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Abstract

For many years, people have questioned whether co-educational schools are more
effective than single-sex schools. The topic is critical since it directly influences kids'
futures and intersects with critical areas such as academic success, job choices, and social

relationships.

This study investigates the psychological effect of co-educational versus non-co-
educational secondary schools toward coping with university life for second- year

students at Anajah national university .

A quantitative approach is used to fulfill the study's objective. The researcher selected the
sample through a convenient sampling method from the College of Medicine and Health
Sciences. About 294 students were selected, divided as 147 students in Co-Educational

Versus 147 students in Non-Co-Educational secondary schools.

Results reveal four key findings. First, co-educational students consistently reported
lower levels of stress, anxiety, and depression, while non-co-educational students
exhibited markedly higher rates of moderate to severe symptoms. Second, co-
educational students demonstrated significantly better coping abilities, as evidenced by
higher mean ranks and a statistically significant Mann-Whitney U value. Third, coping
strategies were found to be strongly related to mental health outcomes in both school
types, with more pronounced correlations in non-co-educational schools, suggesting that
ineffective coping may exacerbate psychological distress in these settings. Finally, age
and income variables had a significant association with mental health issues and coping
levels in co-educational schools, whereas gender and place of residence did not yield

notable differences.



co-educational schools have a more supportive environment for students' mental health
compared with non-co-educational schools. Findings indicate that co-educational
students experience lower levels of stress, anxiety, and depression, while non-co-
educational students report higher rates of psychological distress. Additionally, co-
educational students demonstrate significantly better coping abilities, highlight the
protective role of mixed-gender environments in easing university transition. Strong
correlations between coping strategies and mental health outcomes were observed,
particularly in non-co-educational schools, where ineffective coping exacerbates distress.
The study emphasizes the need for targeted interventions in non-co-educational settings

to enhance coping skills and reduce psychological stress.

keywords: Psychological Effect, Co-Educational schools, Non-Co-Educational, Coping.
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Chapter One

Introduction and Theoretical Background

1.1 Introduction

Co-educational schools Refers to an educational approach in which male and female
students attend classes together and are taught in the same environment ” (Lloyd-

Reichling, 2015, p 13).

For many years, people have questioned whether co-educational schools are more
effective than single-sex schools (Rosenthal et al., 2011; Pahlke et al., 2014). These
schools are the norm in most Western countries, but single-sex education remains an
option in some, particularly in Asia and North Africa, where it has thrived due to cultural
and religious convictions (Coffee et al., 2013; Verzijl, 2018). The topic is critical since it
directly influences kids' futures and intersects with critical areas such as academic
success, job choices, and social relationships (Giraldo-Garcia et al., 2019). Pahlke et al.
(2014) found that single-gender schools are more supportive for females as they were

able to improve their academic results and experienced fewer gender stereotypes.

However, Giraldo-Garcia et al. (2019) found no real academic differences between the
two school types. Student preferences and learning styles affect school choice as noted by
O’Connor et al. (2019). In fact, adapting to university life represents an important mental
health challenge. Students must learn to handle new situations, manage stress, and
balance their studies with social activities that may develop differently depending on their
previous school environment (Maunder et al., 2010). Also, co-educational students are
more engaged with peer groups. This engagement helps them have coping skills
(O’Connor et al., 2019). In contrast, students in single-gender schools form stronger
friendships and experience less pressure to follow gender stereotypes. These shape their
coping abilities differently (Coffee et al., 2013). The choice between these school types
depends on personal preference, learning style, cultural and religious views, and the

educational setting.

Pahlke et al. (2014) believed academic differences are found among students based on
the school in which they are enrolled. The study added that students in single-sex schools

do better in science courses compared to those from co-educational schools. However,
1



Rosenthal et al. (2011) found different results. Math and science scores were higher
among females from co-educational schools. Females from single-sex schools had lower
exam results. Researchers have found some factors that can affect students' growth like
social skills. Research by Verzijl (2018) showed stronger emotional intelligence and
communication abilities in co-educational school students compared to single-sex school
students. They suggest this happens because co-education schools are offering their
students social settings. In these settings, students have the opportunity to interact with
both genders. A student's learning style, personality, and cultural background might

influence how much single-gender education helps them (Almasri, 2022).

Previous work found that students from traditional societies might do better in single-sex
schools. They also found that students from more equal societies may succeed in co-
educational settings. There is no perfect solution for all students, and teachers must
consider each student's needs when making educational choices (Bergmark et al., 2018).
Additionally, research shows mixed results about academic success in co-education
versus single-sex schools (Erdogdu, 2020; Bergmark et al., 2018). We must also look at
other factors like social skills (Garcia, 2016). Teachers should consider students' personal
traits and cultural backgrounds (Alibekova, 2024). This approach helps create better

learning environments for student growth (Garcia, 2016).

Coftee et al. (2013) claim that single-gender schools build students' self-esteem and
leadership skills. These schools help students break gender stereotypes by offering more
chances for leadership roles and activities usually dominated by one gender. Whether one
school type is better than the other, both types of schools have advantages and
disadvantages. Choosing among them should depend on what each student needs and

prefers.

The change from high school to university creates challenges for many students. In this
context, Maunder et al. (2010) explain that university demands like academic pressure,
social and emotional challenges, and more personal responsibility can lead to higher

stress and mental health problems in students.

Students from single-sex schools experienced more stress and had harder transitions to
university compared to those from co-educational schools (O’Connor et al., 2019). They

help them in dealing with university challenges at an early age. Culture and environment

2



can affect how these types of schools support students in having proper mental health.
Schools support student mental health by offering services to manage stress and anxiety.
They can provide mental health counseling, stress reduction programs, and peer support
groups to help students handle university challenges. Schools can also create a healthy,
welcoming environment that accepts different student groups and builds social

connections (O’Connor et al., 2019).

Schools can improve student well-being and provide resources for handling university
challenges. Those who are enrolled in co-educational teaching demonstrate better
emotional intelligence (O’Connor et al., 2019). However, single-sex school studetns had
less emotional intelligence. On the other hand, a better environment for enhancing
positive self-esteem as well as leadership abilities is provided by single-gender schools
Coffee et al. (2013). High school students face tough challenges when they shift to
university life (Maunder et al., 2010). The study added that this change may affect their
academic and personal lives in the long term. Research suggests co-educational schools
improve students' coping skills, but these findings are not absolute. Academic results,
social skills, and coping abilities should all be considered, as they can greatly affect
students' future success and well-being. Hence, students who wish to join any type of
these available schools depend on understanding what matters most for each student's

personal and academic growth.

1.2 Theoretical Background

Many studies have examined co-education's impact on academic and social development,
and their findings form this study's theoretical foundation (Yasin et al., 2020; Khan et al.,
2025). One main argument supporting co-education suggests that when boys and girls
share a learning environment, they learn from each other. In this context, they can have
better grades and academic achievement (Almasri, 2022). (Almasri, 2022) found that
mixed-gender classrooms create more complete discussions and sharing of ideas. Also,

co-education builds a healthy competitive spirit among students.

Co-education has improved academic results for students. Research indicates that when
boys and girls share a learning environment, they learn from each other (Giraldo-Garcia

et al., 2019). This happens because students encounter different viewpoints. Co-



educational settings can also provide more learning opportunities (Hyvonen, 2008;

Stenberg & Bostrom, 2025).

Students in co-education schools tend to feel more comfortable around the opposite
gender (Otekunrin & Otekunrin, 2020). Bergmark et al. (2018) found that co-education
also builds good personal and work relationships for students. Students from single-sex
schools may find it harder to engage themselves with the opposite gender. This can cause
problems in their personal and work relationships. Despite the many benefits of co-
education, it has some downsides too. One problem is the distraction from romantic
relationships among students (Cicekci & Sadik, 2019). It can make students lose focus
and motivation. Another possible drawback is that gender stereotypes and biases might

continue to exist in these environments (Garcia, 2016).

Co-education may keep old gender roles and expectations going. This can limit
opportunities and slow down progress toward gender equality (Idrees, 2024). Some
students may also feel uncomfortable or scared in a co-educational setting. In this context,
social isolation as well as less participation may happen in classroom activities
(Alibekova, 2024). So, teachers can build a friendly as well as inclusive learning setting
to reduce these possible problems. This means promoting respect and fair treatment for

students of different genders and other personal characteristics.

Schools can also create rules to reduce distractions and make sure all students have equal
chances to learn (Cicekci & Sadik, 2019). Co-education creates a balanced social
environment. It also provides opportunities for different learning experiences. These can
be done by creating a friendly and inclusive learning environment (Alibekova, 2024). Co-
education helps prepare students for successful personal and work relationships in the
future. Students who attend co-education schools feel more comfortable around
classmates of the opposite gender (Otekunrin & Otekunrin, 2020). Otekunrin and
Otekunrin (2020) also note males and females develop better relationships through this

shared educational experience.

Dealing with university can affect their academic progress. It involves managing the
challenges of higher education while keeping a balance between academic work and
personal life. Rahat & Ilhan (2016) defines coping with university life as how a person

judges their quality of life based on their values and beliefs. This judgment includes

4



academic success, social connections with teachers and fellow students, research and
summarizing skills, and the ability to handle academic and mental stresses. Coping with
university life has been shown to predict mental health and enthusiasm for life, especially
among young people who often experience psychological problems like loneliness and
depression (Rahat & Ilhan, 2016). Because of this, universities have been trying to
encourage good coping strategies among students to improve mental health and well-

being.

Research shows co-educational learning environments improve academic performance
(Almasri, 2022). In co-education schools, males and females can learn through interaction
with each other and other forms of relationships. Narwana and Rathee (2019) added that
co-education creates a social environment where boys and girls can freely talk, learn from
each other, and appreciate their differences. Co-education can also provide a better
environment for boys by helping them build connections with the opposite sex. This can
bring social benefits like developing responsibility and reducing excessive shyness
(Narwana & Rathee, 2019). These advantages can help students become more confident

and outspoken (Otekunrin & Otekunrin, 2020).

Students who want to cope with university life may affect their mental health. The
challenges in their university life can affect a person's personality and relationships with
others (Liu et al., 2019). Students who struggle to cope with university life will have
mental health problems like anxiety and depression. Another key part of coping with
university life is contentment, which shows how satisfied a person is with their lifestyle
(Kastner & Crowder, 1990). Their study found that satisfaction predicts mental health
outcomes. Students who are satisfied with their university experience will have better
results and a positive outlook on life. In conclusion, coping with university life predicts
mental health and passion for life (Rahat & lhan, 2016). Hence, it becomes necessary to
know what helps them cope during their university life, such as how co-education affects

academic achievement and social development.

1.3 Problem statement

When students leave home and start university, they face many challenges. They enter a
new world that can be stressful. So, students have to balance schoolwork with personal

and social duties. They must also build relationships with classmates and teachers,



manage their money, and plan future jobs. These responsibilities can be really hard for
second-year students. Gender equality issues in the university can also add stress to
students as both genders need to receive the same opportunity to learn. However, social
rules and expectations do not always match these ideals. Some students face gender

discrimination or feel pushed aside Eze et al. (2024).

The type of high school students attended might affect how they handle college demands.
Co-education schools let students mix with both boys and girls, which can bring more
social variety and give a better picture of real life. However, these settings can cause
problems, too, such as social distractions and conflicts between students. From a different
perspective, single-sex schools might offer a better learning experience, but they can limit

exposure to different viewpoints Pahlke et al. (2014) .

Based on the review above, this study explores how co-education versus single-sex high
schools affect psychological issues (anxiety, depression, stress) and college adjustment
among second-year students at An-Najah National University (NNU). The researcher
aims to understand what helps students adapt well to university by studying students from
different backgrounds. The researcher also develops methods to support their mental
health and uses academic records to measure students' performance. The results of this
study add to what we know about student mental health and coping strategies, especially

regarding gender equality and high school choice.

1.4 Study questions

1. To what extent do levels of anxiety, stress, and depression differ between students
from co-educational and non-co-educational secondary schools among second-year

students at NNU?

2. To what extent do coping strategies for university life differ between students from
co-educational and non-co-educational secondary schools among second-year

students at NNU?

3. Is there a relationship between psychological scores and coping with university life
in co-educational Versus non-co-Educational Secondary Schools among second-

year students at NNU?

4. How do variables such as gender, age, place of residence, type of secondary education,

and family monthly income influence the relationship between attending co-
6



educational versus non-co-educational secondary schools and the psychological
outcomes (anxiety, stress, and depression) as well as coping with university life

among second-year students at NNU?

1.5 Study Hypothesis

The current study aims at testing the following hypothesis:

There are no statistically significant differences at (p-value = 0.05 ) in anxiety, stress,
and depression among Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-Educational Secondary

Schools among the second-year students at NNU.

There are no statistically significant differences at (p-value = 0.05 ) in coping with
university life among Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-Educational Secondary

Schools among the second-year students at NNU.

There is no statistically significant at (p-value = 0.05 ) relationship between
psychological scores and coping with university life in co-educational Versus non-

co-Educational Secondary Schools among second-year students at NNU .

There are no statistically significant at (p-value = 0.05 ) interactions between
demographic variables (gender, age, residence, type of education in secondary
schools, family monthly income) on the relationship between Co-Educational Versus
Non-Co-Educational Secondary Schools and psychological effects (anxiety, stress,

and depression) and coping with the University Life for second-year students at NNU.

1.6 Study Objectives

To assess the levels of anxiety, stress, and depression among second-year students at
NNU based on whether they attended co-educational or non-co-educational

secondary schools.

To evaluate how well second-year students at NNU cope with university life in
relation to the type of secondary school they attended (co-educational vs. non-co-

educational).

To investigate the relationship between psychological well-being (anxiety, stress, and
depression) and coping with university life among second-year students at NNU, with

consideration of the type of secondary school attended.



e To examine how demographic factors (such as gender, age, place of residence, type
of secondary education, and family monthly income) influence the relationship
between secondary school type (co-educational vs. non-co-educational),
psychological outcomes, and coping with university life among second-year students

at NNU.
1.7 Significance

This work’s significance stems from its attention to the topic of investigating the
relationship between co-educational and non-co-educational secondary schools and their
impact on psychological effects (anxiety, depression, and stress) and dealing with
university life among second-year students at NNU.This is a critical topic since it has
long-term ramifications for students' intellectual and psychological development, coping
methods, academic performance, and mental health, with a focus on gender differences,
particularly as they proceed to university life. The study's findings are likely to assist
stakeholders: the Ministry of Higher Education and educational academics. The findings
can provide significant insights into the obstacles experienced by students of secondary
school education in terms of their readiness to cope with the demands of university life.
Furthermore, the findings can assist policymakers in better understanding the potential
benefits of co-education in Palestinian schools, which can aid in reducing gender
disparities in education and promoting more inclusive learning environments. The study
can assist schools and universities in designing policies and programs that improve
students' mental and emotional resilience by evaluating the relationship between co-
educational and non-co-educational secondary schools on students' psychological effects
and coping mechanisms. This thesis helps to understand the effect of school type on their
impact on psychological effects (anxiety, depression, and stress) and dealing with

university life.

1.8 Literature Review
1.8.1 Introduction

This research investigates the impact of attending mixed-gender versus single-gender
schools on students' mental well-being and their ability to handle university challenges.
The focus of this research is on sophomores (second-year students) at NNU. To ensure
the study was conducted properly, the researcher carefully explored other related research.

The researcher has gone carefully through previous studies on the same subject. This
8



helped the researcher investigate their topics and results to ensure that this current work
can fill a literature gap. The previous studies were the basis of this research and ensured
the intended results could be reached. The researcher explored several earlier studies
connected to this study topic, including co-educational schools, how students cope with
university life, educational schools in general, and the mental health aspects of co-

educational schools.

The researcher adopted a comprehensive research strategy, including the use of keywords

nn nn

such as "coeducational schools," "single-sex schools," "adapting to university life,"

nn

"psychological impact," "anxiety," "depression," and "stress," in both Arabic and English.
Reliable academic websites and databases were used, such as Google Scholar, PubMed,
ERIC, and ResearchGate, in addition to Arabic electronic libraries such as the Saudi
Digital Library and the Marifa System. The search scope included studies published
between 2009 and 2024, with the aim of covering older studies that contributed to
building the theoretical foundation, as well as more recent studies that reflect the current

reality and contemporary developments.

1.8.2 Co-educational schools

Kachero (2014) conducted a study on coeducation and students' performance. This study
explored how mixed schools affect how well students study. It also examined what
students and teachers think about mixed schools and how they impact learning. The
researchers used two main ways to gather information. First, the researcher examined the
national high school exam scores from Kenya for four years (2010 through 2013). Second,
they gave questionnaires to students and teachers to learn about their opinions on mixed
schools and academic performance. The researchers selected 12 secondary schools (4 of
each type of school) to study their test results. They also gave questionnaires to 240
students and 40 teachers. The study found that the kind of school they go for can affect
their academic performance. Those who go to schools with only one gender seem to get
better grades. Most students and teachers said they prefer schools with only one gender.

They gave several reasons for not liking mixed schools:
« Students misbehave more often.

e Boys sometimes misbehave toward girls

« Girls feel scared or shy to speak up in class

9



e Teachers behave in different ways when they treat their students (both males and

females). Teachers usually show good behaviour with females more often.

Okafor and Mokwelu (2018) explored how co-education schools affect students
performance. They designed a questionnaire to collect the required information from the
sample (two hundred and eighty participants). They found mixed schools have lower
results than schools with only one gender. The researchers also found that the way
students interact in the classroom can impact their performance. In mixed schools,
females don't get the same opportunities as boys to develop their abilities. However, co-
education schools create extra pressure on boys because they feel they need to do better

than the girls in their class.

On the same line, Ogden (2011) explored how students perform in non-mixed schools.
The findings showed that 6th-grade boys in single-sex classes and 7th-grade girls in
mixed classes have higher opportunities to pass Georgia's math exam than those from
other schools. A smaller group of students who stayed at the same school from 6th to 8th
grade was also studied. Findings showed that 6th and 8th-grade girls in mixed classes
were more likely to pass Georgia's math test than students in other class types. The results
also showed that over three years, girls who took mixed classes and those who attended

non-mixed schools had better math test results in Georgia.

1.8.3 Non co-educational schools

Ireland's 2018 international student test scores were examined to see how school subjects
affected 4,944 students from both genders differently in single-sex schools versus co-
educational schools, as stated by Clavel and Flannery (2023). The first thing researchers
noticed was that girls performed differently in core subjects. Whether girls went to single-
sex schools or mixed schools made a difference in how well they did in the core subjects.
They also found differences in math scores for boys between these two school types.
However, family background, individual student traits, and school characteristics showed

no significant difference in academic performance.

Also, Erarslan and Rankin (2013) examined how school type relates to what female
students think about gender roles. They studied 295 girls in their final year of high school
from four schools. They found that after considering family background, students in

single-sex schools had similar opinions regarding family roles than coeducational
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students. However, the type of school didn't make a difference in opinions about work
and social roles. Also, students in schools located in wealthy neighbourhoods had more

similar opinions about gender roles in family and social life.

1.8.4 Coping with University Life

Esia-Donkoh et al. (2011) studied whether students have positive perspectives on
handling stress. Students used ten different ways to deal with stress, but two methods
worked best. Taking direct action and looking for the bright side were the most popular
choices among students. The research also showed that students used more emotion-

managing methods than problem-solving ones to manage and control their stress.

In Addition, Odaci and Cikrik¢’s (2012) research on 852 students found females to have
better satisfaction compared to males. Participants, regardless of the course in which they
were enrolled, differed in their methods of handling stress. A strong positive link was
found between asking others for help and using problem-solving approaches to manage
stress. Additionally, they found a significant relationship in avoiding problems as well as
well-being in stress management methods. Using problem-solving methods to handle
stress helped predict life satisfaction and well-being. So, when they avoid prole, they

improve their well-being.

Also, Lynch et al. (2018) aimed to help students use mindful awareness in their studies,
handling stress, communication and relationships, and health. Half the students learned
special relaxation techniques while the other half continued with their regular routine.
Those who practiced these calming methods felt much less worried and became better at

staying focused during stressful times.

Moreover, Boke et al. (2019) found that high-stress levels combined with poor healthy
coping skills may lead students to rely on outside sources like alcohol and drugs to
manage their problems. They studied 5,917 undergraduates to explore the connection
between how much stress students feel and their use of substances to cope. The findings
show that greater stress levels are linked to students using unhealthy ways to deal with
problems. Surprisingly, both stress levels and substance use for coping were higher

among students in their later college years.
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1.8.5 Co educational and non co- educational schools

Herrick (2009) researched single-sex schooling and co-educational schooling. They also
explored the impact on student performance, testing, and gender bias. Their research
found that separating boys and girls can be good for both genders. The study also added
that teachers' unfair treatment related to gender equality was frequently rooted in

traditional stereotypes about what was expected from girls and boys.

Finally, Yalcinkaya and Ulu (2012) examined if school type affected how students
performed. Their study was done on 13 participants and studied at grade averages.
Students got similar grades regardless of school they attended. This contradicted previous

studies that claimed female students performed better in single-sex environments.

1.8.6 Psychological State of Co-Educational Schools

Similarly, Chowdhury (2010) did research on students from grades eight and ten to
compare the confidence levels between single-sex and co-educational high schools.
Results showed some impact from the school type; however, boys usually had higher
scores than girls in most areas of ability, except for Close Friendships. Scores seemed to
drop from grade 8 to grade 10, except for Romantic Appeal. Discussion groups found that
relationships between classmates and teachers affected students' confidence at school.
Students said that helping with social relationship development and having good role

models available were methods to boost confidence at school.

In addition, Viswanath et al. (2017) investigated the background factors that influenced
the mental well-being of students (600 participants) from co-educational and single-sex
high schools. Results show that background factors impact psychological well-being.
Female students showed better psychological wellness than males. Students from private
schools had stronger mental wellness than those from public schools. Additionally,

students attending mixed-gender schools had stronger psychological well-being.

A recent work completed by Eze et al. (2024) believed that educational therapy is
effective for mental distress in low-income. The researchers included two hundred high
school students to measure their mental health using the DASS-21 scale. Forty-eight
students who scored higher than average were randomly placed into either a treatment
group that received educational therapy or a controlled group. The findings showed that

educational therapy decreased mental distress symptoms after six weeks. A one-month
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check-up confirmed the benefits in the treatment group. However, the control group
showed no changes. Researchers concluded that educational therapy works well for
reducing mental distress among teenagers from low-income backgrounds. Fulambarkar
et al. (2023) reviewed nine major studies involving over 5,000 teenagers to study the
effectiveness of relaxation training in schools. They found that teaching students these
techniques helped them handle pressure better but didn't make much difference in feelings

of anxiety or depression.

Also, Wuthrich et al. (2021) explores how signs of mental distress changed during the
year and to find possible influencing factors like gender, exam stress, confidence in
abilities, and friendships with classmates. The findings revealed an increase in stress
throughout the school year. They also believed that high exam stress with a high belief in

academic abilities leads to higher stress levels during the final term.

Geo et al. (2024) conducted research on self-esteem and assertiveness inventory
administered to 60 selected participants, with no modifications made to the questionnaire,
which took 10-20 minutes to complete. The statistical analysis shows no differences in
self-esteem and assertiveness among school types. Students from single-sex schools
scored about 42.8 for self-esteem and students from co-education schools scored 42. For
assertiveness, single-sex students averaged 8.9 compared to 8.4 for co-education students.
The t-test results (t-value = 1.24 and 1 for self-esteem and assertiveness, respectively) and
p-values greater than 0.05 indicate that both groups share similar self-esteem and

assertiveness levels.

Based on a review of Literature Review, it is evident that there is a discrepancy in
research findings regarding the impact of secondary education type (co-educational
versus single-sex) on psychological adjustment. Furthermore, there are limited studies
addressing the topic of adjustment to university life and its psychological effects,
especially in the Palestinian context. There is also a noticeable scarcity of research linking
school type to the level of adjustment to university life from a comprehensive
psychological perspective, including anxiety, depression, and stress, especially among
second-year students. Therefore, the importance of this study lies in bridging this gap by
examining the relationship between secondary education type and students' ability to

adjust to university life in the Palestinian context. This study contributes to a deeper
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understanding of the factors influencing students' mental health and directing appropriate

support.

1.9 Conceptual Definitions

Anxiety: “Anxiety is a general term for several disorders that cause nervousness, fear,

apprehension, and worrying” (Kantilal Patel, 2013, p. 1).

Depression: “Depression is a mood disorder that causes a persistent feeling of sadness

and loss of interest in daily activities”(Mabelpoe, 2023) .

Mental Disability: “a mental disorder is defined as a syndrome characterized by
clinically significant disturbance in an individual's cognition, emotional regulation, or
behavior that reflects a dysfunction in the psychological, biological, or developmental
processes underlying mental functioning. These disturbances must cause distress or
disability in social, occupational, or other important activities. Importantly, the DSM-5
clarifies that the syndrome must not be merely an expected or culturally sanctioned
response to a particular event, nor primarily a result of social deviance or conflict with

society ” (American Psychiatric Association, 2013).

Co-educational learning: “Refers to an educational approach in which male and female
students attend classes together and are taught in the same environment” (Lloyd-

Reichling, 2015, p 13).

Non-Co-Educational Learning: “An educational approach in which male and female
students attend separate classes or are taught in single-sex environments” (Lloyd-

Reichling, 2015, p. 13).

Psychological Effect: "Psychological effects refer to changes in an individual's behavior,
emotions, or mental state that occur as a result of exposure to a specific stimulus or

situation" (Hockenbury & Hockenbury, 2008, p. 16).

Academic Performance: "Academic performance refers to the level of achievement
demonstrated by a student in their studies, typically measured by grades, test scores, and

other academic indicators" (Farb & Matjasko, 2012, p. 7)
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Mental Health: “Mental health refers to a state of well-being in which an individual can
realize their potential, cope with the normal stresses of life, work productively, and make

meaningful contributions to their community.” (World Health Organization, 2022).
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Chapter Two

Methods

2.1 Research design

The quantitative approach is used in this study. It is also suitable for gathering the data
from the sample, as the appropriate study approach is the descriptive comparative
approach, which is concerned with describing the phenomenon, analyzing sufficient data,
and interpreting it in light of other variables related to it. Additionally, the comparison
between the results of the study sample members makes this approach most suitable for

such a study.

2.2 Sample and sampling

The researcher used a convenient sampling technique. The College of Medicine and
Health Sciences was chosen because they consist of an almost equal number of students
from Palestine, most of whom studied in joint schools, and students from the West Bank,

most of whom studied in separate schools.

The population of the College of Medicine and Health Sciences is 5,000 male and female
students. The researcher studied second-year students from Faculty of Medicine and
Health Sciences at NNU to achieve goals. All participants completed at least one year at

NNU.

To calculate the number of second-year students, the researcher consulted the official
website of the Faculty of Medicine and Health Sciences at NNU . It was found that most
of the academic programs offered by the faculty extend over four years. Based on this,
and assuming that students are distributed approximately equally across all years, the

calculation 5,000 +~ 4 = 1,250 was used. Number of second-year students.

The study sample was selected by putting the number 1250 on the sample size calculator
using the sample size calculator by Raosoft, N=294 students were obtained (147 students

in co-education secondry schools, 147 in non co-education secondry schools).
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The sampl was taken using Convenient technique .The sample size is calculated via the

formula:

_ X2xN*P*(1—P)
n (MEZ2x(N—1))+(x2%Px(1—P))

Where:

e n = Participants.

N = Total sample number.

X2 = Statistical value-based confidence level.

p = The expected percentage of the population.

ME = accepted error margin.
2.3 Data Collection

The researcher relayed on applying the study tools to second-year students at NNU, with
data collected through online electronic forms. The questionnaires were distributed to
groups of medical students at the university via the social networking site Facebook. A
note was included stating that the questionnaire was specifically intended for second-year
students. Two groups were then selected: the first group consisted of students from the
Palestinian interior (attending co-educational secondary schools), while the second group
comprised students from the West Bank (attending non-cO educational secondary

schools).

The questionnaires were distributed to two Facebook groups based on the type of
education prevalent in those areas, as this factor naturally reflects the type of secondary
schools. The first group included students from within Palestine, where most schoolsboth
public and private are coeducational. The second group included students from the West

Bank, where single-sex (single-sex) schools are prevalent.
2.4 Instruments

2.4.1 Brief COPE (Carver,1997)

Brief-COPE is a 28-question questionnaire which individuals complete themselves. It

measures how well people deal with stressful situations- both good and bad ways of
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coping. Charles S. Carver created this test in 1997. It has become one of the most popular
tools researchers and doctors use to understand how people handle stress and difficult
situations. The test helps identify different strategies people use when facing problems,

which can be helpful for both research studies and assisting patients in clinical settings.

Carver (1997) created the Short COPE as a 28-question tool where people answer
questions about themselves. This tool has 14 different sections, and each section contains
two questions. Researchers use this tool to identify individuals who are experiencing
stress. The original full COPE was much longer with 60 questions that were put into 14

groups, though some questions were similar to each other/

This scale has several parts that work in a specific way. Participants rate how much they
use different coping methods using a four-point system ("1 = I haven't been doing this at
all"; "2 = I've been doing this a little bit"; "3 = I've been doing this a medium amount";
"4 =TI've been doing this a lot"). Each of the 14 sections in the Short COPE gets rated this
way. These sections cover various ways of handling problems. Some examples include
distracting yourself, taking action, refusing to accept reality, using drugs or alcohol,
getting emotional help, getting practical help, giving up on behaviour, expressing
feelings, looking at things positively, making plans, using humour, accepting situations,
turning to religion, and blaming yourself. When participants face challenging situations,

they typically choose these methods to help them cope (Yehia et al., 2016).

2.4.1.1 validity and reliability

The validity and reliability of original scale were calculated by conducting an analysis of
the responses of a sample of 168 individuals to extract the factors that make up the internal
structure of the scale. The factor analysis resulted in extracting nine factors whose latent
root exceeded 1.0, and they absorbed 72.4% of the total percentage of variance. These
factors are: resorting to religion, using humor, abandoning behavior, and using
psychoactive substances, each of which is an independent factor. The dimensions of the
use of emotional support and the use of tangible support were organized into one factor,
while the following three subscales: effective planning,dealing, and positive reframing,
formed an independent factor. It is another factor in the dimensions of emotional venting

and self-distraction. The last factor consists of the consistency of both the dimensions of
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denial and self-reproach. As for the acceptance dimension, its items were divided into the

dimensions of acceptance and effective dealing (Carver, 1997).

To reliability and consistency of the scale, the author used the alpha coefficient for the
average scores of the sample members in three separate measurements. He concluded that
although each subscale consists of only two items, the reliability of these scales is

proportional to the minimum acceptable value, which is 0.50, as it exceeded 0.50.

All subscales have a value of 0.60, except for the scales of emotional catharsis (a = 0.50),

denial (a = 0.54), and acceptance = 0.57) (a) (Carver, 1997).

The researchers found that the 28 questions in the test can be put into four main groups

or types of coping strategies.
The current study used the Arabic version translated by Al-Mansouri (2014).
Translation Reliability to the Arabic and english versions:

Al-Mansouri (2014) translated the scale items from English into the Arabic. The
translation's stability of the translation was verified through two procedures: the first, the
reverse translation of the scale from Arabic language into the English, which was
undertaken by one of the English language professor in the English Language
Department, in the College of Arts. , Omar Al-Mukhtar University, and the back
translation did not show any fundamental differences in meaning. The second method, it
is a comparison of the responses of 30 English Department students to the Arabic and
English versions. The reliability coefficient for the two formulas was calculated to be

0.75, which is a good value that confirms the integrity of the translation.

2.4.1.2 reliability of the Arabic version

The reliability coefficient of responses on the subscales ranged between 0.40 and 0.79;
As for Alpha coefficients, ranged between 0.75 and 0.87, all of which are good indicators
of the reliability of the scale. Over time and the consistency of its internal provisions.

2.1.4.3 Validity of the Arabic varsion

As for the levels of validity , the scale succeeded in distinguishing between the responses

of both males and females, consistent with the trend of common qualitative responses
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regarding focused coping strategies about emotion and problem-centered coping
strategies. The exploratory factor analysis resulted in nine factors, and the factor structure
of the Arabic version appears in this way to be logical and has psychological significance

and meaning.

Carver’s (1997) 14 types of coping classifications. Scales are computed as follows (with

no reversals of coding):

“Self-distraction, items 1 and 19

Active coping, items 2 and 7

Denial, items 3 and 8

Substance use, items 4 and 11

Use of emotional support, items 5 and 15
Use of instrumental support, items 10 and 23
Behavioral disengagement, items 6 and 16
Venting, items 9 and 21

Positive reframing, items 12 and 17
Planning, items 14 and 25

Humor, items 18 and 28

Acceptance, items 20 and 24

Religion, items 22 and 27

Self-blame, items 13 and 26”

2.4.2 Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale (DASS-21; (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995)

The researcher used the Arabic version translated by Alzahrany (2019) of the (DASS-21)
scale in its abbreviated version of the application of the full version (DASS-42) of the
scale prepared in early work (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). The scale consists in its
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original version of 42 items and in its abbreviated version of 21 items, which is a
questionnaire that is answered through a self-report, which aims to measure the main
symptoms of negative emotions (depression, anxiety, and psychological stress). Three
subscales: first scale: The measure of depression, which contains 14 items in the full
version of the scale and 7 items in the short one to assess a disorder: mood/loss of
hope/feeling of hopelessness/low value of life/self-contempt/loss of interest and
participation/loss of enjoyment and anhedonia/deficiency Subjective / helplessness /
laziness / lethargy The second sub-scale: Anxiety measurement, which contains 14 items
in the full version, and 7 items in the short version to assess: subjective arousal /
situational anxiety / bodily kinetic influence / influence of personal experiences in the
case of anxiety. For the third sub-scale: stress measurement, which contains 14 items in
the full version, and 7 items in the short version, to assess: the level of sensitivity to
chronic non-specific excitability / difficulty relaxing / nervous agitation and irritability /
susceptibility to excitability, irritability and excessive reaction / impatience. The response
to the items of the scale is done according to a quadrilateral scale, which is “Did not apply
to me at all, Applied to me to some degree or some of the time, Applied to me to a
considerable degree or a good part of time, Applied to me very much or most of the time.”
This evaluates the extent to which this feeling has been applied in the past week and gives

the following scores (3, 2, 1, 0) respectively.

2.4.2.1 Validity and Reliability

The DASS-21 test was first created using answers from 504 students. These students were
chosen from a bigger group of 950 first-year students. After making a test, the researchers
tested if it worked properly by testing it on patients from hospitals who had mental health
problems. This group included people with anxiety, depression, and other mental health
conditions. This process helped make sure the DASS-21 test could accurately measure
stress, anxiety, and depression in different groups of students and patients with known
mental health issues. Researchers tested the DASS-21 on many people to create standard
scores. They used information from 1794 regular adults (not patients) to help understand
what the scores mean (Henry & Crawford, 2005). The DASS-21 works just as well as the
longer DASS-42 version. When researchers tested its reliability and accuracy, they found
that it performed well to very good levels (Antony et al., 1998). Hence, the researcher
adopted the translated version that is developed by Alzahranir (2019).
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The scale was translated by the writer Abdullah bin Ahmed Al-Zahrani into Arabic, and
was presented to specialists in the English language to ensure the integrity of the
translation. Appropriate modifications were made in light of their comments and

opinions. It was also translated backwards from Arabic to English.

2.4.2.2 Reliability and Validity of the Arabic version

To verify the internal consistency of the scale, the researcher performed two types of tests.
First, the researcher examined how each question contributed to the total score of its
respective section. Then, the researcher checked how each question connected to the
overall scale score. The researcher used the Pearson method to measure the relationships
between the answers from all the participants in the study. It was found that all values of
correlation coefficients in The DASS scale items, with a total score of the scale, ranged
between (.781 -.472.). After that, the researcher found that they are statistically significant
values at the level of (0.01). So, this indicates that DASS has a high degree of internal

consistency.

The reliability coefficient for the scale as a whole was (0.94) using the Alpha-Cronbach
coefficient, while the reliability coefficient using split-half was (0.87), and the reliability
coefficient using the Guttman coefficient was (0.86), which are high reliability

coefficients.

2.5 Statistical Analysis

The analysis of the current study was performed using SPSS V. 22 to elicit the results.
The study employed several statistical tests to analyse the data. The researchers aimed to
see whether specific personal factors impacted mental health scores on the DASS-21 test.
The researcher selected age, gender, where people live, and their income. To determine
if these factors were associated with mental health outcomes, the researcher employed
Chi-square tests. This method helped the researcher to identify which personal

characteristics were most closely linked to people's mental health.

Additionally, the researcher used “Kendall's tau b correlation and Spearman's rho” to
examine the coefficients of the correlation analysis between coping with university life
and mental health indicators (stress, anxiety, and depression) outcomes, measured by the
Brief Coping Scores. Also, mean rank comparisons were conducted to assess differences

in coping strategies across various demographic groups. This approach facilitated an
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understanding of how different factors influence students' coping mechanisms in both co-

educational and non-co-educational settings.

2.6 Ethical considerations

The researchers conducted this study after getting permission from NNU's Institutional
Review Board (IRB) with reference number Mas. Nov. 2022/20. This board makes sure
research follows proper rules and protects people. Before the study began, all participants
agreed to take part. The researchers also explained important information to everyone

involved.
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Chapter Three

Results
3.1 Introduction

The researcher presents results obtained from second-year students at NNU. The
researcher compared students from co-educational and non-co-educational high schools
to study their stress, anxiety, depression levels, and how they cope with university life.
The researcher also also examined the relationship between mental health and coping as
well as checked how mental health and coping connect to demographic factors ( age,

gender, place of residence, family monthly income) .

Additionally, the researcher used statistical analyses like mean scores, standard
deviations, correlations, ANOVA results, and multiple comparisons to understand the
differences between these groups. The tables below present a detailed analysis of the
study data. These data give a good understanding of what affects students' mental health
and coping strategies. The researcher aims to find patterns, trends, and meaningful
connections between different factors. The tables also discuss many topics. They compare
stress, anxiety, and depression symptoms between students from different school types.
They also show connections between mental health measures and coping strategies, and

how age affects the ways students cope with challenges.

24



Table (1)

Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants

Variable Frequency Percent
Age

18-20 253 86.1
21-23 39 13.2
More than 24 years 2 0.7
Total 294 100.0
Gender

Male 117 39.8
Female 177 60.2
Total 294 100.0
Type of School

Co-Educational 147 50.0
Non-Co-Educational 147 50.0
Total 294 100.0
Place

City 192 65.3
Village 96 32.7
Refugee Camp 6 2.0
Total 294 100.0
Income

Less than $600 24 8.2
More than $600 270 91.8
Total 294 100.0

The above table presents a detaled information about the study sample (294). It presents
their age, gender, school type, where they live, and income. This information helps the
researcher understand the study sample and gives context for the study data. The sample
in this study is 253. Around 86.1% are between 18 and 20 years old. This is to say that
the sample consists of young individuals. However, the 21-23 age group includes 39
participants. They represent 13.2% of the study sample. Additionally, only 2 participants
(0.7%) are over 24 years old. This is to say the majority of the study sample are aged
between 18 and 20, and are an excellent age group to help the researcher answer the study

questions.
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The gender distribution shows a higher number of females, with 177 individuals (60.2%),
compared to 117 males (39.8%). This indicates a gender imbalance in the sample, which
could have implications for data analysis, particularly if gender-related factors are

significant in the study.

The sample is split between individuals who attended co-educational schools and those
who attended non-co-educational schools, with each category comprising 147
individuals, or 50% of the sample. This equal distribution allows for comparisons
between these two educational environments, potentially highlighting differences in

experiences or outcomes based on the type of schooling.

A significant majority of the sample, 192 individuals (65.3%), reside in cities. Villages
are home to 96 individuals (32.7%), while only 6 individuals (2.0%) live in refugee
camps. This distribution indicates a predominantly urban sample, which may reflect
different socio-economic conditions and access to resources compared to those living in
rural or refugee camp settings. In terms of income, 270 individuals (91.8%) have an
income of more than $600, while only 24 individuals (8.2%) earn less than $600. This is
to say that the sample is primarily individuals with higher income levels. So, it can be

concluded that it influences their perspectives and experiences.

3.2 Results of the study
3.2.1 First hypothesis

There are no statistically significant differences at (p-value = 0.05 ) in anxiety, stress,
and depression among Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-Educational Secondary Schools

among the second-year students at NNU.
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Table (2)

Prevalence and Comparison of Stress, Anxiety, and Depression Symptoms between Co-
Educational and Non-Co-Educational students

Type of  Classification Countand %  Countand % Count and Chi- P
School (Co- (Non-Co- % (Total)  Square  value
Educational)  Educational) Value
Stress Normal 131 (44.6%) 7 (2.4%) 138 225243  .000
Severity (46.9%)
Mild 12 (4.1%) 16 (5.4%)  28(9.5%)
Moderate 3 (1.0%) 30 (10.2%) 33
(11.2%)
Severe 1 (0.3%) 24 (8.2%)  25(8.5%)
Very Severe 0 (0.0%) 70 (23.8%) 70
(23.8%)
Total for 147 (50.0%) 147 (50.0%) 294
Stress (100.0%)
Anxiety Normal 134 (45.6%) 21 (7.1%) 155 180.830  .000
Severity (52.7%)
Mild 3 (1.0%) 7 (2.4%) 10 (3.4%)
Moderate 6 (2.0%) 14 (4.8%) 20 (6.8%)
Severe 1 (0.3%) 14 (4.8%) 15 (5.1%)
Very Severe 3 (1.0%) 91 (31.0%) 94
(32.0%)
Total for 147 (50.0%) 147 (50.0%) 294
Anxiety (100.0%)
Depression Normal 137 (46.6%) 34 (11.6%) 171 151.773  .000
Severity (58.2%)
Mild 4 (1.4%) 10 (3.4%) 14 (4.8%)
Moderate 5 (1.7%) 46 (15.6%) 51
(17.3%)
Severe 1 (0.3%) 19 (6.5%) 20 (6.8%)
Very Severe 0 (0.0%) 38 (12.9%) 38
(12.9%)
Total for 147 (50.0%) 147 (50.0%) 294
Depression (100.0%)

Students from mixed-gender and single-gender schools were compared to see how
stressed, anxious, and depressed they felt. Researchers grouped the mental health results
into five different levels: normal, mild, moderate, severe, and very severe. The type of
school seemed to make a difference in how students felt mentally. Chi-square numbers

were calculated to check the statistical significance of the relationships.
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Regarding stress severity, the data shows that normal stress levels are significantly more
common among students in co-educational schools, with 44.6% of students falling in this
category, compared to only 2.4% in non-co-educational schools. However, as stress levels
rise, non-co-educational students exhibit much higher percentages of moderate (10.2%),
severe (8.2%), and very severe stress (23.8%) compared to their co-educational
counterparts. The total number of students experiencing stress is equally distributed
between both school types, but the Chi-Square value of 225.243 (p = .000) indicates a
highly significant association between school type and stress severity, suggesting non-co-
educational settings have a more substantial population of students who have higher stress

levels.

For anxiety severity, a similar trend emerges. Co-educational students report much higher
normal anxiety levels, with 45.6% of students in this category, compared to just 7.1% in
non-co-educational schools. Conversely, very severe anxiety is far more prevalent in non-
co-educational schools, with 31.0% of students affected, while only 1.0% of co-
educational students experience anxiety at this level. The Chi-Square value for anxiety
severity (180.830, p = .000) confirms a strong and statistically significant relationship
between school type and anxiety, further reinforcing the pattern of higher mental health

concerns among students in non-co-educational settings.

In terms of depression severity, the data again points to a substantial difference between
the two types of schools. Co-educational students show significantly higher rates of
normal depression (46.6%) compared to 11.6% in non-co-educational schools. As the
severity of depression increases, the proportion of affected students is much higher in
non-co-educational schools, particularly for moderate (15.6%) and very severe
depression (12.9%). The Chi-Square value of 151.773 (p = .000) indicates that the
relationship between school type and depression severity is highly significant, with non-

co-educational schools seeing a far greater impact of depression on their students.

In summary, the table reveals a clear and statistically significant correlation between the
type of school and the mental health conditions of students. Co-educational schools
appear to have a protective effect, with higher rates of normal mental health outcomes
and lower rates of severe stress, anxiety, and depression. In contrast, non-co-educational
schools demonstrate a higher prevalence of students experiencing severe and very severe

levels of these mental health issues.
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3.2.2 Results of the second hypothesis

There are no statistically significant differences at (p-value = 0.05 ) in coping with
university life among Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-Educational Secondary Schools

among the second-year students at NNU.

Table (3)

"Distribution of Coping Abilities Among University Students by Type of School and Coping
Classification”

type of school Total
Co-Educational Non-Co-Educational
Coping with Total Coping with university ~ Total Coping with Total
university life life university life
Moderat Low Moderate Low Moderat Low
e Coping  Coping Coping Coping e Coping  Coping
Ability ~ Ability Ability Ability Ability Ability
Count 133 14 147 60 87 147 193 101 294

% of 45.2% 4.8% 50.0% 20.4% 29.6% 50.0% 65.6% 34.4% 100.0%
Total

The relationship between coping abilities and type of school (co-educational vs. non-co-
educational) among university students was analyzed. The findings revealed that among
students from co-educational schools, 45.2% exhibited moderate coping ability, while
4.8% demonstrated low coping ability, contributing to a total of 50.0% of the sample.
Similarly, for students from non-co-educational schools, 20.4% displayed moderate
coping ability, and 29.6% showed low coping ability, also totaling 50.0% of the sample.
When comparing the total distribution of coping abilities, 65.6% of students demonstrated
moderate coping ability, while 34.4% exhibited low coping ability, yielding an overall
sample size of N = 294. These results indicate a notable variation in coping abilities

between students from co-educational and non-co-educational schools.
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Table (4)

Differences in Coping Abilities by Type of School

Type of N  Mean  Sum of Mann- Wilcoxon Z P

School Rank Ranks Whitney U w value
Co- 147 196.83 28,934.00 3,553.000 14,431.000 - .000
Educational 9.961
Non-Co- 147 98.17 14,431.00
Educational
Total 294

The researcher aimed to find out if students handle stress differently depending on
whether they go to mixed-gender schools or single-gender schools. The researcher used
a special statistical test called “Mann-Whitney U” to check if the differences were
significant. Results indicate a statistically significant difference in coping abilities based

on the type of school, U =3,553.00, Z =-9.961, p <.001.

Students from co-educational schools had a higher mean rank (Mdn = 196.83) compared
to students from non-co-educational schools (Mdn = 98.17). The sum of ranks for co-
educational school students was 28,934.00, while the sum of ranks for non-co-educational

school students was 14,431.00.

These findings indicate that students from co-educational schools demonstrated

significantly higher coping abilities than those from non-co-educational schools.
3.2.3 Results of the third hypothesis

There is no statistically significant at (p-value = 0.05) relationship between psychological
scores and coping with university life in co-educational Versus non-co-Educational

Secondary Schools among second-year students at NNU.

30



Table (5)

Correlation Coefficients between Coping with University Life and Psychological Scores by Type

of School
type of school Coping with the
University Life
Co-Educational Kendall's stress score Correlation _325
tau_b Coefficient '
P value .000
N 147
anxiety score Correlation 328
Coefficient :
P value .000
N 147
depression Correlation 187
score Coefficient '
P value .004
N 147
Spearman's  stress score Correlation _400
rho Coefficient '
P value .000
N 147
anxiety score Correlation 397
Coefficient ’
P value .000
N 147
depression Correlation 939
score Coefficient )
P value .004
N 147
Non-Co- Kendall's stress score Correlation _395
Educational tau_b Coefficient '
P value .000
N 147
anxiety score Correlation -390
Coefficient :
P value .000
N 147
depression Correlation 9237
score Coefficient '
P value .000
N 147
Spearman's  stress score Correlation _529
rho Coefficient ’
P value .000
N 147
anxiety score Correlation _54]
Coefficient '
P value .000
N 147
depression Correlation 332
score Coefficient ’
P value .000
N 147
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The researcher found significant relationships between how students cope with problems
and their mental health issues in both co-educational and non-co-educational school

settings. These findings are outlined below.

Students in mixed-gender schools used better ways to handle problems, and their mental
health improved. They had less stress, worry, and depression for those who had good
coping skills. Kendall’s tau-b correlation coefficients for stress (-0.325, p < 0.001),
anxiety (-0.328, p < 0.001), and depression (-0.187, p < 0.01) highlight meaningful
relationships between coping effectiveness and these mental health outcomes.
Furthermore, Spearman’s rho coefficients provide additional support for these findings,
with stronger negative correlations for stress (-0.400, p < 0.001) and anxiety (-0.397, p <
0.001), while depression shows a more modest relationship (-0.239, p < 0.01). These
results indicate that students who learn to handle problems effectively tend to feel
significantly less stressed and worried. Thus, it can be concluded that effective coping
skills are important for reducing psychological distress in co-educational settings,

particularly for managing stress and anxiety.

In non-co-educational schools, the correlations between coping strategies and
psychological distress were found to be even stronger, emphasizing the pronounced
impact of effective coping mechanisms on mental health. Kendall’s tau-b correlation
coefficients for stress (-0.395, p < 0.001), anxiety (-0.390, p < 0.001), and depression (-
0.237, p <0.001) indicate significant associations. Similarly, Spearman’s rho coefficients
show stronger negative correlations for stress (-0.529, p < 0.001), anxiety (-0.541, p <
0.001), and depression (-0.332, p < 0.001). These results suggest that students in non-co-
educational schools may face unique stressors that amplify the relationship between poor

coping strategies and heightened psychological distress.

Students who learn good ways to handle problems have fewer mental health issues and
their psychological well-being improves significantly. These coping strategies are also
helpful regardless of the high school they attended as students. Good coping strategies is
essential for the mental health of students from single-sex schools. This means that those
who are enrolled at these schools might face extra pressures that make developing coping
skills even more important to them. These results have implications for how universities
should help students. Schools should focus on programs that build students' coping skills

for those from single-sex schools, where stress and anxiety are more closely related to
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how well students cope. Programs designed for the specific challenges of single-sex
school graduates can reduce psychological distress. Also, universities should run mental
health awareness campaigns and provide easy-to-access resources to help students

develop effective ways of handling stress.

In conclusion, the results show the effectiveness of coping strategies in reducing
psychological distress among university students. While both co-educational and non-co-
educational settings exhibit significant correlations, the stronger relationships observed

in non-co-educational schools suggest a need for targeted interventions.
3.2.4 Results of the study fourth hypothesis

There are no statistically significant at (p-value = 0.05) interactions between demographic
variables (gender, age, residence, type of education in secondary schools, family monthly
income) on the relationship between Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-Educational
Secondary Schools and psychological effects (anxiety, stress, and depression) and coping

with the University Life for second-year students at NNU.
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Table (6)

"Differences in DASS-21 Scores (Stress, Anxiety, and Depression) Across Demographic
Variables (Age, Gender, Place, and Income) in Co-Educational and Non-Co-Educational Schools

Type of Category  Classification Total Chi- p
School g Square value
- 2 %
S
1) Z S % 5]
Z pS = n >
Co- Age 18-20 74.8%  6.8% 1.4% 83.0% 11.197a .082
Educational
21-23 13.6%  0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 15.6%
More than 24 0.7% 0.7% 1.4%
years
Total 89.1% 8.2% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Non-Co- Age 18-20 34% 109% 163% 12.2% 46.3%  16.362b .003
Educational
21-23 1.4% 4.1% 4.1% 1.4% 10.9%
Total 48% 109% 204% 163% 47.6% 100.0%
Co- Gender Male 354% 4.1% 1.4% 40.8% 2.007a 571
Educational
Female 53.7%  4.1% 0.7% 0.7% 59.2%
Total 89.1% 8.2% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Non-Co- Gender Male 1.4% 48% 109% 4.8% 17.0%  38.8% 4.362b 359
Educational
Female 3.4% 6.1% 9.5% 11.6% 30.6% 61.2%
Total 48% 109% 204% 163% 47.6% 100.0%
Co- Place City 68.0% 6.1% 2.0% 0.7% 76.9% 1.248a 741
Educational
Village 21.1%  2.0% 23.1%
Total 89.1% 8.2% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Non-Co- Place City 3.4% 88% 109% 95% 21.1% 53.7% 11.431b 178
Educational
Village 1.4% 2.0% 8.2% 54%  252%  422%
Refugee 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 4.1%
Camp
Total 4.8% 10.9% 204% 163% 47.6% 100.0%
Co- Income Less than 0.7% 0.7% 1.4% 23.379a .000
Educational 600$
More than 88.4% 8.2% 1.4% 0.7% 98.6%
6008
Total 89.1% 8.2% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Non-Co- Income Less than 0.7% 0.7% 3.4% 4.1% 6.1% 15.0% 3.169b .530
Educational 600%
More than 4.1% 102% 17.0% 122% 41.5% 85.0%
600$
Total 48% 109% 204% 163% 47.6% 100.0%
Co- Anxiety 18-20 77.6% 1.4% 2.7% 0.7% 0.7% 83.0% 18.020a .021
Educational
21-23 129%  0.7% 0.7% 1.4% 15.6%
More than 24  0.7% 0.7% 1.4%
years
Total 91.2% 2.0% 4.1% 0.7% 2.0%  100.0%
Non-Co- Anxiety 18-20 129% 4.1% 8.8% 7.5% 55.8%  89.1% 2.023b 732
Educational
21-23 1.4% 0.7% 0.7% 2.0% 6.1% 10.9%
Total 143%  4.8% 9.5% 9.5% 61.9% 100.0%
Co- Gender Male 374%  0.7% 1.4% 1.4% 40.8% 1.731a 785
Educational
Female 53.7% 1.4% 2.7% 0.7% 0.7% 59.2%
Total 91.2%  2.0% 4.1% 0.7% 2.0%  100.0%
Non-Co- Gender Male 4.8% 2.0% 6.8% 41% 21.1% 38.8%  12.059% .060
Educational
Female 8.2% 3.4% 2.7% 54% 422% 61.2%
Total 143% 4.8% 9.5% 9.5% 63.3% 100.0%
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This table compares the distribution of DASS-21 classifications across different
categories of school type (co-educational and non-co-educational) according to age,
gender, place of residence, and income. The Chi-Square values and significance levels
are also presented to indicate the strength of the relationship between school type and the

distribution of scores across these categories.

Age:

For the co-educational school type, the largest group falls within the 18-20 age range,
with the majority of students (74.8%) classified as "normal" in their DASS-21 scores,
while very few display moderate or severe levels. In contrast, non-co-educational schools
show a more varied distribution, with fewer students classified as "normal" (3.4%) and a
higher proportion experiencing moderate to severe stress, anxiety, or depression (46.3%
total). The Chi-Square value (16.362, p = .003) indicates a significant difference in
DASS-21 scores by age between these school types.

Gender:

In co-educational schools, males and females are predominantly classified as "normal"
(35.4% and 53.7%, respectively), with very few showing more mental stress. However,
non-co-educational schools show a broader spread, particularly among males (17.0%)
and females (30.6%) experiencing moderate to severe stress. The Chi-Square values for
gender (2.007 and 4.362, p = .571 and .359, respectively) suggest no significant
relationship between school type and gender regarding the distribution of DASS-21

SCOres.

Place:

Most students from co-educational schools come from cities (68.0%), with a majority
falling under the "normal" category. However, students from non-co-educational schools
exhibit a wider distribution across cities, villages, and refugee camps, with a higher
percentage facing moderate to severe levels of distress. The Chi-Square value for non-co-
educational schools (11.431, p=.178) suggests no significant association between school

type and place of residence.
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Income:

In co-educational schools, students from higher-income households (more than $600)
overwhelmingly fall under the "normal" category (88.4%), while lower-income students
show minimal representation. In non-co-educational schools, however, lower-income
students are more likely to experience moderate to severe stress, anxiety, or depression,
with 6.1% of these students classified as severe. The Chi-Square value (23.379, p =.000)
indicates a significant difference in DASS-21 scores between students from different
income brackets in co-educational schools, but no significant relationship is found in non-

co-educational schools.

The table highlights notable distinctions in the DASS-21 classifications between co-
educational and non-co-educational school types across several demographic variables.
Co-educational schools generally have a higher number of students classified as "normal"
across all categories, while non-co-educational schools show a broader distribution of
mild to severe stress, anxiety, and depression. Differences were found in the relationship
between age and income, as well as in the distribution of DASS-21 scores, particularly in
co-educational schools. Gender and place, however, did not show a significant

relationship with school type in this dataset.
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Table (7)

"Comparison of Coping with University Life Across Demographic Variables in Co-Educational
and Non-Co-Educational Schools"

Type of School Variable Category N  Mean Chi- p value
Rank Square
Co-Educational Coping with 18-20 years 122 76.22 4.889 .087
University
Life
21-23 years 23 6746
More than 24 2 14.00
years
Total 147
Non-Co- Coping with 18-20 years 131 7290 .800 371
Educational University
Life
21-23 years 16  82.97
Total 147
Co-Educational Coping with Male 60 6533 4.246 .039
University
Life
Female 87  79.98
Total 147
Non-Co- Coping with Male 57  65.66 3.588 .058
Educational University
Life
Female 90  79.28
Total 147
Co-Educational Coping with City 113 80.17 10.345 .001
University
Life
Village 34 53.50
Total 147
Non-Co- Coping with City 79 8143 5.359 .069
Educational University
Life
Village 62  64.77
Refugee Camp 6 71.50
Total 147
Co-Educational Coping with Less than 6008 2 9.00 4.768 .029
University
Life
More than 600$ 145  74.90
Total 147
Non-Co- Coping with Less than 6008 22 7798 227 .634
Educational University
Life
More than 600§ 125  73.30
Total 147
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The table compares how students cope with university life based on various demographic
variables in the two types of schools. The data reveal notable differences in coping

mechanisms, particularly when assessed by age, gender, location, and income level.

Age plays a significant role in coping strategies among co-educational students. The mean
rank for those aged 18-20 is 76.22, indicating relatively better coping compared to older
groups, whose ranks drop sharply, particularly for those over 24 years old, who had a
mean rank of only 14. This suggests that younger students may be more adaptable to
university life challenges. In contrast, non-co-educational students show a less
pronounced disparity, with the highest mean rank at 82.97 for the 21-23 age group,
suggesting they might develop coping strategies later compared to their co-educational

counterparts.

Gender differences also emerge prominently in the data. In co-educational settings,
female students have a higher mean rank (79.98) than males (65.33), indicating that they
might employ more effective coping mechanisms. The significance level (p = .039)
further highlights that this difference is statistically relevant. Conversely, in non-co-
educational environments, the difference is less marked, with male students showing a
mean rank of 65.66 compared to females at 79.28, with a p-value of .058, approaching

significance.

The influence of location is particularly striking in co-educational schools, where students
from urban areas (mean rank 80.17) cope significantly better than their rural counterparts
(mean rank 53.50), as indicated by a chi-square value of 10.345 (p <.001). This suggests
that access to urban resources and support systems may foster better coping skills. In non-
co-educational schools, students in cities also show a slightly higher mean rank (81.43)
compared to those in villages (64.77) and refugee camps (71.50), although the differences

are not as pronounced.

Finally, income level reveals stark contrasts in coping abilities, especially in co-
educational schools. Students with incomes below $600 have an alarmingly low mean
rank of 9.00, suggesting severe difficulties in coping, while those with incomes above
this threshold have a mean rank of 74.90 (p = .029), emphasizing the impact of financial

stability on students' ability to navigate university challenges. In non-co-educational
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settings, the mean ranks are more balanced, indicating that income may not play as crucial

arole in coping strategies.

Overall, this table illustrates the multifaceted nature of coping with university life,
revealing that factors such as age, gender, location, and income significantly influence
students' coping mechanisms. These insights can inform interventions aimed at improving
support systems for students, particularly those facing challenges in co-educational

environments.
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Chapter Four

Discussion and conclusion

4.1 Discussion
4.1.1 Discussion of the first hypothesis

The analysis of stress, anxiety, and depression severity among students from co-
educational as well as non-co-educational schools reveals significant disparities in mental

health outcomes based on school type.

A notable finding is that 44.6% of co-educational students report normal stress levels,
compared to only 2.4% in non-co-educational settings. Conversely, non-co-educational
students show much higher rates of moderate (10.2%), severe (8.2%), and very severe
stress (23.8%). The Chi-Square value of 225.243 (p = .000) indicates a highly significant
relationship, suggesting that students in non-co-educational schools are more likely to
experience higher stress levels. The findings regarding stress severity among students in
co-educational versus non-co-educational schools reveal significant discrepancies in
mental health outcomes. There is a general agreement across multiple studies that co-
educational environments contribute positively to students' psychological well-being,
fostering resilience and healthier coping mechanisms (Eze et al., 2024; Rigby, 2020). This
is similar to the idea that social interaction and support from friends in co-education
schools can protect students from stress. On the other hand, the higher stress levels we
found in students from single-sex schools show an urgent need to solve their specific

challenges (Fulambarkar et al., 2023).

Researchers argue that differences in stress levels are not about school type but also
influenced by family income and personality (Wuthrich et al., 2021). In fact, these could
affect how students experience and report stress. Also, students from single-sex schools
have higher stress levels. With this in mind, it is important to remember that other

elements might influence these results.

The findings also show that there is a need to help students from single-sex schools. This
can be done by creating programs that build student coping skills. These programs can
also increase the social support among these students. Additionally, these programs will

reduce the negative effects of stress during academic exams (Fulambarkar et al., 2023).
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Studies show that addressing mental health through education and peer interaction can

improve resilience and psychological well-being (Eze et al., 2024).

Results on anxiety show agreement among researchers that students from co-education
schools tend to report less anxiety than those from single-sex schools (Eze et al., 2024;
Geo et al.,, 2024). This reflects the supportive social networks in co-education
environments (Fulambarkar et al., 2023). The variety of social interactions in co-
education encourages students to ask for help and share their experiences. When students
ask for help and ask questions, they can reduce their anxiety. These are similar to the
results of previous work that found that social support is helpful for mental health.
However, some researchers argue that anxiety levels might also be affected by academic
pressures, not just whether the school is co-education or single-sex (Wuthrich et al.,
2021). Things like how intense the curriculum is, competition between students, and

teacher expectations can increase anxiety.

The findings show that schools should implement mental health programs to help students
from single-sex schools (Fulambarkar et al., 2023). Addressing these students' anxieties,
like feeling socially isolated or pressured to perform well, can improve their mental
health. Further, schools should focus on activities that encourage friendships and teach
about mental health (Eze et al., 2024).

So, there are difference between students from co-education and single-sex schools.
Researchers agree that students from single-sex schools are more likely to experience
depression (Eze et al., 2024; Haider et al., 2024). This reflects the weaker social support
systems often found in single-sex environments. Isolation these students might

experience can make them feel lonely and hopeless (Fulambarkar et al., 2023).

However, there are different opinions about how much school type affects depression
compared to other factors like family background and individual personality (Wuthrich
et al., 2021). Some researchers say that things like parent involvement, family income,
and previous mental health history affect depression levels, regardless of school type.
Also, schools can add counseling services to help students overcome their challenges (Eze
et al., 2024). In this manner, schools can reduce depression risks. These can also
encourage students to ask for help and build resilience in the long run (Fulambarkar et

al., 2023; Rigby, 2020).
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4.1.2 Discussion of the second hypothesis

The second hypothesis states no significant difference in coping abilities between co-
educational and non-co-educational students. Mann-Whitney U test showed the opposite
results. It found co-educational students have higher coping abilities (U = 3,553.00, p <
.001). So, social interactions and supportive school climates influence students’ capacity

to manage academic stress.

Geo et al. (2024) studied self-esteem and assertiveness among teenage girls in both single-
sex and co-education schools and found no significant differences. However, this is
different from the findings of this study. It is worth noting that there is a distinction
between self-esteem/assertiveness and coping abilities. Co-education environments
might not change how students feel about but can provide wider friend networks that

build resilience.

Wauthrich et al. (2021) found that coping abilities in teenagers improve over time and are

strongly influenced by things like connections with friends.

Co-education can develop peer support. It gives students more chances to discuss
challenges, share strategies, and develop coping skills. Similarly, Rigby (2020) added that
teacher involvement and social support reduce emotional distress. These supports may be
more available in co-education schools where mixed-gender interaction encourages open
communication. Other work by Rigby (2020) focuses on bullying among students. The
broader point of their work is that a culture of teamwork and inclusion significantly helps
students cope effectively. Also, research shows that mental health programs can work in
socially active environments. For example, Eze et al. (2024) added that mental health
education reduces psychological distress. Fulambarkar et al. (2023) also confirmed that
mindfulness practices effectively lower stress. These approaches may fit more naturally
into co-education settings. As a result, students can benefit from these programs and

indirectly from socially supported coping.

Haider et al. (2024) also studied the minority or marginalized groups. In co-education
schools, this shows up as interactions with peers from different backgrounds and genders
that show perspectives and improving adaptability. This sense of belonging can increase

students' willingness to seek help when needed to buildi coping strategies.
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Taken together, these studies reinforce the current findings: the significantly higher
coping abilities found in co-educational students appear to stem from enriched peer
engagement, institutional support, and the ease with which mental health programs can
be adopted in mixed-gender settings. By contrast, non-co-educational environments may
lack these integrative elements, leading to fewer peer connections and a narrower set of
coping resources. Accordingly, school administrators and policymakers should consider
initiatives that replicate the benefits of co-educational environments—such as peer
mentoring, inclusive extracurricular activities, and open-discussion forums—in non-co-
educational contexts. Through such targeted efforts, all students can be empowered to
develop more effective coping mechanisms and maintain healthier psychological well-

being.

4.1.3 Discussion of the third hypothesis

The analysis of coping strategies and their relationship with mental health indicators—
specifically stress, anxiety, and depression—provides significant insights into how co-
educational and non-co-educational environments shape students’ psychological well-

being.

In co-educational settings, the findings reveal notable negative correlations between
effective coping strategies and mental health issues, indicating that students who employ
better coping mechanisms tend to experience reduced levels of stress, anxiety, and
depression. Kendall’s tau b coefficients (—0.325(—0.325 for stress, —0.328—0.328 for
anxiety, and —0.187—0.187 for depression) suggest meaningful relationships between
coping effectiveness and psychological distress, while Spearman’s rho coefficients
(—0.400(—0.400 for stress and —0.397—0.397 for anxiety) corroborate these observations.
These results match previous studies that show how good coping helps control emotions
and reduce psychological problems. Geo et al. (2024) found that students with effective
coping strategies showed more resilience when facing academic challenges. Similarly,
Rigby (2020) found that structured programs teaching coping skills help students handle

the stresses of university life.

In contrast, students from single-sex schools have stronger negative connections between
coping strategies and mental health problems. The statistical measures (Kendall's tau b

coefficients of —0.395 for stress, —0.390 for anxiety, and —0.237 for depression, and
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Spearman's rho coefficients of —0.529 for stress, —0.541 for anxiety, and —0.332 for
depression) show a relationship compared to co-educational schools. These connections
indicate that students in single-sex schools may face social isolation or limited exposure
to different peer interactions which can make it harder to develop good coping skills
(Haider et al., 2024). These findings align with broader research (Wuthrich et al., 2021).
Their study showed that peer connections affect mental health outcomes. The results are
also similar to Fulambarkar et al. (2023). They concluded that mindfulness techniques

reduce psychological distress in different educational settings.

Schools should include mental health education in their curriculum to give students
practical tools (workshops, peer support groups, and counseling services) for handling
the psychological demands of university life (Eze et al., 2024; Rigby, 2020). This also
reduces the social and academic pressures that worsen psychological distress (Haider et
al., 2024). The researcher believes that both school types need these programs to improve
students' coping skills. Also, single-sex schools should focus on the specific challenges
their students face. There are many examples of how they can do that through mindfulness
training, emotional regulation techniques, and opportunities for mixing with other
students through workshops with other schools (Fulambarkar et al., 2023). Approaches
involving teachers, counselors, and families working together may further ensure students

receive consistent support to maintain wellbeing at school and home (Geo et al., 2024).

4.1.4 Discussion of the fourth hypothesis

The comparative analysis of DASS-21 classifications across different school types—co-
educational and non-co-educational—reveals significant findings to age, gender, place of

residence, and income.

The hypothesis examined the relationship between demographic factors—age, gender,
place of residence, and income—and mental health outcomes, as measured by the DASS-

21 scores, in co-educational versus non-co-educational school settings.

In a comparative analysis of mental health across different school environments, the
findings revealed that 74.8% of students aged 18-20 in co-educational schools were
classified as "normal," in stark contrast to only 3.4% in non-co-educational schools,
where 46.3% reported moderate to severe distress (Chi-Square = 16.362, p =.003). While
students in co-educational settings exhibited minimal distress, with no significant gender-
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related differences (Chi-Square values = 2.007 and 4.362, p = .571 and .359), non-co-
educational schools saw 17.0% of males and 30.6% of females experiencing notable
stress. Additionally, the majority of co-educational students hailed from urban areas,
correlating with their higher rates of normal classification; however, no significant
association was found between school type as well as place of residence (Chi-Square =
11.431, p = .178). Income also played a critical role, with 88.4% of higher-income
students in co-educational schools classified as "normal," while 6.1% of lower-income
students in non-co-educational settings faced severe distress (Chi-Square = 23.379, p =
.000), underscoring the significant impact of socio-economic factors in these

environments.

The findings highlight a significant disparity in mental health outcomes between students
in the two types of schools, particularly influenced by age and income. In co-educational
settings, social support and better coping mechanisms contribute a favorable mental
health profile, aligning with Geo et al. (2024), who noted that effective coping strategies
are associated with reduced psychological distress. Students in single-sex schools had
different levels of self-esteem and confidence in speaking up for themselves. These

differences affected their mental health.

The concerning mental health patterns in single-sex schools show that there is an urgent
need for support. Haider et al. (2024) study showed that non-Muslim students faced
unique difficulties and needed support systems. Also, Rigby's (2020) study added that
effective interventions can improve mental health. These programs can reduce bullying,

so there is a need for such targeted programs.

The lack of major gender differences in mental health results, as shown by our Chi-Square
analysis, suggests that factors like family income may impact students' mental health
more than gender does. This matches the earlier studies about how coping skills are
important, but system-level factors affect students' psychological well-being. The results
indicate that co-education schools provide a more supportive environment that leads to
better mental health outcomes. In contrast, the concerning trends we observed in single-
sex schools require specific strategies to address students' mental health challenges,

particularly regarding age and income.
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The comparison of how students cope with university life, based on age, gender, location,
and income in co-education and single-sex schools, shows differences among them. The
researcher found that age plays a key role as younger students (18-20 years) in co-
education schools show adaptability (mean rank = 76.22) compared to older students
(over 24 years, mean rank = 14). This is to say that younger students have greater
resilience. In contrast, non-co-educational students show a peak mean rank (82.97) in the
21-23 age group, suggesting a delayed development of coping strategies. Gender
differences are pronounced in co-educational schools, where female students achieve a
higher mean rank (79.98) than males (65.33, p = .039), whereas non-co-educational
schools exhibit less significant differences (females = 79.28, males = 65.66, p = .058).
The location significantly impacts coping abilities, particularly in co-educational
environments, where urban students have a mean rank of 80.17 versus 53.50 for rural
students (Chi-Square = 10.345, p <.001). In non-co-educational settings, urban students
still outperform their rural and refugee camp peers, though differences are less
pronounced. Income level also plays a critical role, especially in co-educational schools,
where students earning below $600 have a very low mean rank (9.00), while those above
this threshold score significantly higher (74.90, p = .029). In non-co-educational
environments, mean ranks are more evenly distributed, indicating a lesser impact of

income on coping strategies.

Overall, these findings underscore the complex interplay of demographic factors that
shape coping mechanisms among university students. The pronounced disparities
between co-educational and non-co-educational students suggest that tailored
interventions are necessary, particularly in co-educational environments where students
may face unique challenges. This aligns with previous studies indicating that co-
educational settings generally foster better mental health outcomes, as seen in DASS-21
scores where 74.8% of co-educational students aged 18-20 were classified as "normal,"
compared to only 3.4% in non-co-educational schools (p = .003). Additionally, financial
stability is critical for coping, reinforcing the notion that addressing socio-economic

disparities can enhance resilience and well-being among students.

The analysis of coping strategies among university students, differentiated by
demographic data, reveals significant trends that resonate with previous studies on mental

health and educational environments. In co-educational settings, the finding that younger
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students (aged 18-20) exhibit superior adaptability compared to their older peers goes in
line with previous work. Literature review from several previous work indicated that
younger individuals tend to display greater resilience and flexibility in coping with
academic pressures (Smith et al., 2022). This suggests that younger students may benefit
from the social dynamics inherent in co-educational environments, which can foster

adaptive coping mechanisms (Johnson & Burns, 2023).

Gender differences in coping strategies, with female students in co-educational schools
reporting higher mean ranks than males (79.98 vs. 65.33, p = .039), echo findings from
other studies that highlight the tendency for females to utilize more effective emotional
and social coping strategies . However, the less pronounced gender differences in non-
co-educational settings may suggest that the absence of mixed-gender interactions could
limit the development of diverse coping strategies among both genders (Johnson & Burns,

2023).

Income level can affect coping abilities in co-education schools. The difference between
lower-income students (mean rank 9.00) and those earning above $600 (mean rank 74.90,
p = .029) supports earlier research linking financial stability to better mental health and
academic performance (Martin Jr, 2021). In contrast, the more spread rankings in single-
sex schools suggest that money problems may have less impact on coping strategies in
those environments. Community support or friendships are important and affect building
resilience (Hassan et al., 2023). Our findings add to existing research on mental health
challenges faced by university students in single-sex schools, where many experience
moderate to severe distress (46.3% in single-sex schools, according to DASS-21 results).
This also shows we need targeted programs to address the specific needs of students in
different school environments for students who are struggling with financial problems
and mental issues. Such programs could strengthen support systems that build resilience

and well-being among university students (Choudhury, 2024).

4.2 Conclusion

This study shows how high school type (co-education versus single-sex) affects the
mental health and coping strategies of second-year students at NNU. This finding shows
that students in mixed schools (co-education schools) have better mental health than those

in single-sex schools. Students in mixed schools experience lower levels of stress,
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anxiety, depression, and better ways of dealing with problems and challenges. In contrast,
students from single-sex schools face psychological challenges and higher levels of
moderate to severe stress, anxiety, and depression, and weaker coping abilities. These
differences indicate a need to understand how school environments affect psychological
well-being and the importance of creating targeted support programs for students from
different backgrounds. The study also examined school-type coping abilities to address
the second hypothesis that predicted no significant differences in university coping

between co-education and single-sex high schools.

Contrary to this hypothesis, the results showed that co-education students had better
coping abilities. There was a statistically significant difference in mean ranks between
the two groups. This finding concludes that co-education schools' social and academic
environment provides more peer interactions. It also promotes emotional expression and
resilience. In single-sex schools, the lack of mixed-gender social dynamics limits
students' exposure to different viewpoints. This finding matches what other research has

found, that students in single-sex schools also had higher levels of stress.

The protective nature of co-education environments comes from the social support and
peer interactions these settings naturally provide. Having diverse social dynamics helps
students express emotions, build resilience, and manage academic and personal stress
better. In contrast, the limited social interactions in single-sex schools may worsen
feelings of isolation and prevent the development of effective coping strategies. These
findings are in line with earlier work that social connections develop mental health and
reduce psychological distress among teenagers and young adults. Also, age, gender,
location, as well as income affect these outcomes. Younger students, city residents, and
those from wealthier families in co-education schools showed better mental health and
coping abilities. These groups benefit from social and economic advantages that
strengthen their psychological well-being. On the other hand, students from lower-income
families and rural areas from single-sex schools face challenges that affect their mental

health.

Co-education school students showed stronger resilience and adaptive coping skills,
which were linked to lower stress, anxiety, and depression. This shows how effective
coping protects psychological distress. Meanwhile, single-sex school students showed

weaker coping abilities closely connected to higher psychological distress, supporting our
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finding that limited mixed-gender interactions can restrict coping resources. This result
indicates that there must be programs and counselling services that address the specific

challenges of single-sex environments.

Based on these findings, schools can develop mental health and resilience among
students. They should focus on creating inclusive and supportive environments that build
social connections and provide equal access to mental health resources. For single-sex
schools, targeted programs should focus on building coping skills, developing resilience,
and addressing the limitations caused by reduced social interaction. Creating programs
that encourage peer support, emotional awareness, and stress management can
significantly improve mental health outcomes for students in these settings. By
strengthening coping mechanisms, educators and policymakers can help reduce the gap
in mental health outcomes between different school types. Addressing economic
inequalities is also essential to closing the gaps in mental health and resilience among
students. Providing financial aid, scholarships, and access to mental health services can
reduce the challenges faced by students from lower-income families and rural areas. So,
schools must recognize how important financial stability is for students' mental health

and take active steps to support vulnerable groups.

Finally, adding mental health education to school curricula builds resilience and
psychological well-being. Training teachers and staff to recognize signs of psychological
distress and provide appropriate help can improve the support available to students who
are from single-sex environments, where coping skills may be less developed. In
conclusion, our study shows a significant impact of high school type and demographic
factors on students' mental health and coping strategies, particularly regarding our second
hypothesis, which was rejected. Co-education schools are more supportive for
psychological well-being. These can improve academic success and enhance the

psychological health of students when they become adults.

4.3 Recommendation

1. Schools should encourage inclusive environments that celebrate diversity and facilitate

meaningful interactions among students from varied backgrounds

2. Implement comprehensive programs and initiatives to enhance students' coping skills

across all school types.
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3. Emphasise cultivating positive peer relationships in co-educational and non-co-

educational schools.

4. Proactively address and challenge gender stereotypes and pressures within educational
settings and provide opportunities for open dialogue, education on gender equality,

and initiatives that promote diversity and inclusivity.

5. Offer personalised support services that recognise and accommodate students' unique

needs and preferences.

6. Encourage ongoing research and evaluation to deepen understanding of the

multifaceted influences on students' experiences in different school environments.
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Appendices
Appendix A

Consent to participate in scientific research

I am a master's student in clinical psychology at An-Najah National University. [ am
conducting a study on the Psychological Effect of Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-
Educational Secondary Schools Toward Coping With University Life for Second-year
Students at An-Najah National University. Scientific research while maintaining
complete privacy for you and preserving this information in a manner that is appropriate

and commensurate with the ethics of scientific research.
Thank you for your kind participation and acceptance.
Nagham Egbaria
Master's Student in Clinical Psychology
An-Najah National University
Participant’s signature:

Researcher’s signature:
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Appendix B

Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale

An-Najah National University
Faculty of Graduate Studies
Master Clinical Psychology

This questionnaire is a part of a master thesis titled "

Psychological Effect of Co-Educational Versus Non-Co-Educational Secondary Schools
Toward Coping With University Life for Second-year Students at An-Najah National

University.

Please answer the questionnaire with complete honesty and objectivity, knowing that
your answers will remain confidential and will only be used for scientific research

purposes.
Thank you for your time and effort.

Section One:

Section A: Personal Information

Gender: Male ( ) Female ()

Age: 18-20 () 21-23( ) 24 and above

Type of education in Secondary school: Co-Educational ( ) Non-Co-Educational ( )

Residence: City () Village ( ) Camp ( )

Family monthly income: less than $600-( ) more than $600( )

Section B: Please put an (x) on the one that best fits your opinion:
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Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scale
DASS 21

Please read each statement and circle a number 0, 1, 2 or 3 which indicates how much
the statement applied to you over the past week. There are no right or wrong answers.
Do not spend too much time on any statement.

The rating scale is as follows:

0 Did not apply to me at all - NEVER

1 Applied to me to some degree, or some of the time - SOMETIMES

2 Applied to me to a considerable degree, or a good part of time - OFTEN
3 Applied to me very much, or most of the time - ALMOST ALWAYS

. . 0 1 2 3
1- I found it hard to wind down
2- 1 was aware of dryness of my mouth 0 1 2 3
3- I couldn’t seem to experience any
. . 0 1 2 3
positive feeling at all
4- I experienced breathing difficulty
eg, excessively rapid breathing,
(e y P £ 0 1 2 3
breathlessness in the absence of
physical exertion)
5- I found it difficult to work up the
0 1 2 3
initiative to do things
6- I tended to over-react to situations 0 1 2 3
7- 1 experienced trembling (eg, in the
p g (eg 0 . 5 ;
hands)
8- [ felt that [ was using a lot of
0 1 2 3
nervous energy
9- I was worried about situations in
which I might panic and make a fool
0 1 2 3
of
myself
10- I felt that I had nothing to look
0 1 2 3
forward to
11- I found myself getting agitated 0 1 2 3
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12-

I found it difficult to relax

13-

I felt down-hearted and blue

14-

I was intolerant of anything that kept
me from getting on with what I was

doing

15-

I felt I was close to panic

16-

I was unable to become enthusiastic

about anything

17-

I felt I wasn’t worth much as a

person

18-

I felt that I was rather touchy

19-

I was aware of the action of my heart
in the absence of physicalexertion
(eg,

sense of heart rate increase, heart

missing a beat)

20 - I felt scared without any good

reason

21- I felt that life was meaningless
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Appendix C
The Brief COPE Scale- English

Brief COPE (Carver, 1997).

You have done really well — thank you. These next items deal with ways you've been
coping with

the stress in your life. The stress issue is the ‘it’ in some of the items! There are many
ways to try

to deal with problems. These items ask what you've been doing to cope with present
stresses. Each item says something about a particular way of coping and please avoid
answering

on the basis of whether how you’ve been coping seems to be working or not—just
whether or not you're doing it. Use these response choices and try to rate each item
separately in your mind from the others. Make your answers as true FOR YOU as you

can.

Coding categories:

1 =T haven't been doing this at all

2 =TI've been doing this a little bit

3 =TI've been doing this a medium amount

4 = I've been doing this a lot

1. I've been turning to work or other activities to take my mind off things.
. I've been concentrating my efforts on doing something about the situation I'm in.
. I've been saying to myself "this isn't real."

. I've been using alcohol or other drugs to make myself feel better.

. I've been getting emotional support from others.

. I've been giving up trying to deal with it.

. I've been taking action to try to make the situation better.

. I've been refusing to believe that it has happened.

O© 00 3 O W K~ W DN

. I've been saying things to let my unpleasant feelings escape. *

10. I’ve been getting help and advice from other people.

11. I've been using alcohol or other drugs to help me get through it.

12. I've been trying to see it in a different light, to make it seem more positive.

13. I’ve been criticizing myself.
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14. I've been trying to come up with a strategy about what to do.
15. I've been getting comfort and understanding from someone.
16. I've been giving up the attempt to cope.

17. I've been looking for something good in what is happening.

18. I've been making jokes about it.

19. I've been doing something to think about it less, such as going to movies,
watching TV, reading, daydreaming, sleeping, or shopping.

20. I've been accepting the reality of the fact that it has happened.

21. I've been expressing my negative feelings.

22. I've been trying to find comfort in my religion or spiritual beliefs.

23. I’ve been trying to get advice or help from other people about what to do.
24. I've been learning to live with it.

25. I've been thinking hard about what steps to take.

26. I’ve been blaming myself for things that happened.

27. I've been praying or meditating.

28. I've been making fun of the situation.
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