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4.0000 Introduction : In the second chapter it was stated

that the present study deals with evaluation and comparison 

of the two types of school systems, that is private and 

public. Different school services aid the acnievement of the 

students taken as inputs and output respectively are the two 

broad aspects In the evaluation of the schools. The data 

collected were scored and statistically analysed as stated 

in Chapter III. The present chapter includes the obtained 

results and their interpretation shown under the two major 

headings - School inputs, and Output. The results are 

presented objectivewise.

4.1000 SCHOOL IWHJTS s

School inputs are classified under the two heads - 

(i) pedagogical inputs, and (ii) economical and soeio- 

-psyehological inputs.

4.1100 PEDAGOGICAL INPUTS :

Pedagogical inputs are further classified as 

(i) teaching methods, and (ii) instructional facilities.

One of the objectives of the study was, Mto evaluate and 

compare private and public schools in terms of pedagogical 

inputs like teaching methods, and instructional facilities,



(objective No.1). In order to study the first objective, 

seven hypotheses were formulated, one for, ’teaching methods' 

and six for 'instructional facilities'. The results tinder 

the headings of teaching methods and instructional facilities 

are presented in the following paragraphs.

4.1110 Teaching Methods :

It was assumed that, "there is no difference in the 

teaching methods used1in the private and public schools," 

(hypothesis No.1). The information was obtained through the 

questionnaire included in 'Evaluative Criteria (teacher)', 

as given in Appendix A-2. To evaluate teaching methods, the 

data were scored and organised schoolwise and systemwise.

For schoolwise analysis, each method was rated and total 

scores were calculated. The obtained total scores were 

evaluated from 'generally' to 'not at all' as shown in 

Table 3*6. For systemwise analysis, total and mean scores of 

each teaching method were calculated. The results are 

presented in Table 4.1. While, results presented in Table 4*2 

show systemwise comparison of teaching methods falling under 

different categories.
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Table 4*2 Comparison of Teaching Methods of Private and 

Public Schools

(Frequencies and Percentages)

System Generally Frequently 5eSS Not at all
Frequently

Private 7 9
(43*75) (56.25)

Public 12 14
(46.12) (53*84)

The results of Tables 4*1 and 4*2 reveal that - 

(i) Mean of the total scores of the teaching methods 

of private schools is 19*50 and of public schools 

19*80. Both the systems fall under the category 

' frequently *. In other words, various teaching methods 

are used ’frequently’ in both the systems of schools.

(ii) Percentages of private schools using teaching 

methods ’frequently’ are 43*75, and 'less frequently' 

56.25; and of public schools using teaching methods 

’frequently' are 46.12, and 'less frequently' 53*84*

In other words, the frequency of using teaching methods 

in private and public schools in almost equal.



(iii) Teaching methods used frequently in private and

public schools are textbook method, question-answer, 

story telling ana translation grammar. The methods 

used 'less frequently' in private schools are role 

play, audio-visual aids, field trips and demonstration;

. whereas, in public schools, group technique and 

structural approach methods are used'less frequently' .

The results show that on the whole, in both the school 

systems teaching methods are used 'frequently'. The hypothesis 

that, "there is no difference in the teaching methods used 

in the private and public schools" (hypothesis No.1) is 

supported. In other words, both systems of schools use 

'teaching methods' with equal frequency.

4*1120 Instructional facilities :

Instructional facilities are further classified 

under ; (i) physical facilities; (ii) library facilities;

(iii) staff composition; (iv) instructional materials; (v) 

eo-curricular activities; and (vi) assessment scheme. One 

hypothesis for each facility was formulated. The results 

are presented hypothesiswise.



4.1121 Physical facilities : It was assumed that,

"there is no difference In the physical facilities provided 

in the private and public schools" (hypothesis No.2). Ihe 

information was obtained through the questionnaire included, 

in, 'Evaluative Criteria (principal)', as given in Appendix 

A-l. So evaluate physical facilities, the data were scored
I

and organised schoolwise and systemwise. Por schoolwise 

analysis, each physical facility was rated and total scores

were calculated. She obtained total scores were evaluated
\

from 'very good* to 'very poor' as shown in Sable 3.3* lor 

systemwise analysis, frequencies and percentages, or total 

'and mean scores were calculated facilitywise. Results are 

presented in Sable 4*3• Whereas, Sable 4*4 shows systemwise 

comparison of physical facilities of the schools falling 

under different categories.

Sable; 4-3 and 4«4 reveal that -

(i) Mean of the total, scores of the physical facilities 

of private schools is 22.50 'Good'; and of public schools, 

15.3O 'fair' as in Sable 4.3* In comparison to public 

schools, private schools are giving better physical

facilities.
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Table 4*4 Comparison of Physical facilities of Private

and Public Schools (frequencies and Percentages)

School
System

Ter y 
Good Good fair Poor

Very
Poor

Private , 3
(18.75)

8
(50.00)

3
(18.75)

1
(6.25)

1
(6.25)

Public - - 16
(61.53)

10
(38.43) -

(ii) Percentages of private schools falling under 

different categories are 18*75 ’very good'; 50.00 

•good’; 18.75 'fair*; 6.25 'poor1; and 6.25 'very foor'. 

Whereas, 61.53 per cent public schools are 'fair' and 

38.43 per cent 'poor' (Table 4.4). In other words, 

majority of private schools are providing better 

physical facilities in comparison to public schools.

The range of physical facilities provided in private 

schools varies from 'very good* to 'very poor’ and of 

public schools from 'fair' to 'poor'.

As shown in Table 4*3 and 4*4, private schools provide better 

physical facilities compared to public schools, so hypothesis 

Ho.2, that "there is no difference in the physical facilities 

provided in the private and public schools" is not supported.



In other words, physical facilities in private schools are 

tetter than public schools.

4.1122 Library Facilities : It was assumed that,

"there is no difference in.the library facilities provided in 

the private and public schools." (hypothesis No.3). The 

information regarding library facilities was obtained through 

the questionnaire included inEvaluative Criteria (principal)1 

as given in Appendix A-I.„To evaluate library facilities, the 

data were scored and organised schoolwise and systemwise. For 

sehoolwise analysis, each item was rated and total scores 

were calculated. She obtained total scores were evaluated

from 'very good' to 'very poor' as shown in Table 3*5 • For
/ "

systemwise analysis, frequencies and percentages, or total 

and mean scores were calculated itemwise. She results are 

presented in Table 4*5» While, Table 4.6 shows the comparison 

of library facilities in. regard to the number of private and 

public schools falling under different categories.

Table 4*5 and 4-6 reveal that,

(i) Mean of the total scores of the library facilities 

of private schools is 10*31 'good'; while of public 

schools 7.00 'fair' (Table 4*5). In other words,
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Table 4*6 Comparison of library Facilities of Private

and Public Schools (Frequencies and Percentages)

School
System

Very
good Good Fair Poor

Very
poor

Private 5
(31*25)

6
(37*50)

, 4
(25.00)

- 1
(6.25)

Public — 5
(19*22)

21
.(80.74)

— —

in comparison to public schools, private schools are 

providing better library facilities.

(ii) Percentages of private schools falling under 

different categories are 31*25 'very good1; 37*50 'good'; 

25*00 'fair';.and 6.25 'very poor'; whereas in public 

schools 19*22 'good'; and 80.74 per cent of schools are 

rated as 'fair'; In other words, more number of private 

schools are having 'good' or 'very good' library facili­

ties, while more number of public schools are providing
s

library facilities, which are 'fair*.

(iii) Out of 16 private schools, 15 are having provision 

for library, 4 are having full time librarian^, all

are having fixed library timings, 9 are having reading
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rooms and private schools provide 3*89 books per 

student. In comparison to this, all public schools are 

having provision for library, managed by the teachers, 

having no reading rooms and are providing 1.12 books per 

student.

Results shown in fables 4*5 and 4*6 reveal that private 

schools provide better library facilities in comparison to 

public schools. So, the hypothesis No.3 that "there is no 

difference in the library facilities provided in the private 

and public schools" is not supported.

4*1123 Staff Composition : It was assumed that "there

is no difference in the staff composition of the private and 

public schools," (hypothesis Io.4). Information regarding 

staff composition was obtained through the questionnaire 

included in the 'Evaluative Criteria (principal)', as given in 

Appendix A-l. To evaluate staff composition, the data were 

scored and organised schoolwise and systemwise. l*or schoolwise 

analysis, each item was rated and total scores were calculated. 

The obtained total scores were evaluated from 'very good' to 

'very poor' as shown in Table 3.4 for systemwise analysis, 

percentages of teachers having different qualification and



experience were calculated. She obtained results* are given 

in Table 4.7, 4»8 and 4*9*

The results reveal that -

(i) Mean of the total scores of the Staff composition 

of private schools is 4*48 'fair1, and of public schools 

4.57 'fair* (Table 4.7). In other words, staff composi­

tion in both the school systems is’fair*.

(ii) Percentages of private schools falling under 

different categories are 25.00 ’guod'; 56.25 'fair'; and 

18.75 'poor'; whereas, 26.90 per cent of public schools 

are ’good'; 69.22 ’fair’s^ and 3*84 per cent 'poor'

(Table 4.8). In other words, starf composition in most 

of the. private and puolic schools is fair. And the 

range varies from good to poor in both the systems of 

schools.

(iii) In 25 per cent of private schools, besides teaching, 

the teachers are assigned clerical work; whereas in all 

the public schools, besides teaching, the teachers are 

assigned three kinds of duties, these are clerical, 

serving refreshment to the students and working for 

family planning (Table 4-9). In other words, public
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Table 4*8 Comparison of Staff Composition of Private and 

Public Schools (Frequencies and Percentages)

School
System

Yeiy
good Good Fair Poor

levy
poor

Private - 4
(25.00)

9
(56.25)

3
(18.75) -

Public - 7
(26.90)

18
(69.22)

/ 1 
(3.84) -

Table 4 .9 Systemwise Frequencies

Duties and Pay Scale

and Percentages of Extra

School Extra Duties Pay Scale
System Cle- Serving Working 

rical Refresh- for
ment Family

Planning

Sar'ela
Commi­
ssion

Desai
Commi­
ssion

Own
Scale

Private 4 -
(25.00)

11 '
(68.75)

3 x 
(18.75)

2
(12.50)

Public 26 26 26 
(100.00)(100.00)(100.00)

- 26
(100.00)

-



school teachers’ work load is more than the teachers of

the private schools.

(iv) In 68.75 per cent of private schools, teachers are 

getting their salary according to Sarela Commission; in 

18.75 per cent according to Desai Commission and 12.50 

per cent of private schools are having their own pay 

scale ; whereas, all the public school teachers are 

getting their salary according to Desai Commission 

(Table 4.9). r^his means that most of the private schools 

have not yet implemented the pay scale recommended by 

Desai Commission. The pay scale according to this

Commission is more than the Sarela Commission.
•

The results reveal that staff composition in both the school 

systems is ’fair'. So, the hypothesis that, "there is no 

difference in the staff composition of the private, and public 

schools”, is supported.

4.1124 Instructional Materials : It was assumed that,

"there is mo.xdifference in the instructional materials provided 

in the private and public schools.” (hypothesis Ho.5). Informa­

tion was obtained from the teachers through the ’Evaluative 

Criteria (teacher)', as given in Appendix A-2. To evaluate
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instructional materials, the data were scored and organised 

schoolwise and systemwise. For schoolwise analysis, each item 

was rated and total scores were calculated. The obtained total 

scores were evaluated from 'veiy good' to ’very poor* as shown 

in Tabxe 3«5.$or systemwise analysis, frequencies and percen­

tages, or total and mean scores were calculated itemwise. The 

results are presented in Table 4.10. Whereas, Table 4*11 

shows the comparison of instructional materials in regard to 

the number of private and public schools falling under different 

categories.

Results of .Table 4.10 and 4*11 reveal that -

(i) Mean of the total scores of the instructional 

materials of private schools is 7*50 ’fair'; and of 

public schools 5*15 ’poor’ -. (Table 4«10). In other words, 

in comparison to public schools,private schools are 

providing better instructional materials.

(ii) Percentages of the private schools providing 'very 

good' instructional materials are 12.50; 37-50 ’good';

18.75 'fair'; 12.50 'poor'; and 18.70 'very poor'; while, 

in public schools *fadr' is 42.27 per cent; 'poor' 50.00 

per cent; and 'very poor' 7*68 per cent. In comparison to 

public schools, more number of private schools provide 

better instructional materials.
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fable 4.11 Comparison of Instructional Materials of Private 

and Public Schools (frequencies and Percentages)

School 
Sy stem

Very . 
Good Good fair Poor

Very
Poor

Private 2 6 3 2 3
(12.50) (37.50) (18.75) (12.50) (18.75)

Public — — 11
(42.27)

13
(50.00)

2
(7.68)

Results shown in Table 4.10 and 4.11 reveal that private

schools in comparison to public schools provide better instruc­

tional materials, so, the hypothesis No.5 that ’’there is no' 

difference in the instructional materials provided in the 

private and public schools”, is not supported.

4.1125 Co-curricular Activities : It was assumed that,

’’there is no difference in the co-currieular activities of 

the private and ^public schools” ('hypothesis No.6). The data 

were obtained from teachers through the ’Evaluative Criteria’ 

(teacher)’ as given in Appendix A-2. To evaluate co-curricular 

activities, the data were scored and organised schoolwise and 

systemwise. for schoolwise analysis, each item was rated and 

total scores were calculated. The obtained total scores were
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evaluated from ’very good* to 'very poor* as shown in Table •

3.8. Por systemwise analysis, frequencies and percentages, or.

total and mean scores were calculated itemwise. Results are
/

presented in Table 4.12. Yfhereas, Table 4.13 shows the 

comparison of co-curricular activities in regard to the number 

of private and public schools falling under different categories.

Table 4.12 and 4*13 reveal that -

(i) Mean of the total scores of the Co-curricular 

activities of private schools is 8.06 'poor' and of 

public schools 8.19 'poor'. In other words, co-currieular < 

activities in both the school systems are 'poor*.

(ii) Percentages of the private schools having good 

' co-curricular activities' are 6.25; 'fair' 43*75} 'poor' 

31.25; 'very poor' 18.75; whereas, in public schools 

46.16 per cent are having 'fair1 co-curricular activities ;
i. _

50.00 per cent 'poor'; and 3*84 per cent are having 'very 

poor' co-curricular activities. In other words, most of 

the private and public schools are either having fair or 

poor co-curricular activities.

Results shown in Table 4.12 and 4.13 reveal that co-curricular 

activities in private as well as public schools are equally
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Table 4--13 Comparison of Co-curricular Activities of Private
\ '

and Public Schools (Frequencies and Percentages)

School
System

Yery
Good Good Fair Eoor

Yery
Poor

Private 1 7 5 3
(6.25) (43.75) (31 .25) • (18*79)

Publ ic 12 13 1
(46.16) (50.00) (3.84)

'poor'. So, the hypothesis that "there is no difference in the

co-curricular activities of the private and public schools" 

is supported.

4.1126 Assessment Scheme { It was assumed that, "there

is no difference in the assessment’ schemes of, the private and 

public schools" (hypothesis ETo.7). Information regarding 

assessment scheme was obtained through the questionnaire 

included in the 'Evaluative Criteria (teacher)’, as given in 

Appendix A-2. To evaluate assessment scheme, the data were 

scored and organised schoolwise and systemwise. For schoolwise 

analysis, each item was rated apd total scores were calculated. 

The obtained total scores were evaluated from 'very good' to 

'very poor’ as shown in Table 3.9. For systemwise .analysis,
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Sable 4*15 Comparison of’Assessment Schemes of Private
and Public Schools.(Frequencies and ?er«vttd9es)

School
System;

Very
good Good Pair

1

Poor
Very
poor

Private 1
(6.25)

4
(25*00)

4 .
(25*00)

5
(31 *25)

2
(12.50)

Public — — 26
(100.00) — —

frequencies and percentages or total and mean scores were 

calculated itemwise. Results are presented in Table 4*14 • 

Whereas, Table 4*15 shows the comparison of assessment scheme, 

in regard to the number of private and public schools falling 

under different categories.

Results in Table 4*14 and 4-15 reveal that -

(i) Mean of the total scores of the assessment scheme' 

of private schools is 14*00 ’fair'; and of public schools 

16.00 ’fair' (Table 4.14). In other words, there is no 

difference in the assessment schemes of private and 

public schools.

(ii) Percentages of private schools having 'very good' 

assessment scheme are 6.25; 'good' 25*00; 'fair' 25*00;
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•poor' 31*25 and'very poor* 12*50; whereas, all public 

schools are having ’fair* assessment scheme. It shows 

that all the public schools are having the same assess­

ment scheme; while, assessment scheme in private schools 

varies from ’veryj'good’ to ’very poor*.

Besults shown in Table 4*14 and 4*15 reveal that assessment 

scheme in private schools as well as public schools is ’fair'. 

So, the hypothesis Bo.7 that ’’there is no difference in the 

assessment schemes of the private and public schools" is 

supported.

4.1200 E00B0MICAL ABP S0CI0-PSYCH0L0GICAL IIHJTS :

One of the objectives of the study was, "To compare 

economical (finance) and socio-psychological (organizational 

climate and leadership behaviour) inputs of private and public 

schools," (objective Bo.2). In order to study the second 

objective, three hypotheses were formulated. The results are 

presented hypothesiswise.

4*1210 Finance : It was assumed that, "there is no

difference in the per student expenditure of the private and . 

public schools", (hypothesis Bo.8). The information was obtained
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through the questionnaire included in ’Evaluative Criteria 

(principal)', as given in Appendix A-1. Eor ^rstemwise 

evaluation, per student expenditure on different items were 

calculated and are presented in Table 4.16.

The results shown in Table 4.16 reveal that -

(i) Private schools spend Bs.10,88,843 on 8,166 students 

per year, which comes to Bs.133.33 per student per year; 

while, public schools spend Bs. 1,09,55,692 on 49,323 

students per year, which comes to Rs.222.12 per student 

per year. In other words, the per student expenditure 

of public schools is more than the per student expendi­

ture of private schools.

(ii) Public schools in comparison to private schools 

spend more on physical and health education, ancillary 

services, and staff salary, and less on instructional 

materials. In addition to this, public schools spend on 

administration and supervision also.

The results reveal that the per student expenditure of public 

schools in comparison to private schools is more. So, the 

hypothesis that "there is no difference in the per student 

expenditure of the private and public schools" is not supported.
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4*1220 Organizational Climate s It was assumed that,

"there is no difference in the organizations! climate of the

private and public schools",' (hypothesis lo.9)* Information

regarding this was obtained through the 'Organizational

Climate Description Questionnaire', as given in Appendix A-3.

The obtained data were scored according to the scoring
2procedure given in Chapter III. X -test was used, so' as to see

if there was any significant-difference in the organizational

climate of the two systems. The results presented in Table 4.17

show,the distribution of private and public schools according'
2to the organizational climate and its X -value.

The results reveal that' -

(i) X2-value 6.70 at 5 df is not significant. In other 

words, there is no significant difference in the 

'organizational climate' of the private and public 

schools.

The result reveals that there is no significant difference in 

the organizational climate of the two systems. So, the 

hypothesis that "there is no difference in the organizational 

climate of the private and public schools", is supported.



no
Table 4.17 Systemwise Prequencies of Organizational

2Climate and X -value

School __________ Organizational Climate
System Open Autono­

mous
Control­
led

Bami- - 
liar

Pater­
nal

Closed Total

Private 2(1.52) 3(1.52) 6(4.95) 1 '(2.66) 1(1 .52) , 3(3.80) 16

Public 2' (2.47) 1(2.47) 7
(8.O4)

6(4.33) 3(2.47) 7(4.33) 26

Total , 4 4 13 7 . 4 10 42
Scores in the bracket show expected frequencies 
X^=6.70 df=5 X^-value is Not Significant.

4.1230 Leadership Behaviour : It was assumed that,
"there is no difference in the leadership behaviour, in the 
private and public schools" (hypothesis No.10). Information 
regarding this was obtained through the 'Leadership Behaviour 
Description Questionnaire' as given in Appendix-ftr4. The 
obtained data were scored according to the scoring procedure 
given in Chapter III. Results presented in Table 4.18 show 
the distribution of private and public schools according to 
the leadership behaviour pattern.
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The„results reveal that -

(i) Leadership behaviour in the private schools is of 

two types, that is 'High Initiative Low Consideration', 

56.25 per cent; and 'Low Initiative Low Consideration', 

45-75 per cent. Whereas, public schools have four types 

of 'leadership behaviour' patterns. In descending order 

they are 'High Initiative Low Consideration', 42.27 per­

cent; 'High Initiative High Consideration', 26.90per- 

cent; 'Low Initiative Low consideration' 26.90 per cent; 

and 'Low Initiative High Consideration' is 3«84 per cent.

The results show that there are only two patterns of leader­

ship behaviour in private schools and all the principals of 

the private schools are having low consideration. Whereas, 

public schools have all the four types of 'leadership beha­

viour' . So, the hypothesis that "there is no difference in 

the leadership behaviour in the private and public schools", 

is not supported.
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4.2000 OUTPUT :

In the present study, academic achievement of the
✓students is taken as output. One of the objectives of the 

study was, "to compare the output in terms of achievement of 

the students of the private and public schools" (objective 

lo.3). To study this objective, two hypotheses were formulated, 

the results are presented hypothesiswise.

4.2100 School Systems And Achievement :
f

It was assumed that, "there is no difference in’the 

achievement of the students of the private and public schools", 

(hypothesis No.11). In order to study the effect of schooling 

on academic achievement of the students, the effect of 

•socio-economic status' and 'intelligence* of the students 

were controlled statistically by using the technique of 

covariance. Intelligence was measured through the 'Desai- 

Bhatt Group Intelligence l'est*, as given in Appendix A-5;
t

Socio-economic status, through Kuppuswamy*s Scale and 

achievement through the 'Achievement lest' as given in Appendix 

A-6. The obtained data were : scored and tabulated to enable 

the calculation of covariance. Results are presented in 

Table 4.19 and 4.20. Table 4.19 shows variablewise mean scores
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Table 4* 19 Systemwi.se Mean Scores of SES, Intelligence 

and Achievement

School SES Int eLligence 
(Means)

Achievement
System (Means) Unadjusted

(Means)
Adjusted

(Means)

Private 2.3867 96.0433 26.0467 22.8369

Public 3.4849 81.0167 15.5385 18.6886

Mean 1 
diffe­
rence

.9018 14-9266 10.5082 ‘ 4.1583

of both the systems; while, summary of analysis of covariance

is presented in Table 4.20. Socio-economic status and inte­

lligence of the student s'were treated as covariates and 

academic achievement as criterion variable. Adjusted E-value 

is significant beyond .01 level.

Results reveal that -

(i) Adjusted-mean achievement of the students o'f the 

private schools is 22.8369 and of the students of the 

public schools 18.6886. In other words, the students of 

the private schools in comparison to the studbnts of .the 

public schools are having higher academic achievement.
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Academic achievement of the students of the private schools 

is higher than the academic achievement of the students of 

the public schools. So, the hypothesis . • that "there is no 

difference in the achievement of the students of the private 

and public schools", is not supported.

4.2200 School Systems SES and Achievement :

In order to see whether interaction between school systems 

and socio-economic status has any significant effect on 

achievement of the students, an attempt was made to study the 

achievement level of the students coming from the same socio­

economic status but going to two different systems of schools. 

It was assumed that, "there is no difference in the achieve­

ment of the students belonging to the same socio-economic 

status and going to two different systems of schools", 

(Hypothesis Fo.12). Mean achievement scores were calculated 

category-wise for each system and the results are presented 

in (Cable 4*21 and its graphical presentation in Figure 4*1.

Results reveal that - 

Main Effect :

(i) School Systems : The students of the private schools 

achieve (25.89) higher than the students of the public
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Table 4.21 SIS and Systemwise Mean Achievement Scores

School Socio-Economic Status Mean
System SES I SES II SES III SES IV Scores
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Private 28.50
(1=24)

27.01
(N=153)

24.98
(1=106)

17.82
(l=17)

25-89
(1=300)

Public — 16.07
(1=13)

16.45
(E=1,29)

14.67
(S=158)

15.50
(E=300)

Mean
Scores

28.50
'(ff=24)

26.15
(N=166)

20.30 
, (11=235)

14-98 
(B=175)

0
O

N
-3

 
O

 O
 

O

schools (15.50).

(ii) Socio-Economic Status : Achievement of the SESI 

students is 28.50,* SES II 26.15; SES III 20.30; and 

SES IV 14*98. In other words, higher the SES level, 

higher the achievement.

Interaction Effect :

(iii) The students of the private schools achieve higher 

at all SES level, in comparison to the students of the 

public schools, (SES I, Private 28.50; SES II, Private 

27.01, Public 16.07; SES III, Private 24.98, Public 

16.45; SES IY Private 17*82, Public 14.67).
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(iv) Socio-economic status has significant effect at 

private schools' level, higher the SBS, higher the 

achievement (SIS I 28.50; SES II 27.01; SES III 24.98,* 

and SES IY 17*82); while, it has less significant effect 

at public schools’ level, (SES II 16.07; SIS III 16.45;

SES IY 14.67). In other words, when the students belonging 

to different SES groups, go to private schools, they 

achieve differently, but when they go to public schools, 

their achievement does not differ much.

Results reveal that the students belonging to the same socio­

economic , status and going to two different systems of schools 

achieve differently. So, the null hypothesis is not supported.

The present chapter includes results of the study and 

their interpretation. She next chapter deals with the 

discussion of obtained results and suggestions.

*


