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Abstract:

The present study aims to examine the self-efficacy and life satisfaction among first generation post
graduate students of Mass communication residing in Solapur district, Maharashtra. To perform this
study, total 200 samples (100 from Rural and 100 from Urban) were selected through random
sampling method. In the study, only first-generation postgraduate individuals between the age ranges
of 22 — 35 years were selected as a participant. The present study completed with four objectives;1.
Compare the mean levels of self-efficacy between first-generation mass communication
postgraduates in rural and urban areas. 2. Compare the mean levels of life satisfaction between first-
generation postgraduate individuals in rural and urban areas. 3. Examine the relationship between
self-efficacy and life satisfaction of first-generation mass communication postgraduates in rural and
urban participants. 4. Determine whether the relationship between self-efficacy and life satisfaction
associated significantly in urban participants. To explore this study, the data was collected through
survey method by using standardized questionnaires like self-efficacy and life satisfaction scale. At
the end of the study, self-efficacy significantly differs between urban and rural students of mass
communication post graduate, with urban individuals having higher self-efficacy than rural students,
Also, there is a significant difference in life satisfaction between urban and rural populations at the
5% level. The difference is not significant at the 1% level, meaning the evidence is moderate but not
highly strong. Urban individuals report slightly higher life satisfaction than rural individuals.
Additionally, a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction among the first
generation post graduate participants. Ultimately, there was detected a strong positive correlation
between self-efficacy and life satisfaction in urban in these students. The present study has addressed
the disparities in the factors of self-efficacy and life satisfaction among the rural and urban first
generation post graduate participants due to environmental and socioeconomic factors. Further, this
study highlighted the importance of special mentorship programs for rural participants for better
improvement in their self-efficacy and life satisfaction through Community building programs and
Developing their wellbeing and resilience skills.

Keywords: Self-efficacy, life satisfaction, first generation, Mass communication, post graduate
students, Rural and Urban.

1584



ﬁiw "

TPM Vol. 32, No. S7, 2025 "' ‘7 ; / Open Access
ISSN: 1972-6325 w’f
https://www.tpmap.org/ | "‘}

INTRODUCTION

A concept of Self-efficacy is introduced by psychologist Albert Bandura that refers to an individual's belief in their
ability to get success in specific situations or performing a task. It plays an important role in how people approach
towards their goals, challenges as well as their daily life (Bandura, A. (1997). On the other hand, Life satisfaction
describes about the fulfilled contents of life in which individuals feel about their lives as a whole. So, both self-
efficacy and life satisfaction are important indicators of mental well-being and personal growth.

In recent years, there has been growing interest in understanding how self-efficacy and life satisfaction are inter-
connected. Especially, among young adults who are experiencing the transition phase from education to the
workforce. The journey of first-generation postgraduate individuals—those who are the first in their families to
pursue advanced degrees—is marked by both ambition and adversity. Nowadays, higher education opened doors to
new opportunities, these individuals often directed to unknown territory without the better knowledge or familial
guidance that their peers might rely on. This lack of inherited academic or professional "roadmaps" can shape their
self-efficacy or their confidence in overcoming challenges and achieving their goals within determined timeframe.
Simultaneously, their life satisfaction, a holistic sense of fulfillment can fluctuate based on how they perceive their
progress in personal, academic and career domains (Terenzini P. T., Nora et al 1996).

Research suggests that self-efficacy is not just about individual own capability, but it is deeply combined with
environmental and social contexts. For instance, access to mentors, institutional resources and peer networks can
increase their confidence. On the contrary, if those things are lacking then it may lead to self-doubt and low
confidence. In India, First-generation postgraduates, particularly those in rural areas often face bunch of barriers such
as limited access to research facilities, well and reputed educational institutes, financial difficulties, career
counseling, lack of institutional facilities like free internet connectivity and computer labs for doing research or
project work. These obstacles can create tension and learned compromising attitudes in their belief and abilities.
Conversely, urban contemporary might combine with overcrowded academic environments, financial pressures and
social isolation despite of available better infrastructure. As a result, such disparities create an important question
like How do these opposite environments shape self-efficacy? how does this influence their overall life satisfaction?
Life satisfaction among postgraduate students is further influenced by cultural expectations. In many communities,
being the first person to pursue higher education carries immense pride but also immense pressure to succeed. At the
same time, failure or setbacks may feel particularly destructive and unworthiness feelings. It effects on not just
personally but as a perceived disappointment in their family. This pressure can create a conflict. Such as, while
academic achievement enhances self-efficacy and the fear of failure may decreased it. Rural students, often fixed in
intertwined communities and this experience pressure it more acutely due to communal visibility of their
achievements (Soria, K. M., & Stebleton, M. J. (2012). Urban students, while relatively unnamed that always may
face competitive academic cultures that prioritize individual success over collective well-being. The rural-urban
divide also impacts socioeconomic dynamics. Rural areas may offer lower living costs but fewer part-time job
opportunities relevant to their fields that forcing students to balance survival jobs with academic demands.
Additionally, In Urban areas, even though availability of much job opportunities. But it often come with high living
expenses that leading to financial stress. These economic realities directly affect life satisfaction, as financial
instability can block out their academic accomplishments.

There is a lot of research and literature currently available on first-generation students, but that literature does not
include studies of people who have completed postgraduate education. Because, most studies focused on
undergraduates that leaving a gap in understanding the unique struggles of postgraduate individuals.

This study tries to address this gap by examining how rural and urban environments effects on the relationship
between self-efficacy and life satisfaction. By doing this study, it aims to inform policies that create a provision to
the distinct needs of this group, such as specific mentorship programs, financial resources or community-building
initiatives. Ultimately, empowering first-generation postgraduates is not just about academic success—it is about
developing resilience and well-being that extends beyond the classroom. Notably, (In India, some college and
universities providing the facility of earn and learn scheme while the students are taking the education, but the wages
per hour is very less such as Rs.40-50/- per hour with the cap of 3- 4 hours in a day. By this, students can work 20-
22 days in a month and earn only Rs.2200 — 2400 per month that is purely insufficient to tackle the current
inflammation). This study will highlight the importance of developing some supports system to strengthen their
empowerment

Objectives

1. Compare the mean levels of self-efficacy between first-generation postgraduates of mass communication residing
in rural and urban areas.

2. Compare the mean levels of life satisfaction between first-generation postgraduates of mass communication
residing in rural and urban areas.

3. Examine the relationship between self-efficacy and life satisfaction in rural and urban participants.
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4. Determine whether the relationship between self-efficacy and life satisfaction associated significantly in urban
participants.

Hypotheses

1. Hi: First-generation postgraduates of mass communication in rural areas will report significantly lower mean self-
efficacy scores compared to urban participants.

2. Ha: First-generation postgraduate mass communication in rural areas will report significantly lower mean life
satisfaction scores compared to their urban participants.

3. Ha: There will be a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction across the total sample.
4. Ha: There will be significant relationship between self-efficacy and life satisfaction in urban participants showing
a stronger correlation than rural participants.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE:

Rural-Urban Differences

The rural-urban divide is a basic and unique feature of educational inequality in India. Students from rural areas
typically getting limited access to high-quality schooling, digital learning infrastructure and exposure to academic
role models (Deshpande, 2011). Consequently, first-generation postgraduate students from rural backgrounds often
enter higher education with lower self-efficacy and a reduced sense of belonging (Raj & Thomas, 2020).

In their comparative study across Maharashtra and Uttar Pradesh universities, Patil and Wagh (2021) observed that
rural first-generation postgraduates exhibited significantly lower academic self-efficacy scores than their urban
counterparts. In their study, limited English proficiency, socio-economic constraints and poor campus integration
were cited as major obstacles. Urban students benefited from greater pre-college exposure, social networks and access
to supportive peers, enhancing their perceived competence and satisfaction.

Furthermore, According to Nambissan, (2014), rural students often experience double marginalization such as
socioeconomic disadvantage combined by cultural displacement when migrating to urban universities. These factors
lead stress negatively which affects both self-efficacy and life satisfaction. However, supportive peer communities
and mentorship programs have shown reducing effects (Bharadwaj & Sharma, 2018). Rural students participating in
mentorship programs demonstrated improvements in self-efficacy and a sense of community belonging, ultimately
increasing life satisfaction.

A study in Indonesia by Rahmawati and Lestari (2019) revealed that rural first-generation students had lower
confidence and life satisfaction than their urban peers due to perceived social inferiority. These findings emphasized
on structural inequities in resource distribution profoundly shape psychological outcomes across contexts.
First-Generation vs Continuing-Generation Postgraduates

A comparison between first-generation and continuing-generation postgraduates provides a useful understanding for
analyzing educational needs and psychological resilience. In continuing-generation students, those with one or both
parents holding a degree—benefit from inherited academic knowledge, financial stability and familiarity with higher
education processes (Ward et al., 2012). On the contrary, First-generation students face uncertainty in addressing
proper institutional identity, career pathways and expectations.

In the view of Mahapatra & Sharma, 2020; Kumar & Jha, 2021, research across Indian universities consistently
demonstrates that first-generation postgraduates score lower on both self-efficacy and life satisfaction scales
compared to continuing-generation peers The gap is particularly evident in academic self-regulation, help-seeking
behavior and goal clarity. Continuing-generation students tend to approach academic challenges with confidence
derived from familial modeling (Gupta & Singh, 2020).

However, the difference narrows when institutional environments are inclusive. Bharadwaj and Sharma (2018) found
that mentorship, language support, and peer integration programs significantly improved self-efficacy among first-
generation students, reducing the life-satisfaction gap. This suggests that the disadvantage is not inherent but
contextually shaped by institutional culture.

Globally, Pascarella et al. (2004) and Stephens et al. (2012) demonstrated similar trends: first-generation students
experience greater anxiety, less perceived control, and lower well-being. Yet, they also exhibit strong aspirational
motivation—a drive to uplift family status through education—which can, under supportive conditions, enhance both
efficacy and satisfaction. Indian first-generation postgraduates often frame academic success as a collective family
achievement, linking self-efficacy to intergenerational mobility rather than individual accomplishment (Kumar,
2020).

This collectivist orientation alters the meaning of self-efficacy, it becomes a moral responsibility to succeed rather
than completely a personal belief in capability. While this opinion can motivate persistence, it may also create stress,
especially when family expectations are high (Thorat & Naik, 2019). Thus, the balance between self-driven and
family-driven motivation critically shapes life satisfaction outcomes.

Gender Differences within First-Generation Students
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Gender is the important dimension in understanding self-efficacy and life satisfaction among first-generation

postgraduates. In India, women pursuing higher education, especially from rural or conservative backgrounds, often

face additional societal pressures and safety concerns (Sarkar, 2018).

Empirical studies reveal that female first-generation students exhibit lower self-efficacy in public speaking, digital

literacy, and leadership tasks but higher efficacy in interpersonal and collaborative settings (Nayak & Pradhan, 2020).

Societal gender norms, early socialization, and unequal domestic responsibilities contribute to these disparities.

A study by Choudhary and Singh (2019) at Delhi University found that male first-generation students scored

significantly higher on general and academic self-efficacy scales, while female students reported greater life

satisfaction when social support was strong. Interestingly, among women who experienced mentorship or lived in

university hostels, self-efficacy increased markedly, closing the gender gap. This indicates the importance of

exposure and community for women’s empowerment.

At the postgraduate level, gender differences also intersect with the rural-urban divide. Female rural students often

face dual barriers: conservative familial attitudes and limited institutional safety mechanisms (Patil & Wagh, 2021).

These factors diminish both efficacy and satisfaction. However, exposure to inclusive campus environments—

particularly in metropolitan universities—enhances autonomy and well-being (Mahapatra & Sharma, 2020).

Internationally, studies such as Klassen (2004) and Lent et al. (2018) show consistent gendered trends: women tend

to underestimate their academic capabilities despite comparable performance. Yet, in collectivist societies, female

self-efficacy is strongly mediated by relational support systems, such as family encouragement and peer trust (Kaya

& Yildirim, 2017).

Research Gaps

1. Very few studies are conducted in Maharashtra and India.

2. No study has highlighted on self-efficacy and life satisfaction in first generation post graduate students in Solapur
and rarest in Maharashtra and very few in India.

3. No study has conducted to explore the distinction between self-efficacy and life satisfaction in rural and urban
context in Maharashtra.

Therefore, this study provides a specific understanding of self-efficacy and life satisfaction in first generation post

graduate students in residing in rural and urban areas of Maharashtra.

METHODS

This study used a quantitative, cross-sectional research design to compare self-efficacy and life satisfaction between
first-generation postgraduate individuals of Mass communication residing in rural and urban areas. The design is
comparative (rural vs. urban groups) and correlational (exploring relationships between variables) such as in self-
efficacy and life satisfaction. Data is collected at a single time point to assess differences and associations. The study
uses a descriptive and inferential approach. Because, in Descriptive, it was needed to summarize mean scores,
standard deviations (SD) and demographic characteristics of the sample.

Also, in Inferential, it was strongly required to test hypotheses about group differences such as in rural vs. urban and
relationships between self-efficacy and life satisfaction among the participants in both the areas. In the present study,
a stratified random sampling technique was used. Because, in the stratification, total 200 sample of mass
communication post graduates was divided into two strata: rural (n = 100) and urban (n = 100). Further, all the 200
samples from rural and urban were selected through random selection technique. Within each stratum, participants
were selected randomly from the first-generation postgraduate individuals. Particularly, In the present study, only
first-generation postgraduate individuals were chosen as participants. Such as the samples who didn’t have family
history of higher education beyond undergraduate level). The sample was selected between the age ranges of 22 —
35 years only who were living in their residential places like rural or urban from at least 5 years.

In the present study, total (N = 200) Samples (100 rural, 100 urban) was determined. Because, a balanced sample
always provides an equal representation of rural and urban groups and helpful in reducing bias as well as contributes
to strong statistical comparisons (e.g., t-tests, ANOVA). Survey Method was used to collect the data from first
generation post graduated population form rural and urban areas. For this, standardized questionnaires were used. In
data collection process, the standardized questionnaires in paper pencil format was administered under direct and
personal monitoring to avoid ambiguity while solving the tests. Because, conducting paper pencil survey with in-
person meetings helped to clarify doubts and ensure high response rates. Before collecting the data, the participants
are briefed about the study’s purpose and confidentiality and their written consent was obtained accordingly.
Ultimately, the questionnaires were distributed and completed under researcher supervision.

In present study, two validated scales are used:

1. Self-Efficacy Scale by Dr. G.P. Mathur and Dr. Rajkumar Bhatnagar with the reliability Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85.
This questionnaire contained with 22-item Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree).

2. Life Satisfaction Scale by Dr. Q.G. Alam and Dr. Ramji Shrivastava with the reliability Cronbach alpha = 082.
This questionnaire contained with 60 —items including as (Yes = 2, Uncertain = 1 and No = 0).
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Initially, total scores for self-efficacy and life satisfaction were computed by summing item responses. Then, Means
and SD were calculated for both scales across rural and urban groups. Further, all the scores were entered into
Microsoft Excel for initial organization.

Ultimately, after organizing all the data in excel sheet, the data was analyzed in advance excel tool and CMA software
according to the hypothesis. In the present study, the data was analyzed by descriptive statistics, t-test, and Pearson
correlation and regression analysis.

RESULTS
Hi: First-generation postgraduates of mass communication residing in rural areas will report significantly

lower mean self-efficacy scores compared to urban participants
Table:1. indicates mean difference of self-efficacy between Rural and Urban samples

Descriptive Statistics Rural Self Efficacy Urban Self Efficacy
Mean 3.29 3.6019
Standard Error 0.0322 0.0408
Median 3.27 3.59
Mode 3.13 3.59
Standard Deviation 0.3227 0.4088
Sample Variance 0.1041 0.1671
Kurtosis -1.0248 -1.028
Skewness 0.058 0.1996
Range 1.27 1.5
Minimum 2.63 2.86
Maximum 3.9 4.36
Sum 329 360.19
Count 100 100

Figure 1. Indicates a mean variation in self-efficacy in both the areas

SELF EFFICACY IN RURAL AND URBAN
PARTICIPANTS

Urban = Rural
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Table 2. Depicted t-test analysis of self-efficacy between rural and urban samples

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances

Urban Rural
Mean 3.6019 3.29
Variance 0.167 0.1041
Observations 100 100
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 188
t Stat 5.9877
P(T<=t) one-tail 5.2976
t Critical one-tail 1.6529
P(T<=t) two-tail 1.0595
t Critical two-tail 1.9726

(Significance level = .01 to 0.5)

Mean comparison of self-efficacy between rural and urban samples:

The above table No. 1 depicted the mean and SD difference of self-efficacy between rural and urban participants.
The mean and SD of self-efficacy between rural and urban participants was found respectively M = 3.29, SD = 0.32
and M = 3.60, SD = 0.40. The mean and SD of self-efficacy between rural and urban participants highlighted a
significant difference. Similarly, table 2 indicates t-test analysis that clearly showing that t-static value 5.98 is much
greater than t- critical value 1.97. This value supports to the significant difference of self-efficacy between rural and

urban participants.

2. H:: First-generation postgraduate of mass communication residing in rural areas will report significantly

lower mean life satisfaction scores compared to urban participants.

Table 3: indicates mean difference of Life Satisfaction between Rural and Urban samples

Descriptive Statistics Urban Life Satisfaction Rural Life Satisfaction
Mean 1.3124 1.2546
Standard Error 0.0181 0.0154
Median 1.28 1.205
Mode 1.48 1.15
Standard Deviation 0.1811 0.1545
Sample Variance 0.0328 0.0238
Kurtosis -1.5450 -1.161
Skewness 0.1345 0.4723
Range 0.6 0.52
Minimum 1.03 1.03
Maximum 1.63 1.55
Sum 131.24 125.46
Count 100 100

Figure 2: Depicted a mean difference of life satisfaction between rural and urban samples
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LIFE SATIFACTION BETWEEN URBAN AND
RURAL SAMPLES

Urban = Rural

Table 4: Indicates a t-test analysis of life satisfaction between urban and rural participants

t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Life Satisfaction — Urban | Life Satisfaction-
Samples Rural Samples
Mean 1.3124 1.2546
Variance 0.0328 0.0238
Observations 100 100
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 193
t Stat 2.4268
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.0080
t Critical one-tail 1.6527
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.0161
t Critical two-tail 1.9723

Mean comparison of Life Satisfaction between rural and urban samples:

The above table No. 3 depicted the mean and SD difference of life satisfaction between rural and urban participants.
The mean and SD of self-efficacy between rural and urban participants was found respectively M = 1.26, SD = 0.15
and M = 1.31, SD = 0.18. The mean and SD of life satisfaction between rural and urban participants highlighted a
significant difference. Similarly, table 4 indicates t-test analysis that clearly showing that t-static value 2.42 is much
greater than t- critical value 1.97. This value supports to the significant difference of life satisfaction between rural
and urban participants.

Hs: There will be a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction across the total sample.

Table: 5: Indicates a correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction among the samples
Correlation Report

Parameter Value Parameter Value

Y Axis Variable Life Satisfaction Rows Processed 200
1590
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X Axis Variable Self Efficacy Rows Used in Estimation 200
Frequency Variable None Rows with X Missing 0
Sum of Frequencies 200 Rows with Freq Missing 0

Column Summary Section

Standard
Variable Count Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
Life Satisfaction 200 1.28 0.17 1.03 1.63
Self-Efficacy 200 345 0.40 2.63 4.36

Pearson Correlation Confidence Interval Section

Two-Sided Confidence Interval of p

R Distribution Normal Approximation

95% Confidence Limits 95% Confidence Limits
Pearson
Correlation Count Lower Upper Lower Upper
0.5734 200 0.4713 0.6587 0.4722 0.6596
Pearson Correlation Test Section
HO:p=0
Alternative Pearson Reject HO
Hypothesis Correlation Count df T-Value P-Value at o = 0.05?
p#0 0.5734 200 198 9.8477 0.0001 Yes

Correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction across the total sample:
Table.5: Indicates moderate correlation (r = 0.57) self-efficacy and life satisfaction within all the samples in rural
and urban areas. Additionally, the following figure depicts the direction of correlation between self-efficacy ad life

satisfaction among both types of samples.

Life_Satisfaction vs. Self__Efficacy

Life_Satisfaction

Self__Efficacy
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H4: The strength of the relationship between self-efficacy and life satisfaction will be moderated by location
(rural vs. urban), with urban participants showing a stronger correlation than rural participants.

Table 6: Indicates regression analysis between self-efficacy and life satisfaction in urban samples.

SUMMARY OUTPUT
Regression
Statistics
Multiple R 0.7909
R Square 0.6255
Adjusted R
Square 0.6217
Standard Error | 0.1114
Observations 100
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F
Regression 1 2.0329 2.0329 163.738 1.2562
Residual 98 1.2167 0.0124
Total 99 3.2496
Coefficients ]Sa‘ﬁroliiard t Stat P-value Lower 95% | Upper 95%
Intercept 0.050007 0.09928 0.5036 | 0.6156 -0.14701 0.24703
Urban Self
Efficacy 0.35047 0.02738 12.796 | 1.2562 0.2961 0.40483
Life_Satisfaction_____Urban vs. Self_Efficacy_____Urban
1.8 4
1.6 o
-% 1.4 -
1.2 H
1.0
2.5
Self_Efficacy____ _Urban

The above regression analysis table. 6, indicates strong correlation (r = 0.79) between self-efficacy and life
satisfaction in urban samples.

DISCUSSION:

1. Ha: First-generation postgraduate of mass communication residing in rural areas will report significantly
lower mean self-efficacy scores compared to urban participants

According to the table, the mean of Urban: 3.6019 and Rural: 3.29 was found respectively. It meant that the mean
self-efficacy score is higher for urban participants.

Additionally, in t-test analysis, the value of t-Statistic (t Stat): 5.9877, p-value (Two-tailed): 1.0595 x 107° (which is
approximately 0.00000106) and p-value (One-tailed): 5.2977 x 1077 (which is approximately 0.00000053) as well as
Critical t-value (Two-tailed, a = 0.05): 1.9727 were detected. By considering the two tailed p-value which is obtained
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p-value (0.00000106) was much smaller than 0.05 and 0.01 and that is evidence to reject the null hypothesis (Ho) at
both o = 0.05 and a = 0.01. As a result, this indicates that the difference in self-efficacy between urban and rural
participants is statistically significant.

Further, by Comparing the t- Statistic value with Critical t-value, it is indicating that the t-statistic (5.9877) is much
greater than the critical t-value (1.9727 for a = 0.05, two-tailed test), showing that the difference is statistically
significant.

Ultimately, with the help of both a = 0.05 and a = 0.01, the test results indicate a statistically significant difference
in self-efficacy between urban and rural groups that highlighted Urban participants have a higher mean self-efficacy
score than rural participants.

Hence, we reject the null hypothesis (Ho) in favor of the alternative hypothesis (H1).

2. Hz: First-generation postgraduates of mass communication residing in rural areas will report significantly
lower mean life satisfaction scores compared to urban participants

According to the table, the mean of Urban and Rural participants was found M = 1.3124 and M = 1.2546 respectively
Where the mean life satisfaction score is found higher for urban participants. Further, in t-test analysis, t-Statistic (t
Stat): 2.4269, p-value (Two-tailed): 0.0161 and p-value (One-tailed): 0.0081 as well as Critical t-value (Two-tailed,
a = 0.05): 1.9723 was found respectively.

The above findings suggest that there is a statistically significant difference in life satisfaction between urban and
rural groups by comparing the p-value with the significance level (o = 0.05 or 0.01). By considering significance
level at (o = 0.05), The p-value (0.0161) is less than 0.05, meaning we reject the null hypothesis (Ho) at o = 0.05.
This suggests a statistically significant difference in life satisfaction between urban and rural groups at the 5% level.
Additionally, by Comparing t- statistic value with Critical t-value, the t-statistic (2.4269) is greater than the critical
t-value (1.9723 for a = 0.05, two-tailed test), further confirming a significant difference at 5%. At o = 0.05, we reject
Ho, meaning there is a statistically significant difference in life satisfaction between urban and rural groups. Urban
individuals have slightly higher life satisfaction than rural individuals.

Hs: There will be a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction across the total sample.
In correlation analysis, Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) = 0.5734 was found which indicates a moderate to strong
positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction. A positive correlation means that as self-efficacy
increases, life satisfaction also tends to increase. Further, 95% Confidence Interval using R Distribution: (0.4713,
0.6587). Since the confidence intervals do not contain zero, it further supports that the correlation is statistically
significant. Additionally, p-Value < 0.0001 which is much smaller than a = 0.05 and this p-value is significant at
both 0.05 and 0.01 levels, we reject the null hypothesis (Ho) and conclude that there is a significant correlation.

H4: There will be significant correlation between life satisfaction and self-efficacy in Urban samples

In Correlation Analysis. Multiple R (Correlation Coefficient) = 0.7909 was detected that indicates a strong positive
correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction among urban samples. Further, the urban Self-Efficacy
Coefficient = 0.35047 was found which is (p < 0.001) that indicates highly significant. It is clearly showing that as
the self-efficacy increases so the life satisfaction increased in urban samples.

CONCLUSION

1. Based on the statistical analysis, we conclude that self-efficacy significantly differs between urban and rural
participants of first-generation post graduates of mass communication. However, urban post graduates having higher
self-efficacy than rural post graduates.

2. There is a significant difference in life satisfaction between urban and rural participants of first-generation post
graduates of mass communication at the 5% level. The difference is not significant at the 1% level, meaning the
evidence is moderate but not highly strong. Urban individuals report slightly higher life satisfaction than rural
individuals.

3. The analysis confirms a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction across the total
sample. This means that first generation post graduates with higher self-efficacy are more likely to have higher life
satisfaction.

4. The results show a strong positive correlation between self-efficacy and life satisfaction in urban participants of
first-generation post graduates of mass communication. As well as the regression model explains 62.55% of the
variance, indicating a strong predictive relationship.

Limitations:

1. The present has been conducted to examine the self-efficacy and life satisfaction in first generation post graduates
of mass communication in Solapur district in Maharashtra state only.

2. In the present study, sample size was 200 samples selected equally from rural and urban areas that has some
geographical limitations.

3. Present study was focused on quantitative analysis, it could be better with the mixer of qualitative approach along
with quantitative.
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Recommendations:

1. This study has addressed the disparities in the factors of self-efficacy and life satisfaction among the rural and
urban participants of first-generation post graduates in mass communication.

2. The present study concluding that the environmental and socioeconomic factors would be contributed to the
variation in self-efficacy and life satisfaction in both types of participants such as rural and urban.

3. The present study highlighted the importance of special mentorship programs for rural participants for better
improvement in their self-efficacy and life satisfaction.

4. Community building programs would be helpful to strengthen the self-efficacy and life satisfaction among the
rural participants.

5. Developing their wellbeing and resilience skill would be fruitful for the rural participants which could boost their
self-efficacy and life satisfaction approach.
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