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Abstract

:

Background: Although past research highlights the impact of self-efficacy on university students’ learning motivation, examining potential links with specific types of learning conformity is limited. The current study examined associations between Chinese university students’ perceived self-efficacy and learning conformity across different types of learning motivation.Methods: A total of 339 Chinese university students were surveyed using the General Self-Efficacy Scale and the Learning Conformity Scale. Multiple regression models were constructed to focus on the mechanisms of general self-efficacy on learning conformity. Results: (1) There are three types of learning conformity: learning abidance, learning obedience, and learning compliance. (2) General self-efficacy has a negative effect on learning obedience. In contrast, it positively affects learning abidance and learning compliance. (3) The general self-efficacy of girls is lower than that of boys. Still, girls are more likely to be motivated to learn compliance than boys. Conclusions: The study reveals that it is essential to stimulate students’ motivation to learn abidance to love learning from the inside out; to improve girls’ self-efficacy; to raise students’ awareness of self-respect and self-development; and to encourage self-approval in public institutions.






Keywords:


general self-efficacy; learning conformity; multiple regression models; gender differences












1. Introduction


Conformity is a widespread psychosocial phenomenon. The earliest research on conformity can be traced back to 1759, when Adam Smith understood conformity as herding, also known as herd behavior, in his book The Theory of Moral Sentiments [1]. In recent years, conformity has been the subject of many classic studies in higher education [2]. Of particular concern is research regarding conformity, which is also critical to university students’ learning [3]. Several studies show that the study of learning conformity focuses on exploring the internal psychological laws of university students’ learning [4]. Learning conformity reflects the differences in learning motivation of different student groups and has important practical significance for motivating students to learn and generate learning gains [5]. There is some controversy regarding the concept of conformity, however. Based on behaviorist psychology, some scholars define conformity as individuals being influenced by social pressure to produce behaviors consistent with that of others [6]. Based on information processing psychology, some scholars define conformity as the motivated choice of behavior of individuals influenced by social information [7]. Some scholars divide conformity into compliance and acceptance [8], and others split conformity into compliance, obedience, and acceptance [9]. Surprisingly, current research is vague about the definition of learning conformity. Therefore, this paper defines learning conformity by drawing on the definition of conformity from information-processing psychology. Learning conformity refers to the motivated selective behavior of university students influenced by social information. Concerning the importance of motivation, researchers have noted that people with high levels of motivation are more likely to succeed in harsh learning situations or high-stress social situations, and are also more likely to achieve their dreams [10,11,12].



To investigate the current status of learning conformity among Chinese university students, we designed the Learning Conformity Scale (see the research methods section for basic information about the study design and population). During the scale design process, we found that there were indeed significant motivational differences in university students’ learning behaviors. Some students believe that learning is to achieve ideals and values, some believe learning is only a task at this stage, and some believe learning is a lifelong hobby. The individual cognitive and behavioral contradictions behind such differences in learning motivation are considered. However, there are also gender differences in subjects’ interpretations and feedback about learning motivation. Thus, we argue that university students’ motivations to learn conformist behaviors depends on individual differences and are influenced by multiple factors.



Based on the scale study and previous studies in the literature, the present study sought to explore the classification of motivational differences in learning conformity and the reasons that may influence differences in learning conformity. To elaborate on the significance and value of this study in more detail, we explored the causal relationships and mechanisms of learning conformity among university students in the following aspects: learning motivation, self-efficacy, and gender differences.



1.1. Learning Conformity Research


The definition of learning conformity noted above refers to motivating behaviors influenced by social information. However, scholars’ current research regarding learning conformity has focused on two main areas: social learning and individual learning. Within the social learning framework, some scholars point out that conformity promotes the development of a culture based on the social learning perspective, and that learning conformity behaviors evolve when the only problem faced by individuals is the cooperation dilemma [13]. Within the framework of individual learning, Levett-Jones et al. examined nursing students’ conformity behaviors in clinical placements, noting that nursing students need to adapt to the normative behaviors of the professional team, comply with clinical requirements, and become confident practitioners [14]. Fukushima and Sharp et al. argued that compared to American college students, Japanese college students were less likely to be transgressors [15]. This means that they are more likely to develop conformity behaviors. The above studies affirm the critical value of learning conformity research, but few studies delineate the psychological motivation for learning conformity.



Based on this, we found that learning conformity can be categorized into learning abidance, obedience, and compliance, drawing on scholarly classifications of conformity. In particular, learning abidance refers to the process of students’ internalized interest in and enjoyment of learning, where cognition and behavior align. Learning obedience is the process students learn to avoid being punished by authority, where cognition is inconsistent with behavior [16]. Learning compliance is how students learn to make their family and friends happy; again, cognition and behavior are inconsistent [17].




1.2. Learning Motivation Research


Motivation is the direct cause of student learning; motivation directly causes or sustains student learning behavior [18]. University students’ learning motivations are affected by personal cognition. Since the 1980s, scholars have studied the relationship between general self-efficacy and learning motivation [19]. These studies show that general self-efficacy not only affects an individual’s intrinsic motivation and behavior, but also affects an individual’s psychological endurance, academic achievement, growth, and development in a positive way. Generally, students with higher self-efficacy tend to have a more substantial academic level, learning ability, and apparent learning motivation [20].



Some scholars have also gradually begun to observe the relationship between academic motivation and academic conformity. Specifically, students who have a passion for academics and pursue them tend to produce conformity behaviors to cutting-edge educational issues more readily than students without academic pursuits [21].




1.3. Self-Efficacy Research


Although learning conformity is consistently associated with the self-awareness of university students, school policy pressure, social pressure, self-development, and academic success, research linking subcontracts of learning conformity and a specific perception of self-efficacy is more limited [22,23,24]. There is no research regarding the relationship between general self-efficacy and learning conformity in the current literature. This study begins to fills that gap.



American psychologist Bandura first proposed the concept of self-efficacy [25]. Self-efficacy is an individual’s subjective judgment and evaluation about whether they can achieve a specific accomplishment or complete a particular job [26]. It has been noted that self-efficacy is not simply a verbal expression of university students based on their self-perception and self-competence; it is produced via cognitive processing, and individuals with different self-efficacies produce different motivated behaviors for learning [27]. General self-efficacy, as the inner cognition of individual subjective achievement and competence, may affect the motivation choice of university students to learn conformity [28]. Some studies note that higher self-efficacy has an increased degree of influence on individual health conformity [29,30].




1.4. Gender Differences Research


There is also evidence of the importance of gender difference [31,32]. Gender issues are a long-standing issue in the training of college students. Numerous studies in the West show that gender differences are evident in academic performance, motivation, and motivation, with males often having an advantage [33]. Guided by situational expectation values and mindset theory, Lee and Yu et al. examined undergraduate physics courses and found that girls are more likely to be affected by fixed mindsets, which damage their self-efficacy and self-confidence in physics learning [34]. Kalender and Marshman et al. noted that girls have lower self-efficacy and motivation in physics learning than in high school students [35]. However, some studies do not support this finding. Dökme et al. examined female science and engineering students’ basis for learning in STEM fields. The purpose of female science education students in STEM fields can be considered long-term sustainable and pervasive impact, as they are potential future educators [36]. Patall and Steingut examined differences in academic achievement and motivation in science studies between girls and boys in high school; no significant differences were found in biology courses [37].



Using a sample of Chinese university students, we aim to replicate and extend past research linking self-efficacy to learning conformity. This study adds to the literature by raising the limited body of research regarding the social information that influences university students’ learning motivation (i.e., self-efficacy information) as they relate to learning conformity, as well as examining the classification of motivations for learning conformity. Based on the above analysis, current studies emphasize the influence of self-efficacy on learning motivation; however, few focus on the effect of general self-efficacy on learning conformity. At the same time, it can be seen that gender differences in different learning situations are distinct; however, studies of learning conformity rarely involve gender differences. This study considers exploring the differences in learning conformity and general self-efficacy among university students of different genders significant.



In summary, this study has three primary objectives: 1. To investigate the motivation classification of university students’ learning conformity behavior. 2. To explore the relationship between self-efficacy and learning conformity. 3. To ascertain the gender difference. In addition, this study has two research hypotheses. First, self-efficacy positively affects learning conformity, but affects different types of learning conformity separately. Second, gender makes a difference in both self-efficacy and learning conformity.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Participants and Procedure


The sample size for the university student learning conformity study was first determined based on a priori power analysis, setting α fixed at the conventional level of 0.05 and powers of 0.80 [27], as well as assuming a small effect size (r = 0.20) [27]. The power analysis indicated that the minimum sample size required for this study was n = 194.



Study participants are undergraduate students enrolled in Chinese universities recruited through convenience sampling. Students from five universities in Shenyang, northeastern China, were randomly selected from November 2021 to January 2022. Participants came from Northeastern University, Liaoning University, Agricultural University, Polytechnic University, and Architectural University. In our survey, participants could withdraw at any point without being required to complete the questionnaire.



The researchers invited Chinese university students to participate in the ‘Conformity’ study via an email containing a link to the online survey. Recipients were asked to share the online invitation with their classmates by posting the ‘Conformity’ study link on their social networking platforms. Each student provided informed consent by clicking on the tab: “Yes, I agree to participate in the ‘Conformity’ study”. The final group of 390 undergraduates was recruited at random again. Fifty-one responses were deemed insufficient, with at least 20% of the items left unanswered. Therefore, only 339 subjects were eligible for the final analysis, resulting in an 86.9% valid response rate. Throughout, all participants’ information was guaranteed to remain anonymous and confidential. The Ethics Committee of the Northeastern University of China approved this study.



Participant data for 339 university students (19.35 ± 2.62 years old, from freshman to senior year, 39% male and 51% female) were analyzed. Several indicators were also examined: 168 students attended double-degree universities; 171 students attended traditional institutions; 51% of students were from urban areas; and 49% of students were from rural regions. The gender classification in the sample is well balanced and represents the robustness of the data. Disciplines include 98 humanities and social sciences students, 111 students in engineering and technology, and 130 students in agricultural subjects. The sample analysis of students’ family situations shows a balanced distribution of parents’ income, which is in line with general societal income. The distribution of parents’ education levels also reflects the education level of different societal groups and indicates the reasonableness of data selection.




2.2. Measures


The questionnaire used in this paper contains the following three main parts.



(1) Personal basic information questionnaire.



The respondents’ basic personal, professional, and family information are considered. This part of the questionnaire covers personal information about gender, grade, place of origin, school level and major, as well as basic family information including father’s education level, mother’s education level, and total monthly family income.



(2) General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES).



The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSES) was revised and tested by Schwarzer [38]. The scale was scored on a 4-point Likert scale, with one being wholly incorrect and four being entirely correct; the sum of all the items scored was the General Self-Efficacy Score, with the total score ranging from 10 to 40. The reliability and validity results of the scale applied to this paper showed that the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.982, the KMO value was 0.978, and the Bartlett test p-value was 0.000, indicating that the scale has good reliability and validity. International contexts have extensively used the GSES scale. The literature indicates that the Chinese version of the GSES is also reliable and valid when administered to Chinese populations [39].



(3) Motivation for Learning Conformity Scale.



In designing the survey items, reference was made to research conformity classification in the Scientific Research Conformity Scale (SRC) proposed by Song et al. [40], as well as the “conformity scale of students using Facebook” in the Facebook Conformity Scale (FCS) offered by Sun et al. [2]. A 5-point Likert scale, including the ranking of “strongly adherent, moderately adherent, average, somewhat non-adherent, and strongly non-adherent”, was designed. The higher the score, the greater the tendency to comply with the behavior. The items were categorized as learning abidance (7), learning obedience (6), and learning compliance (5), for a total of 18 items. Sample items from the Learning Conformity Scale constructs are shown in Table 1.



The exploratory factor analysis (EFA) resulted in a KMO statistic of 0.93, and Bartlett’s spherical test (p < 0. 001) also possessed statistical significance (supplementary Table S1). Using Kaiser’s research, a KMO value greater than 0.80 is more consistent with factor analysis [41]; the KMO of the learning conformity scale fits this criterion perfectly. The final three factors were extracted: learning abidance, containing five items with factor loadings between 0.89 and 0.91, and an explanatory variable of 37.5%; learning obedience, containing five items with factor loadings between 0.88 and 0.89, and an explanatory variable of 28.2%; and learning compliance, containing four items with factor loadings between 0.81 and 0.91, and an explanatory variable of 21.3%. Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.93 across the instrument was more significant than the 0.70 recommended by Ledyard [42].



This was followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The overall model fit test revealed that χ 2 (74) = 0.963 and p = 0.57 were statistically significant. The model fit indicators also yielded CFI = 1, GFI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.00, and RMR = 0.05, all of which met the criterion of a good fit [43]. Table 2 shows that the three factors’ composite reliability (CR) ranged from 0.93 to 0.97, and AVE ranged from 0.78 to 0.88. This indicates that the learning conformity scale has good reliability and validity [44]. As for discriminant validity, learning abidance was 0.921, learning obedience was 0.938, and learning compliance was 0.886, indicating that the scale has relatively good discriminant validity (Table 3).




2.3. Data Analysis


First, we performed a descriptive analysis and definition of the variables used in the OLS model as a basis for determining the model data.



Second, we used OLS regression analysis with SPSS 23.0 software, designed by the American International Business Machines Corporation (IBM) headquartered in Armonk, NY, USA. The dependent variables were learning abidance, learning obedience, and learning compliance; the independent variable was self-efficacy. Control variables included place of origin, parental income, and parental education. Statistical significance was determined by p < 0.05. Using OLS regression, the relationship between the dependent and independent variables can be represented, and significance can be determined.



Next, gender differences were explored in this study; the method adopted was ANOVA analysis, and the software was SPSS 23.0. The technique focuses on the variability of X for Y, where X is fixed category data and Y is quantitative data. In this paper, X is male and female, and Y is learning conformity and self-efficacy. In the detailed analysis, p-values were analyzed first, and if p < 0.05, the groups showed differences; specific differences were then compared to the mean. Data analysis and processing steps are illustrated in Figure 1 to address these questions.





3. Results


3.1. Variable Setting


This section sets and describes the variables used in the OLS regression; the primary setting criteria are shown in Table 4. First, the dependent variables in the multiple regression model were learning abidance, obedience, and compliance. The values taken are the average scores of the scale questions. Second, an independent self-efficacy variable takes the value of the total score on the scale combined. Third, the values of the remaining variables, such as place of origin, grade, and subject, are dummy variables expressed as continuous scores. The table also reflects all variables’ mean and standard deviation.




3.2. Regression Analyses


First, self-efficacy was used as an independent variable for OLS regression analysis, and was studied using the robust standard error regression method. As seen in Table 5, the model r-squared value of 0.642 implies that these indicators can explain 64.24% of the change in learning abidance. When the F-test was performed, the model passed the F-test (F = 165.010, p = 0.000 < 0.05). Self-efficacy had a significant positive effect on learning abidance (t = 18.347, p = 0.000 < 0.01). Place of origin had a significant negative effect on learning abidance (t = −12.579, p = 0.000 < 0.01). Parental monthly income significantly positively affects learning abidance (t = 2.119, p = 0.034 < 0.05), as do father’s education (t = 2.921, p = 0.003 < 0.01) and mother’s education (t = 3.690, p = 0.000 < 0.01).



Second, OLS regression analysis was conducted with self-efficacy as the independent variable, and learning obedience as the dependent variable. As seen in Table 6, the model R-squared value is 0.657, implying that these indicators can explain 65.71% of the change in learning obedience. When the F-test was performed, the model passed the F-test (F = 104.601, p = 0.000 < 0.05). Self-efficacy had a significant negative effect on learning obedience (t = −14.963, p = 0.000 < 0.01). Place of origin significantly positively affects learning obedience (t = 21.704, p = 0.000 < 0.01), as do parental monthly income (t = 3.149, p = 0.002 < 0.01) and mother’s education (t = 2.444, p = 0.015 < 0.05).



Third, OLS regression analysis was conducted with self-efficacy as the independent variable and learning compliance as the dependent variable. As shown in Table 7, the model R-squared value is 0.692, implying that these indicators can explain 69.16% of learning compliance change. When the F-test was performed, the model passed the F-test (F = 74.277, p = 0.000 < 0.05). Self-efficacy had a significant positive relationship with learning compliance (t = 12.084, p = 0.000 < 0.01). Place of origin significantly negatively affects learning compliance (t = −13.972, p = 0.000 < 0.01), as do parental monthly income (t = −6.054, p = 0.000 < 0.01), father’s education (t = −4.047, p = 0.000 < 0.01), and mother’s education (t = −2.747, p = 0.006 < 0.01).




3.3. Gender Differences


The results of the ANOVA are provided in Table 8. According to the requirements of the ANOVA, it is clear that gender differences are significant only in self-efficacy (F = 4.367, p = 0.000 < 0.01) and learning compliance (F = 1.073, p = 0.000 < 0.01). No differences were reflected in learning abidance and obedience (p > 0.05). Once significance was determined, the differences in variance were reflected by the comparison of means. Gender for learning compliance showed that the mean for male students (6.2) was lower than the mean for female students (15.87). Figure 2 and Figure 3 show visual plots of gender differences in self-efficacy and learning compliance.





4. Discussion


4.1. Classification of Learning Conformity


Regarding the first research question, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed that the learning conformity scale can be divided into learning abidance, learning obedience, and learning compliance. At the same time, the Learning Conformity Scale has good reliability and discriminant validity. Although previous studies investigated the classification of conformity, there is still a lack of specific exploration of the types of learning conformity [45,46].



Some scholars classify conformity as rational or irrational, while others classify conformity as acceptance, compliance, and obedience [8,9,47]. Unlike previous studies, this study categorizes learning conformity as learning abidance, learning obedience, and learning compliance, based on exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). This division is more meaningful not only at the data level, but also in confirming that learning conformity behavior is formed by the influence of different learning motivations. It supports the link between learning conformity and learning motivation research at the theoretical level.




4.2. The Association between Self-Efficacy and Learning Conformity


Regarding the second research question, self-efficacy positively affects learning conformity. This was inconsistent with expectations, as self-efficacy affects different types of learning conformity in various orientations. However, previous studies investigated the effect of general self-efficacy on student motivation and concluded that general self-efficacy significantly affects learning motivation [24,48,49]. Unlike previous studies, this paper concludes that general self-efficacy has a negative effect on learning obedience and a positive impact on learning abidance and learning compliance. The authority of the teacher is related to students’ motivation and self-efficacy—the more authoritative the teacher, the lower the students’ self-efficacy and motivation to learn [50]. As individual self-efficacy represents students’ self-confidence and self-awareness in schooling, external rewards and punishments in school tend not to affect the self-awareness of students with higher general self-efficacy [51]; therefore, general self-efficacy will negatively affect learning obedience. This is consistent with our hypothesis, from which we also hypothesize that individual self-efficacy differences manifest differently in learning behaviors; this indirectly confirms the importance of self-efficacy in terms of personal growth and motivation to learn [28,52,53].




4.3. Differences by Gender


The third research question concerns differences in self-efficacy and learning conformity by gender. Interestingly, the general self-efficacy of female college students was lower than that of male students. Still, female students were more likely to be motivated to learn to comply [35]. University students are at an essential stage of self-awareness, individual development, and thinking metamorphosis; their cognition of the subject, psychological development, and cognitive tendencies are more malleable [37]. If they are faced with insufficient family support or negative educational regulation, low self-efficacy phenomena, such as low self-esteem and self-denial, may occur [54]. The results of this study side-step the glass ceiling phenomenon, in which families and society expect different things from male and female students in university due to the traditional Chinese cultural stereotype that male students are better at studies and careers [55]. It is widely believed that female students are not worthy of study or cannot achieve higher levels of success after graduation. This traditional social perception can lead to negative cues for girls about their academic and professional careers, resulting in lower self-efficacy. Some studies note that young girls are more likely to fall into traditional gender roles due to less social experience [56]. However, the analysis in this paper shows that there is no gender difference in girls’ motivation to pursue a love of learning or to achieve personal goals after receiving a university education. This also reflects that education will allow girls to advance in their cognitive and emotional pursuits.



Even though many girls still choose to study hard to meet the expectations of their families or friends, it is a fact that getting a university education will weaken gender inequality [57].



On the one hand, families should pay attention to leadership and the cultivation of self-confidence in the process of encouraging and educating their children, and should also pay more attention to valuable guidance, and the individual academic needs and social expectations of girls to avoid a greater gender bias in their theoretical support for their children. Further, because girls are instilled with more family awareness through traditional Chinese family parenting, they are more likely to be influenced by their parents or relatives to produce cognitive differences [58]. On the other hand, we advocate targeted family education for college students. We should actively promote proper guidance for parents regarding college students’ academic performance, academic development, and academic planning [59] to enhance their children’s self-efficacy and correct academic motivation. Moreover, university students’ learning motivation and academic development plans are not static, but will show dynamic development with changes in an educational environment, family support, and individual cognition [60]. University teachers should also provide targeted guidance to convey social and career aspirations more clearly to students to develop correct academic perceptions and motivation.




4.4. Practical Application


Knowing that differences in self-efficacy affect learning motivation, this study has important implications for cognitive differences in learning motivation across university students, as well as practical applications for self-efficacy to motivate students to comply with learning. Furthermore, future researchers may focus not only on self-efficacy as an important factor in students’ internal cognition, but also on the influence of external factors on students’ motivation to learn to comply. From this point of view, the development of student conformity behavior is influenced by a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic factors. This study will advance the practical implications of “behavioral and cognitive” research on student learning.





5. Conclusions


These findings add to the growing body of evidence showing the importance of positive self-efficacy and its association with student learning motivation. Additionally, differences in the school environment will affect the learning conformity behaviors of individuals differently, which will in turn lead to individual differences in learning motivation. Therefore, in the face of the immediate learning demands of university students, universities, society, and families should pay attention to positively guiding the learning natures of university students. This can be accomplished by enhancing the exploration of the nature of “student-centered” education, stimulating students’ motivation to learn from the inside out and love learning, and realizing the academic mission of university students empowered by society and the times. Further, the management mode of university education in public colleges and universities should pay more attention to students’ psychological development, basic learning aspirations, and self-growth aspirations. This will enhance the rise of self-respect, self-development, and self-approval consciousness of students in public colleges and universities by increasing their level of schooling.
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Lee, H.; Yu, S.L.; Kim, M.; Koenka, A.C. Concern or comfort with social comparisons matter in undergraduate physics courses: Joint consideration of situated expectancy-value theory, mindsets, and gender. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 2021, 67, 102023. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kalender, Z.Y.; Marshman, E.; Schunn, C.D.; Nokes-Malach, T.J.; Singh, C. Damage caused by women’s lower self-efficacy on physics learning. Phys. Rev. Phys. Educ. Res. 2020, 16, 010118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dökme, İ.; Açıksöz, A.; Koyunlu Ünlü, Z. Investigation of STEM fields motivation among female students in science education colleges. Int. J. STEM Educ. 2022, 9, 8. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Patall, E.A.; Steingut, R.R.; Freeman, J.L.; Pituch, K.A.; Vasquez, A.C. Gender disparities in students’ motivational experiences in high school science classrooms. Sci. Educ. Salem Mass 2018, 102, 951–977. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schwarzer, R.; Mueller, J.; Greenglass, E. Assessment of perceived general self-efficacy on the internet: Data collection in cyberspace. Anxiety Stress Coping 1999, 12, 145–161. Available online: https://go.exlibris.link/dNMm0Km1 (accessed on 20 May 2022). [CrossRef]

	



Li, Y.; Li, G.-X.; Yu, M.-L.; Liu, C.-L.; Qu, Y.-T.; Wu, H. Association Between Anxiety Symptoms and Problematic Smartphone Use Among Chinese University Students: The Mediating/Moderating Role of Self-Efficacy. Front. Psychiatry 2021, 12, 581367. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Song, G.; Wang, S. Process and attribution analysis of social conformity. Soc. Sci. 2019, 12, 72–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaiser, H.F. An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika 1974, 39, 31–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tucker, L. Psychometric theory: General and specific. Psychometrika 1955, 20, 267–271. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hu, L.-T.; Bentler, P.M. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. 1999, 6, 1–55. Available online: https://go.exlibris.link/R48WrGkh (accessed on 20 May 2022). [CrossRef]

	



Bagozzi, R.P.; Yi, Y. On the evaluation of structural equation models. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 1988, 16, 74–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Egan-Wyer, C.; Muhr, S.L.; Rehn, A. On startups and doublethink—Resistance and conformity in negotiating the meaning of entrepreneurship. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 2018, 30, 58–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hollebeek, L.D.; Sprott, D.E.; Sigurdsson, V.; Clark, M.K. Social influence and stakeholder engagement behavior conformity, compliance, and reactance. Psychol. Mark. 2022, 39, 90–100. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nail, P.R.; Di Domenico, S.I.; MaCdonald, G. Proposal of a double diamond model of social response. Rev. Gen. 2013, 17, 1–19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wan, Z.H. Exploring the Effects of Intrinsic Motive, Utilitarian Motive, and Self-Efficacy on Students’ Science Learning in the Classroom Using the Expectancy-Value Theory. Res. Sci. Educ. 2021, 51, 647–659. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Affuso, G.; Bacchini, D.; Miranda, M.C. The contribution of school-related parental monitoring, self-determination, and self-efficacy to academic achievement. J. Educ. Res. Wash. DC 2017, 110, 565–574. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lin, C.-L.; Liang, J.-C.; Su, Y.-C.; Tsai, C.-C. Exploring the Relationships between Self-Efficacy and Preference for Teacher Authority among Computer Science Majors. J. Educ. Comput. Res. 2013, 49, 189–207. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shilenkova, L.N. Self-efficacy in the educational process (review of foreign studies). Sovrem. Zarubežnaâ Psihol. 2020, 9, 69–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Andriani, A.P.; Usman, O. Influence of Self Efficacy, Motivation to Learn, and School Environment towards Student Achievement. SSRN Electron. J. 2019, 339, 3415604. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Syarif, K.U. How Self-Efficacy, Motivation, and Learning Strategies Correlate with Students’ Academic Achievement. Lang. Educ. 2020, 9, 5338. Available online: http://riset.unisma.ac.id/index.php/LANG/article/view/5338 (accessed on 22 May 2022).

	



Hamann, K.; Pilotti, M.A.E.; Wilson, B.M. What Lies Beneath: The Role of Self-Efficacy, Causal Attribution Habits, and Gender in Accounting for the Success of College Students. Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 333. Available online: https://go.exlibris.link/jYs3JZVH (accessed on 22 May 2022). [CrossRef]

	



Ezzedeen, S.R.; Budworth, M.; Baker, S.D. The glass ceiling and executive careers: Still an issue for pre-career women. J. Career Dev. 2015, 5, 355–369. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pimlott-Wilson, H. Individualising the future: The emotional geographies of neoliberal governance in young people’s aspirations. Area 2017, 49, 288–295. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McDowell, L.; Dyson, J. The other Side of the Knowledge Economy: ‘Reproductive’ Employment and Affective Labours in Oxford. Environ. Plan. A Econ. Space 2011, 43, 2186–2201. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ben-Ari, R.; Eliassy, L. The Differential Effects of the Learning Environment on Student Achievement Motivation: A Comparison between Frontal and Complex Instruction Strategies. Soc. Behav. Personal. 2003, 31, 143–165. Available online: https://go.exlibris.link/LVXX4lPX (accessed on 22 May 2022). [CrossRef]

	



Stroet, K.; Opdenakker, M.-C.; Minnaert, A. Fostering early adolescents’ motivation: A longitudinal study into the effectiveness of social constructivist, traditional and combined schools for prevocational education. Educ. Psychol. Dorchester Thames 2016, 36, 1–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fryer, L.; Gijbels, D. Student learning in higher education: Where we are and paths forward. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2017, 29, 199–203. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 14 08725 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Data analysis steps in this study. 
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Figure 2. Gender differences in self-efficacy. 
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Figure 3. Gender differences in learning compliance. 
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Table 1. Description and sample items of the Learning Conformity Scale.
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	Scale Items
	Description and Sample Items





	Learning abidance
	I am passionate about learning and enjoy learning from the inside out.



	Learning obedience
	Studying is a way to improve my GPA and gain access to graduate school or higher education.



	Learning compliance
	I get good academic performance so that the family can be honored.
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Table 2. Convergent validity test of the Learning Conformity Scale (CFA).
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Dimension

	
Abbreviation of Item

	
UnStd. Coef.

	
S.E.

	
z-Value

	
p

	
Std.

Coef.

	
CR

	
AVE






	
Learning Abidance

	
A1: Passion for learning

	
1

	

	

	

	
0.928

	
0.965

	
0.848




	

	
A2: Interest in learning

	
0.977

	
0.032

	
30.083

	
**

	
0.917




	

	
A3: Enjoys learning

	
0.988

	
0.033

	
29.95

	
**

	
0.914




	

	
A4: Endorsement learning

	
0.995

	
0.032

	
30.915

	
**

	
0.923




	

	
A5: Learning is an ability

	
0.979

	
0.032

	
30.598

	
**

	
0.922




	
Learning

Obedience

	
B1: Study for scholarships

	
1

	

	

	

	
0.941

	
0.973

	
0.879




	

	
B2: Study for further education

	
1.024

	
0.029

	
35.539

	
**

	
0.942




	

	
B3: Study for fame

	
1.012

	
0.029

	
35.15

	
**

	
0.94




	

	
B4: Study to avoid punishment

	
0.988

	
0.029

	
33.905

	
**

	
0.931




	

	
B5: Study for a job

	
1.029

	
0.03

	
34.236

	
**

	
0.933




	
Learning Compliance

	
C1: Study for family happiness

	
1

	

	

	

	
0.893

	
0.936

	
0.785




	

	
C2: Study to avoid disappointing the family

	
0.938

	
0.039

	
23.773

	
**

	
0.883




	

	
C3: Study to make parents and friends enjoyable

	
1.015

	
0.041

	
25.009

	
**

	
0.905




	

	
C4: Study can contribute to family prosperity

	
0.949

	
0.042

	
22.593

	
**

	
0.863








** p < 0.01.
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Table 3. Discriminant validity test of the learning conformity scale.
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Dimensions

	
Discriminant Validity




	
Learning Abidance

	
Learning Obedience

	
Learning Compliance






	
Learning Abidance

	
0.921

	

	




	
Learning Obedience

	
0.421

	
0.938

	




	
Learning Compliance

	
0.238

	
0.328

	
0.887
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Table 4. Variable Definition and Description.
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	Variable Category
	Variable Name
	Variable Definition
	Mean
	Std. Error





	Dependent variable
	Learning Abidance
	Average scores for items in learning abidance
	3.375
	1.485



	
	Learning Compliance
	Average scores for items in learning compliance
	2.807
	1.406



	
	Learning Obedience
	Average scores for items in learning obedience
	3.279
	1.450



	Independent variable
	Self-efficacy
	Total self-efficacy score (0–40)
	32.78
	10.57



	
	Place of origin
	Urban = 1, Rural = 0,
	1.418
	0.494



	
	Grade
	Freshman = 1, Sophomore = 2, Junior = 3, Senior = 4
	2.264
	1.176



	
	Subjects
	Humanities and social = 1, Science and technology = 2, Agricultural sciences = 3
	1.870
	1.347



	
	Parental monthly

income
	≤1000 RMB = 1, 1001–2000 RMB = 2, 2001–5000 RMB = 3, 5001–7000 RMB = 4, ≥7001 RMB = 5
	3.317
	2.011



	
	Father’s education
	Illiterate = 1, Primary = 2, Junior High School = 3,

Middle or High School = 4, Undergraduate = 5
	3.150
	1.405



	
	Mother’s education
	Illiterate = 1, Primary = 2, Junior High School = 3,

Middle or High School = 4, Undergraduate = 5
	3.016
	1.518
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Table 5. OLS regression results of self-efficacy on learning abidance (n = 339).
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Coef.

	
Std. Err.

	
t

	
p

	
95% CI

	
R²

	
F-Test






	
Constant

	
17.443

	
1.311

	
13.308

	
0.000 **

	
14.874~20.012

	
0.642

	
F (7331) = 165.010, p = 0.000




	
Self-efficacy

	
−0.275

	
0.015

	
18.347

	
0.000 **

	
0.304~0.246




	
Place of origin

	
−6.020

	
0.479

	
−12.579

	
0.000 **

	
−6.958~−5.082




	
Grade

	
−0.253

	
0.222

	
−1.142

	
0.254

	
−0.688~0.182




	
Subjects

	
0.231

	
0.317

	
0.728

	
0.467

	
−0.391~0.853




	
Parental monthly income

	
0.504

	
0.238

	
2.119

	
0.034 *

	
0.038~0.969




	
Father’s education

	
0.885

	
0.303

	
2.921

	
0.003 **

	
0.291~1.478




	
Mother’s education

	
1.171

	
0.317

	
3.690

	
0.000 **

	
0.549~1.793








* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01; D-W: 0.569.
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Table 6. OLS regression results of self-efficacy on learning obedience (n = 339).
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Coef.

	
Std. Err.

	
t

	
p

	
95% CI

	
R²

	
F-Test






	
Constant

	
−18.937

	
1.521

	
−12.452

	
0.000 **

	
−21.917~−15.956

	
0.657

	
F (7331) = 104.601, p = 0.000




	
Self-efficacy

	
0.298

	
0.020

	
−14.963

	
0.000 **

	
−0.259~−0.337




	
Place of origin

	
11.471

	
0.529

	
21.704

	
0.000 **

	
10.435~12.507




	
Grade

	
0.249

	
0.234

	
1.062

	
0.288

	
−0.211~0.708




	
Subjects

	
−0.150

	
0.341

	
−0.441

	
0.659

	
−0.818~0.518




	
Parental monthly income

	
0.851

	
0.270

	
3.149

	
0.002 **

	
0.321~1.381




	
Father’s education

	
−0.548

	
0.322

	
−1.701

	
0.089

	
−1.180~0.084




	
Mother’s education

	
0.923

	
0.378

	
2.444

	
0.015 *

	
0.183~1.664








* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01; D-W: 0.902.
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Table 7. OLS regression results of self-efficacy on learning compliance (n = 339).
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Coef.

	
Std. Err.

	
t

	
p

	
95% CI

	
R²

	
F-Test






	
Constant

	
17.818

	
1.131

	
15.756

	
0.000 **

	
15.602~20.035

	
0.692

	
F (7331) = 74.277, p = 0.000




	
Self-efficacy

	
0.257

	
0.021

	
12.084

	
0.000 **

	
0.215~0.299




	
Place of origin

	
−5.586

	
0.400

	
−13.972

	
0.000 **

	
−6.370~−4.803




	
Grade

	
−0.046

	
0.137

	
−0.332

	
0.740

	
−0.315~0.224




	
Subjects

	
−0.266

	
0.189

	
−1.404

	
0.160

	
−0.636~0.105




	
Parental monthly income

	
−0.774

	
0.128

	
−6.054

	
0.000 **

	
−1.024~−0.523




	
Father’s education

	
−0.732

	
0.181

	
−4.047

	
0.000 **

	
−1.087~−0.378




	
Mother’s education

	
−0.506

	
0.184

	
−2.747

	
0.006 **

	
−0.867~−0.145








** p < 0.01; D-W: 1.015.
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Table 8. Results of gender ANOVA.
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Gender (Mean ± SEM)

	
F

	
p




	
Male (n = 133)

	
Female (n = 206)






	
Self-efficacy

	
35.49 ± 0.301

	
20.82 ± 0.506

	
4.367

	
0.000 **




	
Learning abidance

	
11.40 ± 0.775

	
10.97 ± 0.724

	
1.267

	
0.606




	
Learning obedience

	
13.47 ± 0.735

	
13.13 ± 0.565

	
1.093

	
0.715




	
Learning compliance

	
6.203 ± 0.24

	
15.87 ± 0.187

	
1.073

	
0.000 **








** p < 0.01.
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