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ABSTRACT 
The present research is of causal-comparative type. The society to be studied in the 
research is high school students of smart and non-smart schools of city of Bandar Abbas, 
among which 300 people were selected using Morgan table and the accessible sampling 
method. The method for collecting information is field type and the tool for collecting 
information is the self-efficiency questionnaire. The reliability coefficient obtained through 
execution on 30 people of the statistical society has been calculated as 0.86, and for the 
social skills, the reliability coefficient obtained through execution on 30 people of the 
statistical society was calculated as 0.76, and in addition for the Wales cognitive beliefs 
questionnaire (MCQ-30), the reliability coefficient obtained through execution on 30 
people of the statistical society has been calculated as 0.72. The data obtained from the 
research results are as follows: The results of the study on the self-efficiency of students of 
smart and non-smart schools showed that there is meaningful difference between self-
efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools and smart schools students have 
higher self-efficiency. The results of variance and T test indicated that no meaningful 
difference is seen between social skills of students of smart and non-smart schools. The 
results of variance and T test indicated that a meaningful difference is seen between 
cognitive beliefs of students of smart and non-smart schools and students of smart schools 
have higher cognitive beliefs. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Human is a social creature and relationship and familiarity with others is regarded as requirements of their 

life.  

Every environment is somehow effective on the growth and development of human talents. Community is 

regarded as one of these environments. No humans would feel comfortable having cut friendly links and 

withdrawal. Isolationism is a kind of disease and Islam has inhibited its followers from it.  

The belief in efficiency is an important factor in the constructive system of human competency. 

Accomplishment of duties by various people with similar skills in various situations is weak, average or strong 

or by a person in various situations depends on the changes in their efficiency beliefs. Skill may easily be 

influenced by self-doubt or self-hesitation. As a result, even very talented people may use their capabilities less 

if they have weak belief in themselves (Bandora, 1997). Therefore the sense of self-efficiency enables people to 

do extra ordinary things when confronting with obstacles using their skills (Wite, 1982) 

 

The research goals: 

General goal: 

The general goal of the research is to examine comparatively self-efficiency of social skills and cognitive 

beliefs of students of smart and non-smart schools of city of Bandar Abbas. 

 

Partial goals: 

Determination of the difference between self-efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools 

Determination of the difference between social skills of students of smart and non-smart schools 

Determination of the difference between cognitive beliefs of students of smart and non-smart schools 
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The research hypotheses: 

The main hypothesis: 

There is a difference between self-efficiency, social skills and cognitive beliefs of students of smart and 

non-smart schools. 

 

Partial hypotheses: 

There is a difference between self-efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools. 

There is a difference between social skills of students of smart and non-smart schools. 

There is a difference between cognitive beliefs of students of smart and non-smart schools. 

 

Background of the research: 

Sherav (2006) showed in a study, namely "Examination of the effect of ultra-cognitive skills on the 

education of sciences", that successful implementation of education depends on ultra-cognitive educations and 

cognitive beliefs. 

Broun (2001) showed in a study, namely "The relationship between ultra-cognitive skills and science 

levels", that ultra-cognitive skills have a positive and meaningful effect on the process and situation science 

method. 

Scott (2001) showed in a study, namely "The impact of ultra-cognitive skills on the reading ability of 

students", that the students acquiring ultra-cognitive education had more ability to read and comprehend.  

Mason (2000) showed in a study, namely "The impact of strategic ultra-cognitive educationon academic 

achievement of students", thatstrategic ultra-cognitive education is significantly effective on the academic 

achievement and successful accomplishment of lesson assignments of students. 

Vaneshtain andHiyom (1998)showed in a study, namely "Examination of the effect learning skills 

education and study using cognitive and ultra-cognitive strategies" that learners using ultra-cognitive skills are 

more successful and play a more active role in their academic fate.  

Kay (1992)showed in a study, namely "Examination of the effect of ultra-cognitive skills on problem 

solving", that cognitive skills have a major role in problem solving. 

Montago (1992)also showed in a study, namely "Examination of the effect of ultra-cognitive processes on 

problem solving", that ultra-cognitive skills is necessary for success in problem solving because they give 

direction to and lead cognitive strategies and processes. 

 

2-5-2 Studies conducted inside the country: 

Zahrakar, Rezazadeh and Ahghar (1389) showed in a study, namely "Examination of effectiveness of 

problem solving skill education on the self-efficiency of girl students of Rasht's high schools", that the degree of 

self-efficiency of the students receiving problem solving skill is more that the students not receiving problem 

solving skill education.  

Naghsh, Ghazi Tabatabaei and Tarkhani (1389)showed in a study, namely "The structural pattern of the 

relation between self-efficiency, perceived usefulness and academic achievement", that self-efficiency and 

perceived usefulness directly affect academic achievement through self-organizing learning.  

Kharazi (1387) showed in a study, namely "Examination of the relation between development goals, self-

efficiency and ultra-cognitive strategies", thatultra-cognitive strategies is effective on the individuals’ self-

efficiency. 

Mohsenpoor, Hejazi and Kiamensh (1387) showed in a study, namely "Relationship between mathematics 

self-efficiency, perceived usefulness of mathematics and self-regulatory strategies with mathematics 

achievements of students", that self-efficiency of mathematics, self-regulatory strategies and perceived 

usefulness have relation with mathematics achievements of both sexes. 

Madraki (1386) showed in a study, namely "Examination of the relation between teacher self-efficiency, 

students’ mathematics achievements and their performance", that teaching ultra-cognitive strategies to people 

cause their performance to develop in doing homework and academic achievement. 

Abdoos (1380) showed in a study, namely "Examination of the effect of teaching ultra-cognitive strategies 

on the nourishment of creativity of third year high school students", that teaching ultra-cognitive strategies 

causes creativity to develop. 

Ghoorchian (1378) showed in a study, namely "Effect of education and adopting ultra-cognitive strategies 

(logical and social factor)", that using ultra-cognitive strategies in classrooms provides background for scientific 

engagement, succulence, affection, construction, creativity and self-social responsibility and enhance self-

confidence.  

MousaviNejad (1376) showed in a study, namely "The relation between self-regulatory strategies of 

students and motivational beliefs", that smart students used more of cognitive strategies such as trying more to 

solve a problem and selecting challenging goals and assignments than normal students. 
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Ababaf (1375) showed in a study, namely "Effect of cognitive and ultra-cognitive skills on students’ 

academic achievement", that successful learners use cognitive skills the most.  

 

Statistical society: 

The society to be studied in this research is all high school students of smart and non-smart schools of city 

of Bandar Abbas. According to the statistics, the number of smart schools in the city of Bandar Abbas is equal 

to 36, where 4860 students are studying. In addition, the number of non-smart schools in the city of Bandar 

Abbas is equal to 85, where 29640 students are studying.  

 

Sampling method and sample volume: 

300 people of the statistical society are selected using Morgan table and the accidental-category sampling 

method. 

 

Data analysis methods and tools: 

In order to analyze the research data, descriptive statistical indexes like (frequency, percentage, mean, 

standard deviation,…), inferential statistics using T formula of independent groups and variance analysis is 

used. The data obtained from the research will be analyzed using SPSS software. 

 

The research findings: 

According to the below table, 50 percent of the respondents were studying in smart schools and the other 50 

percent were studying in non-smart schools. This shows that respondent cooperated in the completion of the 

questionnaire with equal proportions. 
 

Table 1: related to characteristics of type of the school 

 Number Percent True percent Cummulative percent 

Smart 150 50.0 50.0 50.0 

Non-Smart 150 50.0 50.0 100 

Sum 300 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 2: related to descriptive statistics of self-efficiency 

 Number Mean Standard 

deviation 

Standard 

deviation error 

Distance and mean at 

95% certainty level 

Minimum maximum 

Low 

bound 

Higher 

band 

Smart 150 3.5388 0.57748 0.04715 3.4457 3.6320 2.41 4.76 

Non-

smart 

150 3.4773 0.52950 0.04323 3.3918 3.5627 1.76 4.94 

Sum 300 3.5080 0.55394 0.03198 3.4451 3.5710 1.76 4.94 

 

The above table is related to the descriptive statistics of self-efficiency where a mean of 3.5388 and 

standard deviation of 0.57748 was obtained for 150 students of smart schools. In addition, the minimum and 

maximum obtained grade for smart schools was respectively 2.41 and 4.76. 

For 150 students of non-smart schools, 3.4773 and 0.52950 was respectively obtained for the mean and 

standard deviation of self-efficiency.  

 
Table 3: related to the descriptive statistics of social skills 

 Number Mean Standard 

deviation 

Standard 

deviation error 

Distance and mean at 

95% certainty level 

Minimum maximum 

Low 
bound 

Higher 
band 

Smart 150 3.0766 0.33463 0.02732 3.0226 3.1306 1.79 3.96 

Non-

smart 

150 3.0882 0.29582 0.02415 3.0405 3.1360 2.30 3.77 

Sum 300 3.0824 0.31535 0.01821 3.0466 3.1182 1.79 3.96 

 

The above table is related to the descriptive statistics of social skills where a mean of 3.0766 was obtained 

for 150 students of smart schools. In addition, the minimum and maximum obtained grade for smart schools was 

respectively 1.79 and 3.96. 

For 150 students of non-smart schools, the minimum and maximum obtained grade was respectively 2.30 

and 3.77. 

 
Table 5: related to examination of uniformity of self-efficiency variance 

Meaning level df2 df1 statistic 

0.057 298 1 3.649 
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The above table is for the examination of uniformity of variance. If the p value (0.0604) of F which is 

obtained with an output meaning level is high, the assumption of variance uniformity is accepted. 

 
Table 6: Results of single variable analysis of self-efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools 

 sum of squares degree of freedom mean of squares F meaning level 

intergroup 0.248 1 0.284 0.926 0.337 

withing group 91.464 298 0.307   

sum 91.749 299    

 

The above table is related to variance analysis, in which the most important part is the value of F. High 

value of F (0.926) and low value of meaning level which is the same of p value (0.337) causes the assumption of 

mean of the two student groups not being the same is accepted and indicates that self-efficiency variable has 

been effective on the students of smart and non-smart schools.  

 
Table 7: independent t test 

t test for equlity of tool statistic test for variance 

equality 

 

distance from 

difference with 
95% certainty 

standard 

deviation 
error 

mean of 

difference 

meaning 

level (2-
tailed) 

df T meaning 

level 

F  

high low 

0.1874 -

0.06432 

0.06397 0.06157 0.337 298 0.962 0.057 3.649 equal variance 

0.18747 -

0.06433 

0.06397 0.06157 0.337 295.786 0.962   self-efficiency 

assumpation  

 

According to the above table, the independent t test for self-efficiency of students of both smart and non-

smart schools is reported. According to the results of the table, a meaningful difference is seen between self-

efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools and students of smart schools have higher self-efficiency 

(P>0.05 and t=0.962). 

 
Table 8: is related to examination of differences of social skills 

distance and mean at 
95% certainty level 

standar deviation 
erro 

standard deviation mean number  

high 

bound 

low 

bound 

3.1306 3.0226 0.02732 0.33463 3.0766 150 smart schools 

3.1360 3.0405 0.02415 0.29582 3.0882 150 non-smart schools 

3.1182 3.0466 0.01821 0.31535 3.0824 300 sum 

 

It can be said that there is no meaningful difference between social skills grade of the two groups of smart 

and non-smart schools. 
 

Table 9: T test of social skill variableIndependent samples test 

t test for equlity of tool statistics test for 

equlity of variance 

 

distance from the 
difference with certainty 

level of 95% 

standard 
deviation 

error 

mean of 
difference 

meaning 
level (2 

tailed) 

Df t meaning 
level 

F  

high low 

0.06014 

 

 
 

0.06014 

-0.08347 

 

 
 

-0.08347 

0.03647 

 

 
 

0.03647 

-0.01163 

 

 
 

-0.01163 

0.75 

 

 
 

0.75 

298 

 

 
 

293.583 

-0.319 

 

 
 

-0.319 

0.604 

 

 
 

0.614 

0.269 

 

 
 

0.269 

equal 

variance 

social skill 
assumpati

on 

 

Based on the results of the above table, no meaningful difference is seen between social skills of students of 

smart and non-smart schools (p>0.05,t=-0.319). 

 
Table 10: The result of the single variable analysis of cognitive beliefs of students of smart and non-smart schools 

 sum of squares degree of freedom mean of squares F meaning level 

inter group 0.396 1 0.396 0.686 0.408 

within group 171.236 297 0.577   

sum 171.632 298    
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High value of F (0.686) and low value of meaning level (0.408), which is the same as p value, causes the 

assumption of two student groups mean not being the same is accepted and indicates that cognitive beliefs 

variables have been effective on the students of smart and non-smart schools. 

 
Table 11: To examine differences of cognitive beliefs variable 

distance and mean at 

95% certainty level 

standard deviation 

error 

standard deviation mean number  

high 
bound 

low 
bound 

3.6488 3.3955 0.06407 0.78211 3.5221 149 smart schools 

3.7136 3.4761 0.06009 0.73597 3.5949 150 non-smart schools 

3.6450 3.4723 0.04389 0.75891 3.5586 299 sum 

 

In addition, in the above table there is a difference between mean, their standard deviation errors, p value 

and certainty level of 95% of the two groups. In other words, it can be said that there is a meaningful difference 

between the grade of cognitive beliefs of the groups of smart and non-smart schools. 

 
Table 12: Independent t test Independent samples test 

t test for equlity of tool statistics test for 
equlity of variance 

 

distance from the 

difference with certainty 
level of 95% 

standard 

deviation 
error 

mean of 

difference 

meaning 

level (2 
tailed) 

Df t meaning 

level 

F  

high low 

0.10010 

 
 

 

0.10013 

-0.24558 

 
 

 

-0.24562 

0.08782 

 
 

 

0.08784 

-0.07274 

 
 

 

-0.07274 

0.408 

 
 

 

0.408 

297 

 
 

 

295.656 

-0.828 

 
 

 

-0.828 

0.685 

 
 

 

 

0.165 

 
 

 

 

equal 

variance 
cognitive 

beliefs 

assumpati
on 

 

Based on the results of the above table, a meaningful difference is seen between cognitive beliefs of 

students of smart and non-smart schools (p>0.05,t=-0.828). 

 

Discussion and conclusion: 

The first hypothesis: there is meaningful difference between self-efficiency of students of smart and non-smart 

schools: 

As theresults of the research about self-efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools showed, a 

meaningful difference is seen between self-efficiency of students of smart and non-smart schools and students of 

smart schools have higher self-efficiency (p>0.05, t=0.962). 

And average of scores of self-efficiency of smart schools students had better conditions in comparison with 

non-smart schools students. 

 

The second hypothesis: There is a meaningful difference between social skills of students of smart and non-

smart schools: 

Based on the findings of the research, the results of variance and t test indicated that no meaningful 

difference is seen between social skills of students of smart and non-smart schools (p>0.05, t=-0.319). In order 

to justify this finding, it should be said that the role of social skills in the development and health of people 

needs a revision of methods of educative, domestic and educational planning of education and training and 

security of social environments. 

 

The third hypothesis: There is a meaningful difference between cognitive beliefs of students of smart and non-

smart schools: 

Based on the research findings, the result of variance and t test indicated that a meaningful difference is 

seen between cognitive beliefs of students of smart and non-smart schools (p>0.05, t=-0.828). 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Aghazadeh, M and M. Ahadian, 1377. Theoretical foundations and applications of education of ultra-

cognition theory, Tehran: Peyvand press. 

Arianpoor, M., 1385. English to Persian dictionary, Tehran, Jahan Rayaneh, Sixth edition, Volume 2. 

AHmadi, H., M. Virjiniari, 1387. Electronic Education, Tehran, Iran’s center of industrial education and 

research. 



863 

 

 

Smith, F and G. Holfish, 1982. Logical Thinking, Translated by Ali Shariatmadari (1371). Tehran: Samt 

press. 

Eronson, A., 2009. Social Psychology, HosseinShekarshekan, Tehran, Roshd, Seventh edition. 

Elson, M., P. Herargahanan, 1389. An introduction to learning theories, translator: Ali Akbar Seyf, Tehran, 

Doran press, edition 15. 

Biabangard, A., 1381. An analysis of ultra cognition and cognitive therapy, cognitive sciences news, 54-

67(4). 

Bedar, L., Z. Vazil, L. Lamarsh, 2008. Social Psychology, HamzehGanji, Tehran 1389, Savalan, seventh 

edition. 

Brous, K., 2009. Sociology Foundations, Gholam Abbas Tavassoli and Reza Fazel, Tehran, Samt, 1389, 

22th edition. 

Parsa, M., 1383. Modern Psychology Background, Tehran, Besat press, 20
th

 edition, 

Tredgold, 1937. Insufficient mind growth condition, translation by Ahmad Mahmoudpoor, Tehran, Nasr 

press, second edition. 

Tourchian, N., 1379. Details of teaching method as well as a comprehensive framework for professional 

trainin, education and training ministry, international scientific cooperation office, first edition, Vol. 1. 

Hamidipour, R., 1387. Examination of the relation between school’s atmosphere and individual efficiency 

of advisor and school, Psychology master degree dissertation, Teacher Training University of Tehran. 

Hossein Chari, F and A. Delavari, 1385. Comparison of social skills of hard of hearing students of 

consolidated and exceptional schools, Psychology and Training Sciences Journal, 35: 2. 

Kharazi and Kamali, 1387. Examination of the relation between development goals, self-efficiency and 

ultra-cognitive strategies, Psychology and training sciences journal of Tehran University, 38(3): 69-87. 

Madraki, A., 1386. Factors affecting academic achievement of students of first to third grade secondary 

school of the country in mathematics lesson and training researches session, Period 7. 

Bandura  A., 1982.  Self-efficacy  mechanism  in  human  agency,J  American Psychology. 

Benight, Charles C؛  Bandura,  Albert, 2004.  Social cognitive theory of posttraumatic recovery:  the role of 

perceived self-efficacy,  Behaviour Research and Therapy. 

Bosscher, R.J., J.H. Smit, 1998. Confirmator  analysis  of  the  general  self-efficacy  scale, Behavior 

research and teraphy. 

Mc Evoy j., R. Mc Conkey, 1983. Phy Activities of mcntally handicapped children at home and mothers 

pereeption of play int. J Rehabil Res., 6(2). 

Maddux, J.E., 2002. Self- efficacy: the power of believing  you can.The handbook of positive psychology. 

Newyork: oxford university press.  

Mecacci, L., 2005. Cognitive failures, metacognitive beliefs and aging. Personality and Individual 

Differences. 

Mecacci,  L.,  S. Righi and G. Rocchetti, 2006. Cognitive failures and circadian typology.Personality and 

Individual Differences. 

Moores, Trevor.  T؛ Chang, Jerry, Chan Jon؛ Smith, Deborah, 2006. Clarifying the role of self-efficacy and  

metacognition  as  predictors  of  performance: construct development and test, The data bace for advances in 

information systems. 


