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Introduction 
The 21st century's rapid change and development 

make it essential for people to support themselves 

with specific competencies and skills. The 

information, skills, literacy, and competence that 

people need to succeed in their daily lives and at 

work are combined into what is known as 21st-

century competencies. The core of 21st-century 

competencies is grounded in contemporary themes 

and fundamental school issues. The list also includes 

knowledge and abilities in information technology, 

learning and innovation, and life and career skills 

(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2009). 

 

 Competencies are not mutually exclusive because 

21st-century competencies are a combination of the 

knowledge, abilities, literacy, and competence every 

student needs to succeed in his or her life and at 

work. The ability to comprehend and use 

information, to communicate clearly, to solve 

problems, to apply critical thinking to situations in 

the real world, and to make moral judgments are all 

part of an individual's total 21st-century 

competences. 

 

 For this reason, the state is under intense pressure to 

deliver a competitive education on the world stage. 

One example is the comparison of Philippine student 

development to that of other countries. The length of 

time required for K–12 curriculum implementation 

is a significant problem that can hamper the 

interpretation of such benchmarking data (Beswick 

& Care, 2016). 

 

For instance, by comparing educational 

environments and processes, the International 

Large-Scale Assessments (ILSAs) are intended to 

provide insight on them. Data gathered from sizable, 

representative samples of schools and students is 

what distinguishes these studies. The findings can be 

used to recommend methods for a variety of groups 

to enhance instruction and learning (Torney-Purta & 

Amadeo, 2012). 

 

To evaluate student learning and academic success, 

the education industry employs data from in-depth 

evaluations. Depending on a country's interests and 

administration, data are used in a variety of ways. To 

demonstrate to the country that it is headed in the 

right way, the Philippines uses data from extensive 

evaluations. 

 

The purpose of this study was to determine the 

students degree of preparation for large-scale exams 

as well as their 21st century skills via the lenses of 

the aforementioned viewpoints. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework of the study presents the 

students’ 21st century skills and their level of 

readiness for a large-scale assessment
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Figure 1: The Conceptual Paradigm of the Study 

 

Figure 1 shows the interplay of the variables in this 

study. The independent variable in this study, the 

21st century skills of the students in terms of critical 

thinking, collaboration, communication, and 

creativity. While the dependent variable on the level 

of readiness of the students for large-scale 

assessments in terms critical thinking, collaboration, 

communication, and creativity. Then, the 

intervening variables include respondents’ profile 

such as in terms of age, sex, family monthly income, 

and number of siblings, which were used to indicate 

the hypothesized significant difference on 

respondents’ level of readiness for large-scale 

assessments. Hence, the double arrowhead indicates 

the hypothesized significant relationship between 

the 21st century skills of the respondents and their 

readiness for large-scale assessments. 

 

Statement of the Problem 
This study aimed to identify the 21st-century skills 

of the Grade 10 students and their level of readiness 

for large-scale assessments in the selected public 

secondary schools in Zamboanga City, the School 

Year 2021–2022. Specifically, it sought to answer 

the following questions: 

1. What is the profile of the respondents in terms of:  

          1.1. age  

          1.2. sex    

          1.3. family monthly income  

          1.4. number of siblings  

2. What are the 21st century skills among 

respondents in terms of:  

           2.1. critical thinking  

           2.2. collaboration 

           2.3. communication 

           2.4. creativity  

 

3. What is the level of readiness of the respondents 

for the large-scale assessments in   terms of:  

           3.1. critical thinking  

           3.2. collaboration 

           3.3. communication 

           3.4. creativity  

4. Is there a significant relationship between the 21st 

century skills and the level of readiness of the 

respondents in large scale assessment?  

5. Is there a significant difference on the level of 

readiness of the respondents for the large-scale 

assessments when grouped according to profile?  

 

Scope and Delimitation 
This study aimed to identify the 21st century skills 

of the Grade 10 students and their level of readiness 

for large scale assessments in the selected public 

secondary schools in Zamboanga City, School Year 

2021-2022. 

 

The profile of the respondents in terms of age, sex, 

family monthly income, and the number of siblings 

were determined in this study. This study also 

identified the 21st-century skills of students in terms 

of critical thinking, collaboration, communication, 

and creativity. Further, the readiness of the students 

for large-scale assessments was also assessed. 

 

Further, the respondents were from Talisayan 

National High School and Tulungatung National 

High School on the West Coast; Sanggali National 

Students’ 21stCentury 
Skills in terms of: 

Critical thinking 
Collaboration 
Communication 
Creativity 

Level of Readiness for 
Large-Scale 
Assessments in terms 
of: 

Critical thinking 
Collaboration 
Communication 
Creativity 

Profile of the 
respondents in terms of: 

Age 

Sex 
Family 

monthly income 

Number of 
siblings 
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High School and Manicahan National High School 

on the East Coast; Southcom National High School 

and Pasonanca National High School from the 

central area of Zamboanga City. These schools were 

coded as School A, B, C, D, E, and F, respectively. 

 

Methodology 
● Research Design 

This study employed a descriptive-quantitative 

through a correlational research design. The goal of 

descriptive research is to describe a phenomenon 

and its characteristics. This research is more 

concerned with what rather than how or why 

something has happened. Therefore, observation 

and survey tools are often used to gather data (Gall, 

Gall, & Borg, 2007). 

 

Moreover, this study used this type of research 

design to identify the 21st century skills of the 

respondents in terms of critical thinking, 

collaboration, communication, and creativity. It also 

determined the level of readiness of the respondents 

for large-scale assessments. 

 

Furthermore, the quantitative research focused on 

gathering numerical data through adapting the 

questionnaires and generalizing it across the 

respondents. The collected numerical data was 

described and explained through the earlier form of 

research design. 

 

Correlation research design was used in this study to 

determine the significant relationship between the 

respondents’ 21st century skills and their level of 

readiness for large-scale assessments. 

 

● Participants/Respondents of the Study 

The respondents for this study were Grade 10 

students from the selected secondary schools in 

Zamboanga City.  

 

Table 1: Population and Respondents by Schools 

 

School Respondents 

N n 

A 312 40 

B 302 39 

C 558 71 

D 505 65 

E 635 81 

F 420 54 

TOTAL 2732 350 

 

● Instrument/s of the Study 

This study utilized an adapted survey checklist with 

4 point- Likert Scale from Kelly et.al (2019)    on 

Creating a 21st Century Skills Survey Instrument for 

High School Students. The instrument consisted of 

three parts. 

Part I includes the profile of the respondents 

consisting of age, sex, family monthly income, and 

number of siblings. 

 

Part II was focusing on the 21st century skills of the 

respondents. This comprised of eleven statements 

for critical thinking, twenty two statements, for 

collaboration, nine statements for communication 

and eight statements for creativity. The respondents 

rated each statement with 4-Strongly agree, 3 - 

Agree, 2-Disagree, and 1 -Strongly disagree. 

 

Part III consisted of statements focusing on the 

readiness of the respondents for large-scale 

assessments. Critical thinking composed of eleven 

statements, Collaboration has twenty-two 

statements, Communication has nine statements and 

Creativity composed of eight statements. The 

respondents rated each statement according to its 

extent with 4-Highly ready, 3-Ready, 2 -Moderately 

ready, and 1 - Not ready. 

 

● Data Collection and Analysis 

A letter of permission to conduct the study was 

submitted to the office of the Schools Division 

Superintendent. Upon approval, the letter was 

subjected by the Office of the School Head for the 

scheduling of the administration and retrieval of the 

research questionnaires. The researcher personally 

distributed the questionnaires while some were 

through the use of google forms to correctly gather 

the data and to fully achieve the intent of the study. 

 

The responses from the questionnaires were 

encoded and downloaded using the Excel Program. 

Then, these data were processed using the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). 

 

To facilitate the analysis of data, the following 

statistical measures were employed:  

 

Frequency and Percentage. This measure was used 

to determine the proportion of the respondents in 

relation to the samples when categorized according 

to profile such as age, sex, family monthly income, 

and number of siblings.  

 

Mean. This measure was used to identify the 21st 

century skills of the respondents in terms of critical 

thinking, collaboration, communication, and 

creativity. This was also used to determine the 

readiness of the respondents for large-scale 

assessments.  

 

Spearman’s Rho. This measure was used to 

determine the relationship of the 21st century skills 

of the respondents to their readiness for the large-

scale assessments.  
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Mann-Whitney Test. This measure was used to 

determine the difference on the readiness of the 

respondents for the large-scale assessments when 

grouped according to sex.  

 

Kruskal-Wallis Test. This measure was used to 

determine the difference on the readiness of the 

respondents for the large-scale assessments when 

grouped according to age, family monthly income 

and number of siblings.  

 

Shapiro-Wilk Test. This measure was used to 

examine if a variable is normally distributed in a 

population. 

 
Results and Discussion 
Problem Number 1: What is the profile of the 

respondents in terms of age, sex, family monthly 

income and number of siblings? 

 

Table 2: Profile of Respondents in Terms of Age 

Age  F  %  

15 years old and below  84  24.0  

16 to 17 years old  217  62.0  

18 years old and above  49  14.0  

 

Table 2 shows that the majority of the respondents 

were 217, or 62%, whose age ranged from 16 to 17 

years, followed by 84, or 24%, who were 15 years 

old and below, and 49, or 14%, who were 18 years 

old and above. This implies that from 16 to 17 years 

old, the students are in Grade 10. 

 

Besides, it serves as an age requirement in this grade 

level. As per DepEd's "Basic Education Enrollment 

Policy" or DO No. 3 s. of 2018, the age requirement 

is 15–16 years of age. Grade 10 is the fourth and last 

year of the junior high school educational stage. 

Students enrolled in Grade 10 are usually 15–16 

years old. Thus, students begin their senior high 

school preparations here. 

 

Table 3: Profile of Respondents in terms of Sex 

Sex  F  %  

Male  98  28.0  

Female  252  72.0  

 

Table 3 shows that there were 252 or 72% female 

and 98 or 28% male respondents in the study. This 

means that majority of the respondents were female 

which implies that there were more female than male 

students enrolled in these schools. As supported by 

Philippine Statistics Authority reported that in 2017, 

55.6% of the enrollees were females and 44.4% were 

males (Buenaventura, 2019). This is also confirmed 

in recent study which indicated that there were more 

female than male students enrolled in junior high 

school (Surmieda, 2018). 

Table 4: Profile of Respondents in Terms of 

Family Monthly Income 

Family Monthly Income  F  %  

Php 9,000 and below  25

9  

74.0  

Php 9,001-14, 000  53  15.1  

Php 14, 001-19, 000  20  5.7  

Php 19, 001 and above  18  5.1  

 

Table 4 shows, there were 259 or 74% of the 

respondents whose family monthly income ranged 

to Php 9, 000 and below; 53 or 15% of the 

respondents with Php 9,001 to 14, 0000; 20 or 5.7% 

of the respondents with Php 14, 001 to 19, 000; and 

18 or 5.1% with Php 19, 001 and above. This means 

that majority of the respondents got a family 

monthly income of Php 9,000 and below which 

implies that a good number of parents were 

receiving meager salary or has no stable job. This is 

confirmed in the study which showed that most of 

the high school students in public schools were in 

the low-income bracket (Gonzales, 2018). 

 

Table 5: Profile of Respondents in Terms of 

Number of Siblings 

Number of Siblings  F  %  

None  34  9.7  

1-3  144  41.1  

4-6  131  37.4  

7-9  28  8.0  

10 and above  13  3.7  

 

Table 5 shows, there were 144 or 41.1% respondents 

who have 1 to 3 siblings; 131 or 37.4% respondents 

with 4 to 6 siblings; 34 or 9.7% respondents with no 

sibling; 28 or 8% respondents with 7 to 9 siblings; 

and 13 or 3.7% respondents with 10 siblings and 

above. This means that most of the respondents have 

1 to 3 siblings in the family. It implies that as parents 

having this number of children gives them the 

greater chance to provide for their children and 

lesser the number of siblings the greater opportunity 

of educational attainment. 

 

As corroborated by Wu (2015), sibling size is 

recognized as one of the most important predictors 

of determining a child’s educational attainment and 

intellectual development. One of the most important 

relationships in a person's life is their bond with their 

siblings (Cools & Patacchini, 2017). Therefore, it is 

reasonable to anticipate that the number of siblings 

in a family will significantly affect the educational 

performance of children. 

 

Problem Number 2: What are the 21st century 

skills among respondents in terms of critical 

thinking, collaboration, communication, and 

creativity? 
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Table 6: Over-all Summary on the 21st Century Skills among Respondents 

Statements  Mean  Descriptive Rating  Verbal Interpretation  

Collaboration  3.36  Strongly Agree  Very Skilled  

Communication  3.32  Strongly Agree  Very Skilled  

Critical Thinking  3.19  Agree  Moderately Skilled  

Creativity  3.19  Agree  Moderately Skilled  

Average Mean  3.27  Strongly Agree  Very Skilled  

 

Table 6 illustrates the over-all summary on the 21st 

century skills among respondents. It revealed that 

respondents obtained a mean of 3.36 which is 

described as “strongly agree” and interpreted as 

“very skilled” on their 21st century. 

 

Skill in terms of collaboration: Similarly, a mean of 

3.32 which is described as “strongly agree” and 

interpreted as “very skilled” on their 21st century 

skills in terms of communication. This means that 

majority of the respondents were very skilled in 

terms of collaboration and communication. It 

implies that students communicate and collaborate 

effectively since this is what they do every day. They 

create means and ways on how to communicate to 

their peers through creating group chats and other 

online communication. With the modes of online 

communication, collaboration is there since they 

also share information and other difficulties in 

answering the self-learning modules, with this they 

come up with different strategies and with the help 

of their academically inclined peers. Thus, students 

improve their oral and writing communication 

abilities through group learning activities. It not only 

allows students to work in small groups, but it also 

allows them to share and exchange their points of 

view and collaborate toward a common goal in 

accomplishing the task given to them. 

 

As corroborated by Burnage (2018) that 

communication and collaboration taught effectively 

across the curriculum (rather than just expecting 

them to happen) could transform learning 

opportunities for students to participate in lively 

conversations, express their opinions, build upon 

other ideas, present information, and evaluate 

another speaker’s point of view. 

 

On the other hand, respondents got a mean of 3.19 

which is described as “agree” and interpreted as 

“moderately skilled” in terms of critical thinking and 

creativity. This means that most of the respondents 

were moderately skilled both in critical thinking and 

creativity. It implies that learners lack the resources 

that would help them add another information to 

such tasks given to them. Therefore, they develop an 

average critical and creative thinking as they 

imagine possibilities, consider alternatives, and 

create innovative solutions. 

 

As substantiated by Burnage (2018), critical 

thinking and creative thinking skills provide 

opportunities for students to ignite higher order 

thinking, like analysis, evaluation, or synthesis 

through judgements or decisions based upon 

evidence, arguments, claims or beliefs. While, 

creative learning grounded in finding both 

conventional and creative solutions to unfamiliar 

problems. 

 

In sum, it shows that respondents obtained an over-

all mean of 3.27 with its descriptive rating of 

“strongly agree” and interpreted as “very skilled” 

This means that majority of the respondents were 

very skilled. It implies that students already have the 

different learning skills where they can find 

solutions to problems and think outside the box by 

empowering them to see concepts in a different side 

and find alternatives for a solution. Working with 

their peers helps them achieve and consider 

compromises, get the best possible results from 

solving a problem, talking to others for them to learn 

how to effectively convey ideas since they have 

different personalities.  

   

As a support, Wrahatnolo and Munoto (2018) 

affirmed that students with communication skill, 

collaboration, critical thinking, and problem-

solving, and creativity and innovation related to 

their knowledge content will tend to be more 

successful, both at college, at work and as part of 

society. 

 

Problem Number 3: What is the level of readiness 

of the respondents for the large-scale assessments 

in terms of critical thinking, collaboration, 

communication and creativity? 

 

Table 7: Over-all Summary on Level of 

Readiness among Respondents for Large-Scale 

Assessments 

Statements  Mean  Descriptive Rating  

Collaboration  3.30  Highly Ready  

Communication  3.22  Ready  

Creativity  3.19  Ready  

Critical Thinking  3.13  Ready  

Average Mean  3.21  Ready  

 

Table 7 exhibits the over-all summary on the level 

of readiness among respondents for large-scale 

assessments. It revealed that respondents obtained a 

highest mean of 3.30 with its descriptive rating of 

“highly ready” on collaboration. While, a mean of 
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3.22 with its descriptive rating of “ready” on 

communication, a mean of 3.19 with its descriptive 

rating of “ready” on creativity and a mean of 3.13 

with its descriptive rating of “ready” on critical 

thinking. This means that majority of the 

respondents were highly ready on collaboration. On 

the other hand, respondents were ready on 

communication, creativity and critical thinking. It 

implies that collaboration encourages students to 

work together, discuss content concepts, and 

enhance their knowledge. Furthermore, 

collaborative assessments lessened students' anxiety 

over testing, enabling them to focus on the questions 

and demonstrate their knowledge. 

 

As a support from one of the studies done at the 

undergraduate level, it was verified that 

collaborative assessments improve students’ depth 

of understanding, critical thinking skills, and exam 

performance (Gilley and Clarkston 2014). As a 

result of students engaging with their peers to 

discuss questions and answers, thereby filling in 

knowledge gaps (Vogler & Robinson 2016). 

Moreover, Bremert, Stoff and Boesdorfer (2020) 

found that the results for low-achieving students (≤ 

84% on individual multiple-choice part of the 

assessment) and high-achieving students (≥ 85%). It 

appears that low achievers benefited more from the 

collaborative portion of the exam than high 

achievers. 

 

In sum, it shows that respondents obtained an over-

all mean of 3.21 with its descriptive rating of 

“ready.” This means that most of the respondents 

were ready for large-scale assessments. It implies 

that student has the overall ability to participate 

large scale exams as well to meet the basic 

requirements and to succeed in higher education 

within the recommended timeframe required. 

 

In the study of Sampang and Moseros (2005), 

difficulty can then be experienced if students are 

lacking the needed prerequisite skills for a particular 

lesson. Redesigning diagnostic tests as 

developmental assessment instruments when they 

found out that mastery of prerequisite skills at a 

certain level prepares the learner to cope with the 

demands of more difficult concepts and applications 

in the succeeding level. Because of this, reviewing 

the learners of the prerequisites could largely 

contribute on the learning of the students. Once 

these skills are already familiarized to the learners, 

building up the new concepts and skills on the 

prerequisites and on what they already knew would 

lead to total learning. This process is called 

scaffolding. When students are given the support, 

they need while learning something new, they stand 

a better chance of using that knowledge 

independently and mastery and retention of the 

concepts and skills is assured. 

Problem Number 4: Is there a significant 

relationship between the 21st century skill and 

the level of readiness of the respondents in large-

scale assessments? 

 

Table 8: Spearman’s Rho: Students’ 21st 

Century Skills and their Level of Readiness for 

Large-Scale Assessments 

Variables  Coeffic

ient r- 

value  

p-

value  

Interpretat

ion  

21st Century 

Skills of 

Students and 

their level of 

readiness for 

large-scale 

assessments  

.870**  .000  Significant  

 

Table 8 presents the correlation between the 

students’ 21st century skill and their level of 

readiness of large-scale assessments. Data shows 

that the coefficient of correlation of .870 with the 

corresponding probability value of .000 is 

significant at alpha = 0.05, hence, there is a 

significant relationship between the respondents’ 

21st century skill and their level of readiness of 

large-scale assessments. This means that the 

relationship between the two variables is significant. 

 

Therefore, the hypothesis which states that there is 

no significant relationship between the respondents’ 

21st century skill and their level of readiness of 

large-scale assessments is rejected. The null 

hypothesis is rejected since the p-value of .000 is 

within the threshold of 0.05. 

 

Moreover, Spearman’s Rho correlation coefficient 

of .870 suggests for a very high correlation between 

the respondents’ 21st century skill and their level of 

readiness of large-scale assessments. It means that 

the higher a 21st student's skills are, the better 

prepared they are for large-scale tests. It implies that 

the students with 21st century skills envelop 

proficiency in communication and skillful in 

technology which entails that the students are ready 

for large scale assessments. 

 

This is supported by Wilson and Scalise (2014), 

among the 21st century learning goals is to produce 

students who are highly productive, proficient in 

communication, have higher order thinking skills 

(HOTS) and skillful in the use of information and 

communication technology. Therefore, the higher a 

21st student's skills are, the better prepared they are 

for large-scale tests. It also implies that the process 

used by teachers and students during instruction 

provides feedback to adjust ongoing teaching and 

learning to improve students' achievement of 

intended instructional outcomes. Another important 
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aspect of the use of assessment is the need to 

promote public awareness and understanding of the 

essential role assessment plays in educational and 

workplace performance improvement. These wider 

public education, outreach, and public relations 

functions are critical in gaining the support needed 

from all education stakeholders to help move 

assessment and systems of education more toward 

21st century goals and student success. 

 

This is supported by Pellegrino, Chudowsky, and 

Glaser (2001) that assessment need to be coherent 

across levels of educational systems. Coherence 

must start with agreement on the 21st century skills 

and their component knowledge and skills. 

Moreover, designs of international, national, state, 

classroom level tests must be clarified and aligned 

or assessment at different levels will not be balanced 

and inferences about student performance is 

compromised.  

 

Problem Number 5: Is there a significant 

difference on the level of readiness of the 

respondents for the large-scale assessments when 

grouped according to profile? 

 

Table 9: Results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test to Compare the Level of Readiness of Respondents for Large-

Scale Assessment Based on Age 

 N Mean Rank X2 

 

Df p-value Interpretation 

15 years old and  below 84 175.52 .980 2 .613 Not Significant 

16 to 17 years old 217 172.58 

18 years old and above 49 188.41 

 

Table 9 revealed that there is no significant 

difference in the level of readiness for large-scale 

assessments among respondents when grouped 

according to age, x2(2)=.980, p=.613. This means 

that the level of readiness of respondents for large-

scale assessments are more or less the same. Thus, 

age is not a significant factor that affects the 

readiness for large-scale assessments among 

respondents in this study. Therefore, the hypothesis 

which states that there is no significant difference in 

the level of readiness for large-scale assessments 

among respondents when grouped according to age 

is accepted. The null hypothesis is accepted since the 

p-value of .613 is beyond the threshold of 0.05. 

 

It implies that age is not a factor student’s level of 

readiness for large scale assessment. Once the 

student reaches the age of teenager, he’s critical 

thinking develops and start to discover and try things 

on their own. Same goes to the readiness of the 

students it will happen whenever and wherever it is 

necessary. It could happen inside the classroom or in 

everyday life activity, it needs to be nurture with the 

help of parents and teachers. 

 

This is supported by an article Critical Thinking 

Development, that for the development of critical 

thinking continues to build from the skills acquired 

and the challenges faced in the first two 

developmental stages. These skills must continue to 

be reinforced as the child matures. 

 

Table 10: Results of Mann-Whitney U and Wilcoxon tests on the Level of Readiness for Large-Scale 

Assessment Based on Sex 

 N  Mean 

Rank 

U W Z p-value Interpret

ation 

Male 98  172.29 12033.00

0 

16884.00

0 

-.371 .711 Not 

Significa

nt 

Female 252  176.75  

 

Table 10 shows that there is no significant difference 

on the level of readiness for large-scale assessment 

among the respondents when they are grouped 

according to sex (U=12033.000, Z=-.371, p=.711 

>.05). This means that the level of readiness for 

large-scale assessment among respondents are more 

or less the same. Thus, sex is not a significant factor 

that affects the level of readiness for large-scale 

assessment among respondents in this study. 

Therefore, the hypothesis which states that there is 

no significant difference in the level of readiness for 

large-scale assessments among respondents when 

grouped according to sex is accepted. The null 

hypothesis is accepted since the p-value of .711 is 

beyond the threshold of 0.05. 

 

It implies that sex does not contribute to level of 

readiness of students for large scale assessment. 

This is supported by Wochenschrift (2021) on the 

study of observational study on ECG e-learning. Of 

the total study population 686 (52%) were female 

and 629 (48%) were male. This is the first report on 
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gender-related differences in examination behavior 

concerning an elaborate e-learning tool. Baseline 

characteristics of female and male students were 

mainly comparable. The time until the first attempt 

and number of attempts performed was comparable 

between both sexes; however, female students spent 

more time on the first attempt compared to their 

male colleagues. There was no difference regarding 

ECG quiz scores or final ECG examination scores 

between female and male students. 

 

Table 11: Results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test to Compare the Level of Readiness of Respondents for 

Large-Scale Assessment Based on Family Monthly Income 

 N Mean Rank X2 

 

Df p-value Interpretatio

n 

Php 9,000 

and below  

259  

 

171.76  

 

4.109  

 

3 .250 Not 

Significant 

Php 9,001 – 

14,000  

53  

 

200.95  

 

Php 14,001 – 

19,000  

20  

 

163.05  

 

Php 19,001 

and above  

18  

 

168.22  

 

 

Table 11 revealed that there is no significant 

difference in the level of readiness for large-scale 

assessments among respondents when grouped 

according to family monthly income, x2(3)=4.109, 

p=.250. This means that the level of readiness of 

respondents for large-scale assessments are more or 

less the same. Thus, family monthly income is not a 

significant factor that affects the readiness for large-

scale assessments among respondents in this study. 

 

Therefore, the hypothesis which states that there is 

no significant difference in the level of readiness for 

large-scale assessments among respondents when 

grouped according to family monthly income is 

accepted. The null hypothesis is accepted since the 

p-value of .250 is beyond the threshold of 0.05.It 

implies the family income is not a factor on the level 

of readiness of students for large scale assessments. 

Notably, a few studies have found little correlation 

between income and academic achievement (Lacour 

& Tissington, 2011). 

 

Similarly, Oni (2007) and Omoegun (2007) found 

that there is a significant dissimilarity between 

conduct of students from high and low socio–

economic statuses and this ultimately influence their 

learning process. 

 

 

Table 12: Results of the Kruskal-Wallis Test to Compare the Level of Readiness of Respondents for 

Large-Scale Assessment Based on the Number of Siblings 

 N Mean Rank X2 

 

Df p-value Interpretation 

None  

 

34  

 

174.69  

 

.893  

 

4  

 

.926  

 

Not Significant 

1-3 siblings  

 

144  

 

175.03  

 

4-6 siblings  

 

131  

 

173.53  

 

7-9 siblings  

 

28  

  

 

176.21  

 

10 siblings and above  13  

 

201.15  

 

 

Table 12 revealed that there is no significant 

difference in the level of readiness for large-scale 

assessments among respondents when grouped 

according to the number of siblings, x2(4)= .893, 

p=.926. This means that the level of readiness of 

respondents for large-scale assessments are more or 

less the same. Thus, number of siblings is not a 

significant factor that affects the readiness for large-

scale assessments among respondents in this study. 

 

Therefore, the hypothesis which states that there is 

no significant difference in the level of readiness for 

large-scale assessments among respondents when 

grouped according to number of siblings is accepted. 

The null hypothesis is accepted since the p-value of 

.926 is beyond the threshold of 0.05. 

 

It implies the number of siblings does not affect the 

level of readiness of students for large scale 

assessments. According to Lee (2008), the size has 
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significantly negative impact on children’s 

education. 

 

Moreover this may be due to the fact that in 

developed countries, where education is well 

sponsored by public expenditure, variations in 

family size characteristics and private investment 

are less influential on children’s schooling (Liu, 

2015). 

 

Conclusion 
Based on the findings, the study concludes the 

following:  

1. Female respondents were between the ages of 16 

and 17 with a household monthly income of 

Php9,000 or less and one to three siblings.  

2. Most of the respondents were very skilled in terms 

of collaboration and communication. On the other 

hand, they were moderately skilled in in terms of 

critical thinking and creativity. To sum, respondents 

were very skilled  

3. Respondents were ready for large-scale 

assessment in terms of critical thinking, 

communication, and creativity, while highly ready 

for collaboration.  

4. Respondents' readiness to participate in large-

scale exams is related to their 21st century skills.  

5. Readiness in the large-scale assessments among 

respondents do not differ on age, sex, family 

monthly income and number of siblings.  

 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings and conclusions, the 

following recommendations are hereby presented:  

1. Department of Education (DepEd) Officials may 

revisit and modify its educational platform by 

creating a program that would enhance the 21st 

century skills of the students in preparation for the 

readiness for large scale assessments. This can be 

implemented by equipping teachers with knowledge 

and skills on the 21st century skills.  

2. Curriculum Implementation Division (CID) 

Supervisors may provide trainings to teachers in 

terms of enhancing on the teaching practices and 

strategies and importance of 21st century skills for 

large scale assessments.  

3. School Heads may address concerns on teaching 

practices and strategies of teachers to enhance 21st 

century skills in preparation for large scale 

assessments.  

4. Teachers may provide and integrate relevant 

activities in the lessons that foster the 21st century 

skills in preparation for large scale assessments.  

5. Students may exert efforts to improve their 21st 

century skills. Students can carry out this by 

increasing their time to review their lessons and 

consistently attend their classes.  

6. Researchers may conduct similar studies to 

validate the findings of the present investigation.  
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