s tuden tssatis faction: 

Student•s satisfaction may be the outcome of many 

overlapping factors. The importance of these factors may 

change from one setting to another and from one group 

type to another. Factors of satisfaction could be broadly 

conceived as of two types: 

(1) those relating to characteristics of education, and 

(2) those pertaining to the characteristics of 

students. 

Factors pertaining to the characteristics of education 

may be further grouped into factors of content and context. 

Content factors are intrinsic to the education itself, 

whereas context factors stem from external sources. 

Factors relating to the characteristics of students 

are those that act on content and context factors like age, 

sex, socio-economics status, personality traits and level 



of aspiration etc • 
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The content-context dicootomy of Herzberg et. al. 

(1959) also popularly known as the two factor theory 

represented an important theoretical attempt in explain-

ing the phenomenon of satisfaction. This theory had been 

formulatEd and used. mainly in industrial setting and 

seldom in educational settings. Herzberg measureci 

employee•s satisfaction and dissatisfaction using a form 

of semi-structured interview known as critical incident 

technique. He asked respondents to think and describe 

toose times when they felt exceptionally good or bad 

about their job and analyzed the data using content ana­

lysis technique. They observed an important distinction 

bet"l'leen factors of content (job) and context (environ­

ment) in that the first group of factors dealt specifi-

cally with the nature of jobs, while the second related 

to the environment - in which the jobs were performed. 

Herzberg and his associates argued that the former set 

of factors consisted of neei for achievement, recognition, 

work itself, responsibility, advancement, and psychologi­

cal growth and these contributed to sa tis faction. Whereas 

the latter set of factors like working comitions, salary, 

interpersonal relationship wi tn supervisors, subordinates 

and employees, technical supervision, company policies 

and practices, job security, status and personal life 
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contributed to satisfaction. 

Herzberg delineated the implications of his theory 

in the day to day organizational practices and e..mployee 

relations. Althouqh employees gave importance to the 

needs in the content as well as context domain, they 

clearly differentiate:i the importance of each domain in 

working life. The content seekers did not behave the 

same as the context seekers, since they differed from 

each other on values, aspirations and needs. 

A number of investigators had attempted to replicate 

and extend the generality of the two factor theory with 

varying degree of success, using different types of popu­

lation, variables and situations. The content-context 

framework of Herzberg and his associates ha:i been widely 

used. 

Stu:ient?s satisfaction appears to involve a large 

number of physical, psych:>logical and personal factors. 

Sc ha:£fer • s ( 195 3), somewhat older theory states that 

overall job satisfaction will vary directly with the 

extent to which the needs of an individual can be actually 

satisfied on a job: the stronger the needs, the more 

closely will be job satisfaction depend on their fulfil-

ment. 

serigione (1967) in a study of the factors, that 

affect job satisfaction arrl dissatisfaction, found that 



satisfaction factors for the teachers tend.ed to be linked 

to the work itself. He also showed difference between 

work, and conditions of work and pointed out that 

where satisfaction was related to work itself, job context 

factors, i.e. conditions of work were responsible for dis­

sa tis faction. 

Hoppock (1%7) in his composite theory concluded 

that job satisfaction depends upon the context to which 

the job a person holds and meets the needs. The degree 

of sa tis faction is determined by the relations hip between 

what is experienced and what is wanted by the individual. 

Job satisfaction, being a complex phenomenon with several 

inter-related. factors such as personal, social, cultural 

and economic, has been explained by various theories of 

wnich the most significant is the two factor theory postu­

latEd by Herzberg et. al. (1968), ~hich suggests two 

different sets of factors -motivators am hygienic factors, 

which influence job satisfaction/dissatisfaction. While 

the motivators include aivancement, development and the 

work itself, the hygienic factors include salary, working 

conditions, company policy, supervision and the work 

group. 

It has been believe:i that workers wi ttl higher educ a­

tional degreesjaccomplishnents tended to be more dis­

satisfied with their jobs. Rao (1970) in his study on 



the socio-personal correlates of jobs satisfaction of 

factors found that the higher educational level of teachers 

enhanced their job satisfaction. 

Mohan (1974) in a study of work motivation and orga­

nisational climate, found that work motivation among 

employees was a direct function of the organisational 

climate relating job sa tis faction with the leaders hip 

style. Singh and Pestonjee (1974) found that greater 

job satisfaction results from a democratic form of leader­

ship. 

In a study linking organ! zational incentives and 

teaching crnongst secondary school teachers, Lorlic (1975) 

found that satisfaction with teaching and internalized 

(motivations were of primary importance to teachers). 

He argued that extrinsic rewards such as salary and anci­

llary rewards such as working hours and conditions while 

important were not more significant than the intrinsic 

towards. 

Pestonjee and Akhtar (196 9) found that for teachers, 

social service, fame, independence and self•expression 

on the job were most preferred include salary, working 

conditions company policy, supervision and the work group. 

When job satisfaction of the teachers in schools is 

considered specifically, it has been observed that women 



t~achers are more satisfie:i with their job than their 

male counterparts (Bernad & Kulandi vel, 1976; Anand, 1 g]7). 

Chandra (1978) found that teachers with favourable attituee 

towards teaching aO.judged the teaching job as more fabour­

able to toose who had unfavourable attitude towards 

teaching. 

Lindquist, Charles and Whi teheau, John (1986) analy­

zed that perceptions and causes of burn-out, job stress 

and job satisfaction among 241 Alabana correctional offi-

cers responding to a •survey instrument', 39% of the ss. 

considered their job more than moderately stressful, 29% 

reported moderate stress, 32% were satisfied with their 

job, 52% were somewhat satisfie:i, an.:i 16% were not satis-, 

fied. After examining reported levels of burnout, s ttess 

and job sa tis faction, findings were compared to too se from 

other studies. Multiple regression procedures were uti­

lize:i to identify significant predictors. Results indi-

cate that a number of patentially alterable, organizational 

factors h~ sign! fie ant impact on officers perceptions, 

accordingly, several intervention strategies are offered 

for consideration. 

Sinha & Prakash (1986) administere:i questionnaires 

designed to assess job satisfaction, intrinsic motivation 

work values, and job involvement to 60 government and 50 

private enterprise employees in India. Analysis of data 

obtained from the 60 complete1 questionnaires was 



accomplished using t tests and correlations. Quality 

dimensions correlated positively with satisfaction, and 

some differences could be detel ted between a private arrl 

government ~rkers. 

Khaleque and Ratlnan (1987} measurei overall job satis­

faction identifiEd some determinants of job satisfaction, 

and evaluatei the perceived importance of job facets 

(e.g. duration of work, job security) to the overall job 

satisfaction in 1,560 workers (mean age 33 years) from 4 

jute industries in Banglaiesh. Results irrlicate that the 

sa tis faction variables were not undirectional in their 

effects. Job facets were sources of both sa tis faction 

and dis sa tis faction, over all job sa tis faction of the 

subject was influence:] by the satisfaction with job 

facets ani personal life, and the degree of satisfaction 

depended o~ the sa tis faction with the nwnber of job 

facets ani their percei ve:i importance. 

Person, Cecil A. (1987) conduc te:i a longitudinal 

field experiment of job change>i over a 1 year period with 

42 geographically clisperse:i railway track maintenance 

gangs in western Australia. Gangs consisted of 2-11 

workers. Exptl-groups that employed participative goal 

setting were compared with a control unit that continued 

to employ the tra1itional ~rk proce:iures. When the 

perceptual, behavioral and effect! ve responses was 

evaluated over 80 trails, 1 t was determined that ~subjects 

s u_ b j e c It 



who were engagai in participative goal setting reported 

higher perceive:l states of involvement in decision-making 

and greater job sa tis faction, goal setting performance 

were positively relatP~. 

William & Robert (1987) propose a structural equation 

model to delineate the various aspects of self-reported 

job satisfaction. The model specifies structural linkage 

among 4 factors (t) Background, (2) perceptions, (3) orga­

nizational and (4) subjective rating of overall job satis­

faction. The model is evaluated by using data random 

probability sample of 105 Black female mana;1ers (mean a;1e 

38.5 years) living in 5 Southern States. Results support 

the predictions derived from the proposed model and indi­

cate that it explained 66% of the variance in overall job 

satisfaction. Organizational measures,. in general, accoun­

ted for most of the explained variance. 



CHAPTER III 

ME Ti-D DO LOGY 

This chapter includes problem statement, objectives 

of study, hypotheses, sampling, research design, varict:>les 

explored, tools used, statistical techniques and procedures. 

Statement of Problem 

The problem under investigation is to identify the 

factors of learning effectiveness and to test the effects 

of levels of education, stream of education, and students • 

sex on them. 

Objectives of the Study 

(1) To find out the effect of levels of Erlucation (+2, 

undergraiuate, and postgraduate) on locus of control, 

students' satisfaction, perception of fairness, aca­

demic performance, personal helplessness, universal 

helplessness and total helplessness. 

(2) To find out the effect of stream of education (Arts 

and Science) on locus of control, students' satis-

. faction, perception of fairness, academic performance, 

personal helplessness, universal helplessness, and .. 

total helplessness. 

(3) To firrl out the efff?Ct of sex (male and female) on 

locus of control, students • satisfaction, perception 

of fairness, academic performance, personal helpless-
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ness, universal helplessness and total helpless nes5. 

~_!lese~ 

{ 1) Male and. female scores may differ signi fie antly 

on locus of control, students' satisfaction, per­

ception of fairness, academic performance, personal 

helplessness, universal helplessness and total 

helplessness. 

(2) The scores of arts and science students may differ 

significantly on locus of control, students' satis­

faction, perception of fairness, aca:iemic perfor­

mance, personal helplessness, universal helplessness 

and total helplessness. 

(3) The scores of +2, undergraduate and postgraduate 

students scores may differ significantly on locus 

of control, students• satisfaction, perception of 

fairness, academic peL formance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness. 

(4) There may be significant relations hip among locus 

of control, students • sa tis faction, perception of 

fairness, academic performance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of male students. 

(5) There may be significant relationship among locus 

of control, students• satisfaction, perception of 

fairness, academic performance, personal helpless-



ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of fe-male students. 

(6) There may be significant relationship among locus 

of control, students • satisfaction, perception of 

fairness, academic performance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of arts students. 

(7) There may be significant relations hip among locus 

of control, students • satisfaction, perception of 

fairness, academic performance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of science students. 

(8) There may be significant relations hip among locus 

of control, students • satisfaction, perception of 

fairness, academic performance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of +2 students. 

(9) There may be significant relationship among locus 

of control, students • satisfaction, perception of 

fairness, academic performance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of gra::luate students. 

{10) There may be significant relatJonship amoqg locus 

of control, students' satisfaction, perception of 



fairness, academdc performance, personal helpless­

ness, universal helplessness and total helplessness 

of postgraduate students. 

~_]?~ 

PtAtt_posh.E sampling method was used to select students 

from +2, undergraduation and postgraduation level. +2 

subjects were from central schools, undergraduate subjects 

and postgraduates were from two Centr a1 Universities in a 

cosmopolitan city. A total of 24 0 subjects were taken 

for the study. This study included 80 subjects (20 males 

and 20 females from Arts, and 20 males and females from 

Science) were taken from each level of education. 

§esearc_!l nesig~ 

In order to examine the relationship that might 

be existing among various variables like levels of 

educat~on, stream of education, sex, locus of control, 

students• satisfaction, perception of fairness, acade­

mic performance, personal helplessness, universal help­

lessness and total helplessness, a factccial design 

order of :3 X 2 X 2 was used. 3 levels of education (+2, 

undergraduation ·and postgraduation, 2 stream of education 

At'ts and Science) and 2 sex (females and males) were 

studied. 



Diagramatic representation of the design: 

Le~ning effectiveness can be identified by taking 

into consideratio.n the following psycho-social and 

academic variables. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Personal Univer- Total Perce- Locus Acade- Stude-
helpless- sal hel- help- ption of mic nts• 

-ness pless- less- of fa- control perfo- sa tis-
ness nes~ irness rmance faction 

gati~tical Technigues 

Mean and. standard deviation of 7 variables (+2, 

undergr a:iuate, postgraduate, female, male, At' ts and 

Science) were calculatea. Besides these, (1) ANOVA of 

7 variables, (locus of control, students• satisfaction, 

Perception of fairness, aca:iemic performance, personal 

helplessness, uni versa! helplessness and total helpless­

ness) and {2) product moment correlation were used. 



~I12b~ 

The following variables were stujied. 

Indepenjent Variables: 

1. Levels of education (+2, undergra:iuation and post-

graduation) • 

2. Str€am of education (Arts and Science). 

3. Sex (Male anj Female). 

Dependent Variables: 

1. Locus ·of con tro 1. 

2. Students • satisfaction. 

3. Perception of fairness. 

4. Academic performance. 

s. Personal helplessness. 

6. Universal helplessness. 

7. Total helplessness • 

.. Learned' helplessness 1 It is a state of passivity/ 

unresponsiveness/depression of performance. Researches 

concerne:l with learne:l helplessness in humans was ini­

tially guided by extrapolations results with animals. 

Seligman (1975) argue:i that uncontrollable events 

produce three related deficits: (1) Motivational. 

(2) COgnitive, and (3) Emotional (depresse:i effect). 

The learned helplessness may be personal and universal 



helplessness. Addition of these two is the total help. 

lessness. 

~ Perceptions of fairness: According to the Random 

House Dictionary of English Language, (Edn. 1 g]7) the 

literal meaning of the term 'perceive' is to become 

aware of or identify by means of the senses. That is 

to apprehend/understand. The term 'justice• has been 

identified as quality of conforming toprinciples of 

reason/to generally accepted standard of right and wrong. 

This has also been de fined as • the maintenance of wnat 

is just according to 1 aw and the court of justice • • 

In psychological literature, the term 'perceived 

justice'/'perceptions of fairness• has been used rela-

tively and interchangeably as 'distributive justice', 

perception of 'fairness in reward'j'equity access to 

opportunity • etc. In terms of equity theory • perceived 

justice' has been discussei in relation to individual's 

(his/her) relative gains (one's outcome from a deal/ 

relationship means one's contribution to that relation-

ship). 

Locus of control; Internal-external locus of control 
u._ 

·(Rotter, 1 ~6) iscconcept which seeks to determine 

whether individuals attribute the cause or control of 

events either to themselves (int~?rnal) or to their 



environment (external). IntE·rnals are more confident 

of their own potentiality than extErnals. Furthermore, 

they think that the environment is guided by their own 

ability • 

.§Suden ts • sa tis fgction: Logically, sa tis faction ca11 

be defined as a feeling which is intrinsic to the activity 

sensed differently by different people. This may be a 

function of the outcome achievei in reality, and hence 

inferred from expressive behaviour. Ebr example, a 

satisfie:i student body is the nuclei in the effective 

functioning of educational institutions both at the level 

of individuals and the institutions. 

~SJidemic performance: ACademic performance is known as 

the knowledge attained or skills in different levels of 

education, usually through teachers • evaluation of the 

pupil's in examinations. In this study, the marks obtai­

ned by the students in the annual examinations conducted 

by the +2 colleges and universities have been taken to 

indicate the academic performance. 

Tools Used: 

The following tools were usEd for measuring the 

different explanatory variables. 

1. Learned helplessness scale (it was use:i at 3 levels 

of education. 2 stream of education and 2 sex). 



2. Lccus ef control f"!uestionnaire {it was used at 3 

levels of education, 2 streams of e::iucation and. 2 

sexes). 

3. Perceptions of fairness scale, (it was used at 3 

levels of education, 2 streams of education and 2 

sexes). 

4. Students • _ sa·tisfaction scale (8 selected items were 

taken for the present study). It was used at 3 

levels af education, 2 streams of education and 

2 sexes). 

~cription of the Tools 

First sectien of the questionnaire contains perso­

nal information of the respondents: sex, academic perfor­

mance and level. Second section includes instructions 

and concerned questionnaires. 

1. _Lj!~_n!!9-_ p~!P.\.E!!!!itl~!)J~. scale (seligman, 1966) was 

modified by R.N. Kanungo, McGill (1986) was used. This 

scale consists of 12 items. This scale is divided into 

two parts. For the part (1) answer according to (a) oow 

do youjyourself feel about the item (i.e. personal help­

lessness). Ths second part (b) is an appraisal of how 

you think other students of your university/college/ 

school feel (i.e. universal helplessness). A scale of 

0-5 is provided, where 5 indicates a feeling of being 

totally helplessness, and 0 indicates totally in control 



or confident. 

2. f~<;~{?~~Q._.<?.{ cf.?!nJ~~~: PerceptiOl')S of fairness . 

scale formulatEd. by A.R. Khan (1986) was used. This scale 

consists of 6 items with 5 sub-items in Each. The final 

form of the perceived justice scale consiste:i of six input 

dimensions an:i five output dimensions. Thus the maximum 

possible score on this scale is 150 and the minimum scor~ 

is 30. The reliability of the scale as reported by Khan 

is r:.e4 (i.e. P .01). The respondents are required to 

respond on a 5 point scale by judging themselves as nto 

what degree" the statements were true of themselves. If 

it was true about 80 to 100 per cent, 40 to 60 per cent, 

20 to 40 per cent and 20 per cent or below. Responses were 

given scores of 5, 4, 3, 2 and r-respectively. The score 

on the total number of i terns indicated the scores on per-

ceived justice. High scores indicatEd a higher degree 

of perceived justice and vice versa. 

3. Locus of control: Rotter•s t & E scale (1966) 
:.-:. ~-::::-=.-:--:.~---.~-:-;: -:.~ 

measures individual differences in a generalized expec­

tancy or belief. The final version of the scale consists 

of 29 i terns forced choice test inclusive of 6 filler 

items intended to make the purpose of the test somewhat 

more ambiguous. On the basis of i tern analysis and factor 

analysis Rotter (1966) poin~..a out reasonably high int.P.rnal 



consistency for an additive scale. Since the items are 

not comparable. half un:ieres timates the inb•.rnal 

consistency. At the same time Rotter (1966) fourrl the 

test-retest reliability for a one month period quite 

consistent for different samples. Reliability of the 

scale has been well establishe:i. The applicability and 

use of this scale in Indian college students.has been 

justified by various researchers (Faroqui, 1984 and 

R avindr an~ 1984) • 

Stu:ients• Satisfaction: Several factors are respon-• =- = :. ;.;. = :. .:.--=. ·-::. ':: = -::. -= "::. --=.--:::.--:.. 

sible for motivation of stu:ients in +2/collegejuni versi ty. 

Student's satisfaction scale was used as a measure of a 

academic satisfaction. This scale was developed by A. 

Deepak (1980). 8 selected items were taken from Deepak 1 s 

scale and administered on stuaents. The scale measures 

student's satisfaction in relation to academic knowledge, 

targets, overall condition of college, appreciation of 

course-work by teachers, social interaction and job oppor­

tunities. The reliability of the test was determined by 

the internal consistency of the scale viz. correlating 

each item with the total score of the scale. Items having 

a correlation with total score were considered to be 

reliable items (Deepak, 1980). 

,Eroced ures 

The questionnaires (perceptions of fairness, learnei 

helplessness, locus of control and student• s satisfaction) 
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were adminis tere:i in group setting. Each questionnaire 

contained instruction separately. There was no time limit 

to complete the questionnaires. The subjects were asked 

to mention their academic performance, percentage of 

marl<s and sex. Perceptions of fairness scale consisted 

of 6 items with 5 sub-items under each item. Subjects 

were asl<e:i how they think about investments and. reward 

from their education. There are no right or wrong answer 

in it, so look at statements are true yourself, indicate 

your answer by a tick mark in only one of the alternatives 

of the given peccentages as answers. 

Learned helplessness questionnaire consisted 12 i tens. 

Each,item had two parts. All the 11a• items indicate per­

sonal helplessness and all the "b a i terns were universal 

helplessness. Addition of 11a" and "b 11 items in.:licate 

total helplessness. A scale of 0-5 is provided where 5 

indicates a feeling of totally helplessness, and 0 indi­

cates totally controlled or confident. Students were 

asked to encircle the best approximate about themselves 

and others. The students were instructed in the following 

way. "This is not a test. It is personal oriented scale 

which has been designeci to find out how you thinK about 

certain things. Because it is an opinion scale there are 

no right or wrong answers. Pairs of statements describing 

two different opinions are liste:i. Look at each pair of 
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statement arrl indicate which particular statement in 

each palr with (a) or (b) is indicative of your opinion 

or nearly irrlicative of your opinion. Please make a tick 

mark in the right of the statements in each pair. Scor-

ing was done according to scoring key. 

student's satisfaction questionnaire consisted of 

8 selected i terns. Each i tern was indicative of moti va-

tiona! factors which were found to be important in +2/ 

college/university education. These factors were dimen-

sion,s of students • satisfaction in their educational 

institution. Each i tern is follo,,;ed by five point scale 

.80-100% (5), 60-80% (4), 40-60% (3), 20-40% (2) and 20% 

or below (1). Addition of total numbers is the indica-

tive of students' .satisfaction. 

Academic performance was taken into consideration 

of all the students as indicative of students • performance 

at different levels of education. Acoiemic performance 

was coded as A/A+(l), Bi/A- (2), B-/C+(3). Similarly 

male is coded as I and female as 2. 

Statistical analysis like mean, SO, 't' correlation ., 

and ANOVA ware calculated for the. variables (+2, under-

graduate, postgraduate, arts and science, female and 

male). 



CHAPTm IV 

RESULTS 

The following statistical analyses were carried out 

on the data: 

4.1 Mean, SD and •t• test 

4. 2 Analysis of Variance 

4. 3 correlational analysis. 

Mean and SD were computed on varJ.clbl~s, j academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

students satisfaction, personal helplessness, universal 

helplessness and total helplessness separately for male, 

female, arts, science, +2, graduates and postgraduates. 

• t• test was used to determine the significance of mean 

differences between male and female, arts and science, 
• 

+2 and graduat:Gs, +2 and postgraduates and graduates and 

postgraduates on locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal helplessness, universal 

helplessness, total helplessness and academic performance. 

· Me.§!l_q!ffef~e !?YJ~' (Table-1) 
Mean difterences bettJ:~en males and females on academic \h) . 

yv 
performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairnoss, 

student satisfaction, universal helplessness and total 

helplessness are not siqnificant. These results exhibit 

that females do not score differently than males on 

academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 



f1 arness, student satisfaction, uni versa! helplessness and 

total helplessness. However, the mean difference between 

males and £ernales on personal helplessness is significant 

at .cs level. It is observed from the table 1 that males 

score higher on personal helplessness than females indica-

ting that males feel more helpless in the sys tern. 

~_!,9n_ differences by s treps (Table- 2) 

Mean difference betwaen arts and science students are 

significant on locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

students• satisfaction, universal helplessness and total 

helplessness. So, it can be concluded that stream as an 

. independent variable plays significant role in variations 

in locus of control. perceptions of fairness, student 

satisfaction, universal and total helplessness on th3 part 

of learners. It is observed from the mean table that 

science students are more confident (i.e. low scares in 

personal, universal and total helplessness than arts 

students. Moreover,. science students are highar on locus 

of control, student satisfaction and academic performance 

than arts students. 

!fee difference of_.;t2 cnct gr§4uat~ 
students (Table::)) 

Mean differences between +2 and graduate students on 

locus of control, perceptions of fairness, student satis­

faction and personal helplessness are significant at .os 
level. It is observed from the mean table that graduates 
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score higher on locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction and personal helplessness than +2 

students. However, mean differences between +2 and graduate 

students on academic performance, universal and total helP-

lessness are not significant at • 05 level. so it can be 

concluded that level as an independent variable plays 

insignificant role in variations in academic pee farmance, 

universal and total helplessness on the parts of learners. 

~ari P,ifference qf_ ±2. and poet:= 
gr S!duate students& able-4) 

Mean differences between +2 and postgraduate students 

on locus of control, perceptions of fairness, student 

satisfaction, personal, universal and total helplessness 

are significant at • OS level. It is observed fran the mean 

table that postgraduates are higher on locus of control, 

perceptions of fairness and student satisfaction than +2 

students. However, postgraduate students are less confi­

dent .:(l~e. high mean scare on helplessness) than +2 students. 

The mean difference between +2 and postgraduate students 

on academic performance is not significant at • os level. 

It exhibits that there is no difference between +2 and 

postgraduate students i.n levels of academic per farmance. 

"'ean difference of gr adu!!te and 
J.>Osj:9r aduate s tuaents (Tabl~-5) 

Mean difference between graduate and postgraduate 

students on academic performance, locus of control, 



perceptions of fairness, student satisfaction, personal, 

universal and total helplessness are significant at • OS 

level. It is observed from the mean table that the post-

graduate students score highor on locus of control, per­

ceptions of fairness and student satisfaction. They sccre 

lower on academic performance than graduate students. 

Moreover 1 postqr aduate students are higher on personal, 

universal and total helplessness than graduate students. 

This implies that postgraduate students are less confident 

than the graduate students • 

.§l!!!!'at:Y of results for 
locus of control (Table-6) 

TbS 1iable 6 shows that the main affocts of levels 

and streams of education on locus of control are significant 

at .os level. It means that locus of control is influenced 

by levels and streams of education. The interaction 

effects of streams and sex on locus of control is sign.L. 

ficant at .OS level. This means that locus of control is 

influenced by streams and sex. The main effects of sex 

on locus of control is not significant at • OS level. This 

means that sex as an independent variable plays insignifi­

cant role in determining locus of control. The interaction 

effects of levels and sex on locus of control is not 

significant at • OS level. This indicates that the 

combined effect of levels and sex have no significant 

influenoa on locus of control. The inter action effects 



of levels, streams and sex on locus of control is not 

significant. This means that the combined effect of 

levels, Str"eams and sex have no significant influence 

on locus of control. 

§~at;Y of results _ _!or student 
~isfaction (Table-7) 

The table 7 indicates that the main effects of levels 

and streams on student satisfaction are significant at 

• 05 level. This means that levels and streams have signi­

ficant influence on student satisfaction. The inter action 

effects of levels and streams on student satisfaction is 

significant at .os level. This means that the combined 

effects of levels and streams have significant influence 

on student satisfaction. The interaction effects of levels 

and sex on student satisfaction is significant at .os 

level. '!'hiS means that the combined effects of levels 

and sex have significant influence on student satisfaction. 

The interaction effects of stream and sex on student 

satisfaction is significant at .OS level. This means 

that the canbinC2d effects· of streams and sex have s ignifi­

cant influence on student satisfaction. The main effect 

of sex on student satisfaction is not significant. This 

means that sex as an independent variable has no significant 

influence on student staisfaction. The interaction effects 

of levels, streams and sex is not significant at • 05 level. 

This means that the combined effects of levels, stroams and 



sex have no significant influence on student sa tis faction. 

~_2I'-1f- of MOVA f<?f ~rcepti ons 
_gJ fa ness (Table-81 

The table 8 indicates that main effects of levels an:l 

streams of education on perceptions of fairness are signi­

ficant at .os level. This means that levels and streams 

of education have significant influence on perceptions of 

fairness. The interaction effects of levels and streams 

on perceptions of fairness is significant at • OS level. 

The interaction effects of streams and sex on perception 

of fairness is significant at .os level. This means that 

the interaction effects have significant influence on 

perceptions of fairness. The main effects of sex on 

perceptions of fairness is not significant at .OS level. 

This means that sex as an independent variable has no 

significant influence on perceptions of fairness. Inter-

action of levels and sex on perceptions of fairnesS is 

not significant. This means that the combined effects 

of levels and sex on perceptions of fairness have no 

significant influence on perceptions of fairness. 

The main effects of levels, streams and sex on personal 

helplessness are s Jgnificant at • OS level. This means that 

personal helplessness is influenced by levels, streams and 

sex. The inter action effects of levels and sex on personal 

helplessness is significant at -,os level. This means that 
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the combined effects of levels arrl sex affect pers anal 

helplessness of the students. Interaction effects of 

streams and levels on personal helplessness is significant 

at • 05 level. This means that the combined effects of 

streams and levels affect personal helplessness. H~ever, 

the interaction effects of streams and sex on personal 

helplessness is not significant at .05 level. It indicates 

that the cQ'nbined effects of streams and sex have no 

significant influence on personal helplessness. Moreover, 

the interaction effects of levels, streams and sex on 

personal helplessness is not significant at • 05 level. 

This means that the combined effects of levels, streams 

and sex have no influence on personal helplessness. 

~ary of results for universal 
_!l_!!_!plessne§S (Table-tO) 

The above table 10 indicates that the main and inter-

action effects of levels, streams and sex on universal 

helplessness is significant at .os level. This means 

that the levels, sex and streams have significant influence 

on universal helplessness. The interaction effects of 

levels and streams on universal..helplessnass is significant 

at • 05 level. This means that the combined effects of 

levels and streams have significant influence on universal 

helplessness. Moreover, the inter action effects of levels 

and sex on universal helplessness are significant at .05 

level. This means that the combined caffects of levels 
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and sex have significant influence on universal helpless-

ness. However, the interaction effects of stream and sex 

on universal helplessness is not significant. This means 

that the combined effects of streams and sex have no 

significant influence on universal helplessness. Moreover, 

the inter action effects of levels, streams and sex on 

universal helplessness is not significant. This means 

that the combined effects of levels, streams and sex have 

no significant influence on universal helplessness • 

.§~at:Y of res91 ts for tot~ 
ll~tE~e!sness (Table-11) 

The main effects of levels, streams and sex are 

significant at .os level. This means that the levels, 

streams and sex as independent variables have influence 

on total helplessness. Th9 inter action effects of levels 

and streams on total helplessness is significant at .OS 

level. This means that the combined effects, streams 

and levels have significant influence on total helplessness. 

Moreover, the interaction, effects of levels and sex is 

significant at .os level. This means that the combined 

effects and sex have significant influence on total 

helplessness. Moreover, the interaction offects of 

levels and sex have significant influence on total help-

lessness. However. the interaction effect of levels and 

sex is not significant. This indicates that the combined 

effect of levels and streams has no significant influence 



f.. • • 
O...L 

on total helplessness. Moreover, the int~action effects 

of levels_ streams and sex on total helplessness is not 

significant. This means that the combined effect of 

levels, streams and sex has no significant influence on 

total helplessness. 

sum:nary of. ANOVA for academic 
~ifJgr_!!l,iince (T a'6Ie":.t ~J 

The table 12 indicates that the main effects of 

levels and streams on academic performance ~e significant 

at • 05 level. This means that the main effects of levels 

and streams have influence on academic performance. The 

inter action effects of levels and streams on academic 

performance is significant. This means that the combined 

effects of levels and streams have significant influence 

on academic perfocmance. The interaction effects of levels, 

streams and sex on academic performance is significant at 

• 05 levels. ·This means that sex as an independent v~iable 

has no influence on academic per farmance. However, the 

inter action effects of levels arrl sex on academic perfor­

mance is not significant at • OS level. This indicates 

that the combined effects of levels and sex have no signi­

ficant influence on academic performance. Moreover, the 

inter action effects of streams and sex on academic per far-

mance is not significant. This means that the combined 

effects of streams and sex have no significant influence 

on academic perfarmance. 



correlation for Males (Table-13) ----- --- --
The correlation between academic performance and 

1 ocus of control for males is -. 19 (P • 05). This means 

that there is negative association between the above 

variables. The correlation of perception of fairness 

with academic performance and locus of control foe males 

are -. 36 (P • 05) and • 20 (p .05) respectively. These 

imply that the association between academic performance 

and perceptions of fairness is negative and the relation 

between perceptions of fairness and locus of control is 

positive. 

The correlation of student sa tis faction w1 th aca-

demic performance., locus of control. and perceptions of 

fairness for males are -.19 (P • 05) • -. 0 2 (P .os) and 

.60 (p .OS) respectively. This implies that the asso-

ciation between academic performance and student satis­

faction fer males is negative. ASsociation between student 

satisfaction and locus of control for males is negative 

and not meaningful.- The relation bet.,een perceptions of 

fairness and student satisfaction foe males is high and 

positive. The correlstion of personal helplessness with 

academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 

fairness and student satisfaction for males are • OS (p • OS), 

.02 (P • os). • 22 (p • 05) and • 16 (p .05) respectively. 

The association between academic performance and personal 

helplessness fCC males is negative. The relation between 



locus of control and personal helplessness for males is 

positive and not meaningful. The association between 

perceptions of fairness and personal helplessness fcc 

males is positive and meaningful. The relation between 

personal helplessness and student satisfaction is positive 

and meaningful. 

The ccrrelation of universal helplessness with 

academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 

fairness, student satisfaction and personal helplessness 

for males are • 00, • 05 (P • 05 ) , • 15 (p .• 05 ) , • 04 

(P - _ • 05 )~ and • 87 (P • 05) respect! vely. The associ at ion 

between academic performance and universal helplessness 

for males is meaningless. The relation between locus of 

control and universal helplessness is positive and not 

meaningful. The association between perceptions of fair-

ness and universal helplessness ie positive and not 

meaningful. The association between student satisfaction 

and universal helplessness for males is positive and not 

meaningful. The relation between universal helplessness 
for males 

and personal helplessnessLis positive and very high. 

The correlation of total helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, ~rsonal helplessness, universal 

helplessness and total helplessness for males are -.02 

(p . • 0 5 L • 04 (P • 05), • 19 (p • 05), 10 (P • 05), 



• g] (p .OS) and • gJ (P .OS). The association between 

academic performance and total helplessness is negative 

and not meaningful. The relation between locus of control 

and total helplessness is positive and not meaningful. 

The association between perceptions of fairness and total 

helplessness is positive and meaningful. The relation 

between student sa tis faction and total helplessness is 

positive and not meaningful. The relation of total helP­

lessness with personal and universal helplessness is 

positive and very high. 
CorrelatiOn. fcc females (Table-14) 

----~-- -------
The correlation between academic performance and 

locus of control for females is -.09 (p .cs). This 

implies that there is negative relation between locus of 

control and academic performance for females. 

The cccrelation of perceptions of fairness with 

academic performance and locus of control for females 

are -· 36 (p • OS ) and • 20 (p .OS) respectively. This 

means that the associ at ion between academic performance 

and perceptions of fairness is negative and moderate. 

The relation be~en perceptions of fairness and locus 

of control is positive. 

The correlation of student satisfaction with academic 

performance, locus of control, and perceptions of fairness 

for females are -. :!9 (P • OS), 11 (P .OS) and .55 (p .05) 

respectively. The association between academic performance 
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and student satisfaction is negative and meaningful. The 

relation between locus of control and student satisfaction 

is positive and meaningful. The association between perceP-

tions of fairness and student satisfaction is positive and 

high. 

The correlation of personal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness and 

student satisfaction fcc females are -. 22 (P • OS), • T1 

(p • OS), .48 (P • OS ) and • 2 9 (P .OS) respectively • 

The association between academic performance and personal 

helplessness is positive. The relation between locus of 

control and personal helplessness is positive. The asso-

ciation between perceptions of fairness and personal helP-

1 es sness is posi t1 ve and me an ing ful. The relation bet we en 

student satisfaction and personal helplessness is positive. 

The correlation of universal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction and personal helplessness for females 

are -. 14 (P 

and .84 (p 

.os), • 32 (p • OS), • 35 (p 

.OS) respectively. 

• 05 ) , 15 (p • 05 ) 

The association between academic performance and 

universal helplessness is negative and not meaningful. 

The relation between locus of control and universal helP-

less ness is positive. The relation between perception of 

fairness and universal helplessness is posi Uve. The 
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association between student satisfaction and universal 

helplessness is positive. The relation between personal 

helplessness and universal helplessness positive and very 

high. 

The correlation of total helplessness ~ith academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal helplessness and universal 

helplessness for females are -. 19 (P • OS), • 31 (p • OS), 

.4 3 (p • OS), • 23 (p • OS), • 96 (p • OS ) and • 96 (p • OS ) 

respectively. The relation between academic performance and 

total helplessness is negative and meaningful. The associa­

tion be'bleen locus of control and total helplessness is 

positive. The relation between perceptions of fairness and 

total helplessness is positive and moderate. The associa-

tion between student satisfaction and total helplessness is 

positive. The relation betwaen personal helplessness and 

total helplessness is positive and very high. Moreover, 

the relation between universal helplessness and total help.. 

lessness is positive arrl very high. 
correlation for Arts students (Table-1S) ----- .__...., .....,_ 

The correlation bet~een academic perfcrmance and 

locus of control for arts student is -.07 (P .OS). This 

means that the relation is negative and not meaningful. 

The correlation of perceptions of fairness w1 th 

academic perfcrmance and locus of control for arts students 

are -. 31 (p • OS) and • 10 (P .OS) respectively. The 

association between academic performance and perceptions 
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of fairness is negative and meaningful. The relation 

between perceptions of fairness and locus of control is 

positive and not meaningful. 

The correlation of student satisfaction with academic 

performance, locus of control and perceptions of fairness 

for arts students are -. tS (P • OS), -. 10 (P • OS) and 

.61 (P .OS) respectively. The relation between academic 

performance and student satisfaction is negative and not 

meaningful. The association between locus of control and 

perceptions of fairness is negative and not meaningful. 

The relation between perceptions of fairness and student 

satisf.action is positive and high. 

The correlation of personal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness 

and student satisfaction fer arts students are -. 25 (P .OS), 

.OS (p .OS), .62 (P .OS), and .40 (p .OS) respectively. 

The relation· between academic performance and personal 

helplessness is negative and meaningful. 

The association between locus of control and personal 

helplessness is positive and not meaningful. The relation 

between perceptions of fairness and personal helplessness 

is positive and high. The association between student 

satisfaction and personal helplessness is positive and 

moderate. 
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The correlation of universal helplessness with aca­

demic performance, locus of control, perceptions of fair­

ness, student satisfaction and personal helplessness for 

arts students are -. 25 (P .OS), .17 (p .OS), .54 

(P .OS), .ZJ (P .OS) and .e4 (p .OS) respectively. 

The relation between academic performance and universal 

helplessness is negative and not meaningful. The association 

between locus of control and universal helplessness is 

positive and meaningful. The relation between perceptions 

of fairness and universal helplessness is positive and 

high. The association between student satisfaction and 

universal helplessness is positive and meaningful. The 

relation betwaen personal and universal helplessness is 

high and positive. 

The correlation of total helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal and universal helplessness 

are -. 25 (p .OS), .11 (p .OS), .60 (P .OS), • 3S (p .OS), 

• 96 (P • OS) and • 76 (p • OS) respectively. The associ a-

tion between academic perfcrmance and total helplessness 

is negative and meaningful. The relation of locus of 

control with total helplessness is positive and not meaning­

ful. The association between perceptions of fairness and 

total helplessness is positive and high. The relation 

between stud~nt satisfaction and total helplessness is 

positive and meaningful. The association between personal 



and total helplessness is positive and very high. The 

relation bet~een·universal and total helplessness is posi-

ti ve and very high. 
f9!:~ti.!ion.-f.2£_§£.!~~ili~!ll§ {Tabl e-16) 

The correlation bet·~en academic performance and 

locus of control for science students is -. 17 (P .OS). 

This implies that the association between academic perfor-

mance and locus of control is negative and meaningful. 

The correlation of perceptions of fairness with acade-

mic performance and locus of control fcc science students 

are -. 26 (p • OS ) and • 04 (P .OS) respectively. The 

association between academic performance and perceptions 

of fairness are negative and mean·ingful. The relation. 

between perceptions of fairness and locus of control is 

positive and not meaningful. 

The correlation of student satisfaction with academic 

performance, locus of control and perceptions of fairness 

for science s tuden ts are -. 11 (P • OS), • 04 (P .05) 

and .10 (P .OS) respectively. The association between 

academic performance and student satisfaction is negative 

and not meaningful. The relation between locus of control 

and student satisfaction is positive and not meaningful. 

The association between perceptions of .fait'..ness and student 

satisfaction is positive and meaningful. 

The correlation of personal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness and 
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student satisfaction far science students are -. 12 (P • 05), 

• 34 (p • 05}, • 04 (p .05) and • 09 (P .05) respectively • 

The association between academic performance and personal 

helplessness is negative and not meaningful. The relation 

between locus of control and personal helplessness is positive 

and meaningful. The relation between perceptions of fairness 

and personal helplessness is positive and not meaningful. 

The association between student satisfaction and personal 

helplessness is positive and not meaningful. 

The cocrelation of universal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction and personal helplessness for science 

students are -.03 (p .OS), .32 (P .os), • 06 CP .OS), 

.02 (p • o 2) and • as (p .05) respectively • 

The association of academic performance and universal 

helplessness is negative and not meaningful. The relation 

between locus of control and universal helplessness is 

positive and meaningful. The association bet.,een perceP­

tions of fairness and universal helplessness is positive 

and ncimeaningful. The association betwaen students 

satisfaction and universal helplessness is positive and 

not meaningful. The relation between personal and universal 

helplessness is positive arxl very high. 

The cacrelation of total helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal and universal helplessness 
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for science students are -. 08 (p • os ) , -; 34 (p • OS), 

• os (p • OS), • OS (P .OS), • 97 (p • OS) and • 98 (p • OS ) 

respectively. The association between academic performance 

and total helplessness is negative and not meaningful. 

The relation between locus of control and total helpless­

ness is positive and meaningful. The association between 

perceptions of fairness and total helplessness is posi t1 ve 

and not meaningful. The relation between student satis-

faction and total helplessness is positive and not meaning­

ful. The association of total helplessness with personal 

and universal helplessness ~e positive and very high. 
~~~~tion f~--±2 students (Table-17) 

The correlation between academic performance and 

locus of control for +2 students is .oo. This means that 

there is no meaningful relation between academic performance 

and locus of control. 

The correlation of perceptions of fairness with 
' 

academic performance and locus of control far +2 students 

are -.44 (P .os) and -.13 (p .os) respectively. The 

relation between academic performance and perceptions 

of fairness is negative and moderate. The association 

betwaen...:parceptions of fairness and locus of control is 

negative and not meaningful. 

The correlation of student satisfaction with academic 

performance, locus of control and perceptions of fairness 

for +2 students are • 37 (P • OS ) , -. 16 (P .OS) and 



• 77 (p .OS) respectively. The association between acade-

mic performance and student satisfaction is positive and 

meaningful. The relation between student satisfaction and 

locus of control is negative and not meaningful. The rel a-

tion be tween perceptions of fairness is positive and high. 

The correlation of personal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness and 

student satisfaction for +2 students are .04 (P • OS), 

.01 (P • OS), • 04 (p • 05) and • 0 1 (P .OS) respectively • 

The association between academic performance and perso-

nal helplessness is positive and not meaningful. The cor-

relation of personal helplessness with locus of control is 

positive and not meaningful. The association between per­

ceptions of fairness and personal helplessness is negative 

and not meaningful. The relation between students satisfac-

tion is negative and not meaningful. 

The correlation of universal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction and personal helplessness far +2 

students are .09 (p • OS), • 21 (p • OS ) , -. 12 (p .OS), 

-.19 (P • 05 ) and • 8 2 · (p .OS) respectively. The relation 

of academic performance with universal helplessness is 

positive and not meaningful. The association between locus 

of control and universal helplessness is positive and 
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meaningful. The relation between universal helplessness 

and perceptions of fairness is negative arrl. not meaningful. 

The association between universal helplessness and student 

satisfaction is negative and meaningfuL The relation 

between universal helplessness and personal helplessness 

is positive and very high. 

The carrel ation of total helplessness with academic 

performance, lccus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal helplessness and universal 

helplessness for +2 students are • 07 (p 

-.OS (P • OS), -. 10 (P • 05), • 9S (p 

• OS), • 13 (p 

.05) and • ~ 

• 05), 

(p • 05) respectively. The association of academic per­

formance with total helplessness is positive and not meaning­

full. The relation between locus of control and total 

helplessness is positive and meaningful. The association 

between total helplessness and perceptions of fairness is 

negative and not meaningful. The relation between total 

helplessness and student satisfaction is negative and not 

meaningful. The association between total helplessness 

and personal helplessness is positive and very high. The 

relation between total helplessness and universal helpless­

ness is positive and very high. 
~~~~~__graduate students (Table-18) 

The correlation of academic performance with locus 

of control for graduate students is -. 24 (p .os}. This 

means that the relation be"ttNeen academic performance and 
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locus of control is negative and meaningful. 

The ccrrel ation of perceptions of fairness with aca­

demic performance and locus of control for: graduate students 

are-. 2S (P .OS) and .23 (P .OS) respectively. This 

means that the association between academic performance 

and perceptions of fairness is negative and meaningful. 

The relation between locus of control and perceptions of 

fairness is positive and meaningful. 

The correlation of student satisfaction with academic 

performance, locus of control, and perceptions of fairness 

for graduate students are .01 (p .05), .oe (p .05) and 

• 14 (p .os) respect! vely. The association between academic 

performance and student satisfaction is positive and not 

meaningful. The relation between locus of control and 

student satisfaction is positive and not meaningful. The 

association between perceptions of fairness and student 

satisfaction is positive and not meaningful. 

The correlation of personal helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness 

and student satisfaction for graduate students are .OS 

(P .OS), .02 (P .OS), .09 (P .os), and .oo respectively. 

The association between academic performance and personal 

helplessness is positive and not meaningful. The relation 

between locus of control and personal helplessness is posi­

tive and not meaningful. The association bet~ en perception·s 



of fairness and personal helplessness is positive and not 

meaningful. The relation between student satisfaction and 

personal helplessness is not meaningful. 

The correlation of universal helplessness with aca-

demic performance, locus of control, perceptions of fair-

ness, student satisfaction and personal helplessness for 

graduate students are • 29 (P • OS), -. 14 (p • OS) • 

• 10 (P .OS), -.18 (p .os) and .sa (p • 05) res pee-

tively. The association between academic performance and 

universal helplessness is positive and not meaningful. The 

relation between locus of control and universal helpless­

ness is negative and meaningful. The association between 

p~.rceptions of fairness and universal helplessness is 

positive and not meaningful. The relation between student 

satisfaction and universal helplessness is negative and 

not meaningful. The association between personal and 

universal helplessness is positive and high. 

The correlation of total helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal, universal and total help.. 

lessness for graduate students are • 21 (P • 05), -. 08 (P - • OS)# 

.10 (P • OS)' -. 111 (p .os)' • 87 (p .05) and .91(P .OS) 

respectively~ The association of academic performance with 

total helplessness 'is positive and meaningful. The 

relation between locus of control and total helplessness 

is negative and not meaningful. The relation between 



perceptions of fairness and total helplessness is positive 

and not meaningful. The relation between student satis-

faction<and total helpl~ssness is negative and not meaning-

ful. The relation of total helplessness with personal and 

universal helplessness is positive and very high. 
f2£E~la~~9U_!oc ~~raduat~~ud~n!~ (Tabl~-19) 

The correlation between academic performance and 

locus of control for postgraduate students is -.12 (P • OS). 

The relation between academic performance and locus of con-

trol is negative and not meaningful. 

The correlation of perceptions of fairness with aca-

demic performance and locus of control for postgraduate 

students are -.07 (P • OS ) and - • 0 S (p .OS) respectively. 

The association bet1111E!en academic per fcrmance and perception 

of fairness is negative and not meaningful. The relation 

between locus of control and perceptions of fairness is 

negative and not meaningful. 

The correlation of student satisfaction with academic 

performance, locus of control and perceptions of fairness 

for postgraduate students are -.04 (P • 05), -. 28 (p .OS) 

and -. 20 (p .OS) respectively. The relation between 

academic performance and student satisfaction is negative 

and not meaningful. The association be~en locus of 

control and student satisfaction is negative and meaningful. 

The relation between perceptions of fairness and student 

satisfaction is negative and meaningful. 
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The carrel at ion of personal helplesSness with academic 

performance, locus of control, p~rceptions of fairness and 

student satisfaction for postgraduate students are • 18 (P • 05), 

-. 25 (P .OS), .co and .03 (P .OS) respectively. The 

association between academic performance and personal helP­

lessness is positive and meaningful. The relation between 

locus of control and personal helplessness is negative and 

meaningful. The relation between perceptions of fairness 

and personal helplessness is not meaningful. The associ a­

tion between student satisfaction and personal helplessness 

is positive and not meaningful. 

The correlation of universal helplessness with aca­

demic performance, locus of control, perceptions of fair­

ness, and student satisfaction for postgraduate students 

are .13 (P .OS), -. 23 (P .OS), .00, .00 and .e1 (p .OS) 

respectively. 

The association bet\ltl2en academic performance and 

universal helplessness is positive and not meaningful. 

The relation between locus of control and universal helP­

lessne.ss is negative and meaningful. The relation of 

universal helplessness ~ th perceptions of fairness and 

student satisfaction is not meaningful. The association 

between personal and universal helplessness is positive 

and high. 

The correlation of total helplessness with academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 
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student satisfaction, personal and universal helplessness 

for postgraduate students are .16 (p • 05 ), - • 25 (p • 05), 

.oo, .02 (p .OS), • 95 (p • 05 ) and • 95 (P • 05) res-

pectively. The association of academic performance and 

total helplessness is positive and not meaningful. The 

relation between locus of control and total helplessness 

is negative and meaningful. The association between per-

ceptions of fairness an~ total helplessness is not meaning-

ful. The relation between student satisfaction and total 

helplessness is positive and not meaningful. The associa-

tion of total helplessness with personal and universal 

helplessness is positive and very high. 



Table 1a Mean difference between M§!es and F_!!m_ale!_! tudents 

variables --Male Female df/t Level Of 

----------------- --- ________ _§.!gnliic~ns~ 

Academic Performance M = 1.5 M = 1. 5 df = 118 N.S. 
SD = .61 SD = .6 3 t = 0 

Locus of Control M = 10. 33 M = 10.4 df = 118 N.s. 
SD = 2.68 SD = 2.45 t = • 21 

Perceptions of M =129.61 M =129. 15 df = 118 N.s. 
Fairness SD :a 16.20 SD = 16.58 t e .01 

~ 
Student Satis fac- M = 37.4 9 M = 37.24 d£ = 118 N.s. c.: 
tion SD = 5. 90 SD = 6.84 t = • 30 

personal helpless- M = 24.77 M = 27.24 df = 118 * 
ness so = 7. 53 SD = 8.32 t = 2. 1 2 

Universal helpless- M = 28.40 M = 2 9. '71 df = 118 N.S. 
ness SD = a. 33 SD = e.ae t "" 1. 41 

Total helpless- M = 53. 17 M = 55.7 3 d£ = 118 N. S. 
ness SD = 15. 32 SD = 16.5 2 t = 1. 25 

-------- --- ·------ ----..----.-.-.-.-.------
'*P.::: • 05; NS = not significant 



var Ia.b1e-s----------AFts-----s-cre-nce---cr£Tt---r:-evei-01 ___ 
----- ---------- _______ signJ~ic~nS! 

Academic M ::: 1. 25 M ::: 1. 75 df = 118 NS 
Performance SD = .47 SD = .65 t ::: .68 

Locus of M ::: 9. 77 M ::: 10.95 df = 118 * 
Control so = 2. 32 SD • 2.65 t • 3. 32 

Perceptions of M =121.60 M =137 .17 df = 118 * 
Fairness so = s. 95 SD ::: 19.48 t = e. 37 0: 

,--
'-· 

Student M = 35. 2e M = 39.45 df = 11e * 
sa tis facti on so = 6. 88 SD = s.os t = s. 35 

personal M = 26.20 M = 24. 32 df = 118 NS 
Helplessness so = e. 90 SD = 6. 7 2 t = 1. 84 

Universal M = 30. 93 M = 27.44 df = 11e • 
Helplessness SD ::: 9. 22 SD = 7.64 t = 3. 2 

Total M ::: 57. 14 M = St. 76 df = 118 * 
Helplessness SD = 17. 37 SD = 13. 95 t = 2.65 

------- ---
__. _____________ ,.. ___ 

* p < • OS; NS = not siqnif.icant 



araau:at-eS--d.£Tt-- -------+2 Level Of variables 

··------------------------------------- _ ·-----~J..gnificaryce 

Academic 
Performance 

Locus of 
Control 

perceptions of 
Fairness 

student 
sa tis faction 

Personal 
Helplessness 

Universal 
Helplessness 

Total 
Helplessness 

M 
so 

M 
so 

M 
SD 

M 
SD 

M 
SD 

M 
SD 

M 
so 

* p 

D 1.68 
= .68 

= 9.40 .. 2. 7 9 

=115.78 
= 19.84 

= 33.67 
= 6. 14 

= 20.6 2 
= 7.75 

= 25.05 
= 8.77 

= 45.67 
= 15.77 

< .o5~ NS 

M = 1.58 df • 78 NS 
so = .~ 3 t = 1 

M = 10. 31 df ::: 78 * SD = 2. 38 t = 2. 22 

M =132. 40 df • 78 • 
SD = 9. 30 t = 6.78 

M = 38. 31 df = 78 * SD = 6.45 t = 5.09 

M = 23.11 df = 78 * SD = 4. 25 t = 2.5 

M = 26. 22 df = 78 NS 
SD = 5.11 t ::: 1. 0 3 

M = 4 9. 22 df = 78 * 
SD = s. 34 t : .89 

---------------
=not significant 

0:: 
\-• 



Variables 

Academic 
Per farmance 

LOCUS of 
Control 

Perceptions of 
Fiarness 

Student 
satisfaction 

Personal 
Helplessness 

Universal 
Helplessness 

Total 
Helplessness 

+2 ~t:-------a£7t _______ Lever-ot:---

M = 1.68 
SD = .68 

M = 9.40 
SD 111 2. 7 9 

M a11S.7S 
so = 19.94 

M =- 33.67 
so :a 6. 74 

M 111 20.05 
SO = 8. 77 

M = 25.05 
SD = 8. 77 

M s 45.67 
so = 15.77 

_9raduate ______ s;gojficance 

M = 1. 23 df = 78 NS 
so • .4 t = 0 

M = 11.40 df = 78 • 
SD = 2.07 t = 5. 23 

M •139. 97 df • 79 ,. 
so = •• 34 t ::11 10.86 

M = 40. 11 df :12 '78 * so =- 4.61 t = 7.4 9 

M = 36.40 df = 78 • 
so :II 6.5 2 t = 10.82 

M = 36.40 df = 78 • 
so = 6. 52 t = 9. 30 

M = 6 s. 46 df = 78 • 
so = 12. 13 t: = 8. 17 

--~--...,----~ --- _____ .,.. __ 

NS = not significant 

.-.... ........ 
"' -(. 



variables Graduate PoSt::-- <iflt _____ f.evei Of----

---- _9F-ild u ate _________ s~gnificaJ:}£~ 

Academic M = 1.58 M = 1. 23 df = 78 * 
Performance SD = .6 3 SD = .4 2 t = 4. 36 

Locus of M = 10. 31 M = 11.40 df = 78 * 
Control SD = 2. 38 so = 2. 07 t = 3. 11 

Perceptions M =132.40 M =139. g] df = 78 * of Fairness SD = 9. 30 SD = 4. 34 t = 6.58 

student M 38. 31 M .. 40.11 df 78 • co 
= = c... 

satisfaction SD = 6.45 SD = 4.61 t = 2. 0 2 

Personal M = 23. 11 M = 32.06 df = 78 * 
Helplessness SD = 4. 26 SD = 6. 22 t = 10.65 

Universal M = 26. 11 M = 36.40 df = 78 * 
Helplessness SD = 5. 11 SD = 6.52 t = 11. g] 

Total M = 4 9. 22 M = 6 e. 46 df = 78 * 
Helplessness SD = 8. 34 SD = 12. 13 t = 11.56 

--- --- ------ -----
* p <. • 05 



Table 6: ANOVA: L~s of Con-t;:ol 

Sumo£- MS F !level of sources of 
Variance ------------S~~~ar-_._e~s._ ______ . ____ _ ---------------~i~nific~~ 

Level 

Stream 

Level and Stream 

sex 

Level and Sex 

s t:r e am and Sex 

Level Stream 
and Sex 

160.4 1 

80.50 

78. )5 

• 34 

7.08 

17.60 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

eo. 20 

ao.5o 

39.14 

.34 

3.54 

17.60 

3.68 

15.01 * 

5.oe * 

7. 33 * 
0.6 3 

0.66 

3. 29 

0.67 

* 

--------------------~----------------~------------------------------
Error 1218. 24 228 5. 34 

--------------------------------------------------~-----------------
Total 156 9. 91 239 

--------------~----------~-------------- ----------------------------
* p <.. 05 



Table 7: Student SatJ~ fac~ 

Sources of Sum of df MS F Level or--
2~unce sgy.ares ........ _ _ sign if i q~_tl~ 

Level 1765.01 2 882.50 32. 9 • 
stream 1000.42 1 1000.41 37. 3 • 
Level and 
stream 67 9.6 1 2 339. eo 12.8 ... 

sex 3. 7 5 1 3.75 0.4 c: 
c.-~ 

Level and sex 58.68 2 29. 33 1. 1 

Stream and 
sex 68. 27 1 68.37 2.5 .. 
Level, Stream 
and SeX 39.6 1 2 19. eo 0.7 

--------------------------~------------------~----------------------
Error 6 112. 2 228 26. e 
--------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 97 27.7 239 

------------·---------------------------------------------------------
* p <. 05 



Table 8: ANOVA; Perceptions of -~sY,rnes~ 

or-- Sum-O£ d£ --- of-sources MS F Level 
variaoce .§$§_!!.! _signifi~..9~ 

Level 244 90.4 2 2 12245. 21 324. e • 
stream 1418 3.4 3 1 14183.4 3 376. 2 * 
Level and stream 16312.82 2 8156.41 216.4 * 
Sex 12.6 0 1 12.60 0.33 

Level and Sex 55. 35 2 27.77 
cc o. 7 3 C" 

Stream and sex 92. so 1 92.50 2. 4 5 * 
Level, stream 
and Sex 20'9. 75 2 104. e 2 2. 8 * --------------------------------------------------------------------
Error 8588. 14 228 37.7 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 63944.94 239 

* = P <.OS 



Table 9: ANOVA: Helills sness (Self) 

or-- --- ·-p.--Level Sources Of- Sum df MS Of 
Vari a!!,Se S.$1E_9!es signific9.n~ 

Level 5789.50 2 2894.75 83.4 * 
Stream 23 2. 07 1 232; 17 6.7 • 
Level and Stream 6 88. 31 2 344. 15 9. 9 • 
sex 58.0 2 1 58.02 1.7 • 
Level and Sex 294.~ 2 14 7. 13 4.2 • -~ .......... 

Stream and 
Sex 25. 35 1 25. 35 0.7 

Level, stream 
and sex 47.4 3 2 23.71 0.7 

----------------------------------------------------------------~~--
Error 7 901. 9 228 34 e 7 

-~------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 150 36. 9 239 

• P <.o5 



Table 10: AN'OVA: He.!.Plessness_(Oth~2) 

sourcesOT- Sum of df MS F Level of-
Y.~i 2nce s~es -----~.!W..!il£~!1£~ 
Level 6 287.58 2 3143.79 7 3. 5 * 
Stream 766.84 1 766.84 17. 9 * 
Level and stream 486.0 2 2 24 3. 01 5.7 • 
Sex 148.84 1 148.84 3. 5 * 
Level and sex 305.7 3 2 152.~ 3.6 • co 
Stream and sex 31.54 1 31.54 0.7 c' 

Level, Stream 
and sex 20.48 2 10. 24 o. 2 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
Error 9755.32 228 4 2.8 

-----------------------------------~--------------------------------
Total 1780 2.6 239 

* P <.OS 



Table 11: ANOVA; He,.lpJ.es sne~ (Toy].) 

"S"OUre:esO'f-- -------Sum of df MS F Level of 
Va,ri ance Sguares ___ signific~~ 

Level 2405 2. 10 2 120 26.05 88. 9 * 
stream 184 2.60 1 184 2.60 13.6 * 
Level and 
stream 2312. 26 2 1156.07 8.5 * 
sex 392.7C 1 392.70 2. 9 ... 

Level and sex 1193. 35 2 5~.67 4.4 * ,......... ._._. 
Stream and ~ -

"' 
sex 113. i4 1 113.4 3 o. 98 

Level. stream 
and Sex 93. 38 2 47.63 o. 35 

---------------------------------------~-----------------------------
Error 30837 8 228 

----------------------------------~---------------------~------------
Total 608395 239 

------------------------- ---------~----------~-~----
* P < • OS 



sources of 
~ance 

Level 

Stream 

Level and 
stream 

Sex 

Leve 1 and Sex 

stream and 
Sex 

Level, s tr earn 
and Sex 

Sum of 
sgup:-es 

e. 933 

14.504 

1· 4 33 

• 004 

• 4 33 

.004 

• 933 

df 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

MS 

4.466 

14.504 

.004 

• 216 

.004 

.466 

· F--- Level of 
signifi can~ 

15. 95 * 
51.8 * 

2.56 * 

o. 01 

0.77 

0.01 

1.66 

-------~------------------------------------------------------------
Error 65.75 228 o. 28 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
Total 91. 91 239 

* p < .os 



----------------------------------------------
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

--·-- -·· ------------- I -----..-.----..-..--.--.. 
1 Academic Performance 1.00 

2 Locus of Control -.19 1.00 

3 Perceptions of 
Fairness -. 36 • 20 1.00 

4 Student Satisfaction -.19 -.02 .60 1.00 

5 Personal Helplessness -.05 • 0 2 • 22 • 16 1.00 ,._ 
........ 

6 Universal Helpless-
!--·· 

ness .oo .os • 15 .04 • 87 1.00 

7 Total Helplessness -.02 .04 • 19 • 10 .97 .97 1.00 ----- .......... ----------------..--.--- ---.-.....--



Table 14: .!~a c_srre];~.!.2!L for female --~..E!,_~g 

-- -..---.-------------......-- ---------...--......-.-..-. ... .....-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

---- --- -----------
1 Academic Performance 1.00 

2 Locus of Control -.19 1.00 

3 Percept! ons of 
Fairness -.17 • 14 1.00 

4 Student Satisfaction -.29 • 11 .55 1.00 c.= 
l"·-

5 Personal Helplessness -. 22 .v .48 • 29 1.00 

6 Universal Helpless-
ness -. 14 • 32 • 35 • 15 • 84 1.00 

7 Total Helplessness -.19 • 31 .43 • 23 .96 .% 1.00 

------------------------------ --. 
_____ ,.. __________ 



Table 15: _fgr_£_!tl~!.9n.JE!_~.!..!-Yde n _1:§ 

----------------------------------......---------
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

----- --- .-..------------..-.-- ------ -----
t Academic Performance 1.00 

2 Locus of control -. 07 1.00 

3 Perceptions of 
Fairness -. 31 • 10 1.00 

4 Student satisfaction -. 15 -.10 .6 1 1.00 c.:: ,. 
'-

5 personal Helpless ness -. 25 .05 .6 2 .40 1.00 

6 Universal Helpless-
ness -. 25 • 17 .54 .27 • 84 1.00 

7 Total Helplessness -. 26 • 11 .60 • 35 .96 .95 1.00 

------- --.-,~-....,._,_._.. ____ _.,._,.._,..._--- ........... ___ ................. --·...-......-......... -



--------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

'--~' ___________ ._...,. ________ ___._._ ______________ ____...,_,__..,.,_,.....-........ .... 

1 Academic Per forrnance 1.00 

2 LOCUS of Control -. 17 1.00 

3 Perceptions of 
Fairness -. 24 .04 1. 00 

4 student sat is facti on -. 11 .04 • 18 1.00 

5 personal Helplessness -. 12 • 34 • 04 .09 1.00 
'-= 

6 Universal Helpless-
.,....., 

ness -.03 • 32 • 06 .02 • 88 1.00 

7 Total Helplessness -.oe • 34 .05 • 05 .97 • 98 1.00 

-------------------



Table 17: ..Q?!!~ati..Q!Li_gr ±2 studeE~ 

---------------- -----------------------
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

----------------------------- --
1 Academic Performance 1. 00 

2 Locus of Control • 00 1.00 

3 Perceptions of 
Fairness -.44 -.13 1.00 

'-= 
4 Student satisfaction -. 37 -.16 .77 1.00 c:· 

5 personal Helplessness • 04 .01 • 04 .01 1.00 

6 Universal Helpless-
ness .09 • 21 -.12 -.19 .82 1.00 

7 Total Helplessness • 07 .13 -.OS -. 10 • 95 .96 1.00 

--------------------------------------~-----------------------



Table Hh correlation f..9! g;:~~~ 
.§tudents-

----------------------------------------------------·---------------------
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
1 Academic Performance 1. 00 

2 LOCUS of Control 

3 perceptions of 
Fairness 

4 student Satisfaction 

5 Personal Helplessness 

6 Universal Helpless­
ness 

7 Total Helplessness 

-· 24 

-· 25 

.01 

• OS 

• 29 

• 21 

1.00 

• 23 1.00 

.08 • 14 

.02 .09 

-.14 • 10 

-.08 • 10 

-~--------------------------------------

1.00 

-.oo 1.00 

-. 18 .sa 1.00 

-.11 • 87 • 91 1.00 
.___. ________ ..,..._. ____ 

~ 
!"""" ...., 



Table 19: _f9£r elation for Post~dj}.~ 
students 

----- --- --- -~------

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

---------------------------- ---
1 Academic Performance 1.00 

2 Locus of control -.12 1.oo 

3 Perceptions of 
Fairness -.07 -.05 1.00 

4 Student sa t1 sfaction -.40 -. 28 
~ 

-. 20 t. 00 ~ 

5 Personal Helplessness • 18 -. 25 • 00 .03 1. 00 

6 Universal Helpless-
ness • 13 -.23 .oo • 00 .81 1. 00 

7 Total Helple ~sness • 16 -. 25 .01 .02 • 95 • 95 1. 00 

-------------------------------------------------------------------



CHAPTER V 

DISOJSSION 

The present study sets out with the objective of 

finding the factors of learning effectiveness of three 

different levels of education, two course streams and sex 

in terms of variables like locus of control, academic per-

formance, perceptions of fairness, student satisfaction, 

personal, universal and total helplessness. This section 

discusses the findings of the results. The discussion 

has been organised around tha major hypotheses tested far 

the sake of clari~ • 

.§.!gnificanc.!LE..f_.!!'ean differences 
9I sex 

To find out the significance of level of these mean 

differences 't' have been used. The •·t• table (1) indica-

tes that male and female means do not differ significantly 

at • CS level on academic performance, locus of control, 

perceptions of fairness, student satisfaction, universal 

and total helplessness. However,. the m•ans on personal 

helplessness for male and famale diffor siqnific~ntly at 

.os level. 

ANOVA tables (6, 7 • 8, 9) show that there is RO sig-

ni ficant effect of sex on academic per farmance,. loeus of 

control, student satisfaction and perceptions of fairness 

at • CS 1 evel. However,. the tables {10, 11,. 12) show that 
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there is significant inter active effect of sex on personal 1 

universal aoo total helplessness at • 05 level. Equal 

exposure to environment, equal access to opportunities 

and oqual learning experiences may be responsible for 

this lcind of result. Mishra (1982) in a study of 40 tribal 

boys and girls found that there is no significant sex 

difference in locus of control. Heirs and Heckle (19'77) 

sho~ed significant sex differences for girls sho~ing exter­

nal! ty. Vesugi and Vinac-ke (196 3) found that females make 

equal allocations of rewards regardless of relative work 

whereas males make equitable allocations under different 

conditions. The reverse may be true (Kidder et. al. 1977). 

women teachers are more satisfied with their jobs than 

their counterparts (Bernad and Kulandivel 1976). Rish(1982) 

found that sex has effect on helplessness and levels of 

education • 

.§ #gn_!ficance of Mean d1 fferences 
bi levels 

Table •t• table (2) shows that +2 and graduate students 

means differ significantly at • 05 level on locus of control, 

perceptions of fad.rness, student satisfaction, personal and 

total helplessness. However, the me an differences between. 
' 

+2 and graduate students on academic performance and universal 

nelplessness are not significant at .05 level. 

The •t• table (3) indicates that +2 and postgraduate 

students means di £fer significantly at .05 level on locus 
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of control, perceptions of fairness, student satisfaction, 

personal, universal and total helplessness. However, the 

mean differences between +2 and postgraduate students on 

academic performance do not differ significantly at .os 

level. 

The •t• table (4) shows that graduate and postgraduate 

students means diffEr significantly at • OS level on academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal, universal and total help.. 

lessness. 

ANOVA tables (6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) show that there are 

significant effects of levels on academic performance, 

locus of control, perceptions of fairness, student satis-

faction, personal, universal and total helplessness. 

Differences in ~e. cognitive ability, educational 

experiene&s and inter action with the environment are likely 

to be responsible for such differences. Rao (1970) observed 

that job satiefaction is dependent on levels of education 

have effect on helplessness syndrome. 

Slgnificance of me.29 differences 
'b}(st:cawn of education 

The •t• table (5) shows that mean differences bet~en 

arts and science students differ significantly at .OS level 

on locus of control. perceptions of fairness student satis-

faction, universal and total helplessness. However, mean 

differences between arts and science students on academic 
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performance atrl pers ooal helplessness do not differ sign i-

ficantly at .OS level. 

ANOVA tables (6, 7, e, 9, 10, 11, 12) show that main 

effects of stream ~e significant at .OS level on academic 

performance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

student satisfaction, personal, universal and total helP-

less ness. 

The clifferences betW2en arts and science studen.ts 

are conce:iyed to be the result of interactions among number 

of factors, namely the external learning conditions, perso-

nali ty characteristicS of individual learner, insti tuti.onali-

zed norms, values and cultures. Mot'eover, the use of 

immediate feedback in science courses, better job pros­

pects, ti.nifcrmity of syllabus and social background are 

likely to be responsible for such differences. 

Gakhar (1986) administ:Jared a·~attery ·of tests to 150 
~ 

science and arts students. 12 found that science students 

scored higher than the arts students on achievement test. 

ANOVA tables (6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12) show that 

interaction effect of levels and streams are significant 

at .os level on academic performance, locus of control, 

perceptions of fairness, student satisfaction, personal, 

universal and total helplessness. 

Tables (9, 10, l•l, 12) indicate that inter action 

effects of sex and level are significant at • 05 lev·el 
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on student satisfaction, personal. universal and total 

· helplessness. However, table (6, 7. 8) show that inter­

action effects of levels and sex are not significant at 

.os level on academic performance. locus of control and 

perceptions of fairness. 

ANOVA tables (7, a. 9) indkate that inter action effects 

of streams and sex are significant at .os level on locus of 

control, perceptions of fairness and student satisfaction. 

However, tables (6, 10, 11, 12) show tnat inter action 

effects of streams and sex are not significant at • OS 

level on academic performance, personal, universal and 

total helplessness. 

ANOVA tables (6, 8) indicate that interaction effects 

of levels, streams and sex are significant at • OS level 

on academic performance and perceptions of fairness. However, 

tables (7, 9, 10, 11, 12) show that inter action effects of 

levels, streams and sex are not significant at .os level 

on locus of control, student satisfaction, personal, uni­

versal and total helplessness. 

_correl,tions for male! 

'rbe previous results show that academic performance 

is negatively correlated with perCGptions of fairness and 

students • satisfaction. Since the scoring is on external 

locus of control that means internal locus of control is 
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positively associated '4d.tn academic performance. so it 

can be inferred that hign intern.E.l locus of·-control may 

lead to high academic performance. Similarly academic 

performance is positively correlated witn perceptions of 

fairness and students • satisfaction. It can be said that 

perceptions of fairness and students• satisfaction are the 

contributing factors for the academic achievement. This 

may be due to the feedback result from personal satisfac­

tion which promotes strong motivation and encouragement 

to achieve more. 

so far as the relationships among personal variables 

for males is concerned it has been found that locus of 

control is significantly related with perceptions of fair­

ness, which in turn is also significantly related '411. th 

student satisfaction and helplessness. Therefore, it can 

be concluded that for boys all the variables li"k.e locus of 

control, perceptions of fairness, student satisfaction 

and helplessness are intercarrelated together positively. 

This may be due to the involvement of corcmon factor of 

motivation. 

correlations for females 

-----~~--~------------
It was found that academic performance negati~ely 

correlated with locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

students• satisfaction, personal, universal and total 

helplessness. It shows that males also have deep faith 

in their hard ...rork or labour for academic achievement, 



104 

since locus of control have taken in external direction. 

Locus of control is positively cocrelated with 

personal_ universal an1 total helplessness. This means 

that internal locus of control. personal, universal and 

total helplessness are negatively related. This may be 

due to the fact that the persons who are helpless usually 

attribute external factors for any type of cause (Seligman). 

However, locus of control, perceptions of fairness and 

students • sa tis facti on are not correlated. That means 

the females who believe in hard work, labour for any success, 

any type of reinforcement is meaningless far them. 

Perceptions of fairness are positively correlated 

with students• satisfaction and both are positively cor­

related with universal and total helplessness. This un­

usual result may be due to the fact of passivity and 

unresponsiveness of external agents upon whom females 

usually show high dependency. Total helplessness is 

positively correlated with personal and universal helP­

lessness. It may be due to the factor of generalization 

of personal feelings • 

.fEX'rel ations for arts students 

It was observed that academic performance is neqa­

ti vely correlated with perceptions of fairness, personal, 

universal and total helplessness. This may be due to the 

fact that achievement oriented students are not prone to 
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unequal distribution of justice and are i.rmlune to helP­

lessness syndrome. Ho~ver, academic performance is not 

significantly correlated with locus of control and stu­

dents with internal locus of control have faith in their 

own perseverance and personal needs. 

It was found that locus of control is not signifi­

cantly correlated with perceptions of fairneas, students' 

satisfaction, personal, universal and total helplessness. 

This maY be due to the arts students, who have no faith 

on perseverance and are low on perceived justice ani 10\11 

level of self-confidence. 

Perceptions of fairness is positively correlated (" 

with students• satisfaction. This may be due to fulfil­

ment of academic needs of arts students. Personal help­

lessness cocrelated positively with universal and total 

helplessness. This may be that arts students • personal 

feelings influence in a parallel way the perceptions of 

outside wccld. Also total helplessness included personal 

helplessness score. 

£CCrel§t1ons for ~cl~IJC4i! 

It was found that academic performance is neqati~ely 

carrel a ted with perceptions of fairness. This may be due 

to students high achievement motivation. However, academic 

performance is not significantly correlated with locus of 

control and students satisfaction. It may oe explained 
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by their faith on hard ~arK and fulfilment of academic 

needs. 

Locus of control is positively correlated to personal, 

universal and total helplessness. This means that internal 

locus of control (scoring on external dimension) is nega­

tively correlated with helplessness variables. This may 

be said that the students with internal locus of control 

are more confident and less prone to helplessness. Percep­

tions of fairness is positively correlated with students' 

satisfaction. This may be due to satisfaction of students • 

needs and motives. However, perceptions of fairness is 

not significantly correlated with personal, universal and 

total helplessness. This can be said that science students • 

perception of fairness is independent of helplessness 

factors. 

Students • satisfaction is not significantly correla­

ted with personal, universal and total helplessness. This 

may be due to high self-confidence and ability to control 

the outside forces among the students. 

Personal helplessness is positively cocrelated with 

universal and total helplessness. This can be explained 

in terms of gener alizati.on of personal incapacity and 

unresponsiveness. 

£.£>!!~~ ations for ;t2 students 

It was observed that academic performance is nega­

tively correlated w1 th perceptions of fairness and students • 
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satisfaction. This can be said. that academic p€'I formance 

is not dependent on perceived justice and need satis­

faction of the +2 students. It may be possible that +2 

students who are just entering to a new academic career 

are not well acquainted with the new environment and have 

less sa tis f.ac.tion. They are also not aware of equity 

distribution and do not have capacl ty to judge differences 

between inputs and outputs. However, academic performance 

is not positively correlated with locus of control, 

personal, universal and total helplessness. This may 

be said that internal locus of control is positively 

related and helplessness is negatively related to academic 

performance. Since locus of control scores have been 

scored internal direction, this result easily. can be 

attributed to the belief own labour and influence of 

depression effects coming out of helplessness. 

Locus of control is posi t1 vel y corr el a ted wi th 

universal helplessness. which indicates the negative 

relationship of internal locus of control with helpless­

ness. This may be due to the fact that +2 students do 

not have belief in own work do not attribute internal 

factocs fer any consequence. 

Locus of control is not correlated with perceptions 

of fairness, students • satisfaction, personal and total 

helplessness. 

It was observed that perceptions of fairness is 

positively cccrela~d with students• satisfaction. 
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This can be said that perceived justice and sa tis faction 

of needs among students are interrelated. 

However, personal. univecsal and total helplessness 

are not correlated with perception$ of fairness. This 

can be said that perceptions of fairness is independent 

of personal, universal and total helplessness. 

students• satisfaction is negatively correlated with 

universal helplessness. This can be said that satisfaction 

of students• needs is independent of external passivity 

and unresponsiveness. 

Personal helplessness is positively correlated with 

universal and total helplessness. This m~ be said that 

personal helplessness is reflected in universal helpless-

ness • 

.forrelations for graduate stUdents 

Academic pel:'formance is positively correlated with 

universal and total ;helplessness. This can be said that 

academic performance is negatively correlated with locus 

of control and perceptions of fairness. This may be due 

to achievement motivation and stimulating environment 

of students. 

However, academic performance is not correlated with 

students• satisfaction and pecsonal helplessness. Locus 

of control is positively correlated with perceptions of 
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fairness. Similarly locus of control is not correlated 

with students' satisfaction, personal, universal and total 

helplessness. Perceptions of fairness is not correlated 

with students' satisfaction, personal, universal and total 

helplessness. The results reveal that perceived justice, 

students' satisfaction and helplessness are not inter-

related. This can be said that students' perceived justice 

does not depend on external and personal factccs. 

Students• satisfaction is negatively correlated with 

universal helplessness. This may be due to the fact that 

graduate students are lacking the ability to generalize 

their personal distress. 

However, personal and total helplessnesS are not car­

related with students • sa tis faction. Like +2 student!! 

personal and universal helplessness are positively cor-

related • 

.£s!rel ations for pos_!: graduate 
~tudents 

It was fOund that academic performance is not car-

related with locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

students• satisfaction, universal and total helplessness. 

This may be due to the influence of other factors like 

socio-economic status, classroom environment and study 

habits of students. Locus of control is negatively 

correlated with students' satisfaction, personal, universal 
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and total helplessness. However, perceptions of fairness 

is not correlated with locus of control. This may be due 

to the fact that perceived equality and internal locus of 

control are not parallel to each other. 

Perceptions of fairness is negatively correlated w1 th 

students• satisfaction. Perceived justice is dependent on 
proportional 

societal norms andLallocation of output according to input. 

Whereas internal locus of control depends on hard work. and 

perseverance. 

Perceptions of fairness 1s not significant correlated 

with personal, universal and total helplessness. Help-

lessness of postgraduate students may be due to lack of 

control over their surroundings and personal distress. 

But perceptions of fairness is 1 ikely to be independent 

of helplessness. It was shown that locus of control is 

not significantly correlated with personal, universal and 

total helplessness. This may be due to control over the 

external situation t:o achieve academic success among 

postgraduate s tuden~s. Personal helplessness is positively 

correlated with universal and total helplessness. This 

may be due to the perceptions of postgraduate students 

that they perceive the things as they are. 



CHAPTEh V} 

SUMMARY 

The pre~ent stu~y was un::!ertaken to identify the 

factors of learning effectiveness by testing the effects 

of sex, levels and streams of education on academic per for­

mance, locus of control, perceptions of fairness, student 

satisfaction; personal, univP..rsal and total helplessness. 

The main objectives were: 

(1) Tc find out the effects of levels of education 

(+2, undergraduate and pos~gr aduate) on locu~ of c::cnttol, 

perceptions of fairness,. academic performance, personal, 

universal and total helplessness. 

{2) To find out the effects of streams of education 

(arts and science) on locus of control, perceptions cf 

fairness, student sati sfactl on, academic performance, 

personal, universal and total helplessness. 

(3) 'I'o find out the effects of sex (male and female) 

on locus of control,. students' satisfaction, perceptions 

of fairness, academic performance, personal, universal and 

total helplessness. 

some testable hypotheses laid down for the present 

study were: 

(1) Male and female scores may differ significantly 

on locus of control, students' satisfaction,perceptions 

of fairness, ccademic performance, personal, universal and 
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total helplessness. 

(2) The scores of arts and science students may eli ffE>r 

significantly on locus of control, students' satisfaction, 

perceptions of fairness, academic performance.personal, 

universal and total helplessness. 

(3) The scores of 1-2, undergraduate and postgraduate 

students may differ significantly on locus of control, 

students • satisfaction, perceptions of fairness, personal, 

universal and total helplessness. 

Purposd.ve sa.'llpling method was used to select students 

from +2, undergraduate and postgraduate level. +2 subjects 

were fran central schools, undergraduate and postgraduate 

students v.~ere from t\-10 central universities in a cosmopoli­

tan city. A total of 240 subjects were taken for the study. 

This study includes 80 subjects (20 males and 20 females 

from arts and 20 males and~ females frQn science) from each 

level of education. 

Rotter's I&E scale, Deepak 's students • satisfaction 

scale, Kanungo's helplessness scale, Khan's perceptions of 

fairness scale were used. Data on academic perfocmance of 

1 as t examination were also taken. 

It was observed that: 

(1) Males and females students do not differ on 

academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 



fiarness, students• satisfaction, universal and total helP­

lessness. 

(2) Art-s and science students differ on locus of 

control, perceptions of fairness, students' satisfaction, 

universal total helplessness. 

(3) The graduate and +2 students differ on locus of 

control, perceptions of fairnes.s,students' satisfaction 

and personal helplessness. 

(4) Postqr aduate and +2 students differ on locus of 

control, perceptions of fairness, students' satis·faction, 

personal,universal and total helplessness. 

(5) The graduate and postgraduate students differ on 

academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 

fairness, students' satisfaction, personal, universal and 

total helplessness. 

(6) Sex is found important in the nature of relation­

ship among academic performance, locus of control, percep­

tions of fairness, students• satisfaction, personal, univer­

sal and total helplessness. 

(7) Streams also influence the relationship among 

academic performance, locus of control, perceptions of 

fairness, students • satisfaction, personal, univ'?rsal and 

total helplessness. 

(8) Levels of educ::ation have impact in the relation­

ship among academic per fo.r:mance, locus of conu-ol, perceP-

tions of fairness, students' satisfaction, personal, 
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uni versa! and total helplessness. 
CXJNCLUSlON: 

It was observed that there are no significant sex 

differences on locus of control, perceptions of fairness, 

students• satisfaction, universal and total helplessness. 

This may be du4? to equal exposure to opportunity and 

experience. However, there are significant sex differences 

on personal helplessness. It was shown that there are 

stream differences on locus of control, perceptions of 

fairness, students' satisfaction, universal and total 

helplessness. However, there are no significant stream 

difference on academic per~crmance and personal helpless-

ness. These may be explained in terms cf equal access to 

opportunity, learning experiences and immune to helpless-

ness. From the main tables it was shown that science 

students score high on academic performance, are high 

on internal locus of control, and low in helplessness 

(high self-confidence) than arts students. 

It \-las also shown from the corr-e-l~tional analysis 

that academic per forrnance and locus of control are pos i-

tively related. Science students are more internal, high 

in academic perform~nce and high in self-confidence. So 

it can be inferred that stream has impact on factors of 
are 

learning effectiveness. It was observed that thereLdi ffe-

rences of levels on locus of control , perceptions of 

fairness, students • s ati sfacti on, academic performance, 

personal, universal and total helplessness. However, 
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there are few exceptions. Academic performance, locus Of 

control, perceptions of fairness, students' satjsfaction, 

personal, universal and total helplessness are related 

in respect of sex, streams and levels of education. How­

ever, streams and levels are playing daninant role in 

affecting factors of learning than sex. It can be conclu­

ded that psyche-social variables, locus of control, students' 

satisfaction, perceptionz of fairness and accdemic perfor­

mance are likely to affect factors of learning effectiveness. 

IMPLICATIONS: 

The findings shm<~ed that academic perfor!llance is rela­

ted to locus of control, perceptions of fairness, students • 

satisfaction, personal, universal and total helplessness. 

These psycholo-;Jical variables also vary from one stream to 

another and level to level. These pcsitive relationship 

of variables with academic performance can inculcate in 

the ninds of educationists and policy makers to give impor­

tance while trying to make the national educational system 

more productive and effective. 

The study shows, the ~male and male are equally 

potent! al in academic achievement. This can help in eli­

minating discriminating attitude of society taward sex 

role. 

LIMITA'r IONS: 

There are three central universities, many institu-
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tions of higher education, and nearly 450 schools in Delhi. 

The present study was 1 imi ted to (due to time constraints) 

two central universities and one central school. Besi1es 

these limitations, there are three streams like arts, 

science and commerce. But arts and science streams were 

selected tor study. Moreover, there is no consensus on 

factors of learning effectiveness. 

This study was limited to five psycho-social and 

educational variables (academic performance, locus of 

control, perceptions of fairness, students' satisfaction, 

and helplessness). 

SUGGESTIONS: 

Enumerated belo\v ore some of the suggestions for 

further stu1y in the field of learning effectiveness. 

Other universities could be incorporated in the study 

to make the sampl€ more representative. Urban and rural 

sample could be taken to compare the learning effectiveness 

of urban and rural students. commerce students could be 

taken as another stream of education. Other Public 

schools could be incorporated in the study. 

In order to make the learning productive the educa­

tionists and planners should promote intErnal locus of 

control through inculcating hard work and persevErance. 

The perceptions of fairness could be imbibed by inducing 



objectivity and non-discriminating attitude of the tEachers. 

Students' satisfacticn could be promoted tr.rough personal 

rapport with students to channel their motivation in a 

proper way. Moreover, helplessness syndrcme could be 

balanced through intervention and counselling. 

The above strategies could be foll O;-iEd by educati o­

nists, psychologists, and policy makers teo make the learn­

ing effective. 
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INTRODUCfiON 

Name: Class: 

University: 

{Put a tick mark 1 ike " " which is 8pplicable to you.) 

Sex: 1. Male 

2. Female 

Class you are studying in: 

The division (i.e. class or grade) you have passed in 
your last examination (i.e. second year) annual examina­
tion is within the range of: 

1. Third, or B- or C+ (i.e. with­
in 30% to 40% of the marks) 

2. second, or B+ or A- (i.e. 
within 45% to 59%, of the 
marks} 

3. First, cr A or A+ {i.e. with­
in 60% and above) 

--

PERCEPTlOt-! OF FAIRNESS SCALE 

Following are some statements designed to find out 
how students think about investments and reward~ from their 
education. There are no right or wrong answers in it, so 
look at each statement and indicate that 'to what degree' 
these statements are true themselves. Indicate your answers 
by a tick mark ( v) in only one of the five alternatives 
of the given percentages as answers. Remember, each sub­
statement is to be read in relation to the statement listed 
at the beginning 1 just before the list of the 5 sub-state­
mente namely, a, b, c 1 d 1 e. Respond to each statement. 



STATEMENTS 

1. Compared to other students 
in the class and the 
effort making 1 

(a) my grades are fair 

(b) my job chances are fair 

(c ) appreci at ion of my 
parents/teachers is fair 

(d) my social status is fair 

(e) my knowledge in my 
subjects is fair 

2. Compared to other students 
in the class and the time 
invested (or spent) by me 
(in education): 

{a) my knowledge in my ~ub­
jects i!! fair 

(b) my social status is fair 

(c) appreciation of my pare­
nts/teachers is fair 

(d) my job chances are fair 

(e) my grades are fair 

3. Compared to other students 
in the class and my 
interest in education: 

(a) appreciation of my pare-
nts/teachers is fair 

(b) my social status is fair 

{c) my grades are fair 

(d) my knowledge in my 
subjects is fair 

(e) my job chances are fair 

It i t ~ rue 
rs-Q%to' 60% tCl 40% to To% tc 20% OI 

~!QO~- •. 80% 60% 40% below 
3 - 2 f-2__ 4 1 -

1--- -
~--1------ ---
~- -----
~--f-- --1--· 

1-- ----
--~-- r-

-- ---

·-~- ~-----~------
- - ---

- --1-

·--
- -- ----

-- ----
-

f--· ---1--:----

---,__ __ 
~·-- ----------
------- --~-

contd ••• 
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4. COmpared to other students 
in the class and my paren­
tal support (for education 

(a) my grades are fair 

(b) my job chances are fair 

(c) my social stat us i 5 fair 

(d) my know! edge of my 
subjects i~ fair 

(e ) apprec iat ion of my pare­
nts/teachers is fair 

5. Compared to other students 
1ri the class and my econo­
mic cost in education: 

(a) my job chances are fair 

(b) my grades are fair 

(c) my social status is fair 

(d) my knowledge in my 
subjects is fair 

(e) appreciation of my pare­
nts/teachers is fair 

6. Compared to other students 
in the class, and my 
ability to level 

(a) my social status 1 s fair 

(b) my knowledge in my 
sub j ect s 1 s fair 

(c) my job chances are fair 

(d) appreciation of my pa­
rents/teachers is fair 

(e) my grades are fair 

r---::---,-·----,--- • 2 _j_ _,2__ 4 .-" ___] -
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STUDENTS SATISFACTION 

Following are ~one of the factors which are found impor­
tant in motivation for college education. Kindly indi­
cate your ratings of each of these on dimensions of sati ~­
faction by putting tick mark ( .../). It may be helpful to 
you if you respond by 'keeping in mind some critical events 
of your college life: e.g. selective students at the 
college (you are stu:iying in). 

STATEMENTS ~sible ans~ 

~C)% to 60% to 40% to 20% to 20% ot 
~pO% 80% 60% 40% below 

1. Confident of themselves 
in solving problems 

2. Feeling of adjustment 
in college 

3. Opportunity for indepen­
dent thinking, planning 
and doing their work in 
college 

4. (i) Learning skills and 
academic knowledge 

(11) social ways of making 
satisfying interperso­
nal relationships 

5. Success in terms of }"Our 

obtained academic results 

6. Successful completion of 
your targets in routine 
academic work 

7. Living upto expectations 
of teachers and poors 

8. (a) The decision to join 
and continue in · 
college 

fu) Social influence 

5 4 3 2 1 

- -

~-- - --r----

-- -- ---

- ~-- ·- ---

- --
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THE I & E SOLACE 

This is not a test. It is an opinion scale which has 
been designed to fl!rl out ho"W people think about certain 
things. B~cause it is an opinion scale there are no right 
or wrong answers. 

Pa:irs of statements describing two different opinions 
are listed. Look at each pair of stat·ement and in::iicate to 
which particular statement in each pair either (a) or (b) 
is indicative of your opinion or nearly in:Hcative of your 
opinion. please make a check mark ( v ) in the right of 
that stat.ement in each pair. 

*1. (a) Children get into trouble because their parents 
punish them too much. 

(b) The trouble with most children now a days is that 
their parents are too easy with them 

2. (a) Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are 
partly due to bad luck. 

(b) People's misfortune result from the mista~~s the 
make. 

3. (a) One of the major reasons why we have wars is 
because people don•t take enough interest in 
politics. 

(b) There will always be wars, no matter how hard 
people try to prevent them. 

4. {a) In the long run people get the respect they desP.rve 
in this world. 

(b) Unfortunately, an Individual's worth often passes 
unrecognised no matter how hard he tries. 

5. (a) The idea that teachers are unfair to students is 
non-sense. 

(b) Most students don •t realise the extent to ·._?hich 
their grades are influenced by accidental happenings. 

*6. (a) without the right breaks one cannot be an effective 
leader. 

(b) Capable people who fail to become leaders have not 
taken advantage of their oppcrtuniti sed. 
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1. (a) No matter how hard you try some people just don't 
like you. 

(b) People who can't get others to like them don't 
understand how to get along with others. 

*8. (a) Heredity plays the major role in determining one's 
personality. 

(b) It is one•s experiences in life which determine 
what they• are like. 

9. - (a) I have often found that what is going to happen 
will happen. 

~) Trusting of facts has never turned out as well 
for me as making a decision to take a definite 
course of action. 

10.- (a) In the case of the well prepared 5tudent, there 
is rarely, if ever such a thing as, an unfair test. 

~) Many times exam. questions tend to be so unrelated 
to course work that studying is really useless. 

11. (a) Obtaining a success is a matter of hard \<t()rk, luc'k 
has little or nothing to do with it. 

~) Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the 
right place at the right time. 

12. (a) The average citizen can have an influence in govern­
ment decisions. 

- (b) The world is run by the few people in power, and 
there is not much the little get can do about it. 

13. (a) When 1 make plans, I am almost certain that I can 
make them work. 

- ~) It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because 
many things turn out to be a matter of good or be!d 
fortune anyhow. 

*14. (a) There are certain J:teople who are just no good. 

{b) There is some good in everybody. 

15. (a) In many cases, getting what I want has little or 
nothing to do with luck. 

- (b) Many times we might just as well decide to do by 
filipping a coin. 



16.- (a) Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was 
lucky enough to be in the right place first. 

(b) Getting people to do the right thing depends 
upon ability. Luck has little or nothing to do 
with it. 

17. (a) As far as world affairs are conc~.rned, most of 
us are the victims of forces we can neither under­
stand~ nor control. 

-(b) By taking an active part 'in political and social 
affairs the people c-an control ~rld events. 

18.- (a) Most people don•t realize the extent to which 
their lives are controlled by accidental happenings. 

(b) There really is no such thing as "luck". 

19. (a} One should always be willing to admit mistakes .. 

- (b) It is usually best to cover up one•s mistakes. 

•20. (a) It is hard to know whether or not a person really 
likes you. 

(b) How many friends you have depends upon how nice 
a per son you are. 

21.- (a) In the long run the bad things that happen to us 
are balanced by the good ones. 

{b) Most misfortunes are the result of 1 ack of cbi 1 it y, 
ignorance, laz.iness, or all three. 

22. (a) With enough efforts we can wipe out political 
corruption. 

- (b) It is difficult for people to have much control 
over the things politicians do in office. 

23.- (a) Sometimes I can•t understand how teachers arrive 
at the grades they give. 

(b) There is a direct connection between how hard I 
study and the grades I get. 

24. {a) A good leader eYpects people to decide for them­
selves what they should do. 



- (b) A good leader makes it clear to everybody what 
their jobs are. 

25 ·- (a) Many times I feel that I have little influence 
over the things that happen to me. 

(b) It is impossible for me to beli~ve that chance 
or luck plays an important role in my life. 

26.- (a) People are lonely because they don • t try. to be 
friendly. 

(b) There• s not much use in trying too hard to please 
people, if they like you, they like you. 

*27. (a) There is too much emphasis on athletics in high 
school. 

(b) Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 

28.- (a) What happens to me is my own doing. 

(b) Sometimes I feel that I don•t have enough control 
over the direction my life is taking. 

29. (a) Most of the time I can •t understand why politicians 
behave the way they do. 

- (b) In the long run the people are responsible for bad 
government on a national as well as on a local 
leve 1. 

Note: - = Externgli ty 

* = Fillers 
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U:!RNED HELPLESSNESS QUESTIONNAIRE 

Each of the follo-Aing items has two parts. For the 

first part (a), answer according to how~· }'Ourself 

feel about the item. For the second part (b) give an 

honest appraisal of how you think other students of your 

university feel. A scale of 0-5 is provided, yhere 5 

indicates a feeling of being totally helpless, and 0 

indicates totally in control or confident. Please circle 

the numb€'!' that best approximates (a) how you feel, and 

then (b) how other students of your university level. 

Totally in control/Totally 

1. (a) Generally speaking as a 
student of this univer­
sity I feel 

(b) I think that ot.her 
students at this uni­
versity feel 

2. (a) When I deal with my 
professors to reselve 
my problem at this 

0 

0 

university I feel 0 

(b) In dealing with their 
professors to resolve 
problems, ether students 
at this university feel 0 

3. (a) Some students feel they 
can pretty much control 
or predict the marks 
they get, others feel 
that no matter what they 
do their marku are beyo­
nd their control. How 
do you feel about the 
marks you get in your 
course? 0 

confident helpless 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



(b) How do you think other 
students at ~his 
university feel about 
the marks they get in 
their courses? 0 1 2 3 4 5 

4. (a) In overcoming troubles 
I have within the uni-
versity I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) In overcoming their 
problems I think other 
students at this uni-
versity feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

5. (a} While dealing with the 
university administra-
1tion to resolve to my 
problems I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) I think that in dealing 
with the administration 
to resolve their problems, 
other students at the 
university leve 11 0 1 2 3 4 5 

6. (a} In trying to make new 
friends at this univer-
sity I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) In trying to make new 
friends at this univer-
sity other students feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

7. (a) While dealing with fellow 
students to resolve our 
mutual problems, I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) While dealing with fellow 
students to resolve our 
mutual problems, other 
students feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

8. (a} In trying to meet the 
academic standards that 
this university sets for 
students, I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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(b) In trying to meet the 
academic standards that 
this university sets, 
other students feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

9. (a) with regard to the 
grades I received on 
exams I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) With regard to the 
grades they receive on 
exams, other students 
at this university feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

10. (a) In a situation where 
I have a problem with 
the administration or 
a professor at this 
university I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) In similar situations, 
when other students at 
this university face 
problems with the admi-
nistration or profess-
ors, they feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

11. (a) When faced with dis-
agreements 'With a 
professor in a class, 
I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) When other students 
of this university dis-
agree with a professor 
in a class, they feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

12. (a)With respect to my 
ultimate success at 
this university, I feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 

(b) With respect to their 
ultimate success at 
this university, other 
students here feel 0 1 2 3 4 5 
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