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FACTORS DIFFERENTIATING HIGH ACHIEVING AND UNDERACHIEVING
STUDENTS IN SELECTED PUBLIC AND PRIVATE HIGH SCHOOLS IN BANGKOK
Ramil Ampa
ABSTRACT
The current study was a causal comparative study which investigated the differences between
high-and under-achievers in academic self-perceptions, attitudes toward teachers and classes,
attitudes toward school, goal valuation, and motivation/self-regulation and whether study in
private or public schools affected these variables. The sample consisted total of 405 students
(n=405). 102 high achievers and 99 underachievers (subtotal=201) were drawn from private

high schools and another 102 high achievers and 102 underachievers (subtotal=204) came
from public high schools. The High Achievers scored significantly higher on all five factors
Academic Self-Perception, Attitude toward Teachers and Classes, Attitude toward School,
Goal Valuation, and Motivation or Self-Regulation, than their Under-Achiever counterparts.
This study also provided an examination of a Thai version of SAAS-R, a measure widely
used in the west for assessing students’ academic perceptions and attitudes. 'The results
support the validity and generalizability of the SAAS-R for use with Thai students (Cronbach
alpha overall reliability = .98) The findings were generally consistent with work by Siegel
(2001) and McCoach (2006). One somewhat surprising finding was that Public School
students, whether high or under-achievers, possessed better Academic Self-Perception than
did the Private School students. There was no significant difference in Goal Valuation,
Motivation or Self-Regulation, and Attitude toward Teachers, Classes, and shool between

students in Private and Public Schools, regardless of their academic standing.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Background of the Study

Academic achievement is certainly not the only driving force in human lives.
However, it has important consequences not only for the childhood and adolescent
periods of our lifespan, but also can continue to have a significant influence on our
adult lives. Research has found high school and college achievement to be significantly
related (Peterson, 2000). School is a place (and adolescence is a time) in which
thoughts, feelings, attitudes, and beliefs associated to personal achievement and
competence are internalized (Mitchell, 2003). Speciﬁcally, in the fields of psychology
and education, there has been prolonged interest in how academic achievement relates to
future success (e.g., Arnold, 1993; Johnes, 1997; McCall, 1994; Wesley, 1994).

All individuals have the potential to learn and obtain self-fulfillment;
nevertheless, there are many students at risk of failing to achieve their academic
capability (McCoach & Siegle, 2001). Many researchers have noted that students’
academic self-perceptions, such as their perceived competence and the value they place
on doing well, are salient predictors of academic achievement (Connell, Spencer, &
Aber, 1994; Guay, March, & Boivin, 2003; Valentine, DuBois, & Cooper, 2004).
Characteristics commonly associated with academic underachievement include low
academic self-perception, negative attitude towards school, negative attitude towards
teacher and classes, low motivation and self-regulation, and low goal valuation (Dowdall
& Colangelo, 1982; Reis & McCoach, 2000; Whitmore, 1980, as cited in McCoach &
Siegle 2003b).

Moreover, poor academic achievement has been found to be one of the factors



related to dropping out of school (Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997; Janosz et

al., 1997; Rosenthal, 1998). A wealth of research findings indicate that students’
academic self-perception influence their academic achievement. Students with positive
self-perceptions are much more likely to have high achievement (Bouchey & Harter,
2005; Bouffard & Couture, 2003; Carr, Borkowski, & Maxwell, 1991; Meece, Wigfield,
& Eccles, 1990), positive attitudes toward school (Clemons, 2008; Reis.& McCoach,
2000; Siegle, 2001), pride and feeling of belonging in their school (Wei & Williams,
2004), and positive attitude toward their teachers (Siegle, 2001).

Motivation was also found to be a significant determinant of students’ learning
and achievement within academic settings (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Students who
value the goals of school are more likely to engage in academics, show more effort, and
do better academically (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Wigfield, 1994).

In addition, research has shown that students who set effective goals and employ
appropriate learning strategies are more likely to achieve at higher levels than other
students (Locke & Latham, 1990; Zimmerman & Schunk, 1989).

Shu and Zhou (1990) stated that education is a vital force of development. Many
Asian nations have attached increasing importance to educational research. Nevertheless,
Hong Kong students are among many of Asian countries that exhibit low to lowest self-
efficacy and self-regulated learning in \;arious cross-national learning assessment (e.g.,
Hong Kong PISA Centre, 2005; Salili, Chiu, & Lai, 2001). The self-ratings of non-Asian
students are more likely to be optimistic while those of Hong Kong and other Asian
students tend to be much more modest and more closely related to their actual level of
performance (Klassen, 2004). The self-perceptions of Hong Kong students may be
appropriate only to the Hong Kong schooling environment.

“A report by the World Bank entitled Thailand Social Monitor: Improving



Secondary Education pointed out that embracing educational reforms that will ensure
equal access to school, improve the quality of secondary education, and enhance the
efficiency of the Thai secondary education system are crucial for Thailand to achieve its
objective to provide high quality universal secondary education to all Thai children by
2015” (The World Bank, 2006). The report stressed that “ Thailand had roughly 40
percent of students performing at or below the Program for International Student
Assessment (PISA) level one in literacy and over 50 percent of students performing at or
below the PISA level one in mathematics. In summary, a vast proportion of Thai
students are functioning at or below the most basic level of language, mathematics, and
science ability ” (The Word Bank, 2006). The Thai ministry of education has A
emphasized the need to improve the quality of teachers and access to school resources
and teaching materials as important factors in raising student performance across the
country (The World Bank, 2006). However, the critical factors of student attitude
towards school, teachers, and achievement-all of which have been shown to enhance
student performance—have not been considered.

N The present researcher has worked in a school setting for her practicum/
internship in counseling psychology. She observed that many students who seem to lack
motivation and who feel lost and confused about their goals in school have difficulties
with their studies. Further observation suggested that the problem may lie with students’
underlying academic achievement motivation rather than any specific course-related
abilities. However, the majority of studies investigating the common characteristics of
underachieving students has employed qualitative, clinical, or single subject research
methodologies. Very few large-scale quantitative studies have examined the validity of
these hypotheses (Reis & McCoach, 2000). Partly in response to the latter issue raised,

this quantitative study attempted to investigate the factors that differentiate



underachievers from their high achieving counterparts, within the That educational

system’s typology of public and private secondary schools.

Statement of the Problem

Most of the research findings using the widely-used School Attitudes Assessment
Survey Revised (SAAS-R) have indicated that there are significant differences between
high achievers and underachievers on all five factors—self-perceptions, attitude towards
teachers, attitude towards school, motivation/self-regulation, and goal valuation,
(Baslanti, 2008; McCoach, 2006 ; Siegle,2001; Suldo, Shaffer, & Shaunessy, 2007 ) The
only exception to this pattern is the study by (McCoach & Siegle, 2001) in which they
found that both gifted achievers and gifted underachievers exhibited high academic self-
perceptions. Schunk (2005) noted that most of the research on self-regulated learning has
been examined in the North American educational context. He suggested that it is
important at this time to investigate the applicability of this finding in non-Western
cultures to better understand the impact of differing academic values across cultures.

There have been many attempts to distinguish the psychological factors that are
related with underachieving students. But due to the large variety of common personality
traits in underachievers, it is still a questionable issue (McCoach & Siegle, 2001a).
Hence, the researcher of this current study is to investigate the psychological factor that
contribute to academic underachievement and the differences between high-and under
achievers.

In addition, most of the studies using the SAAS-R have been done in a Western
context with the exception of a few studies conducted in Turkey. In spite of extensive
research, there appears to be no studies using this measure and constructs conducted in

Asia to date. With a view to bridging the knowledge gap on the differences between Thai



secondary level underachievers and their high achieving counterparts, the present study

was conducted, employing the SAAS-R in an exploratory approach.

Purpose of the Study

The basic purpose of this study was to investigate the differences between high
achieving and underachieving Thai high school students in terms of their academic self-
perceptions, attitude towards teachers, attitude towards school, motivation/self-
regulation, and goal valuation. Furthermore, this study assessed the differences and
relationships among these variables in both private and public high schools in Bangkok.

In order to fully understand the various aspects of academic underachievement,
we had to look at results from a variety of approaches for studying this. Rather than
examine the impact of only a few factors of academic achievement, the current study
aimed to investigate and synthesize data from a variety of school-related attitudes and
motivation. Also, most previous researches have studied one or a few school-related
attitudes in isolation; the SAAS-R (McCoach & Siegle, 2003b) provided a

comprehensive assessment of a variety of school-related attitudes.

Significance of the Study

The majority of studies investigating the common characteristics of
underachieving students had employed qualitative, clinical, or single subject research
methodologies. Very few large-scale quantitative studies have examined the validity of
the hypotheses generated (Reis & McCoach, 2000). Also, most of the earlier findings
have studied only one or a few school-related attitudes in isolation (Suldo, Shaffer, &
Shaunessy, 2007). The present study is bound to be of much benefit to researchers and

professionals within the educational psychologist, school counselor and psychological



settings as it can be used as knowledge base and resource material that would help v
expand the literature on underachievers and high achievers.

Moreover, the results of the study can be used as a reference for other Asia-based
studies, considering the dearth of empirical evidence and data from a non-Western
context. Most of the studies that utilized the School Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised
(SAAS-R) to measure school-related attitudes have been done in Westgrn settings,
with the exception of a few studies conducted in Turkey. To date, there does not appear
to be studies which have investigated this model in Asia. Hence, the present study would
be an attempt to look at how well this model fits the Southeastern population, with the
added value of looking at differences between students of both public and private
schools.

Finally, the results of this study may benefit school counselors, teachers, parents,

and students. Ideally, the findings and implications of this study would enable teachers

‘:*'::;/\

and counselors to identify students who are at risk for underachievement, explore the
specific attitudes related to school failure, and suggest possible interventions to promote

and sustain student achievement.

Definition of Terms

Academic self-perception. This refers to perceived academic capabilities and
skills as part of an individual’s self-concept of his or her abilities. It also refers to the
magnitude to which a person believes he or she is skilled at a particular task and capable
of performing well (Durik, Vida, & Eccles, 2006). Previous research indicate that
believing in one’s ability positively relates to task engagement (Bandura, 1997). In this
study, academic self-perception is one of the five major factors investigated to examine

the differences between underachievers and high achievers.



Attitude towards school. This assesses the students’ self-reported interest in
and affect towards school (McCoach & Siegle, 2003b). Students” attitudes toward school
has been found to be significantly related to academic achievement, both directly and
indirectly, through its interaction achievement and motivation (Clemons, 2008). In this
study, attitude towards school is one of the five major factors investigated to examine the

differences between underachievers and high achievers.

Attitude towards teachers. This refers to the extent to which students perceive
their teachers as supportive, effective, and caring, as defined by Suldo, Shaffer, and
Shaunessy (2007). The attitude towards teachers factor of the SAAS-R, the measure used
in this study, encompasses students’ positive affect toward their teachers and their
classes. In this study, attitude towards teachers is one of the five major factors

investigated to examine the differences between underachievers and high achievers.

Goal valuation. Achievement values and students’ goals influence student
motivation and self-regulation. When students value a task, they are more likely to
engage in it , persist longer, and do better on the task (Wigfield, 1994). Eccles and
Wigfield (2002) defined expectancies for success as individuals” beliefs about how well
they will do on the task, both in the present and the future. Expectancy-value theories
emphasize the role of personal values in the direction of behavior. Student expectation of
success is the key factor that helps to predict whether students will succeed or fail
(Meece, Wigfield, & Eccles, 1990). In this study, goal valuation is one of the five major
factors investigated to examine the differences between underachievers and high

achievers.



High achievers: Howse (1999) defined academic achievement as a grade which
is accomplished by the actual execution of class work in the school settiﬁg and which 1s
typically evaluated by the use of teacher ratings, tests, and exams’ grade. For the
purposes of this study, high achievers are those who have, at least, a GPA of 3.50 out of

a 4.00 scale.

Motivation and self-regulation. Schunk (2000) noted that motivation is a
resultant effect of an individual’s thought. It is also a dynamic, internal process that
energizes and influences actions (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Many researchers in the field
of motivation suggested that self-regulation may hold the key to understanding
student achievement (McCoach & Seigel, 2002). In this study, motivation and self-
regulation is one of the five major factors investigated to examine the differences

between underachievers and high achievers.

Private school. An independent school supported mainly by the payment of fees
(Oxford Dictionary, n. d.). In Thailand, the government loosely controls private
education. Most private schools in Thailand are proprietary schools, including a small

amount of religiously-affiliated schools (The World Bank,1996).

Public school. The majority of public secondary school network in Thailand is
administered by the Department of General Education of the Ministry of Education.
Secondary education is separated into two levels: lower secondary and upper
secondary, and each is of three years duration. “Public education is supported almost
entirely by the government. Fees are levied at the secondary and tertiary levels but

cover only a minor proportion of recurrent costs”(The World Bank, 1996, p.4).



School grade. In the Thai secondary educational system, this refers to the grade

levels, including: M.4 or tenth grade; M.5 or eleventh grade, and M.6 or twelfth grade.

Underachievers. These are students who exhibit a severe discrepancy between
expected achievement (as measured by standardized achievement test scores or cognitive
or intellectual ability assessments) and actual achieve;ﬁent (as measured by class grades
and teacher evaluations). To be classified as an underachiever, the discrepancy between
expected and actual achievement must not be the direct result of a diagnosed learning
disability (Reis & McCoach, 2000, p. 157). For the purposes of this study,

underachievers are students reporting a GPA below 2.0 out of 4.00 scale.



Conceptual Framework
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Figure 1. The conceptual framework of the study.
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CHAPTER II

Literature Review

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of theoretical perspectives and
models as well as related studies aimed at contributing towards an overall understanding
of the subject and to the reasoning for formulating this study’s research hypotheses. It
focuses on past and recent researches that were conducted on variables related to the
current study and also looks at both consistent and contradictory findings in the cited
studies.

To introduce a coherent review of related literature, the topics in this chapter are
sequentially presented as follows: 1) academic achievement and underachievement; 2)
psychological factors affecting academic achievement; 3) academic achievement as a

function of type of school; and 4) research hypotheses.

Academic Achievement and Underachievement

Hidi and Harakiewicz (2000) noted that one of the most important and
undetermined questions in education is how to enhance the academic achievement of
children, adolescents, and college students. Academic achievement, according to Howse
(1999), is a grade accomplished by the actual execution of class work in the school
setting and which is generally evaluated by the use of teacher ratings, tests, and
examination grade. Mandel and Marcus (1988) stressed that only about 25 percent of the
variance in school marks is accounted for by intellectual ability. Indeed, there are many
“other factors related to academic achievement; for example, internal factors such as
biologically based factors (e.g., learninyg disabilities) and external factors (e.g.,

malnutrition) ( Mandel & Marcus, 1988, as cited in Mitcheﬁ, 2003).
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McCall, Evahn, and Kratzer (1992) observed that there are few theories of
underachievement. Those that do exist tend to have different premises and emphases
and limited empirical support. Researchers have attempted to distinguish the
psychological factors that seem to be correlated with underachievement. However, in
spite of an abundance of lists and descriptions of common personality traits of
underachievers, the utility of such lists is questionable (McCoach & Siegle , 2001a).
The most common definition of underachievement characterizes it as
a discrepancy between potential (or ability) and performance (or achievement)
(Dowdall & Colangelo, 1982; Whitmore, 1980, as cited in McCoach & Siegle, 2001).
Accordingly, a student who is seen as capable of succeeding in school but is
nonetheless struggling and having difficulty is often referred to as an underachiever
(Siegle, 2001). Factors commonly associated with underachievement are low academic
self-concept (Yu, 1997), low self-efficacy (Pajares & Miller, 1994), low self-motivation
(McCoach, 2006 ), low goal-valuation (McCall, Evahn, & Kratzer, 1992), and negative

attitudes toward school and teachers (Ford, 1996; Rimm, 1995).

Psychological Factors Affecting Academic Achievement

In the following section, each of the five factors selected for investigation in the
current study are described in greater detail, along with supporting empirical evidence on
their impact on academic achievement. The five factors are presented in the following
order: a) academic self-perceptions; b) attitude towards school; ¢) attitude towards

teachers; d) goal valuation; and e) motivation and self-regulation.

Academic self-percepiions.
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According to McCoach and Siegle (2003), the perceptions students have about
their skills influence the types of activities they select, how much they challenge
themselves at those, and the persistence they exhibit once they are involved in the

activities. A number of studies investigating the impact of self-perceptions on

academic learning (Miller et al., 1993; Pajares & Graham, 1999; Pintrich & De Groot,
have shown that when faced with an activity or a task to carry out, students who
possesses the traits of positive self perceptions of competence demonstrate a greater
devotion, and interest towards their study. They also exhibit more preservation than
students who question their own abilities. Moreover, those students demonstrating a
more positive self perception will rely on their cognitive and meta cognitive strategies
toward problem solving. They will also use their ability to finding solutions to overcome

any future obstacles in their way.

Student self-perceptions or personal expectancy generally fall into two
categories: self-efficacy and self-concept. Underachievers generally have been found
to exhibit low self-concept or low self-efficacy (Bruns, 1992; Dowdall & Colangelo,
1982; Ford, 1996; Supplee, 1990; Whitmore, 1980, as cited in McCoach & Siegle,
2001).

As noted by Bandura (1986; 1997), self-efficacy occupies a central role in the
motivation to succeed, sustain effort, and persist in the face of challenges. Self-efficacy
is defined as “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of
action required to attain designated types of performance” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391).
Research has also shown that self-efficacy has been found to be a strong predictor of
achievement (Bandura, 1997; Lane & Lane, 2001; Pajares & Miller, 1994; Pintrich & De

Groot, 1990; Schunk,1982). Students with higher levels of perceived self-efficacy are
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likely to engage in academic tasks more readily, use more deep-level and regulatory
strategies, persevere longer, and achieve higher grades than students who question their
ability to succeed (Bandura, 1997; Pajares 1996). Bong (2001b) pointed out that many
studies have shown that perceived self-efficacy is highly related to college achievement
It is noteworthy that empirical studies have also shown that perceived self-efficacy is an
important psychological construct for individuals in various cultures across the world
(Scholz, Dona, Sud, & Schuwarzer, 2002).

Nevertheless, self- efficacy beliefs and academic self-perceptions are
typically higher for students from Western culture. Recent research and earlier
findings on cross-cultural studies have shown that Hong Kong students are among
many of Asian countries reporting low self-rating in metacvognitive competencies but
having significantly high achievement score (Hong Kong PISA Centre, 2005; Mok et
al., 2007; Salili, Chiu, & Lai, 2001). The results of prior research seem to indicate that
Western students’ perception of their self-efficacy has an important impact on their
motivation and behavior within academic achievement situations; however, the

relationships are not so clearly defined in students from Asian cultures.

Academic self-concept is an evaluation of one’s perceived academic abilities
(Byrne, 1996; Hattie, 1992 as cited in McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). Byrne (1996) noted
that academic self-concept includes more global beliefs of self-worth that is related to
the individual’s view of their own academic competence, Marsh and O'Mara (2008)
reported that there are positive reciprocal effects between academic self-concept and
school grades. Moreover, academic self-concept has been found to be a crucial predictor

of academic achievement (Lyon, 1993; Wigficld & Karpathian, 1991).
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Interestingly, some research refute that underachievers have poor academic self-
concepts (Holland, 1998, as cited in McCoach & Siegle, (2003a) and students who are
high achievers do not possess strong sense of efficacy (Suliman & Mclnerney, 2006).

It should be noted that no significant gender differences have been found in academic
self-concept (Gabelko’, 1997; Rusillo & Arias, 2004).

The academic self-perceptions factor of the SAAS-R.

The academic self-perceptions factor of the SAAS-R measures students’
perceptions of their scholastic abilities. “The statements on this factor represent
measures of both general academic self-efficacy and academic self-concept,” according
to McCoach and Siegle (2001, p.4). In keeping with Harter’s (1985, as cited in McCoach
& Siegle, 2001) conception of academic self-perceptions, the self-perception factor is a
cognitive, self-evaluative appraisal of the student’s scholastic ability, rather than an

assessment of self-esteem.

Attitude towards school.

Attitude towards school pertains to feelings about school and, in general,
self-reported interest in and affect toward school (McCoach & Siegle, 2001).
Research has consistently indicated that “young people who do well in school tend to be
interested in learning” (Weiner, 1992, p. 260). One of the key factors of
underachievement among students is negative school-related attitudes. A large body of
research has shown that negative attitudes towards school is associated with academic
underachievement (e.g., Brier, 1995; Conchas, 2001; Ford, 1996; Rimm, 1995).
Battistich, Solomon, Watson, and Schaps (1997) and Skinner, Zimmer-Gembeck and
Connell (1998) found that the level of students’ sense of belonging at school was linked
both to engaged and disaffected school identities and to academic outcomes. In addition,

a negative attitude toward school was related to the likelihood of dropping out of school
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(Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997; Alexander, Entwisle, & Kabbani, 2001; Coley ,
1995 ; Rosenthal, 1998), and substance use (Hawkins & Weis, 1985). An exception to
this pattern, however, is the case of Finnish students who showed excellent school

achievement even if they do not particularly like school (OECD, 2003).

Attitude towards teacher. _
A teacher’s personality and organization may have an impact on students’ achievement
(Peters, Grager-Loidl, & Supple, 2000, as cited in McCoach & Siegle, 2003a). Students
with negative attitudes toward school tend to have poor relationships with teachers
(Baker, 1999). Also, many underachievers have problems with authority, including
problems with teachers and other school personnel (Mandel & Marcus, 1988; McCall et

al., 1992 as cited in McCoach & Siegle, 2001).

Other studies revealed that positive, supportive relationships with adults,
including positive relations with school staff, enhance academic outcomes (Masten &
Reed, 2002; Resnick et al., 1997). Students’ relationships with teachers and teacher
support for student competence have been found to enhance academic achievement
{Roeser, Eccles, & Sameroff, 1998). Furthermore, recent research revealed that teachers
have a direct effect on students’ motivation to learn and student beliefs about learning;
teacher-student interaction is significantly related to students’ motivation to learn
(Khamis, Dukmak, & Elhoweris, 2008). Thus, it would appear that student attitude

towards their teacher can influence their motivation and academic achievement.
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Goal valuation.

One of the most salient determinants of academic achievement is how students
value their goals in school and their belief in the importance of the task. “When students
value a task, they will be more likely to engage in it, expend more effort on it, and do
better on 1t” (Wigfield, 1994, p. 102). The Eccles’ general expectancy-value model of
motivation proposes a value component of self-regulated learning. This value essentially
encompasses goals and beliefs about the importance and interest of the task (Pintrich &
De Groot, 1990). The values of high achievement students are values which emphasize
the perceived importance, attractiveness, or usefulness of a.chievement-directed attitudes
or behaviors (Wigfield, 1994). Students who place little value on academic achievement
are lacking in the skills necessary to utilize strategies or are less likely to exhibit
behaviors that will lead to school success (Graham, Taylor, & Hudley, 1998).

Students’ achievement values are a critical motivational mediator of their
academic self-regulation. Achievement values are “the incentives or purposes that
individuals have for succeeding on va given task” (Wigfield, 1994, p. 102).

Previous research has shown that when students believe they can succeed on an
achievement task, they are likely to perform at higher levels (Bandura, 1997; Eccles

& Wigtield, 2002). A recent study found that students’ beliefs about learning and
teacher-student interaction are also important factors to United Arab Emirates middle
and high school students’ motivation to learn (Khamis, Dukmak, & Elhoweris, 2008).
Phalet, Andriessen, and Lens (2004) implied that the level of students' motivation in
their studies 1s impacted by how much they value academic learning. Furthermore,
students who have clear career goals and who have an appreciation of the importance of

education in their lives are least likely to underachieve or drop out of school. The authors
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also suggested that this phenomenon can be observed not only the in mainstream
population but also among minority cultural groups.

In addition, achievement goals and study strategies have also been found to be
vital antecedents of academic performance (Fenollar, Roman, & Cuestas, 2007).
Specifically, their value of schooling will strengthen students for their tough times in the
way that it predicts intentions and willingness to continue with their education in the
future (Martin & Debus, 1998). The goal valuation factor essentially measures the

significance that a student attaches to academic achievement (McCoach & Siegle, 2001).

Motivation and self-regulation.

Traditionally, motivation has been identified as a significant determinant of
academic achievement. Part of the momentum for studying academic self-regulated
learning emanated from previous research which found that learners’ skill and abilities
did not entirely explain their level of achievement. Zimmerman (2001) advocated that
motivation and self-regulation are important for academic achievement. Motivation
plays an important role in students’ interest in and enjoyment of school and learning.
Motivation is a significant factor that seems to hold the key of academic achievement
(Broussard & Garrison, 2004; Martin, 2001; Meece, Wigfield, & Eccles, 1990; Schunk,
1990; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2004) and, furthermore, academic motivation is also
associated with education aspirations (Reeve, 2002).

Moreover, motivation is an integral part of self-regulation (Pintrich, 2000;
Winne, 2001; Zimmerman, 2000). According to Zimmerman’s social cognitive
perspective (1998), the construct of academic self—regulatipn refers to “the degree that
individuals are metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally active participants in

their own learning process” (p.329). And it involves, in addition, “self-generated
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thoughts, feelings, and actions which are systematically oriented towards the attainment
of goals” (Zimmerman, 1998, p.9). “Research in this area has emphasized that self-
regulated learners are autonomous, reflective, and efficient learner who have the
cognitive and metacognitive abilities as well as the motivational beliefs and attitudes
needed to understand, monitor, and direct their own learning” (see Boekaerts, Pintrich, &

Zeidner, 2000; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994 as cited in Wolters, 2003 p. 189).

Butler and Winne (1995) asserted that it is essential to understand self-regulation as a
system of self-motivation, self-monitoring, and strategy selection. Previous research
findings have shown that low motivation and poor self-regulation appear to be the most
common characteristic of underachievers (McCoach, 2006). Nevertheless, metacognitive
knowledge or self-regulation may be insufficient as to foster student success. Students
must also be motivated to use their metacognitive skills (e.g., Zimmerman, 1998;
Bandura et al., 1996 as cited in Mok et al., 2007).

Clemons (2008) stated that if students seem to be lacking motivation by, for
example, not tliming up their work, and not putting in sufficient effort on assignments,
this may predict future underachievement. Academic achievers organize their work, set
goals, seek help when needed, use effective work strategies, and manage their time
(Zimmerman, 1998, 2002b; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988). Tella (2007), in a
study conducted in Nigeria, found that there were motivation effects on academic
achievement of high school students and that the nature of these effects were different
for males and females. Finally, underachievers may lack motivation, have poor self-
regulation skills, or a combination of these two traits. According to Borkowski and

Thorpe (1994, as cited in Siegle, 2001), underachievers may not lack knowledge of
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strategies but, rather, they may not understand that strategic behavior in conjunction with

effort results in achievement.

Academic Achievement as a Function of Type of School

Previous research found that students in private schools tend to show higher
levels of academic achievement even when students’ socioeconomic status was taken
into account (Colman, Hoffer, & Kilgore, 1982). This finding is consistent with the
World Bank Report (1995) which found that private schools in Thailand are more
effective in producing higher levels of academic achievement than public schools, even
after adjusting for student aptitude and abilities. In addition, Jiminez and Lockheed
(1995) noted that the students in private schools in Thailand were relatively
homogenous and there was little indication that home environment had any effect on
their leve] of achievement. Also, private school students were found to be rﬁore highly
motivated than public school students, and the overall pattern of results suggested that a
“marginal increment” in public school students would not significantly alter the
differential levels of achievement seen in private and public schools.
On the other hand, more recent research has indicated that “students who attend private
high schools receive neither immediate academic advantages nor longer-term advantages
in attending college, finding satisfaction in the job market, or participating in civic life”
(Center on Education Policy, 2007, p.2). Moreover, some recent research reported that
when student background, specifically socioeconomic status was taken into account,
students attending public schools actually outperformed students at private schools

(Lubienski & Lubienski, 2006; Braun, Jenkins & Grigg, 2006).
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To date, there is no data which would indicate the possibly differential role played by
school attitudes held by students, such as measured by the SAAS-R, in differences in
high achievement and underachievement among students in public and private school
students here in Thailand. In this context, the current study would be of particular use

bridging the knowledge gap on the impact of type of school on academic achievement.

Research Hypotheses
The current study examined the factors differentiating academic high achievers
and underachievers in public and private high schools in Bangkok, Thailand. An

examination of previous research suggested the following research hypotheses:

HI:  There are significant differences between high achievers’ and underachievers’
academic self-perception, attitude towards teacher, attitude towards school,
goal valuation, and motivation/self-regulation as measured by the School Attitude

Assessment Survey-Revised (SAAS-R), at the .05 level.

H2:  There are significant differences between public and private high school
students’academic self-perception, attitude towards teacher, attitude towards school, goal
valuation, and motivation/self-regulation as measured by the School Attitude

Assessment Survey-Revised (SAAS-R), at the .05 level.

H3: There are significant differences in academic self-perception, attitude towards
school, attitude towards teachers, goal valuation, and motivation/self-regulation as a
function of the interaction between academic achievement and type of school in the
following four groups of students: (i) high achievers-private school, (ii) high achievers-

public school, (iii) low achievers-private school, (iv) low achievers- public school.
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CHAPTER 111

Method

This chapter provides an overview of the research methodology employed in the
current study. It includes five sections, presented in the following order: 1) Research
Design, 2) Participants of the Study, 3) Instrumentation, 4) Data Collection Procedure,

and 5) Data Analysis.

Research Design

This is a causal comparative research which attempted to investigate the
differences in academic self-perception, attitude towards teacher, attitude towards
school, goal valuation, and motivation and self-regulation between high achieving and
underachieving high school students. The current study also investigated how these
differences are manifested between these academic high achievers and underachievers

studying in either private or public high schools.

Participants of the Study

The sample group consisted of students from tenth grade to twelfth grade (M.4-
M.6), obtained from three public and three private high schools in Bangkok. A total of
405 students (n=405) participated in this study. Specifically. 102 high achievers and 99
underachievers (subtotal=201) were drawn from private high schools and another 102
high achievers and 102 underachievers (subtotal=204) came from public high schools.

According to Krishnan (2006), quota sampling selection is based on the exact
characteristics and quotas of subjects in the sample when it is impossible to list all

members of the population. For the purposes of this study, quota sampling technique was
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utilized to obtain student respondents who met the following inclusion criteria: (a)
student from tenth to twelfth grade (M4-M6); and (b) high achievers’ GPA is greater

than or equal to 3.50 and underachievers’ GPA is less than 2.00.

Instrumentation

The research instrument utilized in this study was a 2-part self-administered
survey questionnaire written in the Thai language. The following segments present a
more detailed description of each part of the questionnaire.

Part I: Demographic questionnaire.

The demographic information section is a researcher-constructed set of
questionsaimed at obtaining information on the respondent’s demographic
characteristics. The demographic questions involved the variables of gender, type of

school, and self-reported grade point average (GPA).

Part II: The school attitude assessment survey-revised (SAAS-R).

Part II of the survey questionnaire consisted of the School Attitude Assessment
Survey-Revised or SAAS-R, developed by McCoach (2002). The SAAS-R measures
five factors that are considered to be among the possible reasons for underachievement
of gifted and other students in general education. The 35-item instrument was designed
to measure an adolescent student’s acadeinic self-perceptions, attitude towards
teachers,attitude towards school, goal valuation, and motivation and self-regulation. The
SAAS-R was used with the permission of the copyright holder.

The exhibited internal consistency reliability coefficient was at least .85 on
each of the five factors (McCoach & Siegle, 2003b). The SAAS-R employed a 7-point
Likert-type agreement scale ranging from 1 to 7, where 1 represented “strongly

disagree” and 7 represented “‘strongly agree”. A confirmatory factor analysis of the
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SAAS-R indicated that the data provided a satisfactory fit to a model with five

correlated factors (McCoach & Siegle, 2003b). Moreover, an investigation of the validity
of the School Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised Form by Suldo, Shaffer, and
Shaunessy (2007) provided augmented support for the content, criterion, and convergent
validity of the SAAS-R for use with high school students in general education and

college preparatory curriculum programs.

Instrument translation.

The original English version of the questionnaire was translated into Thai by the
editor of a publishing house in Bangkok. This version was further back-translated by
another bilingual expert-translator for verification as well as to ensure respondents’
comprehension of the directions and item statements. Furthermore, back translation was
necessary to ensure the stability of the questions in that the meaning of the questions in

the Thai version are consistent with those in the original instrument.

Data Collection Procedure

In the current study, data collection consisted of the following procedural steps:

1. The researcher contacted the heads of the schools chosen for possible
participation, and sent letters to each requesting their participation and assistance. After
receiving a confirmation from each of the participating schools, the researcher, in
cooperation with the school administrator, arranged the date for the school to administer
the survey to the students. Although the GPAs are "self-reported" some of schools had
grouped students into classes according to their levels of achievement (GPAs), and with
the assistance of teachers in the other schools, the researcher was able to categorized

students as high-achievers and under-achievers.
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2. A pretest was initially conducted on 50 high school students (who met the
inclusion criteria) to test the students’ level of comprehension of the questionnaire items
The overall reliability for SAAS-R Thai version Cronbach’s alpha was .98 for the scale;
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were .88 for goal-valuation, .95 for attitudes
toward school, .96 for attitude toward teacher and classes and academic self-perception
and .97 for motivation/self-regulation . Hence it appeared that the pretest participants did
not find the scales ambiguous or difficult to understand.

3. Inasmuch as there were no difficulties encountered with regard to the pretest,
the researcher proceeded to conduct the actual study. On the day, the participating
students were assured of the confidentiality of their responses. Informed consent was
obtained before the questionnaires were handed out. The teachers assisted in the
distribution process.

4. Upon collection of the completed questionnaires, the researcher examined
each used questionnaire for possible errors and missing responses. Only valid completed

questionnaires were subjected to data analysis.

Data Analysis

The current study involved several dependent variables, namely, academic self-
perception, attitude towards school, attitude towards teachers, goal valuation, and
motivation and self-regulation as well as two independent variables: academic standing
(high achiever or underachiever) and type of school (private or public). The data were
analyzed using a series of 2 x 2 factorial analyses of variance on each of the dependent
variables. These were conducted using The Statistical Package for Social Sciences

(SPSS) Version 16.
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CHAPTER IV

Results

Characteristics of the Sample

A total of 405 high school students took part in this study, out of which 204
belonged to the high achiever category (possessing a cumulative GPA of 3.5 and above
on a 4.00 scale) with the remaining 201 belonging to the underachiever category
(possessing a cumulative GPA of below 2.00 on a 4.00 scale).

The students in these two categories can be described further according to other
distribution characteristics such as type of school and gender. Of the 204 high achievers,
102 were students from private schools and another 102 were from public schools.
Among the underachievers, 99 of them were drawn from private schools and the
remaining 102 from public schools. In addition, 126 students in the high achiever
category were currently studying in a coeducational setting while 78 of them were
stuciying in a single-gender setting. Relative to the underachiever category, 129 of them
were in a coeducational setting while the other 72 were currently studying in a single-
gender setting. Lastly, the high achiever group was comprised of 103 males and 101

females while the underachiever group consisted of 100 males and 101 females.
Reliability of Sub-Scales

According to Ho (2006), “reliability of a measuring instrument is defined as its ability to

consistently measure the phenomenon it is designed to measure” (p. 239) Reliability is



27

often referred to as the internal consistency of a test. Establishing the reliability measure
of a test is important because it indicates test validity as well. For the purpose of this
study, the researcher utilized Cronbach Alpha statistical measurement to establish the
reliability of the scales used to collect data. “If alpha is high (.80 or higher), then this
suggests that all of the items are reliable and the entire test is internally consistent”

(p.240).

Also, item analysis was done to identify problem items in the scales — these are items
yield low correlations with the sum of the scores on the remaining items. Items that have
low correlations are rejected to ensure high internal consistency of the data collection
tool. This is done through Item-Total correlation procedure (p.240). In deciding which
item to retain or delete, the .33 criterion was used (an item-total correlation of .33
indicates that approximately 10% of the variance in the scale is accounted for by that

item).

Table 1

Scale Items Together with Their Corrected Item-Total Correlations and Cronbach’s

Alphas

Academic selt-perception Corrected Item-Total Correlations
I am intelligent. 94

I can learn new ideas quickly in school. 95

I am smart in school. 95



I am good at learning new things in school.

School is easy for me.
[ can grasp complex concepts in school.
I am capable of getting straight A’s

Cronbach’s Alpha=.9846

93

93

.93

.93
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Attitudes toward teachers and classes

Corrected Item-Total Correlations

My classes are interesting. .88
I relate well to my teachers. .89
I like my teachers. .89
My teachers make learning interesting. .93
My teachers care about me. .92
Most of the teachers at this school are good teachers. .97
I like my classes. 97

Cronbach’s Alpha= .9756

Attitudes toward school

I'am glad that I go to this school.
This is a good school.

This school is a good match for me.
I like this school.

I am proud of this school.

Cronbach’s Alpha = .9758

Corrected Item-Total Correlations

.94

93

91

93

92
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Goal valuation

Corrected Item-Total Correlations

I want to get good grades in school. 78
Doing well in school 1s important for my future career goals. 71
Doing well in school 1s one of my goals .69
It’s important to get good grades in school. .68
I want to do my best in school. | 81
It is important for me to do well in school. .78

Cronbach’s Alpha = .9060

Motivation or self regulation

I check my assignments before I turn them in.
I work hard at school.

I am self-motivated to do my schoolwork.

I complete my schoolwork regularly.

I am organized about my schoolwork.

I use a variety of strategies to learn new material.

I spend a lot of time on my schoolwork.
I am a responsible student.

I put a lot of effort into my schoolwork.
I concentrate on my schoolwork.

Cronbach’s Alpha = .9865

Corrected Item-Total Correlations

.92

91

93

91

93

.93

93

94

.93

.95
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It was also found that the overall reliability of The School Attitude Assessment Survey-

Revised (SAAS-R) scale was 0.9899, indicating high internal consistency.

Descriptive Statistics: Dependent Variables

From the descriptive statistical analysis of the five dependent variables, it was
found that academic self-perception, attitude towards school, attitude towards teachers,
and motivation and self-regulation were reported to be experienced at moderate level
(neither high nor low), with mean values of 4.20, 4.07, 3.99, and 4.13, respectively. On

one hand, students reported fairly high level of goal valuation (mean = 5.99).

Inferential Statistics: Hypotheses Testing

HI: There are significant differences between high achievers’ and underachievers’
academic self-perception, attitude towards school, attitude towards teachers,

goal valuation, and motivation/self-regulation as measured by the School Attitude

Assessment Survey-Revised (SAAS-R), at the .05 level.

H2: There are significant differences between public and private high school
students ‘academic self-perception, attitude towards school, attitude towards teachers,
goal valuation, and motivation/self-regulation as measured by the School Attitude

Assessment Survey-Revised (SAAS-R), at the .05 level.
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H3: There are significant differences in academic self-perception, attitude towards
school, attitude towards teachers, goal valuation, and motivation/self-regulation as a
function of the interaction between academic achievement and type of school in the
Sfollowing four groups of students: (i) high achievers-private school, (ii) high achievers-

public school, (iii) low achievers-private school, (iv) low achievers- public school.

The Factorial Analysis of Variance (two-way factorial or 2x2 factorial) statistical
method was utilized. The Factorial Analysis of Variance involves the analysis of two or
more independent variables. This statistical tool allows the researcher to assess the effects
of each independent variable separately (main effect), as well as the joint effect or

interaction of variables (interaction effect).

Academic self-perception.

Main effect.

The main effect of academic achievement on academic self-perception is
significant, F (1,401) = 2567.03, p <.05. From the estimated marginal means, the
difference in the mean academic self-perception of high achievers (M = 6.01) is
significantly higher than the mean academic self-perception of underachievers (M =
2.36).

The main effect of type of school on academic self-perception is significant, F'
(1,401) = 8.34, p < .05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean

academic self-perccption of students studying at private schools (M = 4.08) is
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significantly lower than the mean academic self-perception of students studying at public
schools (M = 4.29).

Interaction effect.

The academic achievement and type of school interaction is not significant, /
(1,401) = .89, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean
academic self-perception as a function of the interaction between academic achievement
and type of school indicates that there is no significant difference in the mean academic
self-perception between high achievers in private and public schools (M = 5.87 and 6.14,
respectively) and underachievers in private and public schools (M =2.29 and 2.43,
respectively).

Attitude toward school.

Main effect.

The main effect of academic achievement on attitude towards school is
significant, ' (1,401) = 861.84, p <.05. From the estimated marginal means, the
difference in the mean attitude towards school of high achievers (M = 5.45) is
significantly higher than the mean attitude towards school of underachievers (M =2.52).

The main effect of type of school on attitude towards school is not significant, I
(1,401) = .25, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, there is no significant

| difference in the mean attitude towards school of students studying at private schools (M

=4.01) and public schools (M = 3.96).

Interaction effect.

The academic achievement and type of school interaction is not significant, /'

(1,401) = .88, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean
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attitude towards school as a function of the interaction between academic achievement
and type of school indicates that there is no significant difference in the mean attitude
towards school between high achievers in private and public schools (M = 5.52 and 5.38,
respectively) and underachievers in private and public schools (M = 2.50 and 2.53,

respectively).

Attitude towards Teachers.

Main effect.

The main effect of academic achievement on attitude towards teachers is
significant, 7 (1,401) =2166.22, p < .05. From the estimated marginal means, the
difference in the mean attitude towards teachers of high achievers (M = 5.65) 1s
significantly higher than the mean attitude towards teachers of underachievers (M =
2.46).

The main effect of type of school on attitude towards teachers is not significant, £’
(1,401) = .02, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, there is no significant
difference in the mean attitude towards teachers of students studying at private schools
(M =4.05) and public schools (M = 4.06).

Interaction effect.

The academic achievement and type of school interaction is not significant,
(1,401) = .21, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean
attitude towards teachers as a function of the interaction between academic achievement
and type of school indicates that there 1s no significant difference in the mean attitude

towards teachers between high achievers in private and public schools (M = 5.66 and
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5.64, respectively) and underachievers in private and public schools (M = 2.44 and 2.48,

respectively).

Goal valuation.

Main effect.

The main effect of academic achievement on goal valuation is significant, F
(1,401) =363.78, p <.05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean
goal valuation of high achievers (M = 6.65) is significantly higher than the mean goal
valuation of underachievers (M = 5.33).

The main effect of type of school on goal valuation is not significant, F (1,401) =
1.06, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, there is no significant difference in the
mean goal valuation of students studying at private schools (M = 6.03) and public schools
(M =5.96).

Interaction effect.

The academic achievement and type of school interaction is not significant, '
(1,401) = .33, p >.05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean
goal valuation as a function of the interaction between academic achievement and type of
school indicates that there is no significant difference in the mean goal valuation between
high achievers in private and public schools (M = 6.67 and 6.63, respectively) and

underachievers in private and public schools (M = 5.39 and 5.28, respectively).

Motivation or self-regulation.

Main effect.
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The main effect of academic achievement on motivation or self-regulation is
significant, £ (1,401) = 4029.28, p < .05. From the estimated marginal means, the
difference in the mean motivation or self-regulation of high achievers (M = 5.92) is
significantly higher than the mean motivation or self-regulation of underachievers (M =
2.32).

The main effect of type of school on motivation or self-regulation is not
significant, " (1,401) =2.41, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, there is no
significant difference in the mean motivation or self-regulation of students studying at
private schools (M = 4.08) and public schools (M = 4.17).

Interaction effect.

The academic achievement and type of school interaction is not significant,
(1,401) = .12, p > .05. From the estimated marginal means, the difference in the mean
motivation or self-regulation as a function of the interaction between academic
achievement and type of school indicates that there is no significant difference in the
mean motivation or self-regulation between high achievers in private and public schools
(M =5.87 and 5.97, respectively) and underachievers in private and public schools (M =

2.29 and 2.36, respectively).

Summary of Findings
1. Students who took part in this study reported fairly high level of goal valuation
and moderate level of academic self-perception and motivation or self-regulation.

They also reported neutral attitude towards school and teachers.
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2. High achievers scored significantly higher on all five dependent variables,
namely, academic self-perception, attitude towards school, attitude towards
teachers, goal valuation, and motivation or self-regulation than their
underachievers counterpart. In other words, high achievers possess a more
positive attitude towards school and teachers, place deeper value on educational
goals, and are more motivated or self-regulated in learning compared to

underachieving students.

3. Public school students, regardless of being high achievers or underachievers,
possess better academic self-perception compared to private school students.
There is no significant difference in goal valuation, motivation or self-regulation,
and attitude towards school and teachers between students in private and public

schools, regardless of their academic standing.

4. Type of school (whether one goes to private or public school) is not an important
determinant of academic standing, attitude towards school and teachers, goal

valuation, and motivation or self-regulation.
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CHAPTER V

Discussion

The final chapter incorporates four parts which are presented in the following
order: (a) discussion of findings, (b) conclusions, (¢) limitations of the study, and (d)
recommendations.

The current study was a causal comparative research and its main purpose was to
investigate whether high achieving and underachieving students differ in terms of
academic self-perceptions, attitude towards school, attitude towards teachers, goal
valuation, and motivation or self-regulation. Additionally, the study attempted to assess
whether studying in a private or a public school affects the relationships among these

variables.

Discussion of Findings

The present investigation found that high achievers scored higher on all five
factors: academic self-perception, attitude towards school, attitude towards teachers, goal
valuation, and motivation or self-regulation than underachievers, using the School
Attitude Assessment Survey-Revised instrument or SAAS-R. This finding is in
accordance with those of previous studies (McCoach, 2006; McCoach & Siegle, 2001;
Siegle, 2001; Suldo, Shaffer, & Shaunessy, 2007) which looked at the difference between
high achieving and low achieving students in schools in the US. Surprisingly, the current

findings indicated that both high achievers and underachievers reported high level of goal
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valuation. It was also found that high achievers possess significantly higher than the
mean goal valuation than underachievers. This result generated a new finding and may be
interpreted in this study that underachievers have negative attitude towards school and
teachers, lack motivation or self-regulation but, nonetheless, value the salience of
education and understand how these factors are related to their future success. This may
also imply that underachievers may not overwhelmingly neglect their goals and the value
of education. As discussed with the author of the original study on the SAAS-R, the
content validity in the questionnaire on goal valuation is normally higher than other
scales and this may be why student respondents tend to agree with the statements. The
finding that underachievers tend to exhibit negative attitude towards school, in particular,
is consistent with that of other studies (Brier;1995; Conchas, 2001; Ford, 1996; Rimm,
1995).

The current study also revealed that students who have positive relationship with
their teachers show better academic achievement. This result echoes that of previous
research (Masten & Reed, 2002; Resnick et al., 1997; Roeser, Eccles, & Sameroff, 1998).
Furthermore, the finding that motivation or self-regulation is a positive reciprocal effect
of academic achievement is congruent with other findings (Broussard & Garrison, 2004;
Martin, 2001; Meece, Wigfield, & Eccles, 1990; Schunk, 1990, Skaalvik & Skaalvik,
2004; Zimmerman , 2001). The results imply that when students value a"task, they would
be more likely te engage in that task and to invest more effort on achieving their goal. In
like manner, this finding is in agreement with those of some previous research (Bandura,
1997; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). In addition, the result of the current study which

indicated that academic self-perception is a key determinant of academic outcomes
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concurs with the results of other studies (Miller et al., 1993; Pajares & Graham, 1999;
Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Wolters et al., 1996 ; Zimmerman et al.,1992).

Although many of the findings are in accordance with a number of results from
previous studies, the present study yielded another new perspective, particularly within
the Asian context, in that high achieving students possess high academic self-perception
in contrast to the result of some previous studies (Klassen 2004; Hong Kong PISA
Centre, 2005; Salili et al., 2001) which found that Hong Kong and other Asian students
who are high achievers manifested low academic self-perception or self-efficacy.
Similarly, some of the results in this research were not consistent with those of some
previous research. For example, an OECD report (2003) made the statement that Finnish
students who have shown excellent school achievement reportedly do not particularly
like school. A study from Abu Dhabi District, United Arab Emirates by Ibtesam (2006)
found a small correlation between motivation and academic achievement. The current
researcher believes that the possible explanation for this disparity is cultural differences.
The demographic population in this study consisted of Thai students whereas the cited
studies were conducted on Finnish and United Arab Emirates students.

A small number of cross-cultural studies such as cited by Har, Smith & Ming (2001)
have suggested that the relationship between self-beliefs in learning, motivation and
achievement, and self-regulation is not a straightforward one. This is to say that most of
the investigations and researches done in this area are more designed towards certain
cultural groups and may have a greater predictive power in more individualistic Western
societies rather than in collective societies, such as found in many Asian countries.

Markus and Kitayama (1991), for instance, have suggested that there are different
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cultural determinants of achievement in Western and Asian societies ( as cited in Har,
Smith & Ming, 2001).

With regard to type of school, no significant difference was found in goal
valuation, motivation or self-regulation, attitude towards school and teachers between
students in private and public schools, regardless of their academic performance.
Nevertheless, public school students, regardless of being high achievers or
underachievers possess higher academic self-perception than their counterparts in private
schools. This finding raised the possibility that private school students may have lower
academic self-perception because of the organizational grouping of the students. In the
private schools who volunteered to participate in this study, students are divided into
classrooms that are ranked according fo GPA. The highest ranking class is called “King
Class” with a mean GPA greater than 3.5. The rest of the students are placed in the
regular setting. This may lead to problems due to labeling effect. Whereas in public
schools, there is no division in class ranking and students are not labeled according to
their GPA. There may be a mixture of high achievers and low achievers in the same
classroom, doing the same assignments. In the current study within the private schools,
there is a clear-cut division among the classrooms. Those students not making the higher
rank classes in the private schools are informally labeled as “underachievers” and 1t is
quite possible that these students begin to believe that they are indeed underachievers.
This researcher believes that this kind of reasoning is supported by Marsh, Kong, and
Hau (2000) who observed that “if students compare their own accomplishments with

those of classmates in academically selective schools, then their academic self-concept
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would decline (e.g., "There are a lot of students better than I am, so I must not be as good
a student as I thought") (p. 338). Alternatively,

this result may be explained by the reasoning that students who are high achievers have
put a lot of effort and this achievement cannot be accomplished without help from others;

therefore, they cannot place their confidence too high (Suliman & Mcherney, 2006).

Conclusions

The ﬁndings of the present study echoed those of previous Western studies that,
having utilized the SAAS-R, found that high achievers exhibited higher academic self-
perception, are more motivated or self-regulated in learning, possess a more positive
attitude toward school and teachers, and have greater goal valuation. In addition, the
current study generated the new finding that academic underachievers possess high goal
valuation, although their goal valuation is still significantly lower than that of their higher
achieving counterparts. This result may imply that underachieving students place high
value on education becéuse they understand that academic achievement is related to their
future success. At the same time, however, they may lack internal motivation and may
have difficulties with the school and their teachers. This is a challenge for future
researchers—to investigate further on how goal valuation impacts the Thai student. The
results of this study imply the need for some practical {counseling) intervention for those
students who reported high levels of goal valuation but were categorized as
underachievers, In other words they place higher value on education but still appear to
lack motivation to study or have a negative attitude toward teachers and schools. Schools,

teachers and school counselor may need to consider the need o develop programs or
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activities which enhance their positive attitude in order to promote higher academic

performance.

This study also revealed that, regardless of academic standing, public school
students reported higher academic self-perception compared to their private school
counterparts. This raises the issue that social comparison may be higher in private schools
and that homogeneous grouping of students may decrease their academic self-perception.
Finally, it can be concluded that type of school is not a salient factor of academic
standing; it does not factor in students” attitude towards school and teachers, in their goal
valuation, or in their level of motivation/self-regulation. Being in a private or public
school does not impact the opportunity to achieve academically. There 1s no difference
between public or private high schools in terms of enhancing achievement and success in
educational trajectories. Additionally, it can be said with confidence that lack of
motivation, low goal valuation, poor academic self-perception and negative attitude

towards school and teachers contribute to poor academic performance.

Limitations of the Study

In light of the methodology used in the current study, it is crucial to acknowledge
that this investigation has some limitations. The present researcher could not actually
access school records and, therefore, had to rely on self-reported GPA as a measure of
academic high achievement and underachievement which may have some bias on the
results. The researcher also depended on the assistance of teachers in helping to find

students who meet the inclusion criteria, bearing in mind there may be asymmetry in the
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standards of each participating school. Furthermore, most of the private schools in this
study segregated students according to their academic achievement and this may affect
their academic self-perception as a result of social comparison, especially when they
compare themselves to their classmates. It is inevitable in many occasions that students’
self-efficacy may decrease under the circumstances. Due to the difficulty of finding
school samples, the current study included coeducational and single-gender schools
which may, to some extent, influence the results. No significant difference was found

relative to gender, nevertheless, and it must be noted that the variable of gender does not

factor within the scope and purpose of the current study.

Recommendations

In synthesizing the results of the current study, it can be said that the driving
forces behind academic achievement are the student’s academic self-perception, positive
attitude towards school and teachers, goal valuation, and motivation or self-regulation.
The implications of the current study with regard to the impact of these five factors on
academic achievement are crucial for school administrators, school counselors, teachers,
parents, and students. As a direct result of this study, there is an obvious need for people
in positions of responsibility to identify students who lack self-motivation or self-
regulation or who might have low goal valuation to work together with parents, teachers,
and high achieving students to overcome these obstacles. Helping professionals should
develop and implement intervention programs aimed at preventing academic failure or at
facilitating learning with a view to improving the performance of students who are

underachieving at school. Negative factors related to underachievement such as peer
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and/or family pressure, emotional problems, learning disabilities, and other
mental/behavioral problems should also be addressed and factored in the intervention
programs aimed at helping the underachievers at school. Motivation, academic self-
perception, goal valuation, and attitudes towards school and teachers can change over
time; hence the need for extrinsic mechanisms that foster glood learning habits among the
underachievers. Having underscored the relevance and importance of nurturing these five
factors, the results of the current study can be seen to imply that there may be other
predictors of academic achievement that need to be investigated further such as social
support, study habits, locus of control, etcetera. Other behavioral researchers might
consider taking the study of academic achievement to a higher level. As a result of this
and further invesﬁgation of academic achievement, school counselors, teachers, and
school administrators are well-advised to develop and implement school-based
intervention schemes that foster other positive psychological variables such as self-
efficacy, sense of belongingness to the school, good relationships with the teachers and
other school authorities.

The results of the current study aiso revealed that there is no significant difference
between studying in a public or private school in terms of provision of learnihg
opportunities that enhance achievement and success in educational trajectories.
Regardless of the type of school, administrators of public and private schools should
strive for excellence in providing their students the proper resources, in inculcating the
right values, and in promoting high academic standards. Perhaps private school
authorities might look more closely at the negative implications of segregating their

students according to achievement levels and take a cue from the more heterogeneous
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system adopted by public schools. Another finding of this study pointed out that
underachievers reported high level of valuation of education goals but that this level was
still lower than that of high achievers. Future researchers may consider a longitudinal or a
qualitative study of the relationship between goal valuation and academic achievement
instead of a cross-sectional approach as used in this study. A different perspective along
with more sophisticated research instrumentation including in-depth interviewing may
bring forth more definitive findings on said relationship. This researcher recommends
that a replication of the current study should entail a wider population base and the use of
actual GPAs from school records to classify students according to academic achievement.
Alternatively, future studies may consider the national achievement test such as Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-net) as a basis for measuring achievement rather than -
simply using GPA, considering different standards used by schools in classifying

students.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Questionnaire

Part [: Demographic Questionnaire
Direction: Please put an (X) inside the bracket that corresponds to you. This
information will be strictly used for study purposes only and will be kept confidential.
1. Gender
( ) Male

( ) Female

2. Type of school
( ) Private

() Public

3. What is your cumulative GPA?

( )4.0 ( )2.5t02.99
( )3.75t0 3.99 ()20t0249
( )3.5t03.74 ( )1.5t01.99
( )3.25t03.49 ( )1.0to1.49

( )3.0t0o3.24 ( ) Less than 1.0
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SCHOOL ATTITUDE ASSESSMENT SURVEY-REVISED (SAAS-R)
© D. B. McCoach, University of Connecticut.
Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements. In

answering each question, use a range from (1) to (7) where (1) stands for strongly
disagree and (7) stands for strongly agree. Please circle only one response choice per

question.
23| 8 >3 S 8 » ° 2
Statement: PH S | ZHECSEEE | T
20 2 | =2 252 =
ZAlE |BA| =88 &% ¢ | &
1 2 3 4

1. My classes are interesting

11 Iamgoodatl arni
S

oY
i

. T concentrate on my schoolwork
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nanldinoaminemauim (x) Tudennufinssfuanudiusia eyative iensfnuuas

vz hidawoundau

1. IN§

2. anHMEUD e 15T HU
( )ipnwU
( )§3um

3.ITAUATLUMINAUT LT (GPA)

()40 () 2509299
() 3.75833.99 () 2003249
() 3.5093.74 () 1.5891.99
() 3.25043.49 () 1.0891.49

() 3.0 849 3.24 ( ) 1.0¥50 Yaunh



SCHOOL ATTITUDE ASSESSMENT SURVEY-REVISED (SAAS-R)
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Appendix C

Sample population

Academic Achievement Level * Type of School Crosstabulation

Count
Type of School Total
Private Public Private
Academic Achievement High Achiever 102 102 204
Level Low Achiever 99 102 201
Total 201 204 405
Academic Achievement Level * Gender Crosstabulation
Count
Gender Total
Male Female Male
Academic Achievement High Achiever 103 101 204
Level Low Achiever 100 101 201
Total 203 202 405
Academic Achievement Level * Orientation of School Crosstabulation
Count
Orientation of Schoo! Total
Single- Co- Single- Y
gender educationa gender
School | School School
Academic Achievement High Achiever
Level 78 126 204
Low Achiever 72 129 201
Total 150 255 405




Descriptive- dependent variables

Frequencies
Academic Achievement Level
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid  High Achiever 204 50.4 50.4 50.4
Low Achiever 201 49.6 49.6 100.0
Total 405 100.0 100.0
Frequencies
Statistics
Attitude
toward
Academic Teachers Attitude Motivation
Self- (and toward Goal or Self-
Perception Classes) School Valuation | Regulation
N Valid 405 405 405 405 405
Missing 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 4.1951 4.0684 3.9956 5.9960 4.1343
Std. Deviation 1.9661 1.7374 1.7719 9563 1.8888




GLM-Academic-self perception

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

Value
Label N
Academic Achievement 1 High
Level Achiever 204
2 Low
Achiever 201
Type of School 1 Private 201
2 Public 204

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Academic Self-Perception

Type HlI

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 1351 .252§ 3 450.418 858.373 000
Intercept 7078.637 1| 7078.637 | 13489.951 .000
ACH 1347.007 1 1347.007 | 2567.027 .000
SCHTYPE 4.378 i 4.378 8.344 004
ACH * SCHTYPE 467 1 467 .891 .346
Error 210.418 401 525
Total 8689.082 405
Corrected Total 1561.672 404

a R Squared = .865 (Adjusted R Squared = .864)



Estimated Marginal Means

1. Grand Mean

Dependent Variable: Academic Self-Perception

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound
4.181 .036 4.110 4,252

2. Academic Achievement Level

Dependent Variable: Academic Self-Perception

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic : Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever 6.005 051 5.905 6.105
Low Achiever 2.357 .051 2.257 2.458

3. Type of School

Dependent Variable: Academic Self-Perception

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
Private 4.077 .051 3.977 4178
Public 4.285 .051 4.185 4.385

4. Academic Achievement Level * Type of School

Dependent Variable: Academic Seif-Perception

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic - Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever Private 5.867 .072 5.726 6.008
Public 6.143 .072 6.002 6.284
Low Achiever Private 2.287 073 2.144 2.430
Public 2.427 072 2.286 2.568
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Profile Plots

Estimated Marginal Means

n
c

@®

o}

=

©

£

o

©

= Type of School
8 .........

w o 9 private

E N

§ 2 : [ “ Public
High Achiever Low Achiever

Academic Achievement Level

Figure 2. Estimated marginal means of academic self-perception.

GLM-Attitude toward teacher and classes

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

Value
Label N
Academic Achievement 1 High
Level Achiever 204
2 Low
Achiever 201
Type of School 1 Private 201
2 Public 204
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward Teachers (and Classes)

Type I

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 1029.012; 3 343.003 722089 000
Intercept 6663.134 1] 6663.134 | 14027.202 .000
ACH 1028.986 1] 1028986 | 2166.216 .000
SCHTYPE 1.077E-02 1| 1.077E-02 023 .880
ACH * SCHTYPE | 9931E-02 1] 9.931E-02 209 648
Ermor 190.481 401 A75
Total 7923.102 405
Corrected Total 1219.491 404

a R Squared = .844 (Adjusted R Squared = .843)

Estimated Marginal Means

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward Teachers (and Classes)

1. Grand Mean

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound
4.056 .034 3.989 4.124

2. Academic Achievement Level

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward Teachers (and Classes)

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever 5.651 .048 5.556 5.745
Low Achiever 2.462 .049 2.367 2.558
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3. Type of School

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward Teachers (and Classes)

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
Private 4.051 .049 3.956 4.147
Public 4.062 .048 3.967 4.156

4. Academic Achievement Level * Type of School

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward Teachers (and Classes)

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever Private 5.661 .068 5.527 5.795
Public 5.640 .068 5.506 5.774
Low Achijever Private 2.442 .089 2.305 2.578
Public 2.483 .068 2.349 2.617

Profile Plots

Estimated Marginal Means

N

w

Estimated Marginal Means

N

Type of School

“ Public

High Achiever

Academic Achievement Level

Low Achiever

Figure 3.. Estimated marginal means of attitude toward teacher (and classes).
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GLM-Attitude toward school

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

Value
) Label N
Academic Achievement 1 High
Level Achiever 204
2 Low
Achiever 201
Type of School 1 Private 201
2 Public 204

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward School

i

Type I

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F Sig.
Corrected Model | 865.988(a) 3 288.663 287.626 .000
Intercept 6429.017 1| 6429.017 | 6405.942 .000
ACH 864.943 1 864.943 861.838 .000
SCHTYPE .248 1 248 247 619
ACH * SCHTYPE 887 1 .887 884 .348
Error 402.444 401 1.004
Total 7734.040 405
Corrected Total 1268.432 404

a R Squared = .683 (Adjusted R Squared = .680)

Estimated Marginal Means

1. Grand Mean

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward School

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound
3.985 .050 3.887 4.082




2. Academic Achievement Level

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward School

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever 5.446 .070 5.308 5.584
Low Achiever 2.523 .071 2.384 2.662

3. Type of School

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward School

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
Private 4.009 .071 3.870 4.148
Public 3.960 .070 3.822 4.098

4. Academic Achievement Level * Type of School

Dependent Variable: Attitude toward School

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever Private 5.518 .099 5.323 5.713
Public 5.375 .099 5.180 5.570
Low Achiever Private 2.501 1101 2.303 2.699
Public 2.545 .099 2.350 2.740




Profile Plots

Estimated Marginal Means

6.0
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Figure 4.. Estimated marginal means of attitude toward school.

GLM- Goal valuation

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

Value
Label N
Academic Achievement 1 High
Level Achiever 204
2 Low
Achiever 201
Type of School 1 Private 201
2 Public 204
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Goal Valuation

Type llI

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F Sig.
Corrected Mode!l | 176.230(a) 3 58.743 121.886 .000
Intercept 14536.306 1| 14536.306 | 30161.102 .000
ACH 175.325 1 175.325 363.778 .000
SCHTYPE 509 1 .509 1.056 .305
ACH * SCHTYPE 161 1 161 334 564
Error 193.264 401 482
Total 14929.901 405
Corrected Total 369.495 404

a R Squared = .477 (Adjusted R Squared = 473)

Estimated Marginal Meahs

1. Grand Mean

Dependent Variable: Goal Valuation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound
5.992 .034 5.924 6.059

2. Academic Achievement Level

Dependent Variable: Goal Valuation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Acagemic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever 6.650 049 6.554 6.745
Low Achiever 5.333 .049 5.237 5.430




3. Type of School

Dependent Variable: Goal Valuation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
Private 6.027 .049 5.931 6.123
Public 5.956 .049 5.860 6.052

4. Academic Achievement Level * Type of School

Dependent Variable: Goal Valuation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever Private 6.665 .069 6.530 6.800
Public 6.634 .069 6.499 6.769
Low Achiever Private 5.389 .070 5.252 5.526
Public -~ 5.278 .069 5.143 5.413

Profile Plots

Estimated Marginal Means

6.8
6.6
6.4 1
6.2 1
6.0
5.8
5.6 4

54 4

Estimated Marginal Means

5.2

\ O pivate

K

Public

High Achiever

Academic Achievement | evel

Low Achiever

Figure 5.. Estimated marginal means of goal valuation.

Type of School
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GLM- Motivation/self-regulation

Univariate Analysis of Variance

Between-Subjects Factors

Value
Label N
Academic Achievement 1 High
Level Achiever 204
2
/I&(():;viever 201
Type of School 1 Private 201
2 Public 204

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Motivation or Self-Regulation

Type Hi

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 1310.922§ 3 436.976 1343.713 000
Intercept 6875.967 1| 6875.967 | 21143.784 .000
ACH 1310.325 1] 1310.325 | 4029.284 .000
SCHTYPE .783 1 .783 2.406 122
ACH* SCHTYPE | 4.017E-02 1| 4.017E-02 124 725
Error 130.405 401 .325
Total 8363.840 405
Corrected Total 1441.333 404

a R Squared = .910 (Adjusted R Squared = .909)

Estimated Marginal Means

1. Grand Mean

Dependent Variable: Motivation or Self-Regulation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper

Bound Bound Bound Bound
4.121 .028 4,065 4.176
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2. Academic Achievement Level

Dependent Variable: Motivation or Self-Regulation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever 5.920 040 5.841 5.998
Low Achiever 2.322 .040 2.243 2.401

3. Type of School

Dependent Variable: Motivation or Self-Regulation

Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper Lower Upper
Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
Private 4.077 .040 3.998 4.156
Public 4.165 .040 4.086 4.243

-

4. Academic Achievement Level * Type of School

Dependent Variable: Motivation or Self-Regulation

Mean Std. Eror | 95% Confidence Interval
Academic Lower Upper Lower Upper
Achievement Level Type of School Bound Bound Bound Bound
High Achiever Private 5.866 .056 5.755 5.977
Public 5.974 .056 5.863 6.085
Low Achiever Private 2288 057 2175 2.401
Public 2.356 .056 2.245 2.467
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Figure 6. Estimated marginal means of motivation/self-regulation.
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Appendix C

Pretest Reliability

Reliability

*xxxx% Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ******

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 50.0 N of Items = 35

Alpha = .9896

-~

Reliability

*rkxx% Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis *****

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 50.0 N of Items = 6

Alpha = .8814

FHAH** Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis **x#x

Attitude toward teacher and classes



**¥x%x Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis **¥**x

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)
Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 50.0 N of Items = 7

Alpha = .9659

ook Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis **#kx*

Fg_ELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases = 50.0 N of Items = 5

Alpha = .969

***x%%xx Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ******

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 50.0 N of Items = 5

Alpha = .9529
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pkkkx Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ***¥¥

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases =  50.0 N of Items = 10

Alpha = .9785
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Overall and subscale reliability

Reliability

Fxxxxk Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ******

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases = 404.0 | N of Items = 35
Alpha = .9899

Reliability

Fhrrkk Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis *****x

RELTABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 405.0 N of Items = 7

Alpha = .9756

Reliability

FRkxk* Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis **#***
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RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 404.0 N of Items = 6

Alpha = .9060
Reliability

*xxxxk% Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis *#¥***

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients
N of Cases = 405.0 N of Items = 10

Alpha = .9865

Reliability

**xk%% Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis **¥***
RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)
Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases = 405.0 N of Items = 7

Alpha = .9846
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Reliability

*Rrxxk Method 1 (space saver) will be used for this analysis ******

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS - SCALE (ALPHA)

Reliability Coefficients

N of Cases = 405.0 N of Items = 5

Alpha = .9758
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Amporn Na Songkhla 02-300-4543 ext. 3619, 3636



N

589 vaANUTLTa L L1570

Soy aEms

O e Talsainrsan

L oA/ veoyana
U evennuoyanzd
o <R

Tuin

uoaduYy vaanusmideiuuudisa

s

TsuSuudaduvay

86 iiadeIguaui 104672552
SUTUN 24 D8, 2552

4
U wonsu
O wieidhsamnlsza / duann/ ousu
Q/a‘ Vo

WouenI LT iD

RETR T /JH’K ....................

a < a
{adoumiy quisziasy)

o9
U dninesans /Z/F'Jw%ﬂﬂﬁ ‘
L Hhogims U Ahefvnninisou
U dheonsdy O fheusnns
ﬂsﬁaﬁmsw O ians1u
O ioszaniamy Qﬁaﬁuﬁums
WY

O AheTdsunsunuidangs (EP)

@]

O wiodsznduriug

O ieidnianlszan / dunun / susu

Qr d =Y
(Amo1un U

BEMS



501

ﬂJ?Jﬂ’J]?JS"J?JﬁE)ﬁ’ILEUUEhTJ%

v,
’O Fhodninesms
O thugsms
O fhemsdu
O ‘thefmninSou

O theusars

O ¢ English Program

O wefnsan
O

oA wiiums

..............................................

bl
O awusnsu.......
O aumdngasuaznisiSeumsaou
O nwidana

@/qm?ﬂ”ﬂ

O vz

87

dhedy1ns

(v

RUNSU 1046 /2552

Qs

SuTun 25 PUENEU 2552

QUBUT Y
smidenisen
Aulseiugann |
s ENS

augud Bell

O nguaIssmMSEOMT et

O iilens

A
meseatuau

“ v o
Mo sz I UN U

o sz gduuvia gy

(EAgnTIR IMArIITY)-
ar ¥ a
wailidhedms

Sun. oo MU0 W.A.2552

‘THF ASSUMPTION UNIVERSITY LIBRARY



s Sl T

e T s
Rebni s

LY
A A
e

S s

PRI
D

e ol SN




	Cover and Title Page
	Abstract
	Acknowledgements
	Table of Contents
	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	Chapter    I :  Introduction
	Chapter   II :  Literature Review
	Chapter  III :  Method
	Chapter  IV :  Results
	Chapter   V :  Discussion
	References
	Appendix : A
	Appendix : B
	Appendix : C

