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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Findings of the investigation as obtained on the analy-
sils of the data collected by the interview schedule are
described and discussed in this chapter. Demographic charac-

teristics of the sample are presented first.

Observations pertinent to the various resources of
energy availed of by the family, main source of energy used
by‘purpose, the most satisfying and dissatisfying charac-
teristic in relation to each source of energy availed of and

the cost incurred on energy consumption are summarised.

Desired and expected energy related goals, as well as
fears and constraints to the realisation of these goals are
briefed next. Past, present and future goal attainments
and the accomplished (past) and anticipated (future) levels
of goal attainments of the families are presented with
relevant discussions. ZEcoconsciousness of husbands and
homemakers and extent of commitment of families to each of
the goals are also described. Then extreme commitment
scorers are profiled and hypotheses are tested and dis-

cussed.

1. Description of the Sample

Insight into the base line data of the sample was

sought through personal interviews. Personal characteris-
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tics of the homemakers and their husbands and demographic

characteristics are summarised.

1.1 Age of Husbands and Homemakers

The range in the age of homemakers was observed to be
20 to 63 years while that of husbands was 24 to 65 years.
Nearly 85 per cent and 91 per cent of husbands and homemakers
respectively were found to belong to three age categories -
that encompassed ages 25 to 54.‘ Less than 10 per cent of the
female respondents belonged to either the first or the last
age category (Table 1). Approximetely 14.5 per cent of the
husbands belonged to the age group of 55 years or more. The
mean age of husgands was estimated to be 42.15 while that

of homemakers was 37.61.

Table 1. Distribution of Husbands and Homemakers by Age.

Hugbands Homemakers
Years of Age T 7 B A
24 or under 1 0.45 15 6.82
25 - 34 67 30.45 77 - 35,00
35 ~ 44 66 30,00 69 21,36
15 - 54 54 24 .55 54 24.55
55 or over 32 14..55 5 2.27
Total 220 100 .00 220 100.00
Mean 42,15 37 .61

S.D. 10.59 9.67
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1.2 Education

On scrutiny of the education level of husbands and home-
makers, it was seen that comparatively a small proportion of
husbands and homemakers had very low or very high education,
i,e., class 5 or less and the completion of doctorate degree
reépectively. 40 per cent of the husbands had completed
bachelor's degree; only 15 per cent of the honemakers were
bachelor's degree holders. Nearly one-third of the home-
qakers had éompleted education upto S.S.C. Approximately
two third of the husbands had completed higher education at
one of the three levels, viz., graduation, post-graduation,
and doctorate levels. However only one-fourth of the home-
makers Qere observed to have completed the same. Thus, by
and large the husbands had better educational status than

their wives.

Table 2., Digtribution of Husbands and Homemakers by
Bducation Level.

N Husbands Homemakers
Educations . Level T 57 i %
Class 5 or less 1 0.45 15 6.82
Class 6-9 44 20.00 51 23.18
S.8.C. completed 16 7.27 . 68 30.91
Some college or under- ,
gradunate diploma 25 11.36 23 10.45
Completed Bachelor's
degree 89 40,45 33 15.00
Completed Post-graduation 38 17.27 24 10.91
Completed Doctorate
Programme 7 3.18 6 2.73

Total 220 99.98 220 100.00
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1.3 Years of Married Life

The sample comprised of intact familieg. The years of
married life of the respondents and husbands was analysed.
It was seen that the range of years married was less than
one to forty. More or legss the same proportion of families
belonged to the first three categories of years of married

life (Table 3).

Table 3. Distribution of Families by Years of Married

Life,

Years ., N %

5 or less 36 16.%6
6 - 10 39 17.73
11 - 15 39 1773
16 - 20 26 11.82
21 - 25 25 11.36
26 - 30 30 13,64
31 or more 25 11.36
Total 220 100.00
Mean 17,00

s.D. 10.61

Years of married life in each of the categories of 16

to 20 years, 21 to 25 years and 31 years or more were
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reported by 11 per cent of the respondents respectilvely.
Approximately 14 per cent of homemakers and husbands were
married for a period ranging from 26 to 30 years. The mean
nuober of years of married life for the 220 families was 17

years.,

1.4 Number of Children and Other Members

The number of chilﬁren at home at the time of the study
in each family ranged from zero to seven. Nearly one-third
of the families had two children. Approximately one~fourth
of the families had three children and one-fifth had one>
child (Table 4). A small proportion of families did not
have children. The mean nunber of children per family at the

time of the study was 2.20.

Table 4. Digtribution of Families by Number of Children
and other Members.

Number NGhildren% Ogheg Memifgin
0 12 5445 145 65.91
1 50 22.73 34 15.45
2 ) 34.09 16 T.27
3 54 24..55 13 5.9
4 26 11.82 8 3,64
5 1 0.45 | 1 0.45
6 1 0.45 2 0.90
7 1 0.45 - -
8 - - 1 0.45

Total 220 99.99 220 99.98

Mean 2420 0.74

S.D. 1.16 1.32




69

In majority of the families, no other members other
than the immediate family members, were present. However
in 15 per cent of the families one relative was staying with
them., Relatively smaller proportion of families had two to

gix relatives staying with them,

1e5 Size of the Household

The number of persons living in a household ranged from
two to thirteen. Nearly 30 per cent of the families consis-~
ted of four members while 2% per cent of them had five
members. Approximately 15 per cent of the families comprised
of three and six members each. About 14 per cent of the
sample was found to have seven members or more. The mean

size of the household was 4.94 (Table 5).

Table 5. Distribution of Families by Size of the Household.

Number of Persons N %

3 34 15 .45
4 62 28,18
5 50 22.73
6 35 15.91
7 14 6,36
9-1% 8 3463
Total 220 99.99
Mean 4,94

S.D. 1379
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1.6 Famil§ Incoﬁe

With reference to the majority of the families, husbands
were the only bfeadwinners. However, approximately 15 per
cent of the homemakers were also contributors to family
income. In 9 per cent of the families studied e;ther
children or other members too, contributed to the family
income (Appendix IIT : Table I). Husbands' income from pri-
mary occupations ranged from Rs.200,00 to Rs.5200.00 per
month., Homemakers' and childreﬁ's income ranged from
Rs.125.00 to Rs.2000.00 and Rs.150.00 to Rs.1600.00 per
month respectively. DNearly 81 per cent of husbands earned
either Rs.2000.00 or less per month thle the same was true
in the case of all the contributing homemakers and children

to family income (Appendix III : Table II).

In addition to primary income, supplementary income
was also received by families studied and this ranged from
Rs.50.00 to Rs,1000.00 per month. The secondary sources of
income to the 27 per cent of families were mainly rent,

farw and business earnings, interest and dividends.

Majority of the families earned Rs.2000.00 or less per
month from all sources of income. One-fifth of the families
secured an income of about Rs.2001.00 or more but less than
Rs.3000,00 per month, Nearly 1% per ceﬁt of families

earned more than Rs.3000.00 per month as income (Table 6).
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The mean monthly family income from all sources for the

entire sample was estimated to be Rs.2025.00.

Table 6, Distribution of Families by Monthly Income.

Monthly Income

in Rs. N %

Re.1000 or less 41 18.64
Rs.1001 - Rs,.2000 106 48,18
Rs.2001 -~ Rs.3000 45 20.45
Rg.3001 - Rs.4000 14 6.%6
Rs.4001 - Rs.5000 9 4,09
Rs,5001 or more 5 2.27
Total 220 99.99

2. Energy Rescurce Use

The fipndings pertinent to the sources of energy availed
of by the families, the main purpose for which each was
availed of, the mogt satisfying and dissatisfying characteris-
tic in relation to each and the cost incurred on energy

consumption are presented.

2.1 Sources of Eneérgy Availed of

It was thought worthwhile to gain insight into the
various energy sources availed of by the families at the
time of the study. Families under investigation consumed
fewer variety of fuels compared to their parentgl homes

(Appendix III : Table III),
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Table 7. Distribution of Families by Sources of
Energy Availed of

Sources of Energy N#* %

Electricity - 220 100,00
Petrol and/or Diesel 134 60.91
Natural Gas 129 58.64
Kerosene 86 39.09
Liguified Petroleum Gas 72 32.73

Coal 11 5.00

*All -respondents gave more than one source of
energy as being availed of by their families,

All the families under investigation used electricity
(Table'V). Nearly 60 per cent of the femilies availed of
netural gas and petrol and/or diesel respectively. Nearly
one-third of them used liguified petroleum gas while approxi-
mately 39 per cenht were users of kerosene. However a very
small pr0portion of families used coal as a source of
energy. In contrast to the small proportions of maternal
and paternal homes, majority of the respondents' families
were users of natural gas. Another remarkable difference
noticed between the two generatiﬁns was in the proportion
of familiés consuming petrol and/or diesel (Appendix IIT :
Teble III). The femilies in the present study were non-

users of agricultural waste and wood as sources of energy.
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The data on sources of energy was further analysed to
get an idea as to the number of energy sources simultaneously
availed of by the respondents' families. The largest propor-
tion of families availed of three sources of energy simul-
taneously. More or less the same proportion of respondents
reported that their families availed of either two or four
energy sources simultaneously in the course of family

living (Appendix III : Table IV).

2.2 Main Bnergy Source Utilized by Purvose

Information wag sought through interview on the main
source of energy used for specific purpose/s by the families
under investigation. The electrical energy was the main
energy source consumed for enhancing comfort and efficiency
in living. TFor meal pre-preparation activities muscle
energy was utilised by 79 per cent of families, though 21
per cent used electrical energy as the main source of
energy for the same. Approximately 59 per cent of the
femilies used natural gas mainly for meal preparation, while
32 pef cent used liquified petroleum gas as the main energy
source for the same. Less than 10 per cent used kerosgene

and coal as the main energy source for cooking (Table 8).

In the case of nearly 53 per cent of the families,
the main source of energy used for heating water for non-

meal purposes was natural gas. The popular use of this
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energy source for this purpose reflects the cheap rate at
which it is available to the families, A little over one-
third of the families used mainly kerosene for this purpose.
Liguified petroleum gas, coal and electricity were reported
as the main source of energy used for heating water by only
a small propoertion of respondents. For transport, appro-
ximately 62 per cent had power run vehicles and they used
mainly petrol for the same, For entertainment and hobbies
electricity was the main energy source used by three-fourth
of the familles while the remaining families used none of

the commercial sources of energy for the same.

2.3 Monthly Outlay on Bnergy Consumption

Monthly expenditure on the various sources of energy
availed of was computed from the data collected. The range
of monthly outlay for the families on energy consumption was
seen to be Rs.39.00 to Rs.870.00. Majority of families spent
amounts ranging from Rs.101.00 to Rs.550.00 per month on
energy consumption. Approximately one-third of the families
spent Rs.100 or less per month on energyzgource use. Negli-
gible proportion of families spent more than Rs.550.00 per
month on the same (Table 9). Mean monthly outlay on energy
consumption for the 220 families amounted to Rs.196.3%2
while monthly per capita expenditure was observed to be

Rs.39.74.



76

b
Table 9. Distribution of Femilies Monthly Outlay on

Energy Consumption.

Monthly Outlay

in Rs, N %

Rs.100 oxr less 75 34,09
Rs.101 ~ Rs.250 87 39.55
Rs.251 - Rs.400 %6 . 16,36
Rs.401 - Rs.550 17 T.73
BEs.551 - Rs.700 4 182
R=s.701 or more 1 0.45
Total 220 100.00

2.4 Characteristic of Satisfaction in Relation to Sources

of Energy

The most satisfying and the most dissatisfying charac-
teristic of each of the energy sources availed of by the
families was reported by the homemakers (Tables 10 and 11).
'€onvenience/ease of handling' was reported as the most
satisfying characteristic in relation to electricity by the
greatest proportion of respondents. Approximately one-third
of the respondents stated 'multiple use' ag the most satis-
fying characteristic of electricity. To 17 per cent of the
respondents 'speed' was the most satisfactory feature of
'liquified petroleum gas, natural gas and electricity.

'Convenience' and 'economy' were reported as the most
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satisfying characteristic of natural gas by about 15 and 13
per cent of respondents respectively. 'Convenience',
tfreedom/flexibility’ and"speed’ were feported as the most
satisfactory characteristic of petrol by?éZ, 2@ and 13 per
cents of respondents respectively.  'Convenience', 'economy'
and ‘speed' were thgmmost satisﬁying_characteris%ic of kero-
sene reported by 12,6, and 4 per cents of respondents respec-
tively. ‘'Economy' was asgociated with coal by a little over
one per cent of them. Thus it could be seen that there was
not total agreement on a particular characteristic as the
most satisfying one in the case of all the various energy
sources. Varylng proportions of respondents, though small,
reported their insbility to point out the most satisfying
characteristic in relation to all the energy sources except

liguified petroleum gas and natural gas (Table 10).

The respondents were asked to report on the most dis-
satisfying characteristic in relation to the various energy
sources availed of by their families. 'High cost' was
cited most often as the most dissatisfactory chamactgristic
of electricity. 8Slightly more than one-fourth of the
respondents reported irregular supply as the most dis-
satisfying feature agsociated with electric energy. Fre-
quently reported the most dissatisfying characteristic in
relation to liguified petroleum gas was 'irregular/delayed

supply' and the néxt most often quoted characteristic was
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'high cost'. 14 per cent reported 'danger' in relation to
natural gas. ‘'High cost' was stated most often as the most dis-
satisfying feature of peﬁrol. Kerosene was considered 'dirty
to handle' by 30 per cent of the homemakers. Oft quoted most
dissatisﬁying characteristic in relation to coal was also

found to be 'dirty'. Some respondents, however, were unable

to identify any dissatisfying characteristic in relation to

all the sources of energy. Here again it was observed that

the characteristic most often reported as the most dissatis-

fying differed for the energy sources (Table 11).

%Y EBnergy Related Goals

The respondents furnished details regarding their
families' energy related goals. The desired goals, expected
goals, perceptions of past, present and future goal attain-
ments, levels of goal attaimments, fears and constraints on
these goals, mode of goal attainments as well as goals
pertaining to other areas of family living were expressed

by the respondents.

3.1 Degired Goals

.The most frequently reported goals related to energy
conservation., UNearly all the families had ‘'minimise wastage
of energy resource at the point of use’ and ‘minimise energy

. . N .
resource consumption' as their goals. 'Owing recreational
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equipment run on eleo%rical energy' was cited as their family
goal by 77 per cent of homemakers. Approximately 86 per cent
reported 'owning household electric equipment' as their
family goal. 72 per cent of families held ‘'substitution of
energy resources by nuscle energy/as their goal. Varying
proportions of families reported various energy related

goals (Table 12). A little over half the families had the
goal of‘'owning power-run transport means' while 14 per cent
desired to 'own a vehicle larger than the one family already

A haSo

Table 12. Distribution of Families by their Desired Energy
Related. Goals. '

Goals ' Number Percent

1. Own household electric equipment- refri- 189 85,9
gerator, washing machine, blender, grinder
toagster, flour mill,

2. Own recreational equipment run on elec- ‘
trical energy -~ television-set, radio,
record player, tape-recorder. 169 76.82

3. Own transport means- moped, scooter,

motor-bdke, car, 119 54,09
4, Maintain comfortable temperature in the

house- air cond itioner, air cooler. . 88 40.00

5. Own non~electric equipment that consume
power- stove, oven, gas burners, lron,

gas cooking range. 79 35491
6. Improve comfort and efficiency in living-

addition of fans and lighting. 65 29.55
7. Install natural gas supply. .55 25.00
8. Install water-heating system. 48 21.82

9. Own a larger vehicle than the one family
already has, : 30 13.64

R T T e T T T e T T R I T



32

Table 12 (pontd.)

Goals N Co Number Percent

10. Avoid wastage of energy resource

at the point of use. 216 98.18
11. Effect reduction in the energy

consumption level. 213 96,82
12. Substitute muscle energy for

commercial energy resources. . 159 72.27

Most wespondents reported more than one goal,

The data were subjected to further analysis to get an
idea as to the number of areas in which energy related goals
were identified by families. Type I energy—reléted goals
included items one to nine while Type II goals’included
itéms ten to twelve of Table 12. The largest proportion
of families was observed to have energy goals in three areas
each in both the types of goals, Aﬁproxhnately 27 and 24
per cent of families were observed to hold goals in four
and five areas respectiﬁely in the case of Type I goals,
Relatively small proportions of families‘held goals in two
areas or less, or six areas or more of Type I goals. One-
fourth of the families heldrgoélé in two out of three
areéds of Type II goals. The mean number of areas out of
nine in which Type I goals were held was 3.83. The mean
number of goal areagmout of three held in relation to

Type II goals was 2,68 (Appendix III ; Teble V).

The respondents were asked to state the order of
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importance attached to energy goals like level of living
oriented ones, reduction in superfluous energy consumption,
avoidance of wastage of energy resource and substitution of
commercial sources of energy by muscle energy wherever
feasible., The most important place was given to the level
of living oriented eneré§f%y 72 per cent of familieg while
62.7% per cent gave reduction in superfluous energy
consumption the second place. The third rank wes assigned
to 'avoid wastage of energy resource at the point of use'
by 80 per cent of the familieg. The lagt place was
ageribed to 'substitution of muscle energy to commercial
sources of energy' by nearly 93 per cent of families,

The ranks assigned to each of the four goals were quanti-
fied by scores one through to four for fourth through to
first ranks respectively. From the scores thus assigned,
the mean score for each goal was computed. The mean
gscores on level of living oriented energy goals, reduction
in superfluous energy consumption, avoiding energy wastage
and substitution of muscle energy to commercial sources of
energy were 3.66, 3.08, 2.19 and 1.07 respectively (Table
13). t means that in spite of price increases and
shortage of power supply the families seemed to place a
high value on the goals that bettered their level of
living irrespective of the fact that it led to an increase

in the energy consumption levely moreover the energy con-

servation goals were not seen to be of much importance to
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them. The families were not willing at all to substitute
muscle energy to commercial sources of energy. This could
be attributed to the fact that mechanisation is a boon of
recent years and the families are getting accustomed to
this and hence fgel reluctant to give away’ the benefit of
various gadgets. Moreover, if families are to hold the

" gubstitution goal then it should have the time, gkill,
interest and values to do most of the'mnwéw-iumﬁ work in

the home manualLy;

242 Expected Goals

The respondents reported their families' expectations
for attaining energy related goals in the next five years.
A comparison of the proportion of families reporting
desired goals and expeetation of goal attaimments in the
next fivé years in corresponding areasrevealed that the
latter was relatively less in all the areas of energy
goals, the difference being the mos% prominent in areas
leading to energy conservation, especially in relation to
substitution ofnmuscle energy to commercial energy sources.
Approximately 76 per cent expected to accomplish the goal
of avoiding wastage in energy resource use. The freguently
reported goal expectations in Type I goals were owning
household electric equipment, electrically run recreational
equipment, transport means, non-electric equipment that
consume power and installation of devices to control room

temperature (Table 14).
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Table 14. Distribution-of Families by Expectation for

Attaining Energy Related Goals,

Goals . N

1. Own household electric equipment,
refrigerator, washing machine, blender,
grinder, toaster, flourmill. 170

2. Own recreational equipment run on
electrical energy - television set,

radio, record player, tape recorder 130
3, Own transport means- moped,
scooter, motor-bike, car. 87

4., Own non-electric equipment that
consume power- stove, iron, gas

burner, oven, gas cooking range. 60

5. Maintain comfortable temperature
in the houge~ air conditioner,
air cooler. 58

6. Improve comfort and efficiency
in living- addition of fans and

lighting. 53
7. Install natural gas supply. 29
8. Install water heating system. 36

9. Own a larger vehicle than the
one family already has. 16

10. Avoid wastage of energy re-
sources at the point of use, 108

11. Effect reduction in the energy
consumption level. . 104

12. Subgtitute muscle energy for
commercial energy resources. o 17

T7.27 -

59.09

39.54
27.27
26.36

24,09
17,773

16.36

T.27
76.36
47.27

7,72

Many families reported more than one goal.
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The data were subjected to further scrutiny to gain
insight into the number of goal areas where ehergy goals
were expected to be attained in five years. Bys and large,
the families expected to accompligh goals in two to three
areas of their Type I goals and one to two areas of their
Type II goals (Appendix III : Table VI),  The mean number
of areas in which families expected and dgsired to attain
Type I goals were 2.95 and 3.83 respectively. The mean
number of areas in which families expected to attain Type
IT goals was 1;32 ag compared to the mean number of areas
of desired Type II goals of 2.,68. The smaller mean in
goal expectations shows that though the families held
various energy related goals, in five yeéars' time they did

not expect to attain all of them,

3.3 Pears Concerning Energy Goals

The regpondents were asked to indicate fears, if.their
families hed any, regarding thelr energy related goals. It
was quite interesting to note that the families had a mulbti-
plicity of fears concerning their goalsg, of which, the most
common one was related to finances, i.e. will the accumula-
ted funds be enough to attain the goals due to inflation?

64 per cent responses were related to escalating cost of
power resources. The families were apprehensive about some,
if not all, of their Type I energy goals, due to the

restrictions imposed on energy consumption through periodical
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Table 15, Distribution of Families by Fears Concerning
Energy Related Goals.

Fears N %

Lack of Punds earmarked for the

goal 187 85.00
High power cost 141 64.09
Habits 8% 37.73
Drop in income 78 35.45
Nuisance ‘ : 7T 55.00
Non-availability of goods 68 30.90
Priority to other goals 46 20.90
Tack of determination 41 18.64
Lack of competence to<select Tl 39 17.73
Risk | 12 5.45
None 5 2.217

Most respondents gave more than one reply.

price hikes. Approximately 38 per cent responses were
related to fear of habit; 35‘pe£ cent reéponses each were
related to drop in income and nuisance that would be oauséd
by the goals materialised fespectively and 31 pér cent
expreésed fears related to non-availability of the gpecific
items in Type I energy related goals. It was further
noticed that 65 per ceqt of families shared three to five
fears while 23 per cent had one to two fears and 10 per

cent had gix to eight fears concerning their energy related
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goals, However 2 per cent did not apprehend any fears

regarding their energy goals (Table 15).

3,4 Constraints on Energy Related Goal Attainment

Constraints such as attitude of family members, lack
of funds, cost of power resource, agpirations of family
members, status needs, -lack of awareness of the interdepen-~
dence between man and natural resources, existing debts and
chance of increase in debts were reported as blocks of
obstruction to reaching family's energy related goals, 90
per cent reported attitude of family members, especially
that of the husbands as an important constraint to

reaching their goals (Table 16). This is very much true

Table 16, Distribution of PFamilies by'Oonstraints on
Energy Related Goal,

Constraints S N %

Attitude 198 90.00
Tack of funds 141 64,09
Gost of power 136 61.82
Aspirations 128 .56.36
Lack of ecoconsciousness 91 41.36
Status needs 71 32.27
Existing debts 18 8,18
Increas® in debts l~ . - 3 | 1.36

Most respondents gave more than one reply.
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in the Indian context where the male head of the family ’
plays a Kéy role in decision-making., Moreover the attitude
of other members also égted as a deterrent to the realisa-
tion of family energy goals. This emphasises the fact that
expeditious family goal attainment is dependent on the
concentrated efforts of each and every family member. If
there i1s lack of whole hearted coeperation and joint effort
due to unfavourable attitude concerning any aspect of the
goal on the part of any member, its accomplishment will be
delayed., Hence the family's inability to attain all the
goals., Approximately two-third of the families experienced
constraints due to lack of funds, high cost of power and

agp irations of family members on their energy related goals.

4, ther Major Goals

Respondents identified goals other than energy related
ones that their femilies wished to attain (Appendix III:
Table VII). Child-related goals like dducation and marriage
of children were the most commonly cited goals. Nearly 71
per cent of the gample reported financial security as one
of their goalg. Other goals were related to acquiring
landed property, owning house, enhancing income, travel and
interior decoration. It was thought worthwhile to under-
stand the relative position of energy related goals in the
total complex of familymgoalé. The respondents were

requested to indicate the rank position their families
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would assign to Type I energy goals and Type II energy
goals in relation to other major goals. It was seen that
almost 50 per cent placed Type I goals as the most important
goal while %6 per cent and 14 per cent reported in between
and least important place respectively to Type I goals in

relation to other goals (Table 17). The mean score in

Table 17. Distribution of Families by Rélative Ranking
of -Type I and Type .II Energy Related Goals
-in the Family Goal Complex.

Energy Related Goals

Relative Ranking Tvpe I Tvpe 1T
N % " N %
Mogt important 109  49.55 46 20,90
In between , 80 36,%6 99 45,00
'Least important 31 14,09 75  34.10
Total 220 100.00 220 100.00
Mean 2,35 1.87
S.h. . 0.7 , 0.7%"

relatioﬁ to ranks assigned to Type I goals was 2.35. Only
one-fifth of the respondents assighed the most important
position to Type II goals, while 45 per cent placed the
same in between other goals and one-~-third placed them as
the least important goal in relation to other major goals.
Those who agsigned the most important place to Type II
goals were rather less educated and with low income. The

mean gcore in relation to.ranks aésigned to Type II goals
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was compufed to be 1.87 thereby indicating the fact that
families as a whole d4id not place much significance to this

goal complex.

4.1 Mode of Family Goal Attainment

The interviewer reaﬁ out the various modes of working
towards family goals and solicited responses from the
respondents regerding the particular mode of goal attainment
in their families., Slightly more than half the respondents
judged their families' mode of goal attainment as working
toward few goals irrespective of the maghitude of the goals.
Approximately 35 per cent stated that working toward one
major énd few minor goals simultaneouslywas their families'

mode of goal attainment. However 5 per cent of the respon-

dents identified their families' mode of goal attainment as

Table 18. Distribution of Families by Mode of Goal

Attainment.
Mode of Goal Attaimment =~ =~ N %
Work toward few goals at the same
time., 122 55.45
Work toward one ma30r goal and
few minor goals. 76 34.55
Work toward many goals simul-
taneously. ‘ 12 545
No consistent pattern. 10 4.55

Total 220  100.00
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working toward meny goals at the same time. Another 5 per
cent of the respondents reported that there was no consistent
pattern in their families to work towards attaining their

goals (Table 18).

5 Tevels of Goal Attaimment in Relatibn to Type 1 and
Typé 1I Eﬁergy Relatéﬁ Goals.,

Femilies' level of goal attainment was assessed by
requesting the respondents to indicate their families' posi-
tion on a ladder symbolising Type I and Type II energy goals
in relation to their past, current and future attalnments.
The ladder congisted of ten rungé and scores of one through
to-ten were assighed to each of the rungs from the lowest
one to the top most rung of the ladder. If the families
were not able to attain any of their goals then they would
be standing at the bottom of the ladder and would be
assigned a score of zero. Self assigned scores on the
ladder for both Type I and Type II energy goals ranged from
zero to ten (Table 19 and Figure 2).. Scores for present
attainment of‘Type I goals ranged from zero to eight with
a mean of 3,56, Scores of attainment of Type I goals five
years ago ranged from zero to five with a mean eof 1.50.
Scores for Type I goal attainment expectation ranged from
zero to ten with a mean of 7.79. Out of 14 families that
earned zero in relation to past goal attainment of Type I

goals, 11 were able to make some progress while 2 families

—
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expected to make some progress towards their goal attaimment

in the next five years.

The perceived past goal attainment position of Type I
energy goals was observed to be very low in the case of
majority of the families. The picture of perceived position
of current attainment of Type I goals showed that:-largest
proportion of families had a score of three. Then the propor-
tion of femilies seemed to decrease ag the perception of
present goal attainment increésed. With reference to future
goal attainment, by and large, families had relatively more
gcores for perceived positions, Those expecting low goal
attainment in future were rather less in number (Figure 2).
This implies that the goal attainmment initially is rathey
low and as time pass, families in general attain more of

their established goals.

In relation to Type II energy goals the families' goal
akbainment scores ranged from zero to ten (Table 19 and
Figure 3). The present goal attainment score was observed
to lie between zero and nine with a mean of 2,70. Scores on
Type II goal attainment five years ago was ranging from zero
to five with a mean of 1,20. The Type II goal attainment
exbectation, on the other hand, ranged from zero to ten with
a mean of 4,64. In contrast to 42 families who could not
attain Type II goals at all five years ago, there were lthree
families who could not attain any progress till date and the

same families anticipated no progress five years hence.
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The perceived past goal attainment of Type II goals was
also relatively very low for most of the families studied.
However the observations made on present goal attainment of
Type Ii goals showed that most of the families were able to
attain their goals to some extent and the data on future goal
attainments showed that families were hopeful of attaining
their Type II goals to a greater extent. The proportion gf
families seemed to increase with an increase in perception
of future goal attainments upto a certain level and then it
revealed‘a tendency to decrease steadily as future goal

attainments increased (Figure 3).

It would not be amiss to state here that the families'
goal attainment position with reference to past, present and
future was higher in relation to Type I energy goals rather
than Type II energy goals. This could be accounted for, to
some extent, by the greater importance the families placed
to the former type of energy related goals and the tangible

results of the former.

Level of past and future goal attainments were computed
in relation to both Type I and Type II energy related goals.
The level of past goal attainment of Type I goals - the
difference between perceived past and present goal attain-
ments- ranged from zero to seven points while that of Type
1T goals ranged from zero to four points., The mean score

wag 2,06 in the former while the latter had a2 mean of 1,50
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(Table 20). This shows that the past level of attainment

of Type I goals was relatively higher than that of Type II
goalg, The level of future goal attaimment of Type I goals-
the d ifference between perceived present and future goal
attainments- ranged from gero to nine points whereas that of
the Type II goals ranged from zero to five points. JThe former
recorded a mean of 4,23 while the latter recorded a mean of
1.9 . Here again, it was found that the families’ anticipated
level of goal attainment was much more in relation to Type I
goalg than to Type II goals. It was observed that the level
of future goal attaimment was more than the level of past
goal attainment in relation to both the typew of energy

goals (Figures 4 and 5) though the difference in the mean
~scores of Type II gogls was rather small, ?ayntergo foun@
that the level of future goal attainment of her respondents
wag slower than the level of past goal attainment in relation
t0 housing goals. However, the observation made by the
investigator in relation to-level of energy goal attainment

122 and Wheeler111

agrees well with the findings of Cantri
which suggest®&l that the future levels of attainments are
usually higher than past levels of goal attaimments. The
satisfaction thé femilies realised in their past goal attain-
ment could be a motivating factor to make faster progress in
future towards thelr energy goals. The families made

resource allocations along with these goals for other goals

s well. The level of attainment was slower for Type II
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goals. Thus, it might be said that the place of the parti-
cular goal in the hierarchy of goals and the stage of its
attainment exerted an influence on the families' level of

future goal attainment.

6. Beoconsciousness of Homemekers and Husbands

One of the objectives of the study was to assess the
relationship between families' commitment to energy related
goals and eGoconsciousness of (i) homemekers and (ii) their
husbands. Therefore an instrument to measure the attitude
of the respondents towards energy situation and family's
social responsibility in the context of the current energy
situation was developed. The ecoconsciousness score was

derived from the total score on both the above aspects.

It was observed that relatively a smaller proportion
of homemakers and husbands belonged to either of the extreme
levels of ecoconsciousness and that the husbands' proportion

in both the categories was higher than homemekers (Table 21).

Table 21. Distribution of Homemakers and Husbands by

Ecoconsciousness.

Tevel of - - - -~ - _-Homemakers - - _Husbands
Ecoconsciousness N % N %
High- 39 17.73 - 47 21.36
HModerate 155 70.45 139 63,18
Tow 26 11.82 34 15.45
Total 220 100,00 220 99.99
Mean 109.48 11().06

S.D. 11.21  10.54
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Approximately 70 per cent of homemakers and 63 per cent of
husbands belonged to the moderate category. Moreover, a
greater proportion of husbands and homemakers exhibited
high rather than low ecoconsciousness. Nevertheless mote
or less the same proportion of husbands and homemakers were
observed to belong tb high, moderate and low categories of

level of ecoconscioushness.

7. Commitment of Families %o Eﬁeggy Related Goals

P

In order to measure the differential levels of commit-
ment of families to energy goals Type I and Type II, two
instruments were developed. Commitment Scale I (G& I) which
comprised of thirty items that related to resource alloca-
tions in the areas of leisure, social life, welfare and
security, and level of living measured the differential
levels of commitment of families to Type I goals. On the
other hand Commitment Scale II (CS II) had twenty-four items
reflecting behaviours that aimed at conserving energy. These
result in sacrifices in abundant living, level of living and
traditional life style. CS II messured families' commitment

to Type II goals.

7.1 Extent to Commitment to Type I Enersy Related Goals
The reliability of CS I consisting of thirty items
administered to 220 respondents was reestablished by split-

half technique, The correlation coefficient of the two

sub-gcales was estimated to be .60; the reliability coe-
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fficient computed by Spearman Brown Prophecy Formula was .75.

Bach of the areas of CS I also revealed satisfactory reliability.

The extent of sacrifices in leisure, social life, welfare
and security and level of living are described first and then
the overall extent of commitment to Type I goals (BOC I) is

presented.

T.1e1  Sacrifices in Teisure

Seven items of CS I dealt with resource allocations
pertinent to leisure (4ppendix II). If a family is more
comuitted to its Type I goals than to leisure then it would
be willing and determined to make sacrifices in leisure to
attain those goals. The famiiies' obtained scores ranged
from ten to thirty-three. About one-third of the families
had commitment scores ranging from ten to nineteen while the
rest showed willingness and determination to maké sacrifices
to a greater extent and thus earned higher commitment score
(Appendix III : Table IX). UNearly one-fifth of the sample
could be seen as revealing high commitment while one-~tenth
of them exhibited low commitment to their Type I energy
related goals as far as resource allocations in the area of

leisure were concerned (Table 22).

7.1.2 Sacrifices in Social Tife

Six statements of CS I depicted resource allocation

reflecting sacrifices related to sociai life (Appendix II).
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If families were more committed to Type I goals than social
life, it would be willing and defermined-to make sacrifices
in this area. The possible range of scores in this area was
six to thirty. The mean score was found to be fifteen. . More
than half the families studied had less than ‘fifteen scores
while 46 per cent had fifteen or more scores (Appendix III :
Teble X). Majority of families showed moderate commitment
while 15 and 6 per cents revealed high and low commitment
respectively to Type I goals (Pable 22). Thus one could say
that the families were rather réluctant to make too much

sacrifices in this area for the sake of their Type I goals.

Tele3 Sacfifices in Welfare and Security

Seven items of CS I reflected sacrifﬁés in welfare and
security (Appendix II). The analysis of ‘the daté in rela-
tion to this area, showed that majority were categorised as
showing moderatg commitment levels. More or less the same
proportion of families belonged to categories of high and
low commitment level (Table 22). The families had a mean
score of 19.20 on sacrifices in welfare and security. Ab;ut
40 per cent families had scores of less than nineteen
(Appendix III : Table XI). Thé relatively low mean implies
that securit& and welfare values enjoyed a more important
place than Type I energy goals in these families' value

system,
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Teled Sacrifices in level of Living

Ten items of OS I related to sacrifices in the area of
level of living which families should make for the speedy
attainment of their goals (Appendix II). A little over one-
fifth of the families revealed high commitment to attain
Type I goals, while only one-tenth of them showed low commit-
ment through their willingness and determination to make
gsacrifices in level of living (Table 22). A close look at
the data revealed that some families were willing to sacri-
fice almost each and every aspect of.level of living included
in CS I so as to reach their Type I energy goals. About 53
per cent of the families were observed to have commitment
scores in this area less than thirty—three while the rest
had thirty-three or more (Appendix ITI : Table XII). The
mean commitment score as reflected in this area was relati-
"vely high. Therefore, it willynot be amiss'tq point out
the fact that the families exhibited greater willingness
and determination to forgo resource allocations in level
of livipng as compared to the other three areas of GS I g0
as to attéim their Type I energy goals. This implies that
families were more committed to attaining Type I goals than
to maintaining their level of living in other aspects of

living.

The overall BOC I based on the scores obtained on all

the thirty items of CS I was studied. The mean score for
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the entire sample Qn comnitment to attain Type I energy goals
was 88.39 (Table 22). Nearly 58 per cent had scores less
than this while the rest exhibited comparatively higher
levels of commitment to attain Type I energy related goalg.
Those earning 70 scores or less than that were relatively

small in proportion- (Appendix IIT : Table XIII).

In general it could be said that the families exhibited
moderate level of commitment to‘attain their Type T goals.
The proportion of families that revealed high commitment was
greater than that of families that revealed low commitment
to their Type I goals. Families thus were seen to be

committed to their Type I goals in varying degrees.

The relationship between‘EOG I and each area of sacri-
fice was found to be significant at .01 level: sacrifices
in leisure # = .60; sacrifices in social life r = .569;
gsacrifices in welfare and security r = .79 and sacrifices

in level of living r = .86.

7.2 Extent of Commitment to Type II Energy Related Goals

The reliability of €8 II consisting of twenty-four
items administered to the 220 respondents was reestablished
by split-half technique. The correlation coefficient was
estimated to be .7?; tite reliability coefficient computed
by Spearman Brown Prophecy Formula was .83. Moreover, it
was obgerved that the reliability coefficients worked out

for each area of CS II were also guite high.
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The extent of sacrifices femilies were willing and
determined to make in abundant living, level of living and
traditional life style are briefed first and then the overall

extent of commitment to Type II goals (BOC II) is described.

7.2.1 Sacrifices in Abundant Living

Twelve 1items of C8 IT reflected sacrifices in abundant
living which when followed would help the families to attain
their energy conservation oriented goals (Appendix IT). Over
the years man has built up his current life style on the
premise that there is an abundance of energy resources on
earth, Such a life style is energy intensive and involves
much waste. The greater the strength of the families'
willingness and determination to make sacrifices in abundant
living, the more committed it would be to its Type II energy
géals. More or less the same proportion of families belonged
té either low or‘high categories in relation to scores on
gsacrifices in abundant living. By and large, the families

belonged to the moderate category (Table 23).

Farther scrutiﬁy of data revealed that the mean score
in relation to sacrifices in abundant living was 51.65. About
60 per cent of the families had scores above fifty while the
rest had fifty or less. (Appendix IIL : Table XIV).

T.2.2 SBacrifices in Tevel of Tiving,

Six items of CS II (Appendix II) were related to
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sacrificés in level of living a family would be willing and
determined .tos make if it were committed to Type II goals,

14 per cents of families each belonged to high and low cate-
gories showing extent of commitﬁent while 72 per cent of
families belong8d to the moderate category (Table 23). A
little more than 50 per cent of the families revealed
commendable willingness and determination to make sacrifices
\in their level of living whereby they could attain Type II
goals (Appendix III : Table XV).

Table 23, Distribution-of Families by Extent of Commitment
to Type II Goals as Depicted by Scores on Sacri-
fices in-Abundant Living, Level of Living-and
Traditional Life Style and Overall EOC II.

-

Extent A Socvifices

of ) Abundant Level of Traditlonal Overall
Commit- - Tiving Tiving Life Style EOC II
ment N % N % N % N %
High = 31 14.09 31 14,09 40 18,18 30 13.64
Moderate 156 70.90 158 71,82 151 68.64 154 70.00
Low 33 15.00 31 14.09 29 13.18 36 16,36
Total 220 99.89 220 100,00 220 100.00 220 100,00
Mean Score 51,65 25,09 22.53 99.25%
S.D. 5.07 3.60 3.29 10.13

7.2.3 Sacrifices in Traditional Life Style

Six statements of CS I1 were related to sacrifices in

traditional life style (4ppendix II) which a family would
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be willing and determined to make if it were more committed
to Type II goals than to traditional life style. Majority
of the families beldngpd to moderate:category while 18 and
1% per cents fell in the categories of high and low respec-
tively (Table 23). One-fourth of the families earned
relatively low scores with reference to ‘sacrifices in

traditional life style (4Appemdix III : Table XVI).

~ The overall EOC II of families was scrubinized. It
was observed to range between 66 and 120. The mean score
of commitment to Type II goals was computed to be 99.25.
'ﬁearly three-fourth of the sample studied belonged to the
category of moderate gxtent of commitment while 16 and 13
per cents belonged to low an@ high commitment categories
(Table 23). Slightiy over half the sample studied had
scores on BOC IT above the mean (Appendix IIT : Table XVII).
Thus it could be stated that, by and large, families indica~
ted quite a commendable degree of willingneés and determina-
tion to observe cerfain resource allocations go that their
energy conservation oriented gﬁals might ulfimately be
attained. In spite of the fact that the families were
highly committed to Type II energy goals.the levels of past
or expected (future) goal éttainments were rather low
(Table 20). This could, then, be attributed to the fact
that though side-bets were there, they were not strong
enough or lacked staying power to sustaip commitment on

the part of the families. This further implies the need

i

L.
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fﬁr dragtic change in the values of the family. Then only,
will the femily be in a position to overcome its age-o0ld,
deeprooted habits that inhibit its commitment to Type II
energy goals. It also leads one to conclude that very
stringent measures would have to be adopted by the adminis-
trative bodies at all levels if remarkable conservation of
energy resources at the domestic unit level is to be

attained.

The relationship between -EOC II and areas of sacrifices
were as follows: sacrifices in abundant living r = ,91;
sacrifices in level of living r = .83 and sacrifices in
traditional life style r = .75, thereby indicating signif-

icant relationship at .01 level,

8. Profiles of High and Low Commitment Scorers

Data from 60 resbondents each who had scored low and
high respectively with reference to C8 I and C8 II were
examined to have an understanding about their family charac-
teristics. The profiles of high and low scores on 08 I
are déalt with first and then those of high and low scores

on C8 II are presented.

8.1 Profiles of High and Tow Scores on GS I

Families who scored high en CS I in contrast to those

who scored low were characterised by younger husbands and
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homemakers, smaller familieg; higher education levels of
husbands ahd homemakers, lower family income, fewer years
married, higher ecoconsciousness scores of both husbands

and homemakers, lower present, past and future goal attain-
"ments and lower levels of past and future goal attginments.»
In brief, they appeared to have attained only some of their
goals and they were still striving hard to attain their

remaining goals as fast as they could.

On the other hand, those families who were low commit~

ment scorers, in comparison to high scorers, were charae-
terised by‘larger family size, older husbands and homemakers,
lower levei of education of husband and wife, higher family
income, more number of years married, lower ecoconsciousness
of both husbands and homemakers, higher perceptions of goal
attainmehts in all the three time references, and slightly
higher level of goal attainment in the past five years.(
They perceived more rapid level of future goal éttainmédt
and their perception regarding their degree of attainment
of goals in the future especially was gquite high. Moreover
they had attained higher level of goal attaimment in the--
present compared to high scorers (Table<24 and Figure 6).
It seemed that in spite of their low commitment, they were
perceiving greater levels of attainment. This could be so
since they had relatively higher family income and there-
fore they were not required fo make much éacrifices in

various aspects of living to materialise their goals.
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Table 24.  Comparison of Mean GﬁuEamilyaCharacteristics in
Relation to Commitment -Scores on CS I.

, Mean
Variables Total High Low
Sample Scoreres Scorers
N=220 T = 60 ¥ = 60
Extent of commitment 88.39 108.47 72,73
Panily size © 4,94 4,73 5.07
Age of husband 42.15. 35.88 45.32 -
Age of wife 37.67 32423 40.45
Bducation of husband 4.36 4 .38 4,26
(4 = some college)
Bducation of wife. : 3,47 3.73 3.66
(3 = 8.8.C. completed) : N
Pamily income (Rs) 2025.00 1437.,60  2565.50
Years married 17.02 11.16 19.20
Ecoconsciousness ' | ' .
@ttitude) of husband 110.06 115.42 107.52
Ecoconsciousness L
(attitude) of wife 109.48 116,02 105.38
Present goal attaimment 3.56 3,22 3.65
Pagt goal attainment 1.50 1.22 1.57
Future goal attainment T.79 . 6.97 8,32 ‘
Level of past goal
attaiment 2.06 2.00 2.08
Level of future goal ,
attainment 4423 377 4,67
Monfily energy outlay (R 196.32  127.97  265.05

Per capita energy outlay(Re %9.9% 31.55 54.78
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N

8.2 ° Profiles of High and Low Commitﬁent Scorers on CS II

The mean family characteristies of high and iow commit-
ment scorers, were examined in relation to scores on CS 1T,
The high scorers, in comparison to low écorers, were charac-
terised by larger family size,’obier husbands and homemakers,~
lower levels of education of husbands and homemakers, lower
family income and had been married longer. Their families
hed higher perceptions of past, present and future goal
attainments. Their peroeiveé levels of‘past and future goal
attainments were also higher than low scoring families.
Their total fuel cost and per capita fuel cost was only
slightly less than those of low scores. These families
seemed to have husbands and homemakers with higher ecocon-
sciousness that facilitated higher commitment levels to
energy conservation oriented goals. Moreovei, it appeared
that these families, though were committed highly to their
goals, did not expect to attain to thelr full satisfaction
thede goals. This could be due to the paradox in their
goals and agpirations and status needs, and energy intensive

life style.

In contrast to the high scorers, those who received
low scores on éS IT were characterised by smaller family
size, younger husbands and homemakers, higher levels of
education, higher family income, fewer yearé married, less

ecoconscious husbands and homemakers; lower perceptions of
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Table 25. Comparison of Mean of Family Characteristics in
Re;ation to Commitment Scores on CS IIL,
. Mean
Variables Total High Low
Sample Scorers Scorers
T=220 N=60 N=&0
Extent of commitment 99.29 110.43 86.90
Family Size 4‘»94' . 4o92 4087
Age of husband 42.15 44,70 38,95
Age of wife 37.67 40,25 34,85
Education of husband 4,36 4,05 4,90
Education of wife 3.47 3,26 4,03
Pamily income (R®) 2025,00 1920.70  22%3%.50
Years married 17.02 19.20 14 .35
BEcoconscilousness
@ttitude) of husband 110.06 114 .02 108.3%5
Bcoconsciousness
Gttitude of wife 109.48 115.07 104,70
Present goal attaimment 2.70 2.85 2435
Past goal attaimment 1.19 1.35 1.00
Puture goal attaimment 4,64 4,90 4.15
Level of past goal
attainment 1.50 1.50 1.35
Level of future goal
attainment 1.94 2.05 1.80
Morithly energy outlay (Rs) 196,32 191.77 208,60
Per capita energy outlay(Re) 39.9% 41.58 44.51

past, present and future goal attainmments and lower levels
of past and future goal attainments (Table 25 and Figure 7).
These families were not committed much to their Type II
goals. This could be so, due to thelr higher incomes and
education levels and the resultant desire for higher

standard of living.
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9. Hypotheses Tegting

To test the hypotheses statistically, null hypotheses
were formilated. Correlation coefficients were computed
for variables using data on the entire sample. Product
moment correlations and analyses of variance were also
computed for the various areas or components covered in
the Commitment Scales I and II, and the respective eleven
variables. Wherever significant F values were found, t-test
was applied., To ascertain the order in the influence of
the variables on the commitment of families to Type I and
Type 1I goals, step-wise regrgssion analysis was carried
out separately for each type of goals. In this section,
the observations made in relation to testing of hypotheses
are presented. First, the findings pertinent to Hypothesis
A are summsrised. Then the findings related to Hypothesis

B are given.

9.1 Fimﬂings‘id Relation to Hypothesis A

For the purpose of testing the hypotheses formulated
null hypotheses were framed. With reference to Hypothesis A
which states that there exists a relationship between
family commitment to energy related goals and selected
gsituational, personai and family variables, two main null
hypotheses with sub-hypotheses as presented below were

formulated.
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HoAI: There exists no relationship between commitment

to Type I energy related goals and the selected situational,

personal and family variables:
Situational variables:
HoAI'1 level of past goal attaimment I (LOPGA I)
Hop1e2 level of future goal attaimment I (LOFGA I)
Personal variables:
HoAi'3 ecoconsciousness of husbands
HoAI’4 ecoconsciousness of homemakers
H;AI.S ége of husbands
HoAI‘6 age of homemakers

HoAI'7 education level of husbands

HoAI‘a education level of homemakers

Family variables
HoAI‘9 family income

HOAI.1O family size

HOAI.11 Years of ‘married life

HoAIilg There exists no relationship between commit~
2 ,
mentg%ype IT energy related goals and the selected situa-

tional, personal and femily variables.

Situational variablesg:

Hyp77! level of past goal attaimment II (LoPGA II)

H pp1+2 level of future goal attaimment II (zorea 1I)
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Personal variables:

HoAII:B ecoconsciousness of husbands
HOAII'4 ecoconscioushess of homemakers
HoAII’5 age of hushands

HoAII‘6 age pf homemakers

HoprpeT education level of husbands‘

HoAIl'B education level of homemakers
Family variables:

HOAII.9“family income
HoAII'm family size

HOAII’11 years of married life.

H0A1‘1 : There is no relationship between commitment
to Type I energy related goals and Level of Past Goal Attain-
ment I (IOPGA I),

The mean score for past goal attainment of Type I goal
wag 1.50, for present goal attainment was 3.56 (Table 19)
and the mean level of past goal attaimment was 2,06 (Table
20). The EOC I ranged from 58 to 136 with a mean score of
88.39, To test the above hypothesis product moment correla-
tions were computed between (i) TOPGA.I and EOC I and
(ii) TOPGA I and extent of sacrifices families were willing

and determined to make in each area of living covered in
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C8 I. No significant correlation was obgserved between
I0PGA I and (i) overall BOC I (Table 26) and (ii) extent of
sacrifices in each area of living of CS I vig. leisure,
social life, welfare and security, and level of living

(Table 27).

Families with high TOPGA I were significantly different
(at .05 level) from those with (i) low, (ii) fair, and (iii)
moderate LOPGA I in relation to 'sacrifices in leisure' %o

attain Type I goals (Table 28).

Table 28, Difference Between Mean Scores on Sacrifices
in Leisure of CS'I by LOPGA I.

Group LOPGA I ' N Mean

1. Low 32 21.16

2. Falr 116 20.89

3 Moderate 65 21.17

4, High 7 17 .14
Mean Level of
Contrast Difference 't' value Significance

1. 2 0.27 0.29 n.S,

2. 3 0.28 0.45 NeSe

3. 4 4.03 2.25 .05

1. 3 0.01 0,01 NeSe

2. 4 3475 2.14 .05
4

1. 4.02 2.10 .05
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The null hypothesis wgs partially rejected.

HoAI'2 : There 1s no relationship between commitment to
Type I energy related goals and Level of Future Goal Attain-
ment I (LOFGA I).

The mean score for present goal attainment was 3%.56,
future goal attainment was 7.79 (Table 19) and mean LOFGA I
was 4.,2% (Table 20) in relation to Type I goals. A negative
correlation was observed between TLOFGA I and overall EOC I
at .05 level of significante (Table 26) and between LOFGA I
and extent of sacrifices in welfare and security, and level
of living of CS I at .01 levels of significance (Table 27).
Thus it was evident that there existed a definite relation-~
ship between TOFGA I and overall BOC I and also between
LOFGA I and the extent of sacrifices the families were
willing and determined to undergo in welfare and security,
and level of living. Comparison of mean scores revealed
that families with high TOFGA I were significantly different
than those with (i) fair (.01 level) and (ii) moderate
(.05 level) IOFGA I in their overall EOC I. Mean scores on
sacrifices in welfare and security of families with high
IOFGA I were different significantly than those with (i)
fair (.05 level), (ii) moderate and (iii) low LOFGA I
(.01 level). Those families with low IOFGA I differed
significantly from those with moderate LOFGA I (,05 level)

in their sacrifices in welfare and security (Table 29).
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Table 29. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall
BOC I and on Sacrifices in Welfare and
Security, and Tevel of Livingvof CS I by

IOFGA I.

Sacrifices in Sacrifices in

Welfare and Tevel of

BOC 1 Security Tiving
Group TOFGA I i Mean N Mean N Mean
1. Low % 2 89.00 2 21.50 2 38.00
2. Pair 21 94.95 21 20.95 21 37 .05
3.  Moderate 107 89.96 107 19.92 107 33 .81
4, High %0 84,97 0 17.89 90 31.62

. N Mean Mean Mean
Mean Contrast Diff- 1t Diff- Ly Diff- 1t

erence value erence value erence value

1 2 5.95  0.53 0.55 0.42 0.95  0.21

2 3 £.99  1.33  1.03  0.77 3.24 1.9

5 4 £.99  2.47% 2,03 2.99%¢ 2,19 2.59%
1 3 0.96  0.08 1.58 = 2.56* 4.19  0.98

2 4 9.98  2.66%* 3,06  2,32% 5.3  3.21%%
1 4 £.03°  0.38 3,61  6.26%% 6.38  1.49

*Significant at .05 level, #*¥Significant at .01 level.

Families with high TOFGA I differed significantly from those
with (i) fair (.01 level), and (ii) moderate (.05 level)

TOFGA I in relation to sacrifices in level of living (Table 29).

The null hypothesis was rejected.
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HOAI.B : There exists no relationship between family

commitment to Type I energy related goals and ecoconscious-

ness of husbands.

The mean ecoconsciousness score of husbands was 110

(Table 24) and the mean commitment level to Type I goal was

88.39 (Table 24).

The attitude of husbands correlated

positively (.01 level) with the overall commitment of fami-

lies to Type I goals (Table 26).

Moreover it was also

positively correlated with sacrifices in welfare and secu-

rity, and level of living of CS I at .01 level of significance

(Table 27).

The t~test was applied in order to ascertain

the influence of the attitude-of husbands on commitment

Table 30. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall EOC I
and on Sacrifices in Welfare and Security, and
Level of Tiving of CS I by Ecoconsciousness of
Husbands.,
Sacrifices in Sacrifices in
Ecocon- Welfare and Level of
scious- EOC 1 Security Living
Group nmess N Means N Means N Means
Loﬁ}ﬁ- 34 81 . 91 34— 1 6 s 94 34 30 L] 74‘
2 Mddeérate 139.. 7 18T.49 139 18.38 139 33,00
3 High 47 95.70 A7 23,28 47 35.85
- Mean Mean Mean
Mean Contrast Diff- v diffe~ T4t Diffe- '
S erences value rence value rence value
1 > 5.58 0.46%  1.44  2,10% 2,26 2.51%
2 3 8.21 2.,9%3%% 4,90 5,19%% 2.85  2.23%
T 3 13,79 4.27%% 6.34 6.03%* 5.11  3.63%

*.,05 level of Significance,

*%¥,01 level of Significance.
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of families to energy related goals. The“t' values revealed
that the overall commitment of families to'Type I goals as
well as sacrifices in welfare and security, and level of
living were. significantly different by the attitude of
husbands (Table 30).

The null hypothesis was rejected.

HoAI‘4 : There is no relationship between commitment
to Type I energy related goals and ecoconsciousness of home-

makers.

A positive correlation at .01 level of significance
was found between ecoconsciousness of homemakers and overall
BOC I (Table 26). Further computations of correlation coe-
fficient revealed that the attitude of homemakers had posi-
tive relationship at .01 level of significance with sacrifi-
ces in (i) welfare and secufity and (ii) level of living of
CS I (Table 27). Families of homemakers with high ecocon-
sciousness were different significantly (.01 level) than
those of (i) low and (ii) moderate ecoconscionsness in
regard to overall BOC I, sacrifices in welfare and security,
and level of living., Families of homemakers with low and
moderate ecoconsciousness differed significantly (.05 level)
from each other in relation to sacrifices in level of

living (Table 31),
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Table 31. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall BOC 1
and on Sacrifices in Welfare and Security, and
Tevel of Tiving of CS I by Ecoconsciousness of
Homemakers.

Sacrifices in Sacrifices in

Becocon- ‘ Welfare and Level of

Group scious- BOC I Security Living
ness N Means N Means N Means
1. Low 26 82.27 26 17.85 26 29.92

2 Moderate 155 86.28 155 17.95 155 32.52

3 High 39  100.85 39 25.10 39 38.44
Mean Mean Mean
Mean contragt Diffe- 4! Diffe- 4 Diffe- v
rence value rence value rence Value
1 2 4 .01 1.48 0.10 0.13 2.60 2.26%
2 3 14.57 5.43%% 7,15 T7.69%% 5,92 4 JT2%%
1 3 18.58 5.29%% 7,25 6.30%*% 8,52 5.35%%

*,05 level of Significance, *¥,01 level of Significance.
The null hypothesis was rejected.

HOAI.S ¢ There exists no relationship between
commitment of families to Type I energy goals and age of

husbands.

The age of husbands was negatively correlated with
overall BOC I of families at .01 level of significance
(Table 26). Moreover negative correlation significant at

.01 levels were observed between husbands' age and sacrifices
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in (i) social life (ii) welfare and seécurity,d (iii) level
of living (Table 27). Femilies of old husbamds differed
significantly (.01 level) from families of (i) middle aged’
and (ii) young husbands while families of young husbands
were significantly different (.05 level) than those of
middle aged husbands in relation to overall EOC I. Pamilies
of 0ld husbands were significantly different at .01 level
from those of young husbands in regard to sacrifices in

(1) leisure, (ii) social 1lifg, (iii) welfare and security,
and (iv) level of living while the families of old husbamds
were different from those of middle aged husbands at .01
level of significance in regard to sacrifices in (i) social
life, (ii) welfare and security, and (iii) level of living.
Significant difference (.01 level) was also observed
between families of young and middle aged husbands with

reference to sacrifices in social life (Table 32).

The null hypothesis was rejected.

HoAI'6 : There is no significant relationship
between family commitment to Type I energy related goals

and age of homemakers.

Product moment correlation computed between overall
commitment of families %o Type“I energy related goals and
homemakers' age revealed a significant (.01 level) nega-
tive relationship between the two variables (Table 26).

Similarly significant negative relationships were found
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between age of}homemakers and sacrifices in (i) social life
(.01 level), (ii) welfare and security (.01 level), and
(iii) level of living (.05 level) to seek Type I goals
(Pable 27). Significant difference (.01 level) was observed
in the overall EOC I of the various groups when compared by
homemekers' age (Table 33). Families of young homemakers
differed significantly (.01 level) from those of old home-
makers in regard to sacrifices in (i) leisure, (ii) social
life, (iii) welfare and security, and (iv) level of living,
Significant difference was seen between families of old and
mi@@le aged homemakers in relation to éacrifices in social
iife>(.05 level), and sacrifices in welfare and security,
and level of living (.01 level) to attain Type I goals.
Moreover, families of young homemakers were different than
those of middle aged homemakers at .01 level of significance
in relation to sacrifices in (i) leisure and (ii) social
life, and at .05 level of significance in relation to

sacrifices in (iii) welfare and security (Table 33).
The null hypothesis was rejected.

HoAI‘7 : There is no relationship between commitment
of families to Type I energy related goals and education

level of husbands.

No definite relationship was found to exist between
overall EOC I of families and education level of husbands

(Table 26) or between sacrifices on each area of GS I and
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Table %4. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall
BEOC I and on Sacrifices in Tevel of Tiving
of CS I by Education Tevel of Husbands.

Sacrifices in

Fducation 3 r
BOC T Level of Living
Group Level il ~Woans N Means
1 Tow 45 85,09 45 32,00
2 Medium 41 9% .54 41 36.%9
3 High 134 87.61 134 32.73%
"""""""""" Mean  Mean
Mean Contrast Diffe- 1t Diffe- Tt
) rence Falue rence Value
1 2 9.45 2.89%% 4,39 BodTH*
2 3 6,93 2.64%% 3 66 36 39%%
1 3 2.52 0.97  0.73 0.73

*¥Significant at .05 level

**Zignificant at .01 level

education level of husbands (Table 27). The computed t
values indicated that overall BOC I of families of husbands
with medium education was significantly different at .01
level from families of husbands with (i) low and (ii) high
education. Significant difference (.01 level) was also
observed between families where husbands had medium and
(1) low and (ii) high levels of education in relation to
sacrifices in the area of level of living to attain Type I

goals (Table 34).

Therefore the null hypothesis was rejected.
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HoAI‘S : There is no relationship between family
commitment to Type T goals and education level of home-

makers.

The coefficients of correla#ion 00mputed between educa-
tion level of homemakers and (i) overall EOC I (Table 26)
and (ii) extent of secrifices femilies were willing and
determined to make in each area of living such as leisure,
social life, and welfare and security, and level of living

of CS I were not significant{Table21)
The null hypothesis was not rejected.

HoAI‘g : There exists no relationship between commit-

ment of families &0 Type I goals and family income.

A negative correlation significant at .01 level existed
bgtween overall commitment to Type I goals and fémily income
(Table 26). Purther it was also seen that family income
correlated negatively at .01 level of significance with each
of the areas of CS I where families should make sacrifices
in order to reach its Type I goals (Table 27). Families
were found to differ significantly (.01 level) in their
overall EOC I when compared on the basgis of income, Similar
observations were made in relation to sacrifices in level
of living., In 2ddition families with high income differed
significantly (.01 level) from those with low income and

families with low income were significantly different
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(.05 level) than those with middle income in regard to
gacrifices in (i) leisure, (ii) social life, and (iii)
welfare and security. Remilies with middle income differed
from those with high income at .05 level of significance

in relation to sacrifices in (iS leisure and at .01 level
of significance in regard to sacrifices in (i) social life,

and (ii) welfare and security (Table 35).
The null hypothesis was rejectéd.

HOAI.1O : There is no relationship between commit-
ment of families to Type I energy related goals and family

size.

Product moment correlation coefficients were computed
between family sigze and (i) overall EOC T and (ii) sacrifi-
ces families were willing and determined to make in each
area of CS I to attain Type I goals. However, the 'r!
values were observed to be not significant either between
family size and overall EOC I (Table 26) or between family
size and scores on each area of sacrifices of CS I (Table
27). Thus it was found that there is no relationship

between BEOC I and family size.
The null hypothesis was not rejected.

HOAI.11 There is no relationship between commit-

ment of families to Type I energy related goals and years

of married life.
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The mean number of years married was 17.0. and the
mean score on overall BOC I was 88.39. A significant nege-
tive correlation (.01 level) was found between years of
married life and the families' overall EOC I (Table 26).
Moreover, negative correlation significant at .01 level was
observed between years of married life and families' willing-
ness and determination to make sacrifices in social life
and also between years magrried and sacrifices in welfare
and security. Families' willingneés and determiﬁation to
make sacrifices in level of living was negatively corre-
lated at .05 level with years of married life (Table 27).
Families in latér years of married life were different
significantly from those in early years (.01 level) and
middle yearé (.05 level) in relation to overall EOC I,
Moreover, significant difference (.01 level) was observed
between families in later and early years of married life
in regard to sacrifices in (i) leisure, (ii) social life,
and (iii) welfare and security. Families in later years
differed from those in middle years with reference to
sacrifices in (i) social life, and (ii) welfare and secu-
rity at .05 level and .01 level of significance respec-~
tively. Families in early years were found to be signif-
icantly different (.05 level) than those in middle years
in relation to sacrifices in (i) leisure and (ii) social

life (Table 3%6).

The null hypothesis was rejected.
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HbAII'T :+ There exists no relationship between
family commitment to Type II energy related goals and

Level of Past Goal Attainment II (TOPGA II).

- The mean score in relation to past goal attainment ?f
Type II goals was 1.20, present goal attainment was 2.701
(Table 19) and the mean level of past goal afpainment was
.50 (Table 20). Coefficients of correlation between .
IOPGA IT and overall EOC IT and also between IOPGA II and
each area of sacrifice of C3 IT viz. abundant liviqg, level
of living and traditional life style were computed using
Pearson product moment formula, No gsignificant correlation
was observed between LOPGA II and (i) BOC II (Table 37) or
(ii) each area of sacrifice of GS II (Table 38).-

Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Hoprre2 ¢ There is no relationship between commit-
ment of families to Type II energy related goals and

Level of Future Goal Attaimment II (LOFGA II).

The mean scores for present, future and mean levellbf
future goal attainment in relation teo Type II goals were
2.70, 4.64 and 1.94 respectively (Pables 19 and 20). No
signifiéht correlation\was observed between IOFGA II and
overall EOC IT (Table 37) as well as between LOFGA IT and
scores on various areas of sacrifices of CS II (Table 38).
Families with.fair TOFGA II differed significantly (.05

level) from those with moderate IOFGA II in relation to
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level of
sacrifices in the area of (living of CS II (Table 39) to

attain Type II goals. In addition, significant difference

Table 39. Differ2nces Between Means Scores on Sacrifices
in Level of Living and Traditional Life Style,
~of CS II by LOFGA II.

: - Sacrifices in . Sacrifices in Tradi-
Group LOFGA II Level of Tiving tional Tife Style
. N Mean N ] Mean
1 Tow 30 24 .27 30 21.27
2 Rair 124 25.69 124 ;22494
3 Mod erate 62 24 .48 62 21.98
4 High 4 22.25 4 26.50
Mean Contrast %f??e— 141 %i??e— tgt
o rence Value rence Value
1 2 142 1.79 1.67 3. 26%%
2 3 . 1.21 2.17% 0.96 1.77
3 4 2.23 0.87 4.52 3.82%*%
1 -3 0.21 . 0.24 0.71 1.14
2 4 344 1.35 3.56 3.17T*%
1.4 . 2.02 . 0.76 5.23 4 4 TR

¥,05 level of Significance

*%.,01 level of Significance

at .01 level was observed between families with (i) low
and fair, (ii) low and high, (iii) moderate and high, and

(iv) fair and high LOFGA II in relation to sacrifices in
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traditional life style to fulfill Type II goals.
Therefore the null hypothesis was partially rejected.

HoAII‘3 '+ There exists no relationship between
commitment of families to Type II energy related goals and

ecoconsciousness of hushands.

The computed 'r' values revealed no significant rela-
tionship between overall EOC II and ecoconsciousness of
husbands (Table 37). However the attitude of husbands
correlated positively (.01 level) with the extent of
sacrifices families were willing and determined to make in
traditional life style to attain Type II energy related
goals (Table 38). The overall commitment to Type II goals
differed gignificantly at .01 and .05 lev8l between
families where husbands had (i) moderate and high, as well
as (ii) low and high ecoconsciousness respectively. MNore-
over, families of husbands with moderate level of ecoéon-
gciousness were different significantly (.05 level) than
those families of husbands with high ecoconsciousness in
relation to sacrifices in abundant living of CS II. 1In
relation to sacrifices in traditional life style families
of husbandgs with high ecoconsciousness were found to
differ at .01 level of significance from those with (i)

low, and (ii) moderate ecoconsciousness (Table 40).
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Table 40, Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall
BOC II and Sacrifices in Abundant Tiving
and Traditional Tife Style.of CS II by
Epoppnsqiousnsss pkaUSbands.
Sacrifiées Sacerifices in
Ecocon- . in Abundant Traditional
Group scious- EOC IT Living Tife Style
ness "N T Mean8 o N Means N Means
1 .Tow 34 98,06 34 51.41 34 21.82
2 Mod erate 139 98.09 139 . 51,12 139 21.87
3 High 47 103.77 47 53436 - 47 24..87
Mean Mean Mean
Diffe~ ' Diffe~ e Diffe- 't
Mean Contrast rence Value rence Value rence Value
1 2 0.05 0.02  0.29 0.33  0.05 0.11
2 3 5.68  2.81%% 2,24  2,40% 3,00  4.41%%
1 3 571 2.48% 1.95.  1.T1 %.05 4 12%%

"#,05 level of Significance
*¥,01 level of Significance

The null hypothegis was rejected.

HoarT*4

‘ . mo, . .
:  There 1s&§3gn1flcant relationship between

commitment of families to Type IT energy related goals and

ecocongciousness of homemakers.

The ecoconsciousness of homemakers was positively co-

rrelated at .01 level with overall EOC. IT of thelr families

(Table 37).

Further analysis revealed a significant posi-

tive relationship (.01 level) between homemakers'
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ecoconsciousness and sacrifices in abundant living and
traditional life style. A significant (.05 level) positive
relationghip was also observed between ecoconsciousness of
homemakers and sacrifices in level of living (Table 38).
Families differed significantly (,01 level) in their over-
all EOC II, the difference being the most prominent between
families of homemakers with high and (i) moderate, and (ii)
low ecoconsciousness. Further analysis was undertaken to
see the significance of mean differences between families
in relation to sacrifices in various areaé of CS II, vig.
abundant living, level of living and traditional life gtyle
by the attitude of homemakers. The t-values revealed that
the families differed significantly in each of these areas
by homemakers' ecoconsciousness. Differences at .01 and
.05 levels existed between (i) families of homemakers with
mod erate and high ecoconsciousness, and (ii) families of
those with low and high ecoconsciousness respectively, in
relation to sacrifices in abundant living. The mean 4iff-
erence in the extent of willingness and determination of
families to make sacrifices in level of living of CS II
were seen to be significant at .05 level between families
of homemakers with low and (i) moderate, and (ii) high
ecoconsciousness. Families of homemakers with high eco-
consciousness were different than those with (i) low and
(ii) moderate ecoconsciousness at .01 level of significance
in relation to sacrifices in traditional life style

(Table 41).
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The null hypothesis was rejected. ¥
- - N &V,
s gy O

Hopre® - ¢ There is no relationship between
ment of families to Type I1 energy related goals and age

of huosbands.

Age of husband was observed to have no significant
relationship with the overall family commitment to Type 11
goals (Table 37). However a positive correlation at .05
level exiisted between husbands' age and the willingness
and determination of families to make sacrifices inm abundant
living (Table 38). PFamilies with young husbands were diff-
erent than those with old husbands at .05 level of signif-
icance in relation to sacrifices in sbundant living

(Table 42).

Table 42, Differences Betweenh Mean Scores on Sacrifices
in Abundant Living of CS IT by Husbands' Age.

Sacrifices in Abundant Living

Group Age

N Means
1 Young 68 50.62
2 Middle aged 84 51.50
3 0l1a 68 52.85
Mean T4t
Mean Contrast Difference © Value
1 2 0.88 ‘ - 1.09
2 3 1.35 1.64
1 3 2.2% 2,597

*Significant at .05 level
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The null hypothesis was partially rejected.

HoAII‘6 ¢ There exists no relationship between commit-
ment of families to Type II energy related goals and age of

the homemakers.

No : gignificant relationship was foﬁnd between overall
commitment to Type II goals and homemaker's age (Table 37).
However a significant positive correlation (.05 level) was
computed between homemaker's age and the willingness and
determination of the families to make sacrifices in abun-
dant living to attain Tyﬁe 1T energy related goals (Table

38). PFamilies of old homemakers were significantly diff-

Table 43. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall
Boe II and on Sacrifices in Abundant Tiving
and Level of Living of CS II by Homemaker's Age.

Sacrifices in Sacrifices in

Group Age Abundant Tevel of
BOC II Living Living
N Means N Means N Means
1 Young 92 97.88 92 50.66 92 24,58
2 Middle Age 89 99.28 89 51.75 89 25.05
3 0ld 39  102.69 39 53.71 39 26,35
Mean ) Mean o Gﬂeaa S
Mean Contrast Diffe- 't Diffe- 't Diffe~ 't
rence Values rence Values rence Values
1 2 1.42 0,903 1.09 1.425 047 0.849
2 3 341 2.093% 1.96 2,274%% 1,30 2.306%
1 "3 4,83 3,008%% 3,05 3,712%% 1.77 3.,089%%*

*8ignificant at .05 level.
**3ignificant at .01 level.
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erent (.01 level) from those of (i) middle aged and (ii)
ygung homemaekers in relation to sacrifices in eBundant
living. Moreover, families of old homemakers differed
significantly from those of (i) middle aged homemakers

(.05 level) and (ii) young homemakers (.01 level) in regard

to sacrifices in level of living (Table 43).
The null hypothesis was rejected.

HoAII’7 There exists no relationship between family
commitment to Type II energy related goals and education

level of husbands.

The computed r values showed only a trend towards a
negative relationship between educetion level of husbands
and overall BOC II (Table 37). However the education level
of husbands correlated negatively with sacrifices in abundant
living (Tsble 38). The mean scoreydepicting extent of commit-
ment of families to Type II goals were found to be decreasing
as the education‘level of husbands increased. The t values
computed revealed significant difference (.05 level) in the
overall BOC II in the case of families of husbands with low
and high levels of education (Table 44). Further scrutiny
revealed that significant differences (at .01 level) existed
between families of husbands with high and low education in

regard to sacrifices in abundant living of CS II (Table 44).
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Table 44, Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall
' BEOC II and on Sacrifices in Abundant Tiving
of CS II by Education Tevel of Husbanis.

Fducation Sacrifices in
Group Level EOC II Abundant Living
’ N Means N Means
1 Tow 45  102.09 45 53,27
2 Medium 41 100.85 41 52.29
3 High 134 97.88 134 50.90
C T B Mean B Mean
Mean Contrast Diffe- 4! Diffe=~ !
rence Value rence Value
1 2 1.24 0.60 0.98 0.96
2 3 2.97 1.76 1.39 1.63
1 3 ' 4,21 2 J45% 2.37 2 B2%¥

¥Significant at .05 level

**8ignificant at .01 level
The null hypothesis was therefore rejected.

HoAII'S : There exists no relationship between family
commitment to Type II energy related goals and homemakers'

education level,

A negative correlation (at .05 level) was seen to
exist between overall BOC II apnd education level of home-
mekers (Table 37). Further it was seen that the 'r' values

computed between education level of homemakers and sacrifices
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in (i) abundant iiving, and (ii) level of living were nega~
tively significant-= at .05 and .01 levelirespectively (Table
38). The computed t values were found to be sighificant at .01
level when the overall coﬁmitment to Type II goals of families
of homemakers with low and (i) medium education level, as well‘

as (ii) high education level were compared (Table 45).

Table 45. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall
EOC ITI and on Sacrifices in Abundant Tiving
and Level of Living of CS II by Bducation
Level of Homemakers.

Edgdatioa - Sacrifices Sacrifices

Group Level in Abundant in Level of
EOC 11X . Living Living

N Mean N  Mean N Mean

1 Tow 66 103.52 66 5%.98 66 26.%2

2 Medium 91 98,31 AN 50.96 91 25.32

3 High 63 96.3%0 63 50.19 63 23,48

Mean Mean Mean

Mean Contrast Diffe~ Tt Diffe- '%! Diffe~ 't
’ rence Value rence Value rence Value

1 2 5.21  3.79%% 3.02  4.40%* 1,00  2.24%
2 3 2,01 1.12  0.77  0.87 1.84  2.80%¥
1 3 7 T.22 3.76%% 3,79 4.18%% 2.84 4 14%¥

*Significant at .05 level, ¥*¥Significant at .01 level.

Families of homemakers with low education level were observed
to differ significantly (.01 level) from those of homemakers

with (i) medium and (ii) high education level in relation to
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sacrifices in abundant living, Pamilies of homemakers with
high education were significantly different from those of
homemakers with (i) medivm and (ii) low education (.01 level)
and families of homemakers with low education were signif-
icantly different from those of homemakers with medium educa-
tion (.05 level) in regard to sacrifices in level of living

to attain Type II goals (Table 45).
The nmull hypothesis was rejected.

Hopr7+9 ¢ There 1s no relationship between family

commitment to Type II energy related goals and family income.

A negative correlation (.05 level) was observed between
family income and overall EOC II (Table 37). The willingness
and determination to make sacrifices in abundant living and
level of living respectively of CS II were correlated nega-
tively (.05 level) with family income (Table 38). The
families differed significantly in their overall commitment
to Type II goals as evidenced by the significant calculated
t values between EOC II of families with middle and high
monthly incomes (.05 level) ag well as between those with
low and high monthly incomes (.01 level). Families with!
middle and high as well @s those with low and high monthly
incomes were different significantly at .05 and .01 levels
respectiVeLy.ih their willinghess and determination to make
sacrifices in abundant living. Woreover, families were

found to differ with respect to sacrifices in level of
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living as well in order to fulfill their Type Il goals, the
difference being significant (.05 level) between families
with middle and high monthly incomes and between families

with low and high monthly incomes (Table 46).
Hence the null hypothesis was rejected.
Table 46. Differences Between Mean Scores on Overall EOC II

and Sacrifices in Abundant Tiving and Level of
Living of CS II by Family Income.

Family Sacrifices Sacrifices

Group income . in Abundant in Tevel
in Rs. BOC I1 Tiving of Tiving
) Means N =~ Means N Meang
1 Tow 51 101.14 51 52 .41 51 25,65
2 Middle 121 100.06 121 52.09 121 25.36

3 High 48 95.42 48 49.69 48 2%.81

Mean Mean : Mean

Mean Contrast Diffe- ' Diffe- 't! Diffe- '4!
rence Value rence Value rence Value

1 2 1.08 0.69 0.32 0.41 0.29 0.54
2 3 A.64  2.50% 2,40 2.54%  1.55  2.24%
1 3 5.72 2.75%%  2.72 2.61%% 1,84 2.43%

*#Significant at .05 level, ¥*Significant at .01 level.

HbAII'1O ¢ There exists no relationship between
family commitment to Type II energy related goals and

family gize.
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The computed 'r' values were not significant either
between overall BOC II and family size (Table 37) or between
family size and each area of sacrifices of CS II (Table 38).

The null hypothesis was not rejected.

HoAII‘11 : There exists no relationship between commit-
ment of families to Type IT energy related goals and the years

of married life.

Pearson product moment correlations resqlted in a positive
relationship which was not significant (Table 37). The coe-
fficient of'cerrelation betweén years of married 1life and
sacrifices~in abundant living showed a trend toward positive
relationship (Table 38). PFaemilies in middle and later years,
and early and later years of married life were different
from each other at .05 level in relation to sacrifices in

abundant living to attain Type II goals (Table 47).
The null hypothesis was partially rejected.

9.2 TPindings in Relation to Hypothesis B

With reference to Hypothesis B which states that there
exists a difference in the influence exerted by the selected
situational, personal and family variables on family commit-
ment to energy related goals, two main null hypotheses as

given below were framed.
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Table 47. Differences between Mean Scores on Sacri-
fices in Abundant Living of CS II by Years
of Married Life.

Sacrifices in Abundant

Years of s
Group : s Tiving
Married Tife . . i Yieans

1 Early years 75 51.20

2 Middle years 65 50 .80

3 Later 80 52.75
Mean Contrast Mean

Difference t£! Value

1 2 0.40 0.45

2 3 1.95 2.27%

1 3 1.55 2.02%

#Z3ignificant at .05 level.

HOBI ¢ There exists no différence in the influence
exerted by the selected situaticnal, personal and family
variables viz., LOPGA I, TOFGA I, ecoconsciousnéss, age and
education level of husbandis and homemakers, family income,
family size and years of married life on family commitment

to Type I energy related goals.

Stepwise regression analysis was computed to test the
above hypothesis. The ordered listZ%actors (Table 48)
reveals the order of the variables by their influence on
EOC I. PFamily income, ecoconsciousness of husbands, age of

husbands, ecoconsciousness of homemakers, family size and
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Table 48, The Table of PF-to-enter and the Variables
Entered in the Regression Equation in Step-
wise Multiple Regression Analysis Conducted
in Relation to Overall EOC I.

1%‘?;%% Variables Entered F-%o enter

1. Family income 34 ,210%%
2. Ecoconsciousness of husbands 12.103%%
B Age of husbands 5.499%%
4. Ecoconsciousness of homemakers 8.916%%
5e Family size 3.916%
6. LOFGA T 4 .848%
Te Education level of homemakers 1.863
8. Age of homemakers 0.370
9. TOPGA I 0.090
10. Bducation level of husbands 0.081
11. Years of married life 0.016

*Zignificant at .05 level,

**¥Zignificant at .01 level.

LOFGA T emerged out as significant variables while the remaining

variables were observed to be not significant in the presence

of the former set of variables in influencing EOC I, On the

bagis of these obgervations it was concluded that there

existed a difference in the influence exerted by the variables

on EOC 1.

The null hypothesis was rejected.
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HoBII : There exists no difference in the influence
exerted by the selected situational, personal apnd family
variables viz., LOPGA II, LOFGA II, ecgconsciousness, age and
education level of husbands and homemakers, family income,
family size and years of married life on family commitment

to Type II energy related goals.

Table 49. The Table of P-to-enter and the Variables
Entered in the Regression Equation in Step-
wise Multiple Regression Analysis Conducted
in Relation to Overall EOC IT,

Step

Numh e . Variable Entered F-to-enter
1. Ecoconsciousness of homemakers 25 .120%*
2. Education level of homemakers 6.548%
3. Family income 8.30%%
4. Age of homemekers %, 904 %
5. Years of married life 3.236
6. BEducation level of husbands 0.685
T IOFGA II . 0.277
8. Family size 0.330
9. LopGA IT 0.274

10. Age of husbands 0.121
11. Ecoconsciousness of husbands 0.039

*8ignificant at .05 level, ¥*¥Jignificant at .01 level.

Stepwise regression analysis was computed to test the

above hypothesis. The list of factors presented (Table 49)
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shows the order of the variables by their influence on EOC

II. ZEcoconsciousness of homemakers, education level of home-
makers, family income and age of homemakers emerged out as
significant variables while variables such as years of married
life, education, age and ecoconsciousness of husbands, LOFGA
11, IOPGA IT and femily size were seen to be not significant
in the presence of the former set of variables in influencing
EOC II. On the strength of these observations it was concluded
that there existed a difference in the influence exerted by

the variables on EOC II,
The null hypothesis was rejected.

10. Digcugsion of Findings in Relation to Hypotheses

Testing

' To what extent were families committed to thelr ehnergy
related goals? Was there any difference amongst families in
their commitment to energy related goals? Could the diff-
erential level of commitment, if any, be explained by situa-
tional variables like levels of past and future goal attaih—
ments?. Was there any relationship between commitment of
families to their goals and their personal and femily charac-
teristics? These were some of the questions that formed the
basis of analysis of the data gathered in the present study.
It may be recalled here that Type I energy related goals

referred to level of living oriented energy goals and Type II
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energy related goals referred to energy conservation oriented
goals. In additlion to the situational variables cited above,
personal and family variables like ecoconsciousness, age

and education level of husbands and homemakers, family income,
family sige and years of married life were chosen to under-
stand family goal commitment behaviour in relation to each

type of energy related goals.

Findings in relation to interrelationships of situa-
tional, personal and femily variables with EOC I and EOC II

respectively, are reported in sequence.

10.1 S8ituational Variables

10.1.1 BOC I in Relation to Tevels of Goal Attainments

Families were observed to have relatively low mean
score on past goal attaimment (1.50) and relatively high mean
score on future goal attaimment (7.79) in relation to Type I
energy related goals. The present goal attaimment mean score
was 3.56 on Type I goals. The level of future goal attain-
ment of Type I goals-LOFGA I- (4.23) was also comparatively
more than the level of past goal attaimment of Type I goals-
LORGA I- (2.60). This observation is in line with those
of Cantriizgf and Wheeler111 though it is in contrgst with
that of Payntergo wherein she reported higher past rates
than future rates of goal attaimment in relation to housing

goals. No significant relationship was observed between
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TOPGA I and overall BOC I of families. However families
with high LOPGA I were significantly different than those
with (i) low, (ii) fair and (iii) moderate LOPGA I in rela-

tion to sacrifices in leisure to attain Type I goals.

Overall, a qegative agsociation was found between per-~
ceived TOFGA I and family commitment to Type I goals
(r = -.237%)., 1In addition, negative relationship existed
between IOFGA I and sacrifices in welfare and security
(r = ~.258%%) and sacrifices in level of living (r = -.272%%),
Moreover families with high IOFGA I were significantly diff-
erent from those with (i) fair and (ii) moderate IOFGA I in
relation to their overéll EOC I. PFurther analysis revealed
that families with high TOFGA I differed from those with
(1) low, (ii) fair, and (iii) moderate TOFGA I and families
with moderate IOFGA I differed from those with low IOFGA I
in thelr willingness and determination to risk resource
allocations in welfare and security to attain Type I goals.
Difference in commi%ment in terms of sacrifices in level
of living was observed between families with high and
(i) fair as well ag (ii) moderate IOFGA I. In general
families appeared to be less committed to their Type I
goals as their perceived LOFGA I increased especially in
relation to resource allocations in the areas of welfare
and security, and level of living. TOPGA I or LOFGA I 4id
not reveal any significant association with the sélected

demographic characterigtics.
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Apparently when anticipated level of goal attainment
was rapid and the families had bright hopes of fulfilling
their goals, their willingness to make sacrifices in the
areas of welfare and security, and level of living dimini-
shed. It, then, seems that these families had attained
considerable progress in the accumalation of resources
through resource allocations that they were not reguired
to make too much sacrifices any longer to attain their
expected goals. Therefore, as they moved closer and
closer to the accomplishment of their goals they revealed
less commitment. Moreover, majority of the families
investigated had indicated working towards very few goals
ag their mode of goal attainment and also that they held
many other major goals in addition to energy related goals
for which resource allocations were being made gide by
side., Then it implies that, once the efforts towards one
gset of goals were about to culminate in its attaimment,
families turned to resource allocations in relation to

other competing goals.

10.1.2 EOC II in Relation to Levels of Goal Attainment

The mean score computed in relation to past goal attain-
ment of Type II energy related goal was 1.20 while that of
future goal attaimment of the same was 4.64. The present
goal attainment mean score was 2.70 on Type II goals. How-
ever both past and future goal attainment were less than

the midway mark on the scale used to perceive relative
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positions of goal attaimment. The level of future goal
attaimment of Type II goals-I0FGA II.was 1.94, whereas the
level of past goal attaimment of Type II goals-IOPGA II-
was 1150. This implies that the respondents perceivéd only
a8 glight increase to the fulfilment of Type II energy

related goals.

'

No definite relationship existed between overall EOC
II and (i) LOPGA IT and (ii) LOFGA II. However, families
exhibited difference in their willingness and determination
to make sacrifices in level of living and traditional life-
style to attain Type II energy related goals when compared
by their perceived TOFGA II., Pamilies with fair and
moderate TOFGA II differed from each other in regard to
sacrifices in level of living to attain Typellgoals. Femi-
lies with fair LOFGA II were different from those with (i)
low, and (ii)' high ILOFGA II in relation to sacrifices in
traditional life style. Families with high TOFGA II
differed from those with (i) low and (ii) moderate TOFGA
I1 in their willingness and determination to make sacrifices

in traditional life style to reagh Type II goals.

Families,by and large,showed that their perceived past,
present and future goal attainmments in relation to Type II
goals were comparatively low. The LOPGA II and LOFGA II
appeared to be independent of the variables like age and
education of husbands and homemakers, family income, years

married and family sige.
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The mean LOPGA II was slightly less than that of LOFGA
IT which was only 1.94. Apparently families perceived level
of goal attaimments were showing no definite association
with their commitment to Type II goals. It was evident
that, though these families were striving to attain the
éqnhked Type II goals they were not hopeful of making much
progress. There were gbbs and flows in their commitment.
The failure to perceive much progress in goal attainment
could be attributed to the constraints like attitude,
aspirations, status needs and so on, because of which
families were inconsistentf%imes in their effort toattain
Type II goals. Moreover this implies the value of concen-
trated and continuous group effort or commitment of the

group to the realisation of family goals.

In general the respondents perceived high levels of
attainment in relation to their families' Type I goals.
They were also able to make more concrete judgements with
reference to Type I goals. The perceived ILOFGA wag higher
than that of TOPGA in relation to both the types of goals,
the same being much higher in the Type I goals than in the
Type II goals. The respondents projected that their
families' LOFGA I would commensurate somewhat with their
femilies' EOC I and that their feamilies' TOFGA IT would not
be go with their BOC II., This could be so since families
appeared to be consistent in their commitment behaviour in

relation to Type I goals. Probably there was more at
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stake and to lose if they did not remain committed to Type I
goals. Though EOC IT was quite high TOFGA II was very low.
This could be so since the desire for higher level of living
and energy intensive life style as well as values like
freedom, independence, leisure, comfort, material wellbeing
and the like might be so strong that it could have an
adverse effect on families' commitment to Type II goals.
Hence their inability to meke much progress to the same.
Type I goals were held as more important than Type II goals
in general and therefore it could be that families worked
more rapidly to attain the former than the latter. In
addition, the results are also tangible, explicit and more
immediate with reference to Type I goals as compafed to

Type IT goals and this could also be the motivation behind

rapid progress in the former.

LOFPGA I was found to be an important factor influencing
overall BOC I though TOPGA I did not exert any significant
influence on overall EOC I in the presBmce of other
variables. Neither TOPGA II nor TOFGA IT emerged out as

significant variaebles influencing overall EOC II of families.

10 .2 Personal Varigbles

10.2.1 EOC I in Relation to Bcoconsciousness of Hugbands

and Homemskers

Ecoconsciousness of husbands and homemakers were seen
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to be positively correlated (r = .302%% and r = .360%* res-
pectively) to the BEOC I of their families. In addition,
ecoconsciousness was positively correlated with femilies'
willingness and determination to undergo sacrifices in wel-
fare and security (husbands: r = .371%¥% and homemakers :

r J364%%), and sacrifices in level of living (husbands:

Il

r .279%% and homemakers: r = .376%%),

i

FPamilies where husbands had high, moderate and low
levels of ecoconsciousness were different from each other
in their overall EOC I and also in their willingness and
defiermination to make gsacrifices in welfare and security
as well as level of living to fulfill Type I energy related
goals. Families showed significant difference in their
overall EOC I by the homemsker's ecoconsciousness as wells
the difference being marked between families of homemakers
with high and low as well as high and mod&@rate levels of
ecoconsciousness. Similar differences among families in
relation to sacrifices in resource allocations in the
area of welfare and security for accomplishing Type I goals
were found. In relation to sacrifices in level of living,
families where homemakers had high, moderate and low levels

of ecoconsciousness differed from each other.

Pamilies where the husbands or the homemakers were more
ecoconscious, were more committed to Type I energy related

" goals. They were more concerned with their level of living
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than the enérgy problem. Apparently, they wanted to enjoy
higher levels of living before it became impossible for them
to fulfill their desire to attain goals like 'buying power-
run household eguipment', ‘'getting natural gas supply to
their houses', 'buying automobile' and so on, due to severe
écarcity of energy resources, high cost of power or legisla-
?ion restricting certain goods or energy consumption beyond
certain levels. However ecoconsciousness of husbands and
homemakers seemed to have wp significant relationship with
personal or family variables. Husbands and homemakers
receive information on energy mainly from sources like news
paper, news-broadClcasts, magazines, cinema and so on.38’59’71
Conflicting information from various sources probably inhi-
bited thelr understanding of the energy problem. Hence

high ecoconscioushess did not help to control aspirations
that raise energy consumption in any way. Moreover, families
witness increased production of power-run commodities and
extravagant use of energy around them side by side the call
for conservation of energy resources. The confusion

created by such a paradox could also be the contributory
factor along with families' values for such an association‘
between ecoconsciousness and EOC I. This implies the need
to develop technology to manufacture the most energy dcéff-

icient goods.

10.2,2 BOG Il in Relation to Bcoconsciousness of Husbands

And Homemakers

The ecoconsciousness of homemakers was positively
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correlated to overall BOC II of families (r = ,372%¥%) where-
as husbands' ecoconsciousness revealed no gignificant rela~
tionshiﬁ with overall BOC II of families. The ecoconscious-
ness of homemakers correlated positively with commitment as
reflected by scores on gacrifices in each component or area
of GS II: sacrifices in abundant living (r = .303%%),
sacrifices in level of living (r = .238%) and sacrifices in
traditional life style (r = .415%%); while that of husbands
correlated only with the sacrifices in traeditional life
style (r = .280%%*). High commitment to Type II goals implies
willingness and determination to follow conservation measures

to a great extent.

Pamilies of husbands with high ecoconscioushess were
different than those with (i) moderate and (ii) low ecocon-
sciousness in their overall BEOC II. Moreover, significant
difference was evident in families' willingness and deter-
mination to forgo abundant living when comparison was made
between families of husbands with moderate and high ecocon-
sciousness. In addition, familieg differed in their willing-
ness to make sacrifices in traditional life style by the
ecoconsciousness of husbands. In this case the difference
was remarkable between families of husbands with moderate
and high as well as between families of husbands with high
and low ecoconsciousness. Families were observed to
differ in overall EOC II by homemakers' ecoconsciousness

aisoythe difference being‘marked between families of home-
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makers with high.eooconsciousness and those with (i) low

as well as (ii) moderate ecoconsciouspess. Difference in
families' willingness and determination to make sacrifices in
abundant living and traditional life gtyle to attain Type II
goals was pronounced between families of homemakers with (i)
moderate and high ecoconsciousness and‘(ii) high and low
ecoconsciousness. The families of homemakers with high and
low ecoconsciousness and families of homemakers with mode-
rate and low ecoconsciousness were different in their
willingness and determination to take risks in level of

living for the sake of Type II goals.

Ecoconsciousness of homemakers as well as husbands
affected family goal commitment behaviour in relation to
Type II goals. However homemakers exerted a greater impact
on overall EOC II. Homemakers' ecoconsciousness had a
direct relationship with each of the components of CS II
while that of husbands had the same relationship with sacri-
fices in traditional life style only. This implies that
homemakers enjoyed a key position in motivating these fami-
lies to make resource allocations that resulted in sacrifices
in various aspects of living to attain Type II goals. Thelr
ecoconsciousness seemed to motivate thelr families to be
alert to avoid ag far as possible abﬁndant living, to adjust
their level of living to be more labour intensive and to
deviate from traditional life style which were energy

intensive so that they could attain Type II goals to a
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greater extent. Apparently the families' desire for higher
level of living was greater than the desire for conserving
energy that the ecoconsciousness of husbands and homemakers
did not prove to be of much value in achieving Type I1
goals. This implies that families should be made aware of
the need to develop proper hierarchy of goals not onL} in
relation to the resourceé at their disposal but also in

its relation to the larger system hich it depends for its
survival and existence. Hungerford56 reported that the
family's ecoconsciousness was linked with thelr energy
gonservation practices. The observation of the present
study in relation to ecoconsciousness and family commitment
to energy conservation oriented goals is comparable to that

o4 82 wherein it was

of Hogan, Morrison et al.77 and Newitt
reported thaththose who valued man and nature's inferdepen—
dence and those who had more positive attitude to energy
conservation were practising more energy conservation at

home.

Homemakers' ecoconsciousness emerged out as the most
important factor influencing overall EOC II while it wes
one of the important factors that influenced overall EOC I
of families. Husbands' ecoconsciousness was an important
factor that affected commitment to Type I goals but it
proved to be the least influential factor in relation %o
Type II goals. PFamilies’ level of goal attaimment was more

rapid in relation to Type I goals. This throws light on
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the impact of husbands' attitude and values on family beha-
viour. It wag evident that the husbands were more concerned
with raising standard of living of the family than with the
conservation of energy resources in spite of their beiné
écoconscious. On the contrary, if appeared that home-
makers gave more lmportance to energy conservation and thus

exerted 2 greater impact on EOC II of families.

10.2.3 ECC I in Relation to Age of Husbands and

Homemzkers

Husbands' age correlated negatively with overall EOC I
(r = -.370%*%), It was also negatively associated with
willingness and determination of femilies to make sacrifices
in social life (r = -.395%%), gacrifices in welfare and secu-
rity (r = -.262%%), and sacrifices in level of living
(F =wa277%¥%). PFamilies were different in their EOC I when
compared by the age of husbands. This was also true in
relation to risks families were willing to make in social
life to attain Type I goals. PFamilies of young husbands
differed significantly from those of o0ld ones in their
commitment as indicated by the scores on sacrifices- in
leisure. With reference to the willingness and determina-~
tion of families to take risks in welfare and security, it
was seen that families of old husbands were different from
those of (i) young aséwell as (ii) middle aged ones.

Similar observations were made in relation to sacrifices
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in level of living and age of husbands.

The coefficient of correlation worked out between home-
makers' age and overall BOC I showed negative correlation
(r = -.343%%), TFurther analysis revealed that homemakers'
age was correlated with the willingness and determination
of families to make sacrifices in social life (r = -.35%%%),
sacrifices in welfare and security (r = -.264%%) and sacri-
fices in level of living (r =-.250%). TFamilies exhibited
difference in their overall commitment to Type I goals when
compared by the age of the homemakers. Moreover, families
of young and middle aged, and young and old homemakers diff-
ered from each other in the extent of commitment as measured
by sacrifices in leisure to attain Type I goals. Home-
makers' age seemed to influence gignificantly famiiies'
commitment to Type I goals in the areas of sacrifices in
social\life, welfare and security, and level of living, the
mean commitment score being observed to decrease in each of

these components of CS 1.0 as the homemakers' age increased.

By apd large, families headed by younger husbands and
homemakers were more committed to Type I energy related
goals than those of older husbands and homemakers as
" evidenced by the former's willingness and determination to
undertake greater amounts of risks for the same. Probably
these young men and women have had an opportunity to enjoy

the goals for which they strived for, at some time earlier
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in their life. Thereforé thet they wanted to malntain the
same standard as soon as possible or perhaps they saw some-
one else enjoying the same and thus developed a strong
desire for these goods. It could also be that since there
were not other goals competing with these Type I goals they
were able to make adeguate resource allocaﬁions for these
and hence thelr higher commitment. On the contrary, the
older men and homemakers and their families might be
having a different hierarchy of values. Moreover, their
families were in the launching and finahcial recovery

stage of life cycle and so they had other goals which were
probably more competing and more important than the energy
related goals and therefore they were more committed to
those goals than the ones unmder investigation. Or it could
also be that these families had acquired most of their
energy related goals and therefore they exhibited low
cormitment to the few specific energy related goals they
held. The observation of the present study that the age

of husbands correlated negatively with family commitment

20 where-

to Type I goals is in line with that of Paynters
in she reported similar relationship between age of

husbands and family commitment t6 housing goals.

1062 4 BOC 1T in Relation to Age of Husbands and Home-

makers.

No significant relationship was observed between

husbands' age and overall ECC II. However when age was
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correlated with individual components of C3 II it reflected
certain significant relationship. Husbands' age and the
families' willingness and determination to make sacrifices
iﬁ abundant living correlated positively (r = .195%).
Families of o0ld husbands differed significantly from those
of young husbands in their willingness and determination
to forgo certain behaviour patterns reflecting abundant

living to attain Type 1I energy related goals.

Age of the homemakers did not reveal any definite rela-
tionship with overall BEOC II. However there existed a
positive correlation between homemakers' age and families!
commitment to Type II goals as indicated by sacrifices in
abundant living (r = .219%). PFamilies of old homemakers
were different significantly from those of (i) middle aged
and (ii) young homemakers in their overall commitment to
Type II goals as well as in their willingness and determina-
tion to make sacrifices in abundant living and level of

living to attain Type II goals.

Families headed by young husbands and homemakers were
not as committed as those headed by old husbands and home-
makers to their Type I1 goals. This could be due to the
fact that these young men and women might ha&ve grown up
in a relatively energy intensive and mechanised society
and they might have formed their life style on the premise
that nature's bounty of energy is limitless. Moreover,

their energy intensive habits could be so deep-rooted that
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they found it difficult to be consistent in their commit-
ment behaviour to Type II goals. This implies the need to
effect drastic change in the values of‘these husgbands and
homemakers. In addition, they might not have found anything
at stake if they were not committed to those goals and
therefore theilr commitment was low. On the other hand, the
0ld husbands and homemakers might have spent a labour-
intensive life in their early part 5f life that they did
pnot find it difficult to guide and motivate their families
to be committed to Type II goals. Moreover, these indivi-
duals could also have lived through energy crisis earlier
and therefore knew the limitations of energy resources.

Or it could also be that their families wanted to econo-
mise on energy outlay through energy conservation so that
the money thus saved could be diverted to other goals that
were held as worth striving for. Hence higher commitment

to Type II energy goals on their part.

Pamilies of young husbands and homemakers were more
committed to Type I goals than those of o0ld husbands and
homemakers., Pamilies of o0ld husbands and homemakers were
more committed to Type II goals through sacrificing
sbundant living and level of living than those of young
husbands and homemakers. Age of husbands was an important
factor influencing BEOC I while age of homemakers emerged

out ag a significant factor influencing EOC II.
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10.2.5 ECC I in Reléfion +to Bducation Level of

Husbands and Hbmemakers

Bducation level of husbands influenced overall EOC I
of families. The EOC I of families where husbands had
medium education was different from those where they had
low or high education level. it was also observed that
families showed similar differénce with reference to their
willingness and determination to make sacrifices in level
of living in order to attain Type I goals when compared

by the education level of husbands.

Pamilies of husbands with medium level of education
revealed greater commitment to Type I goals through their
willingness to allocate resources to the same than those
with high or low education. Apparently these families'
did not have as much finance as those with high education
level. Further these families utilized education as a
resource to expand the alternatives for resource alloca~
tion and their education also enabled them to take greater
risks to fulfill Type I goals. On the other hand, families
of husbands with high education level were begstzowed with
more income that it allowed them probably to fulfill those
goals without sacrificing too much. Or perhaps it could
also be that thegse families by virtue of the education
level of hushbands were able to exercise proper management

to its resources, thereby, moving steadily to their goals



180

without making much sacrifices in the various components
included in CS I. The less educated probably might not be
very keen on Type I goals or they had very few goals which
did not involve much outlay and hence d4id not show much

willingness to make sacrifices to attain the same.

10.2.6 EOC IT in Relation to Education Tevel of

Hugbands and Homemakers

Negative relationship was found between education of
husbands and sacrifices the families were willing to make
in abundant living (r = -.206%). There existed a negative
relationship between education level of homemakers and fémi—
lies' overall commitment to Type II goals (r = -.216%), amd’
also between homemakers' education and sacrifices in
abundant living (r = ~.23%0%), and sacrifices in level of

living (r = -.292%%),

Families where husbapds had low education differed
from those where they had high education in their commitment
behaviour to attain Type II goals. In relation to willing-
ness and determination of families to make sacrifices in
abundant living too, similar observations were made., Fami-
lies of homemakers who had low education level differed from
those who had medivm education as well as high education
in their overall EOC II, the more educated being less commis-
tted. Similar observations were made when families'

willingness and determination to make sacrifices in abundant
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living was compared by the education level of homemakers.
With reference to sacrifices in level of living to attain
Type II energy related goals, families of homemakers with

low, medium and high education differed from each other.

As the education levdl of husbanmis and homemakers
increased, willingness and determination on the part of
their femilies to make gsacrifices to attain Type II goals
decreased. The more educated families thus were less
inclined to forgo their comforts and easy life style for
Type II goals than the less educated families. Apparen-
tly the well-educated faﬁilies had varied interests, wider
social contacts and were exposed to more comforts that they
did not give much importance to Type II goals. —Moreover,
they were perhaps more aware of technological sdvances
and hence wanted to raise their level of living at the
cost of Type II goals. In addition, these families might
not have peréeived these goals as worth striving for at
the cost-of a life style based on the abundance of
energy resources and they might be holding such values that

made them energy intensive rather than labour intensive.

Families were not affected in their commitment %o
Type I goals by homemakers' education level. Husbands'
education level affected EOC I to the extent that the
families of medium educated hushands were more willing to

sacrifice level of living to achieve Type I goals and it
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influenced famiiy commitment to Type 11 goals to the extent
that the families of husbands with low education were more
willing to make sacrifices in sbundant living. Education
level of homemakers had an inverse assoelation with Type II
goal commitment though it was not associated significantly
with Type T family goal commitment. The legss educated the
homemakers, the more willing their families were to sacri-
fice abundant living and level of living to attain Type II
goals. Education level of husbands and homemakers proved
to be of no sighnificance in the presence of factors like
family income, attitude of husbands amd homemakers, family
size and TOFGA I in influencing EOC I. However education

level of homemakers exerted a significant impact on EOC II,

10.% Pamily Variasbles

10.3 .1 EOC I in Relation to Family Income

Family income correlated negatively with EOC I
(r = -.428%*%) and also with sacrifices in leisure (r =
- 267#%), social life (r = -.322%%), wélfare and security
(r = -.268%*), and level of living (r = w407%%*). 1In otfer
words the higher the income the lower the EOC I of families
and their willingness and determination to make sacrifices

in the various components or areas of C3 I.

Families differed in the extent of commitment to attain
Type I goals according to their family income. They exhi-

bited difference in their willingness and determination to
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take risks in each of the components viz. sacrifices in
leisure, sacrifices in social life,sacrifices in welfare
and security, and sacrifices in level of living of CS I,by

family income.

Apparently families with higher incomes were in such a
financial position that they were able to attain their Type
I goals without taking much rigks in other aspects of living.
Or perhaps they could accumulate enough without undue sacri-
fices in resource .2 allocations in other areas of living
like social life, welfare and security, level of living or
leigsure. It could also be that as income increased
families perceived all or most of the Type I energy related
goals as necessities, and part and parcel of daily living
and so they did not have to develop specific goals to ful-
£ill those needs. Family income was observed to be an
important determinant in commitment of families to the

. realigation of the goals.

10.3.2 EBOC II in Relation to Family Income

With an increase in family income overall EOC II of
families decreased (r = -.218%)., This was true in relation
to families! willingness and determination to make sacri-
fices in abundant living (r = -.201%) and sacrifices in

level of living aspects (r = -.200%) of CS II.

Families revealed difference in their overall EOC II



184

when compared on the basis of their income. However the
difference was not pronounced between the two lower income
groups. In the same manner, only families of low and middle
income groups were not different in their willingness and
determination to make sacrifices in abundant living, and
level of living components of C8 II +to attain Type II goals.
In other words the high income families differed from (i)
low and (ii) middle income families in overall EOC II and
in terms of sacrifices in abundant living and level of

living.

The high income families were not as committed to
Type II goals as low income families. Apparently these
families had the means to meet the energy bill and there-
fore did not find it highly necessary to be committed to
Type II goals., Moreover the desire to continue energy
intensive life style was probably greater as families'
financial position improved and therefore they lacked the
motivation to attain Type IT goals. PFurther, the families
were not much concerned about collective good, or the
impact of their energy consumption behaviour on generations
to comé, or on the future of mankind. Though perceived
levels of commitment were high in general, the families were -
not hopeful of attaining any remarkable progress to the
realisation of Type 1I goals in the near future. This could
be attributed to the conflicting values and the relatively

low position ascribed to these goals in the hierarchy of
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goal complex. Moreover, the 'side-bets' probably were not

strong enough to sustain their commitment.

Family income was inversely related to family goal
commitment with reference to Type I and Type II goals. With
higher incomes, families could attain their Type I goals
which were held probably more as necesgities without making
much sacrifices. On the other hand, with higher incomes,
families found no need to remain committed to Type II goals
ag they found nothing of value attached to the same to
sustain their commitment. Thus family income was an
important variable that affected family commitment to their
energy related goals but the relative importance of the same
varied from Type I to Type II goals in the presence of other

variables.

10.3.3 BOC I in Relation to Years of Married Life

An overall negative relationship was observed bebween
commitment of families to Type I goals and years married
(r = .-.320%%), The correlation coefficients computed
between years of married iife and willingness and deter-
mination of families to make sécrifices in each of the
components- except leisure of CS I revealed negative rela-
tionships sacrifices in social life (r = -.33%8%%), sacri-
fices in welfare and security (r“= -.257%%), and sacrifi-

ces in level of living (r = -.216%).
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Families in later years of married life were different
from families in (i) middle as well as (ii) early years of
married life in their overall EOC I, PFamilies in early
years differed from those in (i) middle years as well as in
(ii) later years in their willingness and determination to
make sacrifices in leisure to attain Type I goals. In rela~
tion to sacrifices in spcial life families in early, middle
and latér years were different from each other. Willingness
and determination to make sacrifices in welfare and security
was seen to be different in the case of families in the later

years and (i) early and (ii) middle years of married life.

As families became older their commitment to Type I
goals decreased. These families in later years were proba-
bly more concerned with other goals than Type I goals and
to those they were more committed. This -implies that the
hierarchical order of goals change as families progress in
its life cycle. The 'side-bets' 0ld families would be lolsing
because of lack of commitment to Type I goals probably were
not of substantial nature. Moreover these families showed
no inclination to risk social life, welfare and security
and level of living in other areas of life for the sake of
their Type 1 goals. They appeared ndt to value Type 1

goals much.,
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10.%.4 EOC II in Relation to Years of Married Life

Difference was evident in families' willingness to make
sacrifices in @bundant living to attain Type II goals when
compared by the years of married life. The difference was
marked between families in thé‘middle and later years of
married life and also between families in the early and

later years.

There existed no consistent pattern in the extent of
commitment of families to Type II goals when compared by
the years married. However families in early and later
yvears showed higher commitment than families in midéle
yvears of life as far as sacrifices in abundant living was
concerned. The young families probably were not as much
motifated to be committed to those goals as old families
and probably they were not alert to avoid wasteful energy
behaviour. On the other hand, old families were more
committed. These families through years of experience
/might have developed values like economy in all walks of
life., Families in middle years of life were in the prime
period when their children's need for energy was also high
and they had the means too probably at their disposal to
meet the energy requirements and so exhibited less commit-

ment.

Family commitment behaviour to Type I and Type II

energy related goals depended on the years of married life.
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The families in early years were more committed to attain

Type I goals while those in later years were more committed
than families in early years to Type II goals. Families in
later years probably had attained some or most of the Type 1
goals earlier, and so they were not having too many Type I
goals for which %hey had to make too much sacrifices. Years of
married life was obgerved to be not a significant factor
influencing overall BOC I or EOC IT in thé presence of other

variables.

Pamily income, ecoconsciousness of hﬁsbands and home-
makers, age of husbands, family sige and level of future
goal attainment were seen to be the major predictors of
family commitment to Type I energy related goals while
ecocongciousness and education level of homemakers, family
income and age of homemakers emerged out as the major pre-
dictors of family commitment to Type II energy related

goals,



