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4.1 BSignificant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Faculties in Relation to their
Total Home-Environment, Socio-Economicyg Status and
Economic Management Scores.

]
4,2 BSignificant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Sex in Relation to their Total
Home Environment, Socio-Economic Status and Economic
Management Scores.

4.3 Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Age Groups in Relation to
their Total Home-Environment, Socio-Economic Status
and Economic Management Scores.

4.4 Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Socio-Economic Status Score
Groups in Relation to their Total Socio-Economic Status
Score, Home-Environment and Economic Management Scores.

4,5 BSignificant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Home Environment Score Groups
in Relation to their Total Socio-Economic Status
Score, Home Environment and Economic Management Scores.

4.6 DSignificant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Economic Management Score Groups
in Relation to their Total Socio-Economie Status,
Home-Environment and Economic Management Scores.

4.7 Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Percentage of Previous (S.S.C.
Exam.) Achievements in Relation to their Total Socio-
Fconomic Status, Home Enviromment and Economice
Management Score.

4.8 Bignificant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Percentage of Present (Annuval
Exam.) Achievements in Relation to Their Total Socio-
Eeonomic Status, Home Environment and Economic Menage-
ment Score.

4.9 Economic Management
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The present study is concerned with the relation-
ship between following broad variables and the acadenmic

achievement of the students

1. Home Environment
2. BSocio-BEconomic Status
3. Economic Management
To find out the relationship between the above
( effective ) variables and the academic achievement
( independent variables ), it is necessary to measure the

above variables. The details of these variables included

in the study are given below :

1. Socio-Economic Status

Parental occupation, Family income, Parental education,
Organizational membership,‘ﬂgricaltural land, Type of
house, Farm power, Material possession, Barning members,
Dependeﬁt menbers.

2. Home Environment

Edqucational facilities, Emotional climate in the home,

Parental opinion for education, Parental encouragement to
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academic achievement.

3. Economic Management

Planning of money resources, Controlling of money

resources, Bvaluating use of money resources.

4. Academic Achievement

#oademic achievement of students at S.B.8. level

examination and of annual examination at first year

degree college.

Relationship between the above variables ( Socio-Eeonomic
Status, Home Environment and Economic Management ) and

Academic Achievement are worked out and analyzed in detailed

fabular fbrm.

-

This complete chapter is divided into four sections @

In SECTION I the investigator has found out the
significant difference betweep the mean score of the
students of different faculties, sex and age groups, in
relation o their total home environment, socio-economic

’

status and economic management scores.

In SECTION II the investigator has found out the

significant difference between the mean score of the students

of all the RBocio-Economic Btatus, Home Environment, and



Economic Management groups in relation to total Home -
Environment, Socio-Economic Status and Economic Management

scores.

In SECTION III the investigator has found the
significant difference between the mean score of percentage
of present ( annmual ) academic achievement and previous
(s.8.C.) achievement at various levels in relation to their
total Home-Environment, Socio-Economic Status and Economic

Management scores.
The SECTION IV deals with percentages of the students
for Economic Management.

These results and interpretations are based on
percentage, mean, standard deviation, t test and coefficient

of correlation.



SECTION 1

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEAN SCORE OF THE
STUDENTS OF DIFFERENT FACULTIES, SEX AND AGE IN
RELATION TO THEIR TOTAL IHOMEEL ENVIRONMENT, SOCIO-
ECONCMIC STATUS AND ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT SCORES

4.1 Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the Students
of Different Paculties in Relation to their Total Home
Environment,Socio-Economic Status and Economic Management

Scores :
Table :4.1.1: The Percentage of Students Facultywise

No. of

Faculty ' Students Percentage
Science 199 28.72
Commerce 200 28.86
Arts 200 28.86
Home Science 94 13.56

Total 693 100.00

e e mm e e e e s ma e e eme e e e mae W e mE e s me e e e

The above table shows percentage of the students from
different faculties, wherein students from Science, Commerce
and Arts faculties are equal in percentage ( round about
29 percent ), while students from Home Science faculty are
less than ( round about 14 percent ) the other faculties.
Investigatér has also found out the significant difference
between the mean score of the students of different faculties
in relation to their home-environment, socio-economic status

and economic management. Inter co-relation between independent
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and effective variables weré also found out.

Table :4.1.2: The Significante of Difference Between
the Mean Scores of the Students in
Relation to their Paculties and Parental
Occupation '

Faculty Mean. 8D Mean 8D t-value

Science-Commerce 10.63 2.3%6 10.03 1.95 2.79 #**

Science-Arts 10.63% 2.36 9.99 2.36 2.71 ¥**
. Science-Home 10.6% 2.36 11.36 2.41 2.45 *
Science
Commerce-Arts 10.03 1.95 9.99 2.3%6 0.16 NS
Comme rce~Home 10.0% 1.95 11.36 2.41  3.05 **%
Science

Ayts~-Home Science 9.99 2.3%6 11.36  2.41 ' 4.60 #*

- mm e wm me e e en e eme e e e e R e s e e o e me e e awe  mm weeowe

*% Significant at .01 level
% Pignificant at .05 level
NS Not significant
Looking to the above table, the mean scores of Home
Science (11.36) and Science (10.63) students in relation to
their pafental occupation, are higher than those of Commerce
(10.03) and Arts (9.99) students. The t value is significant
in all the céses éither at .01 level or .05 level except
between Commerce and Arts stﬁdents. This means that the
parents having higher occupation send their wards either in
Science or Home Science faculties. The parental occupation of

Commerce and Arts students is comparatively similar. There is

positive relationship between various faculties and parental



oecupations. The value of r = 0.03 which is not at the
significant level.
Table :4.1.3: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Score of Students in Relation to Their
Faculties and Income

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 4.43  1.45 3.8 0.98 4.85%%
Science-Arts 4.43 1.45 3.59 1.36 5.97%*
Science-Home Science 4.43 1.45 5.65 1.51 6.61%%
Commerce-Arts 3.83  0.98 3.59 1.36  2.02%
Commerce-Home Science?.83 0.98 5.65 1.5 12.37%*
Artgs-Home Science 3.59 1.36 5.65 1.51 11.68%%

- e e e e e e e e dwe mem ekt e me e e Am mme A s e e e e e e mms e e e

*%  Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows, the mean score of Home Science
students is highest than those of Science, Commerce and
Arts students in relation to their family income. The 1
value is significant in all the cases either at .01 level
or .05 level. It c%n be said that students of Home Science
faculty ;re coming from higher income group and that of Arts
faculty are coming from low income group families. Looking

to the significance in t values students of all the four

faculties are coming from different income level groups.
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There is positive relationships between various faculties

and income. The value of r = 0.10 which is not at the

significant level.

Table :4.1.4: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Students in Relation to
Their Various Faculties and Parental Education

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value

Science-Commerce 7.09 2.00 6.40 4.08 2.14%

Science-Arts 7.09 2.00 6.61 1.99 2.40%

Science-Home 7.09  2.00 8.59 1.57 6. 24 %%
Science

Commerce-Arts 6.40 4.08 6.61 1.99  0.65 NS

Commerce-Home Scien.6.40 4.08 8.59 1.57 4,98%%
Artg-Home Science 6.61  1.99 8.59 1.57 8.30%%

- e e W ame s e e e e s e A e G Ml mad e s mee e e e e e e e e

%% Significant at .01 level
* DSignificant at .05 level

The mean score of Heme Science (8.58) students is
more than that of Science, Commerce and Arts students in
relation to their parental educational qualifications.
The t value is significant in all the cagzgggzr.OT level
or .05 level except between Commerce-Arts students. This
indicates that parents of Commerce and Arts students are
educationally equal and less qualified than parents of

Science and Home Science students. It reveals that the

parents of the Home Science and Science students arve
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educationally advanced than that of Commerce and Arts.
There is positive relationship between various faculties
and parental educational qualifications. The value of
r = 0.10 which is not at the significant level.
Table :4.1.5: Significance of Difference Between the

Mean Scores of Organizational Membership
in Relation to Various Faculties

Paculty Mean SD Mean 3D t-value
Science-Commerce 1.24 1.04 1.27 0.91 0.29 NS
Science-Arts 1.24 1.04 1.09 0.92 1.53 NS
Science-Home Science 4.24 1.04 1.52 1.14 2.07 *
Commerce~-Arts 1.27 0.91 1.09 0.92 1.97 *

Commerce-Home Sciencet1.27 0.91 1.52 1.14 2.0% *
Arts-Home Science 1.09 0.92 1.52  1.14 3,46 *%
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** Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant
The above table shows that the mean score of Home
Science (1.52) students in relation to their organizational
membership, is more than those of Science, Commerce and
Arts students. The t value is significant in all the cases
either at .01 level or .05 level except between Science-
Commerce, and Science-Artg. It can be said from this that

Home Science and Arts gtudents maintain their membefship'

with different organization. While Science students do not
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hold organizational membership. They may not be finding
time to join with different organizations because of more
educational load compared to other faculties. There is
positive relationship between various faculties and
organizational membership. The value of r = 0.03 which is
not at the significant level.
Table :4.1.6: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Various Faculties

Faculty Mean 8D Mean SD t-value
Science~Commerce 2.49 2.97 1.84 2.22 2.48 *
Science-Arts 2.49 2.97 2.4 2.29 1.42 NS
Science~Home Science 2.49 2.97 %2.13% 4.87 1.3%38 N8
Commerce-Arts 1.84 2.22 2.11 2.29 1.22 NS

Commerce-Home Sciencet1.84 2.22 3.1% 4.87 1.38 NS
Arts-Home Science 2.11 2.29 3.13  4.87 2.43 *
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* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant

The mean score of Home Science students in relation 1o
their possession of agricultural land is more than those of
Science, Commerce and Arts students. In all the cases, %
value is not significaﬁt at both the levels except between
Science—commerce, Arts-Home Science which is significant only
at .05 level. It can alse be said that there is difference

between Commerce and Science students as well as Arts and
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Home Science students regarding possession of land. This
shows that students of Home Science faculty possess more
agricultural land than that of Science Commerce and Arts
students. Very few Arts students possess agricultural land
compared to other faculties. There is positive relation-
ship between various faculties and agricultural land. The
value of r = 0.04 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.1.7: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Type of House in Relation to Various

Faculties

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value
Science~-Commerce 1.44 0.50 1.%4  0.47 2.00%
Science-Arts. 1.44 0.50 1.51 0.50 1.56 NS
Science-Home Science 1.44 0.50 1.57 0.50 2.21 *
Commerce-Arts 1.34  0.47 1.51 0.50 %.58 %%
Commerce-Home Secience 1.%4 0.47 1.57 0.50 %.89 %%
Ayts-Home Science 1.51  0.50 1.57 0.50 0.95 NS

— e e e e eme e e e me e e e e e e mme e e me e e wee e e e e e e e e

** Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant
The mean score of Home Science students (1.57) and Arts
students (1.51) in relation to their type of house in which

they reside is comparatively equal and more than Science and
Commerce students. The t value is significant either at 0.05
level of 0.01 level except between Science-Arts, Arts-Home

Science which means they possess same type of the houses.
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This indicates that Home Science and Arts students possess
own houses instead of rented houses. There is positive
relationship between various faculties and type of

houses. The value of r = 0.07 which is not at the

significant level,

Table :4.1.8: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Farm Power in Relation to Various

Faculties

Faculty Mean 8D Mean SD t~-value
Science~Commerce - 2.87  4.4% 1.89 3,06 2.58 *
Science-Arts 2.87  4.4% 2.07  3%.07 2.08 %
Science-Home Science 2.87 4.41 4.84 9.54 2.42 *
Commerce-Arts 1.89 3.06 2.07 %.07 0.60 NS
Commerce-Home Science 1.89  3.06 4.84 9.54 5.9 **
Arts~-Home Science 2.07 3.07 4.84 9.54 3.71 **
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*% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

NS Not significant

The above table shows that the mean score of Home Science
students is highest in relation to their possession of farm
power than Science, Commerce and Arts students. The t value
is significant‘either at .01 level or .05 level in all the
cases except between Commerce-Arts. It can be said that Home

Science students possess more of farm power than other

faculty students. Commerce and Arts students possess very
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students possess very less material facilities. There is
positive relationship between various faculties and
material possession. The value of r = 0.23% which is not at
the significant level.

Table :4.1.10: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Earning Members in Relation to
Various Faculties

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 1.24 0.44 1.31 0.56 1.56 NS
Science-Arts 1.24 0.44 1.45  0.49 4.65 **
Science-Home Science 1.24 0.44 1.32  0.47 1.48 NS
Commerce-~Arts 1.3%4 0.56 1.45 .50 2.6% ®¥

Commerce-Home Sciencet.?3} 0.56 1.32 0.47 0.05 NS
Arts-Home Science 1.45 0.50 1.32 0.47 2,22 %
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#% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

NS Not significant

Looking to the above table, the mean score of Arts
studeﬁts in relation to earning members in their families is
more than that of Home Science, Commerce and Science
students. The t-value is not significant at both the levels
between Science-Commerce, Science-Home Science and Commerce-
Home Science. This shows that Science and Commerce students
are coming from those families where there are less ( one or

two only ) earning members. There is positive relationship
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between various faculties and earning members. The value
of r = 0.11 which is not at the significant level.
Table :4.1.11: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Dependent Members in Relation to
Various Faculties

Faculty Mean 8D Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 1.64 0.48 1.74 0.44 2.21%
Science-Arts 1.64 0.48 1.60 0.49  0.89 NS
Science-Home Science 1.64 0.48 1.79 0.62 2.18%
Commerce-Arts 1.74 - 0.44 1.60 0.49 FR YA

Commerce~Home Sciencei.74 0.44 -~ 1.79 0.62 0.67 NS
Artg-Home Science 1.60 0.49 1.79 0.62 2.80%%

T T T~ R N e T S VSO I

* % Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant

The above table shows, the mean score of Home Science

and Commerce students in relation to dependent members are

higheﬁr than Science and Arts students. t value is significant
in all the cases at both the levels except between Science -
Arts, Commerce-Home Science. This shows that Home Science and
éommerce students have more dependent members in their families
than Science and Arts students. There is pesitive relationship
betweeﬁ various féculties and dependent members. The value of

r = 0.03 which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.1.12: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Socio-Economic Status in
~ Relation to Various PFaculties

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 24.67 8.45 30.41 5.55  5.96%*%
Science-Arts 34.67 8.45 32.07 8.81 3.01%*
Science-Home Science 34.67 8.45 41.56 10.22 6.08%%
Commerce~Arts 30. 41 5.55 32.07 8.81 2.25%
Commerce-Home Science 30.41 5.55 41.56 10.22 12.11%%
Arts-Home Science 32,001  8.81 41.56.10.22 8,18%*
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** Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean score of Home
Science students in relation to their socio-economic status
is higher than Science, Commerce and Arts students. t value
is significant either at .01 or .05 level in all the cases.
It can be said from this that Home Science and$Science
students hold high socio-economic status than students from
Apgs and Commerce faculties. Commerce students do come from
iow socio~economic status. There is positive relationship
between various faculties and socio-economic statms. The
value of r = 0,15 which is not at the significant level.

There is no significant difference amongst the students

of different foculties in relation to their socio-economic
status. The result shows that Hypothesis No. 6(b) is rejected.
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Table :4.1.13: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Educational Facilities in Relation

to Various Faculties

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 18.29 1.99 18.38 4.38 0.26 NS
Science-Arts 18.29 1.99 17.71 1.95 1.82 NS
Science~Home Science 18.29 1.99 19.29 2.53% 3,67 ¥#®
Commerce-Arts 18.38 4.88 17.71 1.95 1.82 NS
Commerce~Home Science 18.38 4.88 19.29 2.53 1.69 NS
Artgs-Home Science 17.71 1.95 19.29 2.53 5,86 %%

- . e W ges e M e M e e e e e e e e A e e e e e e e e e e

**  Significant at .01 level
NS DNot significant

The above table shows that the mean score of Home
Science students is highest in relation to the educational
facilities available to them than Commerce, Science and Arts
students. t value is significant between Science - Home

Science, Arts-Home Science at .01 level. This shows that

Home Science students are coming from such home environment

where they are provided with more of educational facilities

than Commerce, Science and Arts students. Home Science students
are provided with more educational facilities, this may be

possible because of their high socio-economic status. There
is positive relationship between various faculties and
educational facilities. The value of r = 0.03 which is not

at the significant level.
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Table :4.1.14: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Emotional Climate in the
Home in Relation to Various PFaculties

Faculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 16.41 2.44 16.11 1.51 1.48 NS
Science~-Arts 16.41 2.44 16.03 1.18 1.99 *
Science-Home Science 16.41 2.44 17.54 7.01 2.03 *®
Commerce-Arts 16.11 1.51 16.03 1.18 0.62 NS
Commerce-Home Science 16.11 1.51 17.54 7.01 2.75 **
Arts-Home Science 16.03 1.18 17.54 7.01 2,97 **

- . e waa e e s e vem e s s e me e e e e e e e ame s e G e e e

#% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant

The above table shows, the mean score of Home Science
students is (17.54) highest in relation to eﬁotional climate
available to them from the home than science, Commerce and
Arts. t-value is significant either at .05 or .01 level in
éll the’cases except betﬁeen Science~Commerce and Commerce-
Arts. It can be said from this that Commerce and Arts
étudents are getting less healthy emotional climate from
their homes. There is positive relationship between
various faculties and emotional climate in the home. The

value of r = 0.06 which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.1.15: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Parental Opinion for
Education in Relation to Various Faculties

Faculty Mean sD Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 40.42 6.11  41.25 6.15 1.35 N8
Science-Arts 40.42 6.12 39.85 6.38 0.91 NS
Science-Home Science 40.42 6.12 39.28 5.80 1.52 NS
Commerce-Arts 41.25 6.15 39.85 6.38 2.2% #*
Commerce-Home Science 41.25 6.15 39.28 5.80 2.61 **
Arts-Home Science %39.85 6.38 39.28 5.80 0.74 NS

B T T L T SR e

*% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant

The above table shows that the mean gcore of Science

(40.42) and Commerce (41.25) is highest and comparatively

equal in relation to parental opinion for education than
Arts and Home Science students. t values between Commerce
énd Arts and Commerce and Home Science are significant

eithér at .05 or .01 level. t values are not significant

in remaining cases. Parents of Commerce-Arts and Commerce-

Home Science differ in opinion for education. This shows

that parents of Science and Commerce students give more
importance to education. There is negative relationship
(r = -0.07) between various faculties and parental opinion

for education because parental opinion for education do not

get influenced by the type of the faculty.



Table :4.1.16: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Parental Encouragement to
Academic Achievement in Relation to
Various Faculties

Faculty Mean SD Mean 3D t-value
Science-Commerce %9.49 6.22 42.02 5.30 4.,38%%
Science-Arts ~39.49 6.22  41.29 4.65  3.28%*
Science-Home Science %9.49 6.22 %9.24 6.27 0.%2 I3
Commerce-Arts 42.02 5.30 41.29 4.65 1.46 NS
Commerce~Home Science 42.02 5.30 3G.24 6.27 3.95%%
Artg-Home Science 41.29 4.65 39.24 6.27 3.14%%

L T T e v o o o

¥* Significant at .01 level
N8 Not significant

Looking to the above table, the mean score of Commerce
students is highest in relation to parental encouragement
towards academic achievement than Arts, Science and Home
Science. t value is significant at.01 level in all the
cases except between Science - Home Scignce, and Commerce-
Arté. This means fhat Commerce studénts get highest parental
encouragement to academic achievement than-Arts, Science
and Home Science students. There is positive relationship
between various faculties and parental encouragement to

academic achievement. The value of r = 0.02 which is not

at the significant level.
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Table :4.1.17: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Home Environment in Relation to
Various Faculties

FPaculty Mean 8D Mean SD t-value
Science-Commerce 114.58 11.75 119.37 29.9% 2.10%
Science-Arts 114.58 11.75 114.91 9.14 0.31 NS
Science-Home Science 114.58 11.75 115.29 12.79 0.47 N8
Commerce-Arts 119.37 29.93 114.H 9.14 2.01 *

Commerce~Home Sciencet19.%7 29.93% 115.29 12.79 1.27 NS
Arts-Home Science 14.91 9.14 115.29 12.79 0.28 NS

B I T L T T T T e R e

* Significant at .05 level
NS Not significant

The above table indicates that the mean score of
Commerce students is highest in relation to Home Environment
rather than Home Science, Arts and Science students. + value
is significant between Science-Commerce, Commerce-Arts ohly
at .05 level. This means Commerce students are coming from
healthy home environment in respect to their educational
facilities, emotional climate in thel. home, parentag opinion
for education and parental encouragement to academic achieve~
ment compared to students from other facuities. There is no
relationship between various faculties and home environment
because type of faculty has nothing %o do with Home Environ-

nent. There is no significant difference amongst the students

of different faculties in relation to their Home Environment.lhe
result shows that hypothesis number 6(a) is partially‘rejeoteda
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Table :4.1.18: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Economic Management in

Relation to Various Faculties

Faculty Mezn SD Mean 8D t value
Science-Commerce 34.27 6.09° 34.39 5.62 0.20 NS
Beience-Arts 34.27 6.09 35.01 6.99 1.13 NS
Science-Home Science 34.27 6.09 %8.1% 8.38 4.56 %%
Commerce-Arts 34.39 5.62 35,01 6.99 0.98 NS

Commerce~Home Science34.%9 5.62 38i13 8.38 4.51 %%
Arts-Home Science 35.01 6.99 38.73 8.38 3,33 *%

T T R O T T L T T e e .

%% Significant at .01 level NS Not significant

The above table shows that the mean score of Home Scienee'

students is highest in relation to their economic (money)

management practices than Arts, Commerce and Science students.
t value is significant between Science-Home Science, Commerce-~

A}

Home Science and Arits-Home Science at .01 level., It can be

said from this that Home Science students have better

economic (money) management practices than that of Arts,
Commerce and Science students. There is positive relation-
ship between various faculties and economic management. The
value of r = 0.15 which is not at the significant level.

'There is no significant difference amongst the students
of different faculties in relation to their economic
management.' The result shows that hypothesis No. 6(c) is

partially réjected.
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Table :4.1.19: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Achievement in Relation to Various

‘Faculties
Paculty Mean SD Mean SD t-value ‘
Science~-Commerce 302.2% 97.24 277.82 43,39 3,22%%
Science-Arts 302.23 97.74 257.62 66.07 3.61%%
Science~Home Science 302.23 97.74 57.45 G§6.82 20.56%%
Commerce-Arts 277.82 43,39 257.62 66.07 3.61%%
Commerce-~Home Science 277.82 4%.3%9 57.45 96.82 27.70%*%
Arts-Home Science 257.62 66.07 57.45 96.82 21.35%%

e e e mmm e e M M AN e M e e e e e ame e e e e e e e e e

¥% Significance at .01 level

Looking into the above téble, the mean score of
Science (302.23) students is highest than Commerce, Arts
and Home’Soience students in relation to their academic
achievement. t value is significant in all the cases at
.01 level. It can be said from this that academic achievement
of Science students is highest than Commerce, Arts and Home
Science students. There is positive relationship between
various faculties and achievement. The value of r = 0.59
which is not at the significant level. Percentage of the
students from Science, Commerce and Arts Faculty is equal

in the total sample. Home Science students are very few

compared to other faculty students in the total sample.
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The + value between Science and Commerce students
in relation to their parental occupation, family income,
parental education, agricultural land, type of house,
farm power, material possession, dependent members,
socio-economic status, parental encouragement to academic
achievement and home environment is significanf either
at .05 or .01 level. The t value between Science and
Commerce students in relation to organizational member-
ship, earning members educational facilities; emotional
climate in the home, parental opinion for education,
economic management and academic achievement is not

gignificant at both the levels. P

The t value between Science and Aris students in
relation te parental occupation, family income, parental
education, farm power, earning members, socio-economic
status, emotional climate in the home, parental
encouragement to academic achievement and acadenic
achievement is significant either at .05 or .01 level.
The t value between Science and Arts students in relatiqn
to their orgénizational membership agricultural land,
type of house, material possegsion, dependent members,
educational facilities, parental opinion for education,
home environment and economic management is not significant

at both the levels.
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The t value between Science and Home Science students
in relation to parental occupation, famiiy income, parental
education, organizational membership, type of house, farm
power, material possession, dependent members, socio-
economic status, e&ucatipnal facilities, emotional climate
“in the home, economic management and academic achievement
is significant either at .05 or .01 level. The + value
between Science and Home Science students in relation to
agricwltural land, earning members, parental opinion for

education, parental encouragement {0 acaderic achievement

and home environment is not significant at both the levels.

The % value between Commerce and Arts students in
relation to family income, organizational membership,
type of house, earning members, dependent members, éocio—
economic status, parental opinion for education, home
environment and academic achievement is significant
either at .05 or .01 level. The t value between Commerce
and Arts students in relation to parental ocecupation,
parental education, agricultural land, farm pcﬁer, material
possession, educational facilities, emotional climate in
the home, parental encouragement to academic achievement
and economic management is not significant.

The + value between Commerce and Home Science students

in relation 0 parental occupation, family income, parental
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edueétion, organizational membership, type of house, farm
power, material possession, soeio-eéonomic status, emotional
climate in the home, parental opinion for education,
parental encouragement to academic achievement, economic
management and academic achievement is significant either

at .05 or .01 level. The t value between Commerce and

Home Science students in relation to agricultural land,
earning members, dependent members, educational facilities

and home environment is not significant.

The t value between Arts and Home Science students in
relation to parental occupation, family income,'parental
education, organizational membership, agricultural land,
farm power, material possession, earning members, dependent
members, socio-economic status, gducational facilities,
emotional climate in the home, parental encouragement to
academic achievement, economic managemént and academic
achievement is significant at both the levels. The t value
between Arts and Home Science. students in relation to type
of house, parental opinion for education and home
environment is not significant at both the levels.

Looking to the overall picture, the parental opinion for

education remains the same between Commerce and Home Science

and Commerce and Arts students. There is positive relationship
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between various faculties and parental occupation,

income, parental education, organizational membership,
agricultural land, type of house, farm power, material
possession, earning members, dependent members, socilo-
economic status, educational facilities, emotional
climate in the home, parental encouragement to academic
'achievement, economic management and academic achievement.
By chance, there is negative relationship between various
faculties and parental opinion for education as faculties
are least concerned with the parenﬁal opinion for

education.

Significant Difference Between the lMean Score of the

Students of Different Sex in Relation to their Total
4.2 Tome Environment, Soclo-Economic otatus and Kconomic

Management Scores

Table :4.2.1: Percentage of the Students Sexwise

Sex No.of Students Percentage
Male 406 58.59
Female 287 41.41
Total 693 100.00

e me e e W e ome e e M e e e e e e S e mee e e mm e

The above table shows percentage of the students

sexwise, where in male ( 58.59 percent ) students are

more than female ( 41.41 percent ) students in the total

sample. Investigator has also found out the significant



119

difference between the mean score of the students sexwise

in relation to their home environment, socio-economic status

and economic management. Inter correlation between

independent and effective variable was also found out.

Table :4.2.2: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of the Students in Relation
to Their Sex and Effective Variables

. . Male Female

Effective Variables oo 55 Wonm 55 t
Parental occupation 10.21 2.%7 10.60 2.18 2.21%*
Income 3.97 1.40  4.48 1.51 4.64%¥
Education 6.66 3.28 7.38 1.92 3.29%%
Organizational membership 1.20 0.99 1.3 0.99 1.40 KBS
Agricultural land 2.32 2.81 2.22 3.18 0.43 KNS
Type of House 1.43 0.50 1.48 0.50 1.52 KNS
Parm Power 2.56  4.02 2.71 5.96 0.40 N3
Material Possession 1.49 1.29 2.00 1.66 4.68%%
Barning members 1.32 0.52 1.35 0.48 0.81 NS
Dependent members 1.65 0.48 1.72 0.52 1.85 K8
Socio-Eesnmomic Status 32.76 8.62 34.86 5.02 3.10%*
Educational facilities 18.08 3.74 18.57 2.15 2.02%
pnotional climate in the 10 o0 1.95 16.61 4.22 1.69 KS
carental opinion for 40.20  6.67 40.53 5.43 0.69 NS
e NOOUragemeNt  40.51  5.87 40.99 5.33 1.09 NS
Home Environment 115.82 22.86 116.63 10.00 0.56 NS
Economic Management 34.11  6.34 36.36 6.96 4.42 ¥¥
Achievement 281.46 82.78 201.38 126.%6 10.07 ¥**

- e ma mme e W awm mew e s R e e mm e e e v e e e Em e e e e e mie e e e e

% Significant at .05 level
*%* Significant at .01 level

NS Not significant
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Looking to the Table 4.2.2, the mean score of male

(10.21) students in relation to their parental occupation
is little more but comparatively equal than the mean
score of female (1@.50) students. The t value is
significant at .05 level. This indicates that parental
occupation of the‘students of both the sexes is
comparatively equal. There is positive relationship
between the sex and parental occupation. The value of

r = 0.08 which is not at the significant level.

The mean score of female (4.48) students is more
than male (3.97) students in relation to their family
income. The t value is significant at .01 levei. This
indicates that female students are coming from higher
income group family than male students. There is positive
relationship between both the sexes and family income. The

value of r = 0.17 whichkis not at the significant level.

The mean scoré of female (7.38) students is more
than male ( 6.66 ) students in relation to parental
education. The t value is significant at .dl level in
both the cases. This ihdicates that parents of female
students are educationally more gqualified than male

students. This is positive relationship between both the

sexes and parental education. The value of r = 0.12 which
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is not at the significant level. The mean score of female

(1.31) students in relation to their organizational
membership is more than male (1.20) students. t value is
not significant at both the levels. It can be said from
this that female students hold mofe number of organiza-
tional membership than that of male students. There is
positive relationship between both the sexes and
organizational membership. The vglue of r = 0.05 which is

not at the significant level. -

The mean score of male students ( 2,32 ) is more
than female ( 2.22 ) students in relafion to their
agricultural land. % vaiue is not significant at both the
levels. It can be said from this that male and female
studentsiare comparatively equal in their possession of
agricultural land. There is positive relationship between
both the sexes and égricultural land. The value of

r = 0,04 which is not at the significant level.

The mean score of female (1.48) students is more
than male students in relation to their type of house.
1t value is not significant at both“the levels. It can be
said from this that male and female students possess

comparatively equal ( own and rented ) types of houses.



There is positive relationship between both the sexes
and types of houses. The value of r = .11 which is not

at the significant level.

The mean score of female ( 2.71 ) students is more
than male ( 2.56 ) students in»relation to their
possession of farm power. t value is not significant at
both the levels. It can be said from this that male and
female students are equally good in possession of their
farm power. There is positive relationship between both
the sexes and farm power. The value of r = 0.07 which is

not at the significant level.

The mean score of female (2.00) students is more
than male { 1.49 ) students in relation to their material
possession, t value is significant at .01 level. It can
be said from this that female students possess more
number of materials ( e.g. cycle, radio, television,
refrigerator, car etc. ) than male students. There is
positive relationship between both the sexes and
material possession. The value of r = 0.23 which is not
at the significant level.

The mean score of female ( 1.35 ) students is more

than male ( 1.32 ) students in relation to their earning

f
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members, + value is not significant at both the levels.
It can be said from this that female and male students
have comparatively equal number of earning members in
their family. There is positive relationship between both
the sexes and earning members. The value of r = 0.11

which is not at the significant level.

The mean score of female (1.72) students is more
than male (1.65) students in relation to their dependent
members. t value is not significant at both the levels.
It can be said from this that both the sexes have
comparatively equal number of dependent members in their
family. There is positive relationship between both the
sexes and dependent members. The value of r = 0.03 ,

which is not at the significant level.

The mean score of female (34.86) students is more
than ﬁale ( 32.76 ) students in relation to their socio-
economic status. t value is significant at .01 level.

It can be said from this that girls are coming from
high socio-economic status group than male students.
There is positive relstionship between both the sexes
and socio-economic status. The value of r = 0.15 which

is not at the significant level.

~



'There is no significant difference between male
and female students in relation to their socio-economic
status.' The result shows that hypothesis No. 7(b) is

rejected.

-

The mean score of female ( 18.57 ) students is
comparatively €qual to male ( i8,08 ) students in relation
to availability of educational facilities. t value is
significant at .05 level. There is positive relationship
between both the sexes~and educational facilities. The

value of r = 0.0% which is not at the significant level.

The mean score of female (16.61) students is
comparatively equal with male ( 16.20 ) students in
relation to emotional climate available in the home, t
value is not significant at both the levels. It can be
said from this that emotional climate available in the
home is equally same with both male and female students.
There is positive relationship between both the seges and

emotional climate available in the home. The wvalue of

r = 0.06 which is not a2t the significant level.

The mean score of female ( 40.53 ) students is more
than male ( 40.20 ) students in relation to parental
opinion for education, t value is not significant at

both the levels, It can be said from this that parental
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opinion for education for girls and boys is
comparatively equal in the feamily. There is negative

( - 0.07 ) relationship between both the sexes and
parental opinion for education, because parental opinion

for education do not get influenced by the sex.

The mean score of female ( 40.99 ) and male
( 40.51 ) students is comparatively equal in relation
to parental encouragement to academic achievement. tA
value is not significant at both the levels. It can be

said from this that boys and girls get comparatively
equal encouragement to academic achievement from parents.
There is positive rglationship between both the sexes
and parental encouragement to academic achievement. The
value of r = 0.02 which is not at the significant level.
The mean score of female (116.63) students is more than
‘male (115.82) students in relation to home environment.

t value is not significant at both the levels.

It can be said from this that female students come
from better home enviromment than male students. There
is no relatibnship between both the sexes and home

environment. There is no significant difference between

male and female students in relation to their home environ-
ment. The result shows that the hypothesis No.7(a) stands.
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The mean score of female ( 36.36 ) studénts is
more than male ( 34.11 ) students in relation to
economic manageﬁent. t value is significant at .01 level.
It can be said from this that female students have better
money management practices than male students. 'There
is no significant difference between male and female
students in relation to their economic management.' The
result shows that hypothesis No.7(c) is rejected.
There is positive relationship between both the sexes
and economic management. The value of r = 0.15 which is
not at the significant level. The mean score of male
(281.46) students is more than female (201.38) students
in relation to their achievement, % vaiue is significant
at .01 level. It can be said from this that boys are
better in their academic achievement than girls. There is
positive relationship between both the,sexes énd academic
achievement. The value of r = 0.59 which is not at the
significant level.

Percent of the male students (58.59 percent) is

little more than female (41.41 percent) students in the
total sample.

The mean score of the students in relation to their
sex and parental occupation, family income, parental

education, material possession, socio-economic status,
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educational facilities, economic Qanagement, and

academic achievemént do have significant relationship
either at .05 or .01 level. The mean score of the students
in relation to their sex and organizational membership,
agricultural land, type of house, farm power, earning
members, dependent members, emotional climate in the home,

parental opinion for education, parental encouragement

t0 academic achisvement, home environment do not have
significant relationship at both the levels. There is
positive relationship between both the sexes and parental
occupation, family income, parental education, organiza-
tional membership, agricultural land, type of house,
farm power material possession, earning members,
dependent members, socio-economic gstatus, educational
facilities, emotional climate in fthe home, parental
encouragement towards academic achievement, economic
management, and achievement. There is negative ( -0.07 )
relationship between parental opinion for education and

the sex as parental opinion will neot be affected by sex.
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., .Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
" "of Different Age Groups in Relation to Their Total Home

4.3 Environment, Socio-Beconomic Status and Economic Manage-
ment ocores

Table :4.%.1: Percentage of OStudents according to the
Categories of Age in Completed Years

Age in Completed Wo. of -
~ Years Students Percentage
15 - 17 181 26.12
18 - 20 476 68.69
21 and above 36 5.19
Total 693 100.00

D T e T T I T

The above table shows ﬁhat nearly sixtynine percent
of the stgdents fall in the age éroup of 18 -~ 20 years.
Round about twenty six percent of the students fall in the
age group 15 - 17 years. Only five percentage of the
students fall in the age group of 21 and above years. This
indicates that mpst of the students are 18 - 20 years of
age group. Very few students are of older age in the total

samplé. .
of
Table :4.%.2: Significance Difference between the Mean
Scores of Occupation in Relation to
Various Age Groups

Age -~ Grouyps Mean SD Mean SD t value
(yvears -
15-17 = 18-20 11.01 2.25 10.22 2.29 4,00 **
15-17 --2%r& above 11.01 2.25 9.17 1.84 4.62 **
1?;?0 - 21 and above 10.22 2.29 9.17 1.84 2,70 ¥¥
3 ) m o o e e

*% Significant at .01 level
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The Table 4.3.2 shows that the mean score of 15-17
years age-group students (11.01) is more than 18-20 year
age group students (10.22) and 21 and above (9.17) year
age group in relatién to their parental occupétion. t value
is significant at .01 level in all the cases. This shows
that parents of 15-17 year age group students are
ocecupationally high in status. It can be said from this
that parents of 21 and above year age group étudents are
occupationally low in status. There is negative (-0.19)
relationship between various age groups and parental
occupation because parental occupation is not dependent
on age groups of their children.

4

Table :4.3.%: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Family  -Income in Relation to
Various Age Groups

-
A e o

Age Groups NMean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 18~20 4.56 1.39 4.09 1.46 3. T2%%
15-17 21 and above 4.56 1.39 3.%6 1.62 4.61%%
18-20 21 and above 4.09 1.45 2,356 1.62 2.90%*

- e e e e e me e e e e mme RS M mme e e e G e e i e e m W e e

%% Significant at .01 level

Looking to the above table,.the mean score of 15-17
year age group (4.56) students is more than other age group

students. The mean score of 21 and above year age group

(3.36) students is lowest in relation to their income. 1
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t value is significant at .01 level in all the cases. It

can be said from this that family income of 15-17 year age
group students is highest. This also shows that family income
of 21 and above year age group students is low compared to
young students.. There is negative (-0.19) relationmship
between variéus age groups and family income because the
childrén's age group in the family has nothing to do with the
family income.

Table :4.3.4: Significance of Difference Beiween the Mean
Scores of Bducation in Relation to Various

Age Groups
Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

1517 21 and above 7.28 1.75 5.78 2.18 4,52 ¥%
18-20 21 and above 6.9% %.15 5.78 2.18 2.15 *

T T T T T T T e e e e

*% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the meaﬁ score of 15-17
year age group (7.28) is highest in relaﬁion t0o their parental
education compared to other age groups. The mean score of
21 and above year (5.78) age group students is lowest in
relation to their éarental education. t value is significant
either at .05 or .01 level in all the cases. This shows that

parents of 15-17 year age group students are educationally more
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gualified than o0ld age group students. This indicates that
parents of 21 and above year age group studgnts are
educationally less qualified. There is negative (-0.10)
relationship between different age groups and parental
education because parental education has nothing to do with
different age groups children in the family.

Table :4.3.5: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Organizational Membership in Relation
to Various Age Groups

Age groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 18-20 1.28  0.79 1.23  1.05 0.59 NS
15-17 21 and above 1.28 0.79 1.22 1.07 0.%9 NB .
18-20 21 and above 1.2% 1.05 1.22  1.07 0.05 NS

- e e e e s wee e e s e e s e e s e s e e e e e e e e e e e e

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 15-17
year age group (1.28) students is highest in relation to
organizational iembership. This shows that young students are
more interested in having membership with different organiza-
tions. The.mean score of 21 and above year age group (1.22)
students and the mean score of 18.20 year age group (1.23)
students is comparatively same and less than young students.
This shows that older students have less organizational
membership. t value is not significant at both the levels in

all the cases. There is negative (-0.02) relationship between
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various age groups and their organizational membership. It
can be said from this that numbers of organizational
- membership do not depend on the age groups of children in the

family.

Table :4.3.63 Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Various Age-groups

Age Groups Mean 3D Mean SD t value

15-17  18-20 2,00  2.27  2.40 3.25 1.52 NS
15-17 21 and above 2.00  2.27  2.14 1.93  0.34 NS
18~20 21 and above 2.40 3.25 2.14  1.93 0.47 B3

L T T T S e T T

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-20
year age group students (2.40) is highest in relation to
possession of agricultural land than other age group students.

Young age group of students possess less agricultural land.

t value is not significant in all the cases at both the levels.
In short 18-20 year age group students possess more
agricultural land. There is positive relationship between
various age groups and agricultural land. The value of

r = 0,04 which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.3.7: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Type of House in Relation to
Different Age Groups

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 21 and above 1.41 0.49 1.44 0.50 0.%3% NS
18-20 21 and above 1.46 0.50 1.44 0.50 0.2% NS

o e I - T

The mean score of the students of age group of 18-20

vears (1.46) is highest in relation to type of house which
they possess with them. The mean score of 15-17 year age
group students (1.41) is lowest in relation to type of
house which they possess. t value is not significant at
both the levels in 21l cases. It can be said from this
that 18-20 year age group students have own type of houses

with them and 15-17 year age group students have rented
type of house with them. There is positive relationship
between various age groups and type of houses. The value of
r = 0.03 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.3%.8: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scoreg of Farm Power in Relation to Various

Age Groups
Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value
15-17 18-20 2.46 4.22 2.T4 5.25 0.57 NS
15-17 21 and above 2.46 4.22 2.39 3.42 0.09 ¥8

18-20 21 and above 2.71 5.25 2.39  3.42 0.%6 NS

e e e e e e e e M me w eee e e mm e e W W e am  mm e e e e




The Table 4.3.8 shows, the mean score of 18-20
year age group students (2.71) is highest in relation to
possession of farm po&er. The mean score of 21 and above
year grdup.students (2.39) is lowest in relation to
possegsion of farm power, t value is not significant in
all the cases. This shows that young students possess
more farm power and older students possess less farm
power. There is positive relationship between various
age groups and. farm power. The value of r = 0.01 which

is not at the significant level.

Table :14.%.9: significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Material possession in
Relation to Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 18-20 1.89 1.6% 1.67 1.%38 1.72 NS
15-17 21 and above 1.89 1.6% 1.%6 1.01 1.85 N3
18-20 21 and sabove 1.67 1.38 1.36 1.01 1.30 NS

- e sum e mee W e e e e we e M e e M mm e e e me e e e = e

Looking into the table above, the mean score of

15-17 year age group (1.89) students is the highest in
relation to their material possession. The means score
of 21 and above year age group (1.38) student is the

lowest in relation to their material possession. t value is
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not significant in all the cases at both the levels.
This indicates that young students‘possess more material ’
facilities than older group of students. There is negative
(-0.08) relationship between various age groups and
material possession. It can be said from this that
material possession in the family do not get influenced
by the children's age in the family. In some cases, it

may be inherited by the family also.

Table :4.3%3.10: Significance of Diffﬁgﬁggg Between the
Mean Scores of earningL}n Belation to
Various Age Groups

f_L.
Age Groups Mean SD Mean gD t value

15-17  18-20 1.19  0.40  1.37  0.53  4.16%%
15-17 21 and above 1.19 0.40 1.50 0.51  4.04%%
18-20 21 and above 1.37 0.5% 1.50 0.51 1.38 NS

- e e e o ma me mee sae ek e e e e e M e e e s wee e e mee e e A

** Bignificant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 21
and above age group students (1.50) is highest in relation
to their earning members. The mean score of 15-17 year
age group (1.19) is lowest in relation to éarning
members in their family. t value is significant at .01
level except between 18-20 -~ 21 and above age groups

students. It can be said from this that older students



have more earning members in their family. It also
indicates that young students have less earning members
in their family. There is positive relationship between
various age groups and earning members. The value of

r = 0.17 which is not at the significant level.

fable :4.3.11: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Dependent Members in Relation to
Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 18-20 1.77 0.42 1.66 0.52 2.69 *¥%
15=-17 21 and above 1.77 0.42 1.50 0.51 Bel 4 K¥
18-20 21 and above 1.66 0.52 1.50 0.51 1.76 N8

— e e s e e e wee s e e mee A mme e s e M e e e R e e e e e e e

*¥* Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 15-17
year age group students (1.77) is highest in relation to
their dependent members.’The ﬁean score of 21 and above year
age group (1.50) students is lowest in relation to dependent
members. tAvalue is significant at .01 level in all the
cases except between 18-20 - 21 and above age group
students. This shows that young age group students have

more number of dependent members in their family. There is

negative (-0.13) relationship between various age groups
and dependent members in their family because number of
dependent members in the family do not depend on age grou@s
of children in the family.
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Table :4.3%.12: Significance of Difference Between the lMean
Score of Socio-Economic Status in Relation
to Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value
15-17 and“above 34.87 9.17 29.86 6.97 3.10 #*

18-20 21 and above 33,44 8.76 29.86 6.97 2.39 *

—— o mmw e aan e e M e rem e wem  Mwe e ame  aem mm e mme e A e Mew e e e me e e e

*% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 15-17 year
age group (34.87) students is highest in relation to socio-
economic status compared to other age groups. The mean score
of 21 and above year age group (29.86) students is lowest in
relation to socio-economic status. + value is significant in
all the cases either at .01 or .05 level except between 15-17
and 18-20 year age group students. This means young students
have high socio-economic status. It can also be said from this
that older students are having low socio~economic status.

'There is no significant difference amqust the students
of different age groups in relation to their socio-economic
status.’ The result shows that hypothesis No. 8(b) is

partially rejected.There is negative relationship (-0.11)

between various age groups and socio-economic status, because ,
. r

(},

socio-economic status do not get influenced by various age -

groups of children in the family.



Table :4.%.13: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
" Scores of BEducational Facilities in Relation
to Various Age Groups

¢

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 18-20 18.75 1.73 18.20 3.62 1.9% NS
15~17 21 and a2bove 18.75 1.73 17.03 2.18 5.20 %%
18-20 21 and above 18.20 3.62 /17.03 2.18 1.92 NS

- mw wme e e e mm mm mm e e e e R me ke e e e mme mm e wee  mm m mm s A tme e

*%  Significant at .01 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 15-17
year age group (18.75) students~and 18-20 year age group
(18.20) students is more than 21 and above year age group
(17.03) students in relation to educational facilities
available to them, t value is significant at .01 level only
between 15-17 and 21 and above age group students. This shows
that youngs students do have more educational facilities
than older students. There is-negative ( -0.11 ) relationship
between various age groups and educational facilities
available to them in the home because educational facilities
available in the home may not depend on various age groups
of children in the family.
Table :4.3.14: SBignificance of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Emotional Climate in the Home in
Relation to Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD t value

15-17 1820 16.35 1.37 16.43 3.62 0.28 NS
15-17 21 and above 16.35 1.37 15.64 1.27 2.809 #%
18-20 21 and above 16.43 3.62 15.64 1.27 1.30 NS

- e e e e e e eme  mem e M Gme  Rme e e e e e e e e wme e sem e e e e e

*¥¥%  DBignificant at .01 level
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The Table 4.%.14 shows that the‘mean score of 18-20
year age group (16.43) students is highest in relation to
emotional climafe. The mean score of 21 and above age
group students (15.64) is lowest in relation to emotional
climate in the home. f value is significant at .01 level
between 15-17 - 21 and above age group: students. This
'shows that young students do not get favourable emotional
climate towards their academic achievement while older
students do get less favourable emotional climate in the
home. There is/negative ( -0.02 ) relationship between
various age groups and emotional climate in the home,
because emotional climate in the home may not depend on

various age groups of children in the family.

Table 34.%.15: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Opinion for Education in
the Home in Relation to Various Age Groups

Age Groups M%ﬁn SD NMean 8D t value

15-17 18-20 40.04 6.44 40.51 6.12 0.86 NS
15-17 21 and above 40.04 6.44  39.56 5.74 0.42 N3
18-20 21 and above 40.51 6.12 39.56 5.79 0.91 NS

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-20
year age group students (40.51) and 15-17 year age group

students (40.04) is high in relation to parental opinion for
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education. It can be said from this that young age group
students' parents have good opinion for education. The
mean scofe of 21';nd above year age group students is
(%39.56) lowest compared to other age group students in
felation to parental opinion for education. This indicates
that parents of older students have fair opinion towards
education. t value is not significant in all the cases at
both the levels. There is positive relationship between
various age groups and parental opinion for education. The

value of r = 0.01 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.3.16: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Encouragement 1o academic
Achievement in Relation to Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean 3D Mean SD t value

15-17 18-20 40.75 5.76 40.75 5.51 0.07 NS
15-17 21 and above 40.75 5.76 40.00 6.99 0.69 NS
18-20 21 and above 40.75 5.51 40.00 6.99 0.77 NS

- WA e e e s G me e e W e mme v e e e e e Mar e e e e e M e e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 15-17
years age group students and 18-20 years age group is same
(40.75) in relation to parental encouragement to academic
échievement. It can be said from this that young students
get more pareﬁtal encouragement to academic achievement. The

mean score of 21 and above year age group students is



lower (40.99) in relation to parental encouragement to
academic achievement compared to other group. This
indicates that olderlstﬁdents get less parental
encouragement. t value is not significant in all the cases.
There is negative (-0.02) relationship between various age
groups and parental encouragement %o achievement because
parental encouragement to academic achievement may not get

influenced by various age groups children in the family.

Table :4.%.17: Significance of Difference between the Mean
Scores of Home Environment in Relation to
Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean 3D Mean SD t value

15-17 18-20 115.80 10.80 116.59 21.17 0.48 TS
15-17 21 and above 115.80 10.80 112.22 12.91 1.75 NS
18-20 21 and above 116.59 21.17 112.22 12.91 1.22 NS

.
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The above table shows that the mean score of 18-20
year age group students is highest in relation to their
home environment. This shows that 18-20 year age group
students are coming from better home environment. Home
environment of 21 and above age group ( older ) students

is little poor compared to young students. t value is not

significant in all the cases.'There is no significant
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difference amongst the students of different age groups

I

in relation to their home environment. The result

supports hypothesis No. 8(a). There is negative (-0.01)

relationship between various age groups and home

environment because home environment has nething to do

with various age groups of children in the family.

Table :4.3.18: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Econcmic Management in
Relation to Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean 3D Mean Sb t value
15-17 18-20 35.25 6.55 34.83 6.69 0.73 NS
15-17 21 and above 35.25 6.55 36.83 7.26 1.30 BS
18-20 21 and above 35.83 6.69 36.83 T7.26 1.72 NS

- e M e e e e e e e G e e e e e e e e e e e M e e mee e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 21 and

above year age group students (36.83)_15 highest in

relation to economic management. This means that older

students have better money management practices. The mean

score of 18-20 years students is less compared to other

groups. This means middle age group students have poor

money management practices. t value is not significant

in all the cases. 'There is no significant difference

amongst the students of different age groups in relation
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to their economic menagement'. The result supports
hypothesis No. 8(c). There is positive relationship
between various age groups and economic management. The
value of r = 0.01 which is not at the significant level.
Table :4.3.19: Significance of Difference Between the

Mean Scores of Achievement in Relation to
Various Age Groups

Age Groups Mean SD Mean SD + value

15-17 18-20 2%5.33 117.01 251.09 110.44 1.61 NS
15~17 21 and above 23%35.%% 117.01 276.55. 5%.21 2.06 *
18-20 21 and above 251.09 110.44 276.55 53.21 1.37 NS

e e e e me e e G e e Mme e e e e e e e mm aee me Mee e aes e e e o

* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 21 and
above age group (276.55) is highest in relation to academic
achievement. The mean score of 15-17 # year age group
(235.33) students is lowest in relation to academic
achievement. t value is significant at .05 ievel between
15-17 and 21 and above age group. It can be said from this
that older age group students are better in their agademic
achievements. Young students are poor in academic
achievements. There is positive relationship between
various age groups and academic achievement. The value of

r = 0.08 which is not at the significant level.



Mogt of the students are of 18-20 year age group.
Very few students are of older age in the total sample.
The t value between 15-17 and 18-20 year age group
students in rélation to the parental occupation, family
income, parental education, earning members and dependent
members is significant at .01 level. t value between
15-17 and 18-20 year age group students in relation %o
their organizational membership, agricultural land, type
of house, farm power, material possession, socio-economic
status, educational facilities, emotional climate in the
home, parental opinion for education, parental
encouragement 0 academic achievement, home environment,
economic management and achievement is not significant
at both the levels. t value between 15-17 and 21 and
above year age group students in relation to parental
occupation, family inéome, parental education, earning
members, dependent members, socio-economic status,
educa#ional facilities, emotional climate in the home,
and achievement is significant either at .01 or .05 level.
The t value between 15-17 and 21 and above yéar age group
students in relation to their organizational membership,
agricultural land, type of house, farm péwef, material

possession, parental opinion for education, parental
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enﬁouragement to academic achievement, and the environment
and economic management igzgignificant at both the levels.
The t value between 18-20 and 21 and above year age
group students in relation to parental occupation, family
income, parental education, and socio-economic status is
significant either at .05 or .01 level. The t value between
18-20 and 21 and above yeawr age group students in relation
to organizational membership, agricudtural land, type of
house, farm power, material possession, earning members,
dependent members, educational facilities, emotional climate
in the home, parental opinion for education, parental
encouragement to academic achievement, home environment,
economic management and achievement is not significant at
both the levels. There is positive relationship between
various age groups and agricultural land, type of house,
farm power, economic management, parental opinion for
education, economic management and achievement. By chance,
there is negative relationship bhetween various age groups
and parental occupation, family income, parental education,

organizational membership, material possession, dependent

members, soclio-economic status, educabtional facilities,
emotional climate in the home, parental encouragement to
academic achievement and home environment.
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SECTION 11

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE MEAN SCORE
OF THE STUDENTS .OF DIFFERENT SOCIO-ECONOMILC
STATUS SCORE, HOME ENVIRONMENT SCORE AND
ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT SCORES GROUPS IN RELATION
TO THEIR TOTAL SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, HOME-
ENVIRONMENT AND ECONOMIC MANAGEMENT SCORES

4.4 Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Socio-Economic Status Score Groups
in Relation to tThelir Lotal woclio-lticonomic otatus ocore,
Home Environment and Economie Management Scores

Table :4.4.1: Percentage of the Students according to the
Categories of Socio-Bconomic Status

Socio-Economic Status Score No.of Students  Percentage
12 - 35 492 71.00
36 - 59 191 27.56
60 - 83 10 1.44
Total 69% 100.00

- o - o a— war m ama dma e e e e e e s e dee e em eee e e e e e e e e e

The above table shows that seventy one percent of the

students are from lower SES score group. Nearly twenty eight
pefcentage of the students fall in the middle SES score

groups. And hardly two percentage of the situdents come from
higher SES score group.‘This shows that most of the students

are coming from lower SES group.

Table :4.4.2: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Cccupation in Relation to
Various Socio-Economic Status

Socio~Economic

' Status Score Mean SD Mean SD % value
12-35 %6~-59 9.97 1.71 11. 74 1%.08 7.39 %%~
12""35 60"'83 9-97 1 071 11 vO@ 2000 1 080 NS
36-59 60-8% 11.37 3.08 11.00 2.00 0.3%8 NS

s e s W e e e e e e e e e e MW e e e e e e g e M aee e e e e

01 level

** Significant at



The table 4.4.2: shows that the mean score of %6-59 SES
écore group (11.37) is highest in relation to parental
occupation. The méan score of 12-35 SES score group (9.97)
is lowest in relation to parental occupation. valué is
significant only between 12-35 and 36-55 at .01 level. It can
be said from this that.parental occupation of lower SES score
group students 1s very low, while parental occupation of
middle SES score group students are comparatively very high.
There is positive relstionship between various SES score
groups and parental occupation. The value of r = 0.26 which
is not at the significant level. 'Socio-Economic Status is
assessed on the basis §f Occupatibn of parents' by Fraser (1959)
in his study. This shows that previous research also shows
relationship betwsen socio-economic status score groups and

parental occupation as revealed by present findings.

Table :4.4.%: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Income in Relation to Different Socio-
Bconomic Status Score

Socio-Economic

Status Score Mean SD Mean 3D $ value
12~35 36-59 3.770 1.10 5.29 1.61 14.71 %%
12-35 60-8% 3.70 1.10 6.60 0.70 8.25 **
36-59 60-83 5.29 1.61 6{60 0.70 2.56 %

m— e mm ama e e e e e e e e eme  ma e e ke Mk e e e e G e e me mm e e e

*¥ Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
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The Table 4.4.3 shows that the mean score of 60~83% SES
score group (6.60) is highest in relation to fémily income
compared to éther SES score group students. t value is
significant either at .05 6r .01 level in %%%u%%e cases.

I+t can be said from this that high SES status students possess
more family income and low SES status group students possess
1ow‘income‘ There is positive relationship betyeen various

SES score group students and family income. The value of

r = 0.52 which is not at the significant level. Koppor

(1969); assessed socio-economic status on the basis of

income of parents. This shows that previous research also

supports present findings.

Table :4.4.4: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Education in Relation to
Various Socio-Economic Status Scofes

Socio-Economic

Status Score Mean SD Mean SD t value
12-35  36-59 6.39 1.66  8.%5 4.32  8.58 **
12-35 60-83% 6.39 1.66 8.60 2.01 4,14 *%
36-59  60-83 8.35 4.32  8.60 2.01  0.18 NS

D . T T T T T TR T . T T .

*¥%  Significant at .01 level
The above table indicates that the mean score of 60-83

SES score group students (8.60) is high in relation to
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parental education. The mean score of 36-~59 SES score group
students (8.35) is middle in relation to parental education.
The mean score of 12-35 SES status group students (6.39)

is low in relation to parental education. t value is
gsignificant at .01 level except between 36-59 and 60-83

SES score group students. There is positive relationship
between various SES score group students and parental
education. The value of r = 0.31 which is not at the
significant level. 'Socio-Economic Status is assessed on
the basis of e&ucatién of parents' by Coaster (1959). This
proves that previous research also shows relationship

between SES of the students and their parental education.

Table :4.4.5: éignificance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Organizational Membership in
Relationsnio Various Socio-Economic Status

Scores
T -
Szgigs.gggzglc Nean SD Mean SD t value
12-35 ‘ 36-59 1.06  0.69 1.67  1.39 T.66 *%
12"’35 60_83 1 006 0069 1 090 1 173 3-63 ok
36-59 60-83 1.67 1.39 1.90 1.73 0.49 NS

- . e as e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

¥* Significant at .01 level
The above table shows that the mean score of 60-83

SES score group (1.90) is high in relation to organizational
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membership than other SES score groups. t value is
significant at .01 level except between 36-59 and

60-8% SES score groups. It can be said from this that
high socio-economic status group have more number of
organizational membership and low socio-economic status
group students have less number of organizational
nembership. There is posgitive relationship between various
SES score groups and organizational membership. The value

of r = 0.28 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.4.6: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Various Socio-Economic Status Score.

Sooi0-E i ‘
0CLO~-BHCconomic Mean SD Mean SD 1 value

Status Score
12-35 3%6-59 1.40 1.16 4.02 %.55 14.52 %%
12-35 60-83 4.02 3.55 12.40 10.91 18.50 **

36-59 60-83 4.02  3.55 12.40 10.91 6.19 **

- e e me me s wes M e me e e W mw e e e me e e e e e e e S

*%  Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 12-35
SES score group (1.40) and of 36-59 SES score group (4.02)
is very low in relation to possession of agricultural land
compared to 60-83% SES score group (12.40) students. t

value is significant at .01 level in all the cases. It can
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be said that high socio-economic status Btudents
possess more agricultural land. It also shows that low
socio-economic status group students have very less
agricultural land. There is positive relationship
between various SES score group and agricultural land.
The value of r = 0.53 which is not at the significant

level.

Table :4.4.7: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Type of House in Relation
to Socio-Economic Status Scores

Socio-Economic

Status Score Mean SD Mean SD t value
12"35 36“59 1 036 0048 1 o67 0047 7062 * %
12_35 60-83 1 ~36 004‘8 1 -70 004'8 2022 #

36=~59 60-83 1.67 0.47 1.70 0.48 0.19 NS

- e e e e e e e wee e e mme e s e e e e e e e e dem e e e e e

#*% Bignificant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

NS Not significant

The above table shows that the mean score of 60.8% IES
score group (1.70) students is highest in relation to type
of house. This shows that high socio-economic status group
students have own houses. § value is significant either at
.05 or .01 level except between 36-59 and 60-83 SES score
groups students. The mean score of 12-35 SES score group

students (1.3%36) is lowest in relation to type of houses.



It can be séid from this that lower SES score group
students have rented houses in relation to socio-economic
status. There is positive relationship ﬁetween various SES
score groups and type of house. The value of r = 0.28 is

not at the significant level.

Table :4.4.8: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Earm Power in Relation to
Various Socio-fconomic Status Scores

socio-Economic

Status Score Mean SD Mean SD t value

12-35  36-59 1.21 1.07 5.03 5.37 15.04 %%
12-35  60-83 1.2¢  1.07 26.20 18.32 29.20 **
36-59  60~-83 5.03 5.37 26.20 18.32 9.99 #**

L o T e T T . = T T T e

*¥ Significant at .01 level

The mean score of 12+35 SES score group students (1.21)
and 36-59 SES score group students (5.03) is very low in
relation to farm power. This indicates that low and middle
socio~economic group students have very low farm power. %
value is significant at .01 level in all the cases. The
mean score of 60.83 SES score group students (26.20) is
highest in relation to farm power. Thié indicates that high
socio-~economic status students possess more farm power.
There is positive relationship between various SES score

groups and farm power. The value of r = 0.56 which is not
at the significant level.
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Table :4.4.9: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Material Possession in Relation
to Various Socio~Economic Status Scores

Doclio-ticonomic

Status Scores Mean 5D Mean SD t value
12-35  36-59 1.25  0.84  2.77 1.91  14.90 ¥%
12-35  60-83 1.25  0.84  3.60 2.22  8.33 ¥*
36~59  60-83 2.77  1.91 3,60 2.22  1.%3% NS

I . T T T T T . ST e e S

*%¥ Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 60-83
SES score group studénts (3.60) is high in relation to
material possession. The ﬁean score of 12.35 SES score
group students (1.25) is low in relation to material
pogsession. % vélue is significant in all the cases at .01
level except between 36-59 and 60-83. This shows that high
socio~economic status group students have high number of
material possession. It can also be said from this that low
socio-economic status group students have~quite a good number
of material possession. There is positive relationship
between various SES score groups and material p&ssession.

The value of r = 0.49 which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.4.10: Significance of lekgrence Betwe@n he
Mean Scores of Barning Me: n Relation

to-Various Soclo—EconomaemStgxus Scores

wocio~Economic

Status Score NMean SD Mean SD t value
12-35  36-59 1.26 0.44 1.52  0.59 6.16 **
36-59  60-83 1.52 0.59  1.40 0.52 0.61 NS

L T T T T T T L R S S

*% PSignificant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 36-59
SES score group students (1.52) is high in relation to
earning members in the family. t value is significant at
.01 level only between 12-35 and 30-59. The mean score of
12-35 SES score group students is very low in relation to
earning members in the family. It can be said from this
that low socio-economic status group students have few
earning members in the faﬁily. The mean score of 60-83 SES
score group students (1.40) is very low in relation to
earning members in thé family. It may be because high
socio~economic status group students have hardly one or two
earning members in the family but they are earning very
high income. There is positive relationship between various
SES score groups and earning members. The value of r = 0.21

which is not at the significant level.



Table :4:4.11: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Dependent Members in
Relation te Various Socio-Economic Status

dcores
Socio-Economic M N
Status Score ean SD ean SD $ value
12""35 36""59 1 .72 0045 1 * 56 0050 4’-03 *%
12-35 60~3% 1.72 0.45 2.00 1.49 1.80 NS
36-59 60-83% 1.56 0.50 2,00 1.49 2.33 *

e e T . T .

*%  Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 36-59
SES score group students (1.56) is less in relation to
dependent members. t value is significant in all the cases
either at .05 or .01 level except between 12-35 and 60-83.
It can be said from this that middle income group students
have few dependent members in the family. In these*type'of
families, every person is usually more or less equally
gqualified and expected to earn and hence they have few
dependent members in the family. The mean score of 12-35
SES score group students (1.72) and of 60-83 SES score group
students (2.00) is high and comparatively equal in relation
to dependent members in the family. This indicates that low
and high socio—economiq gstatus group students have more
dependent members in the family. There is negative (-0.10)

relationship between various SES groups and dependent members



in the family because socio-economic status of the family
do not depend only on number of dependent members in the

family.

Table :4.4.12: Significance of Difference Between Mean
Scores of the Socio-Economic Status Groups
in Relation to the Socio-Economic Status

Score
Socio-Economic
Status Score Mean 5D Mean  .SD + value
- 12-35 %6-59 29.52 5.21 42.6% 6.10 28.11 #%
.12-35 60-83 29.52 5.21 63.70 9.90 20,07 *x
36~59 60-83 42.63% 6.10 6%3.70 9.90 10,27 %*

I T e T T T S L S T T T I S

** Signifiecant at .01 level

The above table shows the mean score of 60-83 SES
score group students is (63.70), of 36-59 SES score group
students is (42.63), and of 12-35 SES score group students
is (29.52) in relation %o their total socio-sconomic status
score. t value is significant at ;01 level in all the cases.
It can be said from this that high, middle and low SES score
group students have respectively high, middle and low socio-
economic status. There 'is positive relationship between
various SES score groups and their total socio-economic
status score. The value of r = 0.77 which is not at the

significant level.

o



Table :4.4.13%: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Educational Pacilities in
Relation to Various Socio-Economic Status

Score
Soclo-Keonomic Mean  SD Mean  SD + value
Status Score
12~35 86~59 17.81 1.85 19.99 4.92 6.49 *%
12-35 60-83 17.81 1.85 18.50 6.33 1.07 NS
36-59 60-8% 19.49 4.92 18.50 6.3%3 0.61 NS

W e e e mem s e e e SR e S e wee M e ee e ewe  mem e e em v s e e e

*¥% Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 36—5§ SES
score group students (19.49) is high in relation to availability
of educational facilities compared to other two SES\groups. It
can be said from this that middle income group students have
more educational facidities available than 12-35 and 60-83 SES
score group students. t value is significant at .01 level only

also

between 12-35 and 36-59. Above tablelshows that low socio-

economic status group students get very less educational

facilities.

There is positive relationship between various SES score
groups and educational facilities. The value of r = 0.22 which

is not at the significant level.



Table :4.4.14: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Emotional Climate in the Home in

Relation to Various Socie~Economic Status
_ Score

Socio=Economic

Status Score Mean SD Mean SD + value

12"'35 36-59 16032 1088 16015 1-30 1016 NS
12-35 60-83 16.32 1.88 23.10 21.43 6.20 **
36-59 60~-83 16.15 1.30 23.10 21.43 4.53 **

*% Bignificant at .01 level

The above table indicates that the mean score of 12-35
SES score group (16.32) and of 36-59 SES score group (16.15)
students is low and comparatively equal in.reiation to
emotional climate in the home. It can be said from this that
middle socio-economic status group students get less
favourable emotional climate in the home for educational
progress. The mean score of 60-83 SES score group student
(23.10) is high in relation to emotional climate in the home.
it can be gaid from this that high socio—gconemic status group
students get favourable emotional climate in tﬁe home for
educational progress. t value is significant at .01 level
except between 12-35 and 36-59. There is positive relationship
between various SES groups and emotional climate in the home. -

5

The value of r = 0.09 which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.4.15: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Parental Opinion for Education in
Relation to Various Socio-Economic Status
Score

Socio-kconomic

Status Score Mean SD Mean SD 1 value

12"35 36“‘59 40'37 6048 4‘00 13 5043 On44 :NS
12-35 60-83 40.37 6.48 42.90 4.90 1.23 NS

— e e e e e e e e me e e e e e e e e e mem e e e e e e e e e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 12-35 SES
score group students (40.37) and of %36-59 SES score group
students (40.13) is low and comparatively equal in relation to
parental opinion for education. It can be said from this that
low and middle socio-economic status group students get very
less favourable parental opinion for education. t value is not
significant in all the cases. The mean score of 60-83 SES
score group students (42.90) is high in relation to parental
opinion for education. It can be said from this that students
from high socio-economic status get more favourable parental
opinion for education. There is positive relationship between
various SES score group and parental opinion for education. The

value of r = 0,01 which is not at the significant level.



160

Table :4.4.16: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Parental Encouragement to Academic
Achievement in Relation to Various Socio-
Economic Status Score

Socio-Economic

Status Score NMean SD Mean SD t value
12-35  36-59 41.04  5.61  39.78 5.3]  2.85 **
12-35  60-83 41.04  5.61  42.30 10.76  0.69 NS
36=-59 60-83 29.78 5.3%1 42.%0 10.76 1.37 NS

- . sew M g A s wme e eme e wes W emm e mme e e me e e e me e et e ae e

**% Bignificant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 36-59
SES score group students (39.78) is low in relation to
parental encouragement to academic achievement. This means
that students from middle income group get less parental
.encouragement to academic achievement. The mean score of
12-35 SES score group (41.04% and 60-83% SES score group
(40.30) is comparatively equél and high in relation %o
@arental encouragement to academic achievement. This shows
low and high socio-economic status group students get more
paren%al encouragement to academic achievement. t value is
significant at .01 level only between 12-35 and %6+59.There
is negative (-0.07) relationship between various SES
score groups and parental encouragement to academic achieve-

ment because parental encouragement to academic achievement
of the students has nothing to do with SES of the family.
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Table :4.4.17: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Score of Home Environment in Relation to
Various Socio-Economic Status Scores

Socio~Economic

Status Score Mean SD Mean SD t value
12-35 36-59 115.50 11.02 - 117.32 30.13 1.15 KNS
12-35 60-83 115.50 11.02 126.20 27.60 2.90 **
36-59  60-83 117.32 30.13 126.20 27.60 0.91 NS

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e M e e e s e e e e e e e

*#%  Significant at .01 level,

The above table shows that the mean score of 12-35
SES score group (115.50) and 36-59 SES score group (117.32)
is low and comparatively equal in relation to home
environment.. It can be said from this that low and middle
socilo-economic status group have poor home environment
for student's education. The mean score  of 60-83 SES
score group students (126.20) have better ﬁome environment
for education. t value is significant at .01 level only
between 12-35 and 60-83. This shows that high socio~economic
status students have better home environment toward
education between various SES score group and home
environmenty By chance there is negative (-0.06) relationship
because Home Environment has nothing to do with SES of the

family.
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Table :4.4.18: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Bconomic Management in Relation to

Various Socio-Economic Status Score

Socio-Economic

Status Score Mean SD - Mean SD t value
12-35  36-59 34,71 6.41  35.51 6.65  1.96 NS
12235  60-83 34.71 6.41  42.60 14.01  3.73 **
%6-59 60-8% 35.51 6.65 42.60 14.01 Z.,06 **

N e s e s e e e eee W G e e e e Wee e e e e e e e e e e e M e e

%% Dignificant at .01 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 60-83 SES
score group students (42.60) is high in relation to economic
management practices. It can be said from this that high
socio-economic status group students have better money
management practices. The mean score of 12-35 SES score group
students (34.71) and 36-69 SES score group (35.5%) students is
very low in relation to economic management practices. This -
shows that low and middle socio-economic status group
students do have poor money management practices. t value is
significant at .01 level in all the cases except between
12-35 and %6-59., There is positive relationship between
various SES score group and economic management. The value of
r = 0.10 which is not at the significant level.
Table :4.4.19: éignificance of Difference Between the Mean

Score of Achievement in Relation to Various
Socio-Economic Statusg Scores

Socio~-Economic
Status . Score

12-35 36-59 261.98 91.16 214.41 132.51 5.35 ¥**
12-35  60-83 261.98 91.16 222.40 276.05 1.27 N3
36-59  60-83 214.41 132.51 222.40 276.05 1.27 NS

- e e e e e e e mee wew M e e e e e eh e e e W e M e e e e e mme e e

*% Pignificant at .01 level

Mean SD Mean SD t-value
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The Table 4.4.19 shows that the mean score of 12-35
SES score (261.98) is ﬁighest in relation to achievement.
It can be said from this that low income group students
are more sincere in studies and hence academic achievement
is very high. t value is significant at .01 level only
between 12-35 and %6-59 SES score groups. The mean score
of 60-83 SES score group students (222.40) is next to
12-35 SES score group of students. This shows that high
income group students also have good academic achievement.
It may be due to all the educational facilities available
to them because of high income in the family. The mean score
of 3%36-59 SES score group (214.41) is very low compared %o
other groﬁp in relation to academic achievement. This shows
that middle income group students are very low in academic
achievement. This may be because of poor homé environment
which tﬁey possess for education. There is neggtive (-0.18)
relationship between various SES score groups and

achievement.

Percentage of the students (71 percent) coming from
low SES group is more in the, total sample. Nearly one
fourih'of the students in the total sample belongs to \
middle socio-economic status group. And hardly two percentage

of the students come from higher socio-economic status.
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The + value between 12-35 and %6-59 SES score group in
relation to their parental occupation, family iﬁcome,
parental e&ucaticn} organizational membership, agricultural
land, type of house, farm power, material possession,earning
members, dependent members, socio-economic status,
educationa; facilities, parental encouragement to academic
achievement is significant either at .01 or .05 level. The
t value between 12-35 and %6-59 SES score group in relation
to their emotional climate in the home, parental opinion for
education, home environment and economic management is not
gsignificant at both the levels. The t value between 12-35
and 60-83 SES score group students in relation to their
family income, parental education, organizational membership,
agricultural land, type of house, farm power, material
possession, socio-economic status, emotional eclimate in the
home, home environment and economic management is significant
either at .05 or .01 level. The t value between 12-35 and
60-83 SES score group students in relation to their parental
occupation, earning members, dependent members, educational
facilities, parental opinion for education, parental

encouragement to academic achievement, and achievement is

significant at both the levels.



The t value between 36-59 and 60-83 SES score group
students in relation to their family income, agricultural
land, farm power, dependent members, socio-economic
status, emotional climate in the home and economic
management is significant either at .05 or .01 level. The
t value between 36-59 and 60-83 SES score group students
in relation to their parental occupation, parental
education, organizational membership, type of house,
material possession, earning members, educational facilities,
parental opinion for education, parental encouragement to
academic achievement, home environment and achievement is
not significant at both the levels. There is positive
relationship between various SES score groups and
parental occupation, family income, parental education,
organizational membership, agricultural land, type of
house, farm power, material possession, earning members,
socio-economic status, educational facilities, emotional
climate in the home, parental opinion for education,
economic management. Accofding to Griffiths (1959) 'Socio-
Economic Status is assessed on the basis of composite
score of education, income and cccupation of parents'.
Thus, it is proved that previous research supports present

findings. By chance, there is negative relationship between
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various SES score group and dependent members, parental

encouragement to academic achievement, home-environment

and achievement.
Signifieant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
4.5. Students of Different Home-Environment Score Groups in
Relation to their Total Socio-Economic Status Score,
Home Environment and Bconomic Management Scores

Table :4.5.1: Percentage of the Students according to
the Categories _of Home Environment

Home~Environment No. of P
Total Score Students ercentage
64 - 94 25 3.61
95 - 125 603 87.01
126 - 156 65 9.38
Total 693 100.00

L o T T e T T

" Tne above table shows that 87.01 percentage of the
students come from middle home environment group. Nearly
ten percentage of the students come from high home environment
group. Hardly four percentage of the students come from
low home environment group. This shows that most of the

gtudents come from middle home environment group.



167

Table :4.5.2: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Parental Occupation in
Relation to Home Environment Scores

Home ~Environment

Scores Mean 8D Mean SD t value
64-94 95-125 9.84 2.87 10.42 2.35 1.20 NS
64-94  126-156 9.84 2.87 10.14 1.42  0.66 NS
95-125 126-156 10.42 2.35 10.14 1.42  0.66 NS

- e m mm emm e M e o mm  emm e M e e e e e s mmm e e e e e A e

The above table shows that the mean score of 95-125
home environment score group (10.42) is very high in
relation to parental occupation. This shows that parents
of students coming from medium type of home environment
have better occupation. The mean score of 64 - 94 home
environment score group (9.84) is very low in relation to
parental occupation. It can be said from fhis that parental
occupation of students belonging to low home én%ironment
is low. t value is not significant in all the cases. There
is no relationship between home environment aﬁd parental
occupation. 1t means home environmeht does not géf

infiuenced by parental 6ocupation.



Table :4.5.3%: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Income in Relation to
Various Home Environment Scores

Home~Environment
Scores

64-94 95-125 3.72 5.95 4.18 1.50 1.51 N3
64-94 126-156 3.72 5.95 4.34 1.09 2.10 ¥
95-125  126-156 4.18 1.5Q 4.34 1.09 0.81 NS

B T T T e T T R T S

Mean 3D Mean 8D t-value

* BSignificant at .05 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 126-156
home environment score group (4.34) and the mean score of
95-125 home environment score group (4.18) is comparatively
same and high in relation to family income. The mean score
of 64-94 home environment score group (3.72) is very low, in
relation to student's faﬁily income. tbvalue is significant
at 0.05 level only ﬁetween 64-94 and 126-156 home environment
score group. 1t can be said from this that poor income
families do have poor home environment. There is positive
relationship between home environment and family income. The

value of r = 0.05 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.5.4: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Education in Relation to Various
Home Environment Scores

Home~-Environment

Scores Mean SD Mean 8D t value
64-94 95-125 6,00 2.55  6.99 2.91 1.67 NS
64-94  126-156  6.00 2.55  7.05 1.80 2.19 *
95-125  126-158 6.99 2.91  7.05 1.80 0.15 NS

e e mw e e R e e s e e e e e e e e e me e ewn e e e e s e e

* Significant at .05 level




169

Looking to the above table, the mean score of
126-156 home environment score group (7.05) and 95-125
home environment score group (6.99) ié comparatively
same and high in relation to parental education. This
shows that parents of students from high and medium type
of home environment do have better educational
qualifications. The mean score of 64-94 home environment
score group (6.00) is low in relation to parental
educational qualification. + value is significant at .05
level only between 64-94 and 126-156 home environment score
groups. This shows that pareants of students from poor
home envigpnment have poor educational qualifications. There
is positive relationship between home environment and
parental education. The value of r = 0.04 which is not at
the significant level.

Table :4.%5.5: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Organizational Membership in
Relation to Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment
Scores Mean 8D Mean SD t value

64~94 95-125 0.80 0.64 1.25 1.00 2.25 %
64-94 126-156 0.80 0.64 1.31 0.99. 2.35 %
95-125, 126-156 1.25  1.00 1.31 0.99 0.40 Ng

- s Ame e e M e dEee M M e ke e e A e e e e e e e e e ame e M e

* Significant at .05 level
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The Table 4.5.5 shows that the mean score of 126-156
home environment score group (1.31) and of 95-125 home
environment sfore group (1.25) is comparatively same and
high in relation to theif membership with different
organizations. It can be said from this that students from
high and medium type of home environment do have more than
one organizational memberships. The mean score of 64-94 home
environment score group (0.8) is very low in relation to
organizational membership. t value is significant at .05
level in all the cases except between 95-125 and 126-156
score groups. This shows that students from poor home
environment hardly have any membership. There is positive
relationship between organizational membership and various
home environment score group. The value of r = 0.06 which

is not at the significant level.

Table :4.5.6: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment

Saores Mean SD Mean SD t value
64-94 95-125 2.44 2.10 2.35  3.10 0.13 N3
95-125  126-156 2.35  3.10 1.54 1.59 2.09 #*x

- e e e e e wms e we e Mee e a e R e e mam e e e e e e M e ame mer e . e

**%  Bignificant at .01 level
* Dignificant at .05 level



The Table 4.5.6 shows that the mean score of 64-94
home envifqnment score group (2.44) and of 95-125 home
environment score group is coﬁparatively same and high
in relation to possession of agricultural land. t value
is not significant at both the levels between 64-94 and
95-125 home environment score groups. It can be said
from this that students from low and middle home
enviropment possess more agricultural land in size. The
mean score of 126-156 home environment score group (1.54)
is very low in relation to agricultural land. It can be
said from this that students from very good home environ-
ment possess less agricultural land. By chance there is
(-0.07) negative relationship between various home
environment scores and agricultural land as possession

of agricultural land has nothing to do with home environment.

Table :4.5.7: Significance of Difference Between the

Mean Scores of Type of House in Relation
to Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment
Scores

64-94 95-125 1.68 0.48 1.45 0.50 2.29 *
64-94 126-156 1.68 0.48 1.8  0.49 - 2.58 *
95-125 126-156 1.45 0.50 1.38 0.49 0.97 NS

- e m mee e e e e e e e e e e eme e e Gae e e me e e e e e e

Mean SD Mean SD t value

* Signifieant at .05 level



The Table 4.5.7 shows, the mean score of 64-94
home environment score group (1.68) is very high in
relation to type of house. The mean score of 95-125
home enviromment score group (1.45) is also very good
in relation to type of houses. t value is significant
at .05 level in all the cases except between 95-125 and
126-156 score groups. This shows that students from poor
and middle home environment have own houses in relation
to type of houses. The mean score of 126-156 home
environment score group (1.38) is very less in relation
to type of house. This méans students from very good home
environment possess rented type of houses in relation to
type of house. By chance there is ( ~0.08 ) negative
relationship between various home environment scores and
type of house because type of house has nothing to do

with home environment.

Table :4.5.8: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Farm Power in Relation to Various
Home Environment Scores

Home Environment

Scores Mean SD Mean SD t value
64-94 126~156 2.88 4.14 2.06  4.17 0.84 N3

95-125  126-156 2.67 5.02 2.06  4.17 0.95 NS

W e owm e M e e e G Gk s M M e R G Ame e e e s e e W e e e e




- oy
: 1 4

" The Table 4.5.8 shows, the mean score of 64-94 home
env1ronment score groups (2.88) is very high in relatlon
to farm power. It can be said from this that students
from poor home énvironment possess more farm p&wer. The
mean score of 95-125 home envireonment score group (2.67)
is medium in relation to farm power. It can be said from
this that middle home environment groﬁp people possess quite
a good number of farm power. The mean score of 126~156 home
environment score (2.06) is low in relation to number of
farm power. This iﬁdicates thatlstudents from good home
environment ﬁossess less number of farm power. t value is
not significant in all the cases. Thére is negative ( —@.93 )
relationship betﬁeen various home enviromment score énd» '
farm power because home environment is not dependent on

farm power,

I3

Table :4.5.9: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Material Possession in Relation to
Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment

Scores Mean SD Mean SD t value
64-94 126-156 1.76  1.53 1.66 1.45  ©.29 NS

95-125  126-156 1.71  1.43 1.66 1.4%  0.26 NS
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The above table shows that the mean score of 64-94
home environmment score group (1.76) is high in relation to

material possession. The mean score of 95-126 home environment
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score group is (1.71) also high in relation to material
possession. Thié shows that low and middle home
environment group student possess quite a good number

of material possession ( e.g. wrist wateh, radio,
refrigerator, television, car etc. ). The mean score of
126-156 home enviromment score group (1.66) is low in
relation to material possession. The indicates that
students from good home environment possess less number"
of material posse351en. t value is not significant in all
the cases. There is negative (-0.01) relationship between
various home enviromment score groups and material
possession because home environment does not depénd upon

material possession.

Table :4.5,10: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of earning Members in Relation
to Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment
Seores

64-94 95~-125 1.32  0.48 1.39 0.51 0.18 NS
64~94 126-156 1.32 0.48 1.29 0.46 0.25 NS
95-125  126-~156 1.34 0.51 1.29 0.46 0.70 N3
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Mean SD Mean 3D t value

The above table shows, the mean score of 95-125 home
environment score group (1.34) and of 64-95 home environment

score group (1.32) is combaratively same and high in
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relation fb earning menmbers in the family. This shows that
middle aﬁd low home environmment group é£udents have more
number of earning members in the family. Due to rising
prices in the market, in such type of families everybody
is expected to earn at their early ages to cope with daily
requirements and hence number of earning members in the
family is always more. 1 value is no?b significant in all
the cases. The mean score of 126-156 home environment
score group (1.29) is low in relation to earning members
in the family. This shows that students from ‘good home
environment have less number of earning members in the
family. By chance there is negative ( -0.01 ) relationship
between various home enviromment groups and earning members
because home environment does not depend on number of
earning members.

Table :4.5.11: §ignificance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Dependent Members in Relation to

Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment
Scores

64-94 95-125 1.60 0.50 1.67 0.50 0.66 NS
64-94 126-156 1.60 0.50 1.81 0.39 2.15 %
95-125  126~-156 1.67 0.50 1.81 0.39 2.27 *

e aam e e wee G wm e M e WEM N R e e G WM fEw e e e e G e e e e e

Vean 8D Mean 8D t value

* Significant at .05 level



Looking to the Table 4.5.11, the mean score of
126-156 home environient score group (1.81) and of
95-125 home environment score group (1.67) is compara-
“tively equal i and high in relation to dependent
members in the family. This shows that high and medium
type of environment have more dependent members in the
family. t value is significant at .05 level in all the
cases‘except between 64-94 and 95-125. The mean score
of 64-94 home enviromment score group (1.60) is very low
in relation to dependent members in thé family. It can
be said from this that poor home environment group
students have less’number of dependent members in the
family. There is positive relationship between various
home environment scores and dependent members in the
family. The value of r = 0.08 which is not at the
significant level.

Table :4.5.12: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Sceres of Socio~Economic Status in Relation
to Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment
Scores

64-94 95~-125 32.04 9.68 33.80 8.83 0.97 NS
64-94 126-156 32.04 9.68 32.58 8.61 0.26 NS
95-125  126-156 33.80 8.83 32.50 8.61 1.06 NS
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Mean SD Mean 8D + value
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Looking to the Table 4.5.12, the mean score of
64~94 home environment score (32.04) and of 126-156 home
environment score group (32.50) is comparatively equal
and low in relation to socio-economic status. It can be
said from this that low and high home environment group
students have medium socio-economic status. t value is
not significant in all the cases. The mean score of
95-125 home environment score group (33.80) is high in
relation to socio economic status. Tﬁis means that
middle home environment group students have high socio-
economic status. There is ( -0.01 ) negative relationship
between various home envirénment groups and socio-
economic status. It means home environment is not

dependent on socio economic status.

Table :4.5.13: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Educational Facilities in
Relation to Various Home Environment Scores

Home Environment Mean sD
Scores

64-94 95-195  17.68 2.36 18.17 3.33  0.73 NS
64-94  126-156  17.68 2.36 19.54 1.19 4.95 **
95-125  126-156  18.17 3.33 .19.54 1.19 3.28 #*

— e e e e e wms e we eee e M e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Mean SD + value

*%  Significant at .01 level
The above table shows that the mean score of 64-94

home enviromment score group (17.68) is low in relation to



availability of educational facilities. This shows that
poor home environment has less availability of educational
facilities for educational progress. The mean score of
126-156 home envirenment score group (19.54) is high in
relation to students for availability of educational
facilities. This means score of 95-125 home environment

score group (18.17) is next to 126-156 home environment

group. t value is significant at .01 level in all the

cases except between 64-94 and 95-125 home environment
score groups. This shpws that high and middle home
environment groups have befter facilities ; available for
education. There is positive relationship between various
home environment groups and educational facilities. The

value of r = 0.12 which is not at the significant level.

Table:4.5.14: Signifiecance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Emetional Climate in the Home
-~ in Relation to Various Home Environment
Scores

Home Environment
Mean 3D Mean SD t value

Scores
64-94  95-125 15.00 1.29 16.29 3.06 2.10 ¥
64-94  126-156 15.00 1.29 17.63 3.56 3.60 **
95-125 126-156 16.29 3.06 17.63 3.56  3.30 **

L T T T

** Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level
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The Table 4.5.14 shows that the mean score (17.63)
of 126-156 home environment score group is high in
relation to emotional climaﬁe in the home. The mean
score (16.29) of 95-125 Home Environment score group
ig next to 126—156 home environment score group.

This means students from high and medium type of home
en%ironment get more favourable emotional climate
for educational progress. t value is significant in
all the cases, either at .05 or .01 level. The mean
score (15.00) of 64-94 home environment score group
is very low in relation to emotional climate in the
home. It can be said from this that students from
poor home environment have unfavourable emotional
climate in the home for educational progress. There
is positive relationship between various home
environment score groups and emotional climate in the
home. The wvaluvue of ; = 0.15 which is not at the significant
level.
Table :4.5.15: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Parental Opinion for

Education in Relztion to Various Home
Environment Scores

Home Environment
© Javironmen Mean SD Mean 8D t value

Scores
64-94 95-125 25.80 T.42 40.45 5.54 12.75 *%*
64-94 126-156 44.94 0.30 44.94 .30 20.94 *=*
95-125 126-156 44.94 0.30 44.94 0.3%0 6.53 %%
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** Significant at .01 level




180

The Table 4.5.15 shows that the mean score (44.94)
of 126—1Sé home environment score group is high in
relation to parental eopinion for education. The mean
score of 95-125 home enviromment score group (40.45) is
medium in relation to parental opinion for education. It
can be said from this that students from high and medium
home environment get favourable parental opinion for
education. t value is significant at .01 level in all the
cases. The mean score of 64-94 home environment group
(25.80) is very low in relation to parental opinion for
education. It can be said from this that parents from
poor home environment have less favourable opinion for
students' education. There is positive relationship between
various ﬁome environment scores and parental opinion for
education. The value of r = 0.4% which is not at the
significant level.
Table :4.5.16: Signifieanee of Difference Between the Mean

Scores of Parental Encouragement to Academic

Achievement in Relation to Various Home
Environment group scores

Home Environment

Scores Mean 8D Mean SD t value
64-94 95-125 26.12  6.72 40.86 4.91 14.45 **
64-94  126-156 26.12  6.72 44.92 0.27 22.73 **
95-125  126-156 40.86  4.91 44.92  0.27  6.66 **

** Significant at .01 level
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The Table 4.5.16 shows that the mean score of
126-156 heme environment score group (44.92) is high in
relation to parental encouragement to academie achievement.
It can be said from this that students from high (better)
home environment get more parental encouragement fo
academic achievement. The mean score of 95-125 home
environment group (40.86) is medium in relation to
parental enceurageﬁent to academic achievemeﬁt. t value
is significant in all the cases at .01 level. This
shows that students from medium (normal) home environment
get parental encouragement for academic achievement. The
mean score of 64-94 home environmment score group (26.12)
is very less in relation to parental eneauragemen% for
academic achievement. It can be said from this that
students from éoor home environment get very less parental
encouragement for academic achievement. There is
positive relationship between various home environment
groups and parental encouragement for academiec achievement.
_The value of r = 0.45 vwhich is not at the significant N

level.
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Table :4.5.17: Significance of Difference Between the
oftal Score of Home Environment in

Relation to Various Home Environment
Group Scores

Home Environment
Scores

64-94 95-125 84.60 12.87 116.29 18.37 8.54 **
64-94  126-156 84.60 12.87 127.06 3.35 24.71 **
95-125 126-156 116.29 18.37 127.06 3.35 4.72 **

- e wmm a wme em em wee ame me e e e e S e e e e e e s A e A e s e

Mean SD Mean SD t value

*¥ gignificant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of
126-156 home environment score group (127.06) is high
in relation to tﬁtal home environment‘score. This shows
that students from high home environment have better
home environmment in the home in respect t0 educational
facilities, emotional climate in the home, parental
opinion for educatiop and parental encouragement %o
academic achievement. The mean score of 95-125 home
environment score group (116.29) is medium in relation
to home environment. Thekmean score of 64-94 home
environment score group (84.60) is very low in
relation to home envir@nient. t value is significant
at .01 level in all the cases. It can be said from

this that poor home environment group students have less
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favourable atmosphere for education. There is positive
relationship between various home environment group
scores and total home enviromment score. The value of

r = 0,32 which is not at the significant level.

Pable :4.5.18: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Economic Management in
Relation to Various Home Environment
Group Scores

Home Environment

. Scores Mean SD Mean 8D t value

64-94 95-125  32.00 6.92 34.97 6.51 2.2% %
64-94 126-156  32.00 6.92 36.89 7.80 2.74 %%
95-125 126-156 34.97 6.51 36.89 7.80 2,22 *

- e m e e mE e e EmE e e e e e e das G e G e A e e ek e e

** Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows tﬁat the mean score of
126~156 home environment score group (36.89) is very
high in relation to economic management practices. This
means students from high enviromment have better economie
management practices. The mean scores of 64.94 home
environment group (32.00) and 95-125 home environment
group (34.97) have less and comparatively equal economic
manageﬁent practices. It can be said from this that low

and medium home environment students have fair economic
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management practices. t value is significant in all the
cases either at .01 or .05 level. There is positive
relationship between various home environment group and
economic management.The value of r = 0.11 which is not at

the signifiecant level.

Table :4.5.19: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Achievement in Relation to Various
Home BEnvironment Scores

Home Environment

Scores Mean SD Mean 8D t value

64~-94 95-125  295.76 107.24 244.06 108.30 2.34 *
64-94 126~156  295.76 107.24 269.31 124.23 0.94 NS
95-125 126-156  244.06 108.30 269,3) 124.23 1.76 NS

B T . T T T R R . R R Y

* Significant at .0% level

The above table shows that the mean score of 64-~94
home environment scores (295.76) is very high in relation
to achievement. t value is sigmificant at .05 level bgtween
64~94 and 95-125 home environment scores. This shows that
poor home enviromment students study more sincérely and
hence have high academic achievement. The mean score of
126-156 (269.31) home enviromment is also high in relation
to aeadeﬁic achievement. It can be said from this that
students from high home environment also have good academic

achievement. The mean score of 95-125 home énvironment score
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(244.06) is very low in relation to academic achievement.

éhis indicates that students from medium home environment
are poor in academic achievement. By chance there is no
relationship between various home environment scores and
academic achievement because academie achievement may not

be dependent on home environment.,

Most of the students come from middle home environment
group in the total sample. Very few (10 percent ) students

come from high home environment group in the total sample.

The t value between 64-94 and 95-125 home environment
score‘grcups in relation to organizational membership, type
of house emotional climate in the home, parental opinion
for education, parental encouragement to academic
achievement, home environment and economic management, and
achievement is significant either at .05 or .01 level. The
t value between 64-94 and 95-125 home environment scére
groups in relation to parental occupation, family income,
parental education, agricultural land, farm power, material
possession, eérning members, dependent members, socio-
economic status, and educational facilities is notb

significant at both the levels.

The t value between 64-94 and 126~156 home environment

score group in relation to family income, parental education,
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organizational membership, agricultural land, type of
house, dependent members, educational faeilities,

emotional climate in the home, parental opinion for
education, parental encouragement to academic achievement,
home environment and economic management is signifiecant
either at .05 of .01 level. The t value between 64-94 and
126~156 home environment score groups in relatien to
parental occupation, farm power, material possession, earn-
ing members, socio-economic status, and achievement is not

gignificant at both the levels.

The t value between 95-125 and 126-156 home environment
score groups in relation to agricﬁltural land, dependent
members, educational facilities, emotional climate in the
home, parental opinion for education, parental encouragement
to academic achievement, home environment and economig&
-management is significant either at .05 or .01 level. The
t value between 95-125 and 126-156 home environment scores
groups in relation to parental occupation, family incomne,
parental education, organizational membership, type of
house, farm power, material possession, earning members,
socio-economic status and achievement is not éignificant at

both the levels.

A



There is positive relationship between various
home environment groups and family income parental
education, organizational membership, dependent members,
educational facilities, emotional climate in the home,
parental opinion for education, parental encouragement
to-academic achievement, home environment, and ecénomic
management. There is negative relationship between various
home environment groups and agricultural land, type of
house, farm power, material possesgsion, earning members,
socio economic status. There is no relationship between
various home environment groups and parental occupation

and achievement as environment is not dependent on parentzl

¢

occupation.

4,6 DSignificant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Difrerent Economic Nanagement Score Groups

in Helation to their Total Socio-Economic Status, Home

Environment and Economic Management Scores

Table :4.6.1: Percentage of Students according to the-
Categories of Econemic Management Score

Groups
Economic Management No, of
Total Score Students Percentage
38 - 57 475 68.54
58 - 77 215 31.02

M e s ee wme e wew e ewm e e e e mae e e e s e e W M e mm e e s e e




The Table 4.6.1 shows that round abouwt sixty nine
percentagé of the students come from 38-57 economic
management score group. Nearly thirty two percentage of
the students come from 58-77 economic managementﬁscore
group. This shows that most of the students come from

middle .economic management score group.

Table :4.6.2: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Parental Occupation in Relation to
Various Economic Management Scores Groups

Lgonomie Management

Scores Mean SD Mean SD t value
18-37 38-57 11.00 3.54 10.41 2.43 0.05 NS
18-37 58-77 11.00 3.54 10.28 1.97 0.15 NS
38-57 5877 10.41  2.4% 40.28 1.97 0.68 NS

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management score group (11.00) is.very high in
relation to parental occupation. The mean score of 38-57
economic management group (10.41) is medium in relation to
parental occupation. 1t can be said from this that low and
medium economic management score group students' parental
occupation is respectively high and medium. The mean score
of 58.77 economic management score group student's is low
in relation to parental occupation. t value is not

significant in all the cases. It can be said from this that
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parents of students from high economic management score
group have low occupation. There is ( -0.02 ) negative
relationship between various economié management score
groups and parental occupation. It means money management
practices of the students do not depend upon parental

occupation.

Table :4.6.%: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Income in Relation to Various
Economic Management Scores Groups

Economic Management

Scores Mean SD Mean 8D t value
18-37 38-57 6.00 2.83 4.04 1.38 0.98 NS
18-37 58-77 6.00  2.83 4,48 1.00 0.45 NS
38-57 58-T77 4.04 1.38 4,48 1.00 3,69 **

W e W e e e W e e e e dee see M e e M e e e e W e e e G ae e e e

*%  Significant at .01 level

The abeve table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management score group (6.00) is very high in
relation to income. It can be said from this that low economic
management score group students have high family income. The
mean score 58-77 economic management scores group (4.04) and
58-77 economic management score group (4.48) is medium and
comparatively equal in relation to family income. t value is
significant only between 38-57 and 58-77 score groups at .03
level. It can be said from this that middle and high
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economic management score group students fail in the
middle income group.'There is positive relationship
between various economié management score group and family
inceme. The value of r = 0.14 which is not at the

significant level.

Table :4.6.4: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
' Score of Parental Education in Relation to
Various Economic Management Score Groups

Bconomic Management

Seores Mean 8D Mean SD t value
18~37 5877 8.50 0.T1 7.48 4.08 0.35 NS
38-57 58-17 6.72 1.98 7.48 4.08 3.3 *%

- e e e e e ame e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e mes e e e

** Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management score group (8.50) is high in relation
to parental edﬁcatiopal gualification. This means parents
o£ lgw econom;c management score group students have high
educational qualification. The mean score of 58-77 economic
management score group (7.48) is middle in relation to
parental educational quélification. It can be said from
this that high economic management score group students’
parentg have medium educational gualifiecation. The mean
score between 38-57 economic management scores (6.72) is

very low in relation to parental educational qualification.
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This means medium ecpnomic managenment score group
students’ pareﬁts are low in educational gualification.

t value is not signifieant in all the cases except
between 38-57 and 58-77 Eeonomic Management score groups.
There is positive relationship between various economic
management score group and parental education. The

value of r ¥»0.12 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.6.5: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Organizational Membership in
Relation to Various Economic Management Score
Groups

Economic Management

Scores Mean 8D Mean SD t value
18-37 38-57 3.00 0.00 1.22 0.97 0.31 N8
18-37 58-T7 3.00 0.00 1.30 1.04 0.41 B8
38-57 58-T17 o 1.22 0.97 1.30 1.04 1.07 NS

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e me e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management seore group (3.00)vis high in relation
1o organizational membership. It can be said from this that
lgw economic management score group students have high
nunber of organizational memberspip. The mean score of

score
58-T77 economic management/group (1.30) is medium in

relation to organizational membership. It can be said from

this that high economic management score group has at least



one organizational membership. The mean secore of 38-57
economic management score group (1.22) is low in relation
t0 organizational memberéhip. It‘ean be said from this that
medium economic management score group has hardly any
organizational membership. t value is not significant in
all the cases. There is positive relationship between
various economic management score groups and organizational
membership. The value of r = 0.05 which is not at the

signifiecant level.

Table :4.6.6: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Agricultural Land in Relation %o
Various Economic Management Score Groups

Lconomic Management

_ Score Mean SD Mean SD t value
18-37 = 38-57 5.00 4.24  2.20 3,00  0.84 NS
18-37 58-T77 B.a0 f.0fp 2.43 2.8  0.75 NS
38-57 58-77 2,20 3.00 2.43 2.88  0.93 NS

-t e e mm e e e mm e e G s M e M e e e M wee e e m e e e e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management score group (5.00) is high in relation
to agricultural land. It can be said from this that low
economic management score group students have more
agricultural land. The mean score of 38-57 economic management
score group (2.20) and of 58-77 economic management score

group (2.43) is low and comparatively equal in agricultural
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l1and. This means middle and high economic management score
group students have less agricultural land. t value is neot
significant in all the cdses. There is positive relationship
between various economic management score groups and
agrieultural land. The value of r = 0,04 which is not at the
gignificant level.

Table :4.6.7: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Type of House in Relation to Various
Economic Management Score Groups

Economic Management

Score Mean SD Mean SD t value
18-37 38-57 1.50 0.7 1.43  0.50 0.19 &S
18-37 58~-T7 1.50 Q.74 1.49 0.50 0.33 NS
38-57 - 58-T7 1.43 0.50 1.49 0.50 1.34 NS

- e e e s wme ame e e mee ek M e e e e mee e e e e M e T S e me G e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management é&ore group (1.50) and 58-77 econcmic
management score group (1.49) is comparatively same and high
in relation to type of houses. Thisl means low and high
economic management score group students have better type
of houses. The mean score of 38~57 economic management
scores (1.43) is low in relation to type of houses. This means
middle économic management score group has rented type of
houses. t value is not significant in all the cases. There is
pogitive relationship between various economic management

score groups and type of house. The value of r = 0.04 which
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vhich is not at the significant level.

Table :4.6.8: Signifidance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Farm Power in Relation to Various
Economic Management Group Scores

Beonomic Management

Scores Mean SP - Mean SD t value
18“"37 38"57 2400@ 5066 204‘7 4‘86 0073 NS

B I T e . T T I T T T e e T T T

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management score group (24.00) is high in relation
to farm power. It can be said from this that iow economic
management score group students have more farm power. The
mean score of 38-57 economic management score group (2.47)
and 58-77 economic management score group (2.84) is
comparatively low and equal in relation to farm power. This
means medium and high economic management score groups have
vefy less farm power. t value is nor significant in all the
cases. It can be said that regarding farm power, all the
three economic management groups are equal. There is
positive relationship between various economic management
score groups and farm power. The value of r = 0.05 which is

not at the significant level.
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Table :4.6.9: Significance of Difference Between the Mean '
Scores of Material Possession in Relation
to Various Economic Management Group Scores

Economic Management

Scores Mean SD Mean 5D +t value
18-37 38-57 .00 1.41 1.55 1.26 0.50 NS
18-37 58~77 3.00  1.41 2.04 1.75 0.0% N8
38-57 58-T77 1,55 1.26 2.04 1.75 4.13 **

—— e e e e e eEA e e W e sel M e e e e e e e e e e e mm e me mm e e

*% Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic management score group (3.00) and 58-77 ecenomié
management score group (2.04) is very high and comparatively
equal in relation to material possession. It can be said
from this that low and high economic management score
group students have more material possession. The mean score
of 38-57 economic management score group (1.55) is low
in relation to material possession. This means medium
economic management secore group students have less number
of material possession. t value is significant at .01
level only between 38-57 and 58-T77 economic management
score group. There is positive relationship between various
economic management score groups and material possession.

The value of r = 0.15 which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.6.10: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Earning Members in Relation
to Various Eeonomic Management Scores

-

Economic Management

Seores Mean 8D Mean SD t value
18-37 58-T7 1.00 0.00 1.3%9 8.58 0.97 NS
58-57 58-77 1.31  0.4¥ 1.39  0.58 2.43 *

e m o me e M ke e e e e e me aam  ams M e e W W mms e e e em s e e e

* Significant at .05 level

The, above table shows that the mean score of 58-77
economic management score group (1.39% and 38-57 economie
management score group (1.31) is‘high'and same in relation
to earning members. This means medium and high economic
management score group students have more earning members
in the family. t value is significant at .05 level only
between 38-57 and 58-T77 economic. management score groups.
The mean score of 18-%7 economic management score group
(1.00) is low in relation to earning members. It can be
said from this that the low economic management secore groﬁp
have few earning members in the family. There is positive
relationship between various economic management score

groups and earning members. The value of r = 0.08 which
at the
is noﬁlsignificant. level.
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Table 34.6.11: Significance of Difference Between the '
: Mean Scores of Dependent Members in Relationn
to Various Economic Management Group Scores

Bconomic Management

Scores Mean 3D Mean SD t value
18-37 38-5T 2.00 0.00 1.69 0.50 0.83 NS
18-37 58~-T7 2.00 0.00 1.64 0.48 1.05 NS
38-57 58~-T7 1.69 0.50 1.64 0.48 1.29 NS

- w - mam mm M e s Mas e e m ee ee Gee ame e eme e e e e e e e e e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37
economic managément seore group (2.00) is high in relation
to dependent members. It can be éaid from this that low
economic management score group students have more dependent
members. ¥ value is not signifiecant in all the cases. The ‘
mean score of 38-57 economic management $eore greup (1.69)
and 58-77 economic management score group (1.64) is less
and comparatively same in relation to economic management.
It can be said from this that medium and high economic
management score group students have few dependent members
in the family. Also there is negative ( -0.05 ) relation-
ship beiween vaiicus gconomic management score groups and
dependent members as money management fractices of the
students 2% not influenced by the number of dependent

members in the home.
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Table :4.6.12: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Socio-Economie Status in Relation

to Various Economic Management Group Scores

Beonomic Management Mean SD Mean SD t value

Score
18-37 38-57 65.00 2.12 32.88 8.16 1.32 NS
18-37 58~T77 65.06 2.12 35,06 9.85 0.78 NS
38-57 58-T7 32.88 8.16 35.06 9.85 3.04 **

- e e eme e dme s e e A e e e e e B m M e e e M e e e e mes R e

*% Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37

economic management score group (65.00) is high in relation

te socio-economic status. It can be said from this that
low economic management score group students have high
socio~economic status. The mean score of 38-57 economic
management scores group (32.88) and 58-77 economic
management' scores group’(35.06) is very low and
comparatively equal in relation to socie-economic status.
t value is significant only at .01 level between 38-57 and
58-T7 economie management group scores. This shows that
medium and high economic management score group students
are having low socio-economic status. There is positive
relationship between various economic management score
groups and socio~economic status. The value of r = 0,12

which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.6.13: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Educational Facilities in

Relation to Various Economic Management Group
Scores

- .
comomic Mamagement ' T on p o 8D ¢ velue

Scores
18=-37 38-57 19.00 0.70 17.99 2.10 0.34 NS
18-37 . 58-T7 19.00 0.70 18.93 »4.73 0.13 NS
38-57 58-77 17.99 2.10 18.93 4.73 3.69 *x

e e e e e e e W e e e R M e M A s see e e ARk e e e e e

** Sjignificant at .01 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 18.37
economic management score group (19.00) is high in relation
to educational facilities. This means the low economice

managenent score group students have more educational
faciiities available to them. The mean score of 58+77
ecenomic management score grouﬁ (18.93) is medium in
relation to educational faeilities. This means medium
economic management score group students have ( medium )
quite a good number of educational facidities available to
them. The mean score of 38-57 economic management score
group (17.99) is very low in relation to educational
facili%ies available to them. This indicates that medium
economic management scoere group have very less educational
facilities available to them. There is positive reiatimn-\
ship between various economic management score groups and

educational facilities. The'value Oof r = 0.13 which is not



at the significant level.

Table :4.6.14: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Emotional Climate in the Home in
Relation to Various Economic Management

Group Scores

Economic Management

Scores Mean SD Mean SD t value
18"37 58"‘“77 17000 20.12 16936 1037 0088 NS
38=57 58-T77 16.38  3.63 16.36 1.37 0.07 NS

I . T S O . T e T T e . )

The above table shows that the mean score of 18-37

economic management score group (17.00) is high in relation

to emotional climate in the home. It can be said from this

that low economic management score group students have more

favourable emotional climate in the hone.

t value is not

significant in all the cases at both the levels. The mean

score of 38-57 economiec management scere group (16.38) and

58~77 economic management score group (16.36) is comparatively

egqual and low in relation te emotional climate in the home

for eduecation. 1t can be said from this that medium and

high economic management scere group students do not get

proper emotional climate in the home for education. Alsoe

there is no relationship between various economic management

score groups and emotional climate in the home, because

emotional climate or conditions in the home has nothing to

do with money management practices of the students in the

home.



o201

Pable :4.6.15: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Secore of Parental Opinion for

Education in Relation to Various Economic
Management Scores

Economic Manage-

ment Scores Mean SD Megn SD t value
18-37 38-57 37.00 2.83 40.52 6.37 2.11 *
18-37 58-T7 37.00 2.83 40.05 5.72 2.23 *
38-57 58-T7 40.52  6.37 40.05 5.72 0.92 NS

— - e e ew mm mm wee  mm e e e e mm s e ma mar A el M e am  ma e e ae w0

* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 38-57
economic management score group students (40.52) and the
mean score of 58-77 economic management score group
students (40.05) is comparatively equal and high in
relation to parental opinien for education. It can be
said from this that medium and high economie management
score group students get more favourable parental opinion
for education. t value is signifieant at .05 level in all
the cases except between 38-57 and 58-77 economic
management score group. The mean score of 18-37 economic
management score group students (37.00) is low in relation
to parental opinion for education. It can be said from
this that low economic management score group students'
parents have less favourable opinion for education. . There

is negative ( ~0.02 ) relationship between various economic
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management score groups and parental opinion for education

because money management practices of the students in the

home do not depend upon parental opinion for education.

Table :4.6.16: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Parental Encouragement to
Academic Achievement in Relation to Various
Economic Management Group Scores

Economic Manage-

ment Scores Mean SD Mean SD t value

18-37 38-57 36.00 4.24 40.74 5.69 1.18 NS
18-37 58-T7 36.00 4.24 40.74 5.66 1.20 NS
38-57 >8-T17 40.74 5.69 40.74 5.66 0.06 NS

e e e e e em e e e e e M mer e am e e s e e e e e e e e me e

The above table shows that the mean score of 3é—57 and
58~T77 economic management score group students (40.74)‘is
more and same in relation to parental encouragement to
academic achievement. It can be said from this that medium
and high economic management score group students get more
parental encouragement to academic achievement. t value is
not signifiecant in all the cases at both the levels. It
means that all the three economic management groups are
having similar parental encouragement in academic
achievement. The mean score of 18-37 economic management
gcore groﬁp students (%6.00) is very low in relation to
academic achievement. It can be said from this that low

economic management Score group students get very less
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parental encouragement to academic achievement. By chance,
there is no relationship between parental encouragement to
academic achievement, and various economic management score
groups because parental encouragement to academic achievement
has nothing tod do with money management practices of the

students in the home.

Table :4,.6.17: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Home Environment in Relation to
Various Economic Management Group Scores

Economic Manage-

ment Scores ‘Mean 8D Mean SD t value

18-37 58-T7 104.00 8.48 117.57 28.71 0.81 NS
38-57  58-T7 115.61 11.51  117.57 28.7% 1.28 NS

. e ae s e mm e me e mm wee  mm e e e e e e e M mm me e em e e ma e e

Looking inte the above table, the mean score of 58-T77
economic management score group (117.57) and 38~57‘economic
management score group (115.61) is comparatively equal and
high in relation to home enviromment. It can bé said from
this that medium and high economic management score group
students have better home environment. + value is not
significant in all the cases at both the levels. The mean
seore of 18-37 economie managemént écore group students
(104.00) is quite low in relation to home enviromment. It can
Be saidkfrom this that low economic management score group

students are coming from poor home enviroenment in respect to
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educational faeilities, emotional climate in the home,
parental opinion for education, and parental encouragement
to academic achievement. There is positive relationship
between various economic management score groups and

home enviromment. The value of r = 0.05 which is not at

the significant level.

Table :4.6.18: Significance of Difference Between the Total
Score of Economic Management in Relation to
Various Econemic Management Score Groups

/-

Economic Manage-

ment Scores Mean SD Mean oD t value

18-37 38-57 64.00 0.71  31.99° 4.94 0.43 NS
18~37 58-T7 64.00 0.71 41.68 4.67 3.88 %%
38-57 58-77 - 31.99 4.94 41.68 4.67 24.27 *x

e e W G M M e e TR e mm e R e e e e ame e e e e e e e e

**% Significant at .01 level

Looking to the above table, the mean score of 18-37
economic management score gréup (64.00) is high in relation
to tetal economic management score, This indicates that low

economic management score group students have better money

~

management practices. The mean score of 38-57 economic

management score group students' (31.99) is low in relation
to total score of economic management. It can be said from

this that medium economic mahagement seore group students

have low money management practices, t value is significant



in all the cases at .01 level except between 18-37 and

38-57 economic management score group students. The mean
score of 58-T77 economic management score group students
(41.68) is middle in relatien to total economic management
score. It can be said from this that high economic
management score group students have medium economic
management practices. There is positive relationship between
various economic management score groups and total economic
management score. The value of r = 0.68 which is not at

the siénificant level.

Table :4.6.19: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Achievement in Relation to Various
Economic Management Scores

Hconomie Manage-
ment Scores

18-37 38-57 373.00 111.72 255.61 98.98 1.67 NS
18-37 58-T77 37%.00 111.72 232.02 129.68 1.53 NS
38-57 58-77 255.61 98.98 232,02 129.68 2.62 ¥*

— e e oma e R e e e e i s e mm raw e Mm e S e e e e SR e W e e e

Mean SD Mean 3D 1t value

#*%  Significant at .01 level
The above table shows the mean score of 18-37 economic
management score group (373.00) which is high in relation
to academic achievement. 1t can be said from this that low
economic management score group students are more clever and
have high academic¢ achievement. The mean score of 38-57

economic management score group (255.61) is medium in



. 206

relation to achievement. It can be said from this that
medium economic managfement score group students have
medium achievement. The mean score of 58~77 economie
management score group (232.02) is low in relation to
achievement. It can be éaid from this that high economic
management score group students is very poor in academic
achievement. t value is significant at .01 level. Only
between 38-57 and 58-T7 economic management score group.
By chance there is negative ( -0.11 ) relationship between
various economie management score groups and achievement
because achievement may not be dependent on money manage-
ment practices of the students in the home. Most of the
students come from middle economic menagement score group
and very few students come from high economic management

scoere group in the total sample.

The t value between 18-37 and 38-57 economic manage-—
ment score groups in relation to parental opinion for

education is significant at .01 level.

The t value between 18-37 and 38-57 economic management
gcore groups in relation to parental occupation, family
ineome, parental education, organizational membership,
agricultaral land, type of house, farm power, material

possession, earning members, dependent members, socio-

-
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economic status, educational facilities, emotienal climate
in the home, parental encouragement to academic achievement,
home environment, economic management and academic achieve-

ment is not significant at both the levels.

The t value between 18-37 and 58-77 economic management
score groups in relation to parental opinion for education
and economic management is significant either at .05 or .01
level. The t value between 18-37 and 58-77 ecounomic
management‘score groups in relation to parental occupation,
family income, parental education, organizational membership,
agricultural land, type of house, farm power, material
possession, earning membe£s; d;pendent members, socio-
economic status, educational facilities, emotional climate
in the home, parental encouragement to academic achievement,
Home Environment and academie achievement is not signifiecant

at both the levels.

The t value between %8-57 and 58-77 economic management
score groups in relation té family inceﬁe, parental
education, materisl possession, earning members, socio-
economic status, educational facilities, economic management
and aecademic achievement ie significant either at .05 or .01

level. The ¥ value between 38-57 and 58-77 economic

management score groups in relation to parental occupation,



organizational membership, agricultural land, type of
housge, farm'power, dependent members, emotional eclimate

in the home, parental opinion for education, parental
encoﬁragement to academic achievement and home environment

is not significant at both the levels.

There is positive relationship between various
economic management score groups and family income,
parental education, organizational membership, agricultural
land, type of house, farm power, material possession,
earning members, socio-econemic status, educational
facilities, home environment. There is negative
relationship between various economic management score
groups and parental occupation, dependent members, parental
opinion for education and academic achievement. There is
ne relationship between various economic management score
groups and emotional climate in the home and parental

encouragement to academic achievement.
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SECTION III

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE MEAN SCORE OF THE
STUDENTS OF DIFFERENT PERCENTAGE OF PREVICUS (S.S.C.
EXAM.) AND PRESENT (ANNUAL) ACHIEVEMENTS IN RELATION
TO THEIR TOTAL SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, HOME ENVIRONMENT
AND BECONOMIC MANAGEMENT SCORES

4.7 Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of the
Students of Different Percentage of Previous (S.S.C.
Exam.) Achievements in Relation to their Total vocio-
Economic Status, Home Environment and Economic
Management Score

. Table :4.7.1: Percentage of Students (S.S5.C. Examination)

Percentage of Previous No. of P
Examination Students ercentage
35 1o 49 288 41.56
50 1o 59 325 46.90
60 and above 80 11.54
Total 693 100.00

g Mam ame wm wee e e M wew e e we e ke e e e e e e e e e e e e e

The above table indicates that the most of the students

are, lov and medium achievers. And very few are high achievers.

Table :4.7.2: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Occupation in Relation to
Various Percentage Groups of Previous Achieve-
ment

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 #c 49 50 to 59 10.32  2.33 10.37 2.2%3 0.3%0 B8
35 0 49 60 and above 10.32 2.33 10.56 2.47 0.81 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 10.37 2.2% 10.56 2.47 0.66 IS

- emm N e e e e man  mee  wme e e o mae e e wee W mme e wwm e wem e e e e e e

Mean SD Mean SD 1t value

The above table indicates that the mean score of 5.3.C

achievement (10.56) of 60% and above range students is high in
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relation to parental occupation. It can be said from

this that parental occupation of students who have secured
60% or above percentage at S.8.C. examination is very
hiéh. t value is not significant in all the cases. The
mean score of S.5.C. achievement (10.32) of 35% to 49%
range students and eof S.S5.C. achievement (10.37) 50% %o
59% range students is less and comparatively equal in
reiation to parental occupation. It can be said from this
that parental ocecupation of students is less who have
secured less percentage that is between 35% to 59%. There is
positive relationship between various S.S.é. achiévement
groups and parental occupation. The value of r = 0.03 which
is not at the significant level. Gupta B.D. (1968) had
issued the questionnaire on socio-econemic status and scores
on this was correlated with marks of school examination. He
found high relationship between occupational status and
achievement. Above evidence supports the present findings
that there is positive relationship between occupation of
parents and academic achievements of students.

Table :4.7.3: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Seore of Family Income in Relation to Various
Percentage Groups of Previous (S8.S.C.)
achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement Mean 8D Mean SD t value

35 to 49 50 to 59 3.78 1.19 4.25  1.43  4.36 **

35 to 49 60 and above 3.78 1.19 5.36 1.84 9,22 **
50 to 59 60 and above 4.25 1.43 5.36 1.84 5.88 %=

- e e e A eew e e e e e A e e e me e e e e M e mer s e e e e e e

** Oignificant at .Ul level
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The above table shows that the mean score of
8.8.C. achievement (5.36) of 60% and above range students
is high in»relation to family iﬁcome. It can be said
from this that students who have secured 60% or more
percentage belong to high income family. The mean scofe
of S.8.C. achievement (4.25) of 50% to 59% range
students is medium in relation to family income. It can
be said from this that students who have secured marks
between 50% and 59% at S.S.C. examination belong to middle
income groﬁp. The mean score of S.85.C. achievement (3.78)
of 35% to 49% range students is very low in relation to
famil& incomé. It can be said from this that the students
who have secured low (35% to 49%) percentage belong to
low family income. There is positive relationship between
various S.5.C, achievement groups and family income. The
value of r = 0.31 which is not at the significant level.
Study done by Singh B.N.K. (1965) revealed that 'academic
achievement significantly correlates with family-income,
_ father's education, and occupation'. This result supports
presen% findings. »
Table :4.7. 4 Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Score of Parental Education in Relation %o
Various Percentage Groups of Previous (S.85.C.)

Achievement
Percent of f io
. Xcﬁ%ivemengeVl e Mean SD Mean sD t value
35 to 49 50 to 59 6.73 3.58 7.01 1.99 1.24 NS

35 to 49 60% and above 6.7% 3.58 7.56 2.46 1.95 *
50 to 59 60 and above 7.01 1.99 7.56 2.46 2.09 *

- e e e e e e e e M e e e Bee e et e me e e e me e e e e e e

* Significant at .05 level
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The Table 4.7.4 shows that the mean score of S.S.C.
achievement (7.56) of 60% and above range students is
high in relafion to pareﬁtal education. It can be said from
this that parents of bright students are educationally
more gqualified than dull students. The mean score of S.38.C.
achievement (7.01) of 50% to 59% range students is medium
in relation t0 parental é&ucatién. It can be said from
this that medium achievers have parents with medium
educational qualificatien. The mean score of S.95.C,
achievement (6.73) of 35% to 49% raﬁge of students is low
in relation to parental education. Low achievers have
parents who are less qualified educationally. t value is
significant at .05 level in all the cases except between
35% to 49% - 50% to 59%. This difference is possible
beéause aéademic échieveﬁent also gets influenced by
parental:education. There is positive relationship between
various S.5.C. achievement groups and parental education.

The value of r = 0.09 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.7.5: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Organigational Membership in Relation

to Various Percentage Groups of Previous(S.S5.C.)
Achievement.

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.11 0.79 1.28 1.0%3 2.25 %

%5 to 49 60 and above 1.11 G.79 1.55 1.37 F.66 ¥
50 to 59 60 and above 1.28 1.03 155 1.37 1.94 NS

BT O T I . TR T R e ]

**’Dignificant at .01 level * Bignificant at .05 level

Mean SD Mean Sb t value
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The Table 4.7.5 shows that the mean score of S.5.C,
achievement (1.55) of 60% and above range students is
high in relation to organizational membership. It can be
said from this that high achievers have more number of
organizational membership. The mean score of students
S.8.C. achievement (1.28) of 50% to 59% range students is
medium in relation %o organizatiénal nembership. It can
be said from this that medium achievers have medium
number ( one or twe ) of organizational membership. The
mean score of students S.5.C, achievement (1.11) of 35%
to 49% range students is very low in relation to ‘
organizational membership. It can be said from this that
low achievers hafdly have any organizational membership.
t value is significant either at .05 of .01 level except
between 50% to 59% aﬁd 60% and above range students. There
is positive relationship ﬁetween various S.5.C, achievement
groups and organizational membership. The value of r = 0.14

which is not at the significant level.
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Table :4.7.6: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scere of Agricultural Land in Relation to
Various Percentage Groups of Previous (s.8.¢.)
Achievement

T -
%g?g?@??gﬁcgfevgggigus Mean 1)) Mean SD t value

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.86 2,33 2.36 2.60 2.52 ¥
35 t0 49 60 and above 1.86 2.3%  3.47 5.27 3,99 **
50 to 59 60 and above 2.3%6 2.60 347 5.27 2.70 %%

B I T T T T T T R . A T

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

The above table shows that the mean score of students
S.8.C. achievement (3.47) of 60% and above range students
is very high in relation to agricultural land. t value is
significant in all the cases either at .05 or .01 level. The
mean score of S.5.C. achievement (2.36) or 50% to 59% range
students is medium in relation to agrieulturai land.'It can
be said from this that medium achievers hold medium
proportion of agricultural land in acres. The mean score of
students S5.5.C. achievement (1.86) of 35% to 49% range
" students is very low in relatien to agriéultural land. It
can be said from this that low achievers havef very less
agricultural land in size. t value is significant in all the
cases either at .05 to .01 level. There is poegitive relation-
ship between various 5.85.C. abhievement groups and |

agricultural land. The value of r = 0.16 which is not at the



significant level.

Table :4.7.7: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Seore of TIype of House in Relation to Various
Percentage of Greups' Previous (S.5.C.)
Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.36  0.48 1.48 0.50 2.99 %
35 to 49 60 and above 1.36 0.48 1.65 0.48 4.75 **
50 to 59 60 and above 1.48 0.50 1.65 0.48 " 2.74 **

S e eem e e ame e G aae N WeN e Gme e M eee e M e WA e e s mee e e e W e e e

Mean SD Mean 8D t value

** Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of students
5.8.C. achievement (1.65) of 60% and above range students is
high in relation te‘type of houée. This shows that bright
students have own type of houses. The mean score of students
S8.5.C. achievement (1.48) of 50% to 59% range students is
medium in relation.%o type of houses. This indicates that
medium achievers have both own and rented type of houses.
t value is significant at .01 level in all the cases. The
mean score of S.S5.C. achievement (1.36) of 35% to 49%
range students in low in relation"to type of ﬁouses.‘lt can
be said from this that low achievers have rented houses.
There is positive relatioﬁship between various S.5.C.

achievement groups and type of houses. The value of r = (.18
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which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.7.8: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Farm Power in Relation to Various

Percentage Groups of Previous (S S.C.)
Achievement.

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 t0 49 50 to 59 1.95 3,17  2.75 4.42 2.48 %
35 40 49 60 and above 1.95 3.47 4,59 9.45 3,99 *#
50 to 59 60 and above 2.735 4.42 4.59 9.45 2,58 *¥

Mean SD Mean SD t value

— e e e o e e AW G M Em e e e e e e e M s e e e e me e e e e

*%  JSignificant at .01 level
* DSignificant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean scofe of S5.3.C,
achievement (4.59) of 60% and above range students is high
in relation fo farm powei. I+ can be said from this that
bright achievers have more farm power. The mean scofe of
S.5.C. achievement (2.73) of 50% to 59% range students is
medium in relstion to farm powef. It eén be said from this
that medium achievers have medium ( average ) number of
farm power. t value is significant”either at .05 or .04
levél in all the cases. The mean scere of 5.8.C., achievement
(1.95) of 35% to 49% range students is very low in
relation to farm po%er. It can be said from this that low
achievers have less farm power. There is positive relation-

ship between various S.8.C. achievement group and farm power.
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The valwue of r = 0.15 which is not at the significant

level.

Table :4.7.9: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Material Possession in
Relation t0 Various Percentage Groups eof
Previous (S.S.C.) Achievement

Percentage of Previous

Achievement Mean SDh Mean SD t value
35 to 49 50 to 59 1.34 1.03 1.80 1.44 4,52 *#
35 to 49 60 and above 1.34 1.03 2.66 2.07 7.93 %%
50 to 59 60 and above 1.80  1.44 2.66 2.07 4.36 %*

— e mm e me em Em e em me e e em e e ome mm e e e e me e me e e = e e

¥* Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of 5.8.C.
achievement (2.07) of 60% and above range students is
high in relation to matefial possession. It can be said
from this that high achievers have more material possession
at their disposal. t value is significant at .01 level in
all the cases. The mean score of 8.5.C. achievement (1.809
of 50% to 59% range students is medium in relation o
material poséession. It can be said from this that medium
achievers do have medium number of material possession.
The mean score of S.S.C. achievement (1.34) of 35% to 49%
range students is very low in relation to maﬁerial |

possession. This indicates that low achievers have low
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_number of material possession. There is positive relation-

I

ship between various S.5.C., achievement group and material
possession. The value of r = 0.28 which is not at the

significant level.

Table :¢4.7.10: Showing the Significance of Difference
Between the Mean Score of Earning Members

N in Relation to Various Percentage of Groups
of Previous (S.S5.C.) Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.29 0.53 137 0.48 2.05 *
35 to 49 60 and above 1.29 0.53% 1.31 0.49 0.%32 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 1.37 0.48 1.%1 0.49 1.04 NS

I T . T R e . T

* Signifiecant at .05 level

Mean SD Mean SD + value

The above table shows that the mean score of S.8.C.
achievement (1.37) of 50% to 59% range students is high
in relation to earning mémbers in the family. It can be
said from this that medium achievers have more earning
members in the family. The mean score of 5.5.C. achievement
(1.31) of 60% and above range students is medium in relation
%o earning mémbers in the family. The mean score of S5.8.C.
achievement (1.29) of 35% to 49% range students is low in
relation to éarning members in the family. It can be said

from this that low achievers have few ( one or two ) earning
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members in the family. There is positive reiationship
between various levels of S.S.C. achievement groups
and earning members in the family. The value of r = 0.04

which is not at the significant level. .

Table :4.7.11: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Dependent Members in Relation
to Various Percentage Groups of Previous
(S.8.C.) Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.73 0.45 1.66 0.47 1.72 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 1.73  0.45 1.59 0.71 2.13 *
50 to 59 60 and above 1.66 0.47 1.59 0.71 1.72 NS

Mean 3D Mean SD t value

* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean score of S.S.C.
achievement (1.73) 35% to 49% range students is high in
relation to dependent'memberé. It can be said frem this that
low achievers have more dependent members in the family.
The mean score of S.S.C. achievement (1.66) of 50% to 59%
range students is medium in relation teo dependent'members.
It can be said from this that medium achievers have two or
four dependent members in the family. t value is significant
at .05 level only between 35% to 49% and 60% and above
range students. The mean scefe of S5.85.C. aeﬁievement (1.59)

of 60% and above range students is low in relation to
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dependent members in the family. It can be said from
this that bright achievers have less dependent members
in the family. There is ( -0.09 ) negative relation—
ship between various SoS;C. achievement group and
dependent members in the family. The achievement in
school may not get influenced by numﬁer of dependent

menmbers in the family.

Table :4.7.12: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Socio-Economic Status in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups
of Previous (S.8.C.) achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievenment

35 to 49 50 to 59 31.38 9.82 34.35 8.93 4.33%%
35 to 49 60 and above 31.38 7.82 38.82 9.39 T.19%%
50 to 59 60 and abeve 54.3% 8.93 38.82 9.3%9 3.99%%

e e A mae e e e ewe M mwe e e e e aee e e e e ame e mee e e e e e e

Mean  SD Mean SD +

** Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of S.S5.0
achievement (38.82) of 60% and above range students is
high in relation to socio;economic status. It can be
said from this that high achievers possesé high secio-economid
status. The mean score of S.5.C. achievement (34.3%) of
50% te 59% range students is medium in relation to socio-

economic status. The mean score of S.3.C. achievement
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(31.38) of 35% to 49% range students is low in relation

to socio—econémic stétus. It can be said from this that
medium achievers possess middle socie-economic status and
low achievers possess low socio-economic status. t value is
significant in all the cases. Hence the hypothesis No. 9(b)
is rejected ( 'There is no significan@e of difference

between the previous achievement of the students in relation

to their socio-econemic status').

There is positive relationship between various S5.8.C.
achievement scores and socio~economic status. The value of
r = 0.26 whieh is not at the significant level. Chauncy
(1929) reported positive relationship between socio-economiec
status and achievement. Above results of the previous
research supports the présent finding.
Table :4.7.13: Significance of Difference Between the Mean

Score of Educational Facilities in Relatien

to Various Percentage Groups of Previous
(8.8.C.) Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 17.96 4.19 18.41 2.01 1.73% NS
35 to 49 60 and above 17.96  4.19 18.95 2.76 1.99 *
50 to 59 60 and above 18.41 2.01 18.95 2.76 1.99 *

Mean SD Mean SD 1t value

e e mme e e e e e aee e e e e e e e Wee  eme e e e mee e e e e

* Significant at .05 level



The Table 4.7.13% shows that the mean score of S.5.C
achievement (18.95) of éo% and above range students is high
in relation to educationai facilities. It can be said from
this that high achievefs have more educational facilities 1
at their disposal. The mean score of S.5.C. achievement
(18.41) of 50% to 59% range students is medium in relation
fo e&ucatienai facilities. And the mean score of S.8.C.
achievement (17.96) of 35% to 49% range students is low in
relation to édubational fécilitiés. It can be said from
this that medium achievers have medium educational
facilities and low achievers have very less educational
facilities available to them. % value is significant at .05
level in all the cases except between 35% to 49% and 50%
to 59% range students. There is positive‘relatiénship between
varioﬁs levels of 5.8.C. achievement groups and educational
facilities. The value of r = 0.10 which is not at the
significant level. The result supports hypothesis No,2 -
'There is relationship between students' educational climate
in the home and their (S5.5.C,) academic achievement'. The
following previous research supports the present findings.
Gupta (1968) found that ‘provision of tuition fees and
tuition in the home has éositive effect on children's

achievement. There is a positive relationship between
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educational facilities and achievement in case of mederate
and‘low intelligent group and no relationship in case of

high intelligent. Same way if a student is provided with
necessary textbooks, study reom, proper lighting and
ventilation in study room, good gquality of food at appropriate
time in the home, then it helps to improve students

achievement

Table :4.7.14: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Emotional Climate in the Home in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups of
Previous (S.S.C.) Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

25 to 49 50 te 59 16.23% 1.31 16.37 2.10 0.99 NS
%5 to 49 60 and above 16.23 1.31 16.89 7.71 1.%9 NS
55 to 59 60 and above 16.37 2.10 16.89 7.7 1.06 NS

B e - a — we s e s e s e e G e ey e aee

Mean SD Mean SD 1 value

The above tabie shows that the mean score of S.S.C.
achie§ement (16.89) of 60% and above range students is high
in relation fo emotional élimate in the home. It can be said
from this that bright students get favourable emotional
climate in the home for educational progress. The mean score
of S.8.C. achievement (16.37) of SO% to 59% range students
is medium in relation to emotional cllmate in the home. It can
be said from this that medium achievers have favourable

emotional climate in the home. t value is not significant in all



the cases. The mean score of S5.5.C. achievement (16.23) of
35% to 49% fange students im low in reiation to emotional
climate iﬁ the home. It can be said from this that low
achievers have less favourable emotionallclimate in the home
for education. There is pesitive relationship between S.5.C.
achievement group and emotional climate in the home. The
value of r = 0,06 which is not at the significant level.
This result supports hypothesis No.% ' There is relationship
between students emotional climate in the home and their
(8.8.C.) academic achievement'. According to Reddy (1973)
'Emotional happiness in the home is positively related to
échievement’. This shows that results of the previous research

also supporits present findings.

Table :4.7.15: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Opinion for Education in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups

Pereent of Previous
(S?S?C.?gzchievz;ent Mean SD Vean SD +t value

35 to 49 50 to 59 40.11 6.66 40.74 5.71 1.25 NS
35 t0 48 60 and above 40.11 6,66 39.52 6.22 0.71 NS
50 to 59 $60 and above 40.74 5.71 39.52 6.22 1.68 NS

— e s e MAe e e e e e W M MR e W e dee e e e e e e taw s s e e e e

The above table shows that the mean score of S.8.C
achievement (40.74) of 50% to 59% range students is high in

relation to parental opinion for educaition. It can be said from
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this that parents of medium achievers have more favourable
opinion for education. The mean score of S.5.C., achievement
(40.11) of 35% to 49% range students is medium in relation to
parental opinion for.education. It can be said from this that
parents of low achievers have favourablg parental opinion

for education. ¥ value is not significant in all the cases.
The mean score of S.S5.C. achievement (39.52) of 60% and above
range students is low in relation to parental opinieon for
education. It can be said from this that parents of bright
achievers have less favourable opinion for education. There is
no relationship between various S.5.C. achievement groups and

parental opinion for education.

Table :4.7.16:9ignificance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Parental Encouragement to Academic
Achievement in Relation to Various Percentage
Groups of Previous Achievement

FPercentage of Frevious
Achievement

35 t0 49 50 to 59 41.17 5.03 40.86 5.3%6 0.73 WS
%5 te0 49 60 and above 41.17 5.0% 38.41 7.98 3,76 %%
50 to 59 60 and zbove 40.86 5.%6 38.41 T7.98 3,29 %%

L I e T T - T e T S S o g

Mean SD Mean SD 1t value

The above table shows that the mean score of 3.8.C,
achievement (40.86) of 50% to 59% range student is high in
relation to parental encouragement to academic achievement. It

can be said from this that medium achievers get more encouragement
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to academie achievement from their parents.The mean score
of 8.8.C. achievement (41:17) of 35% to 49% range students
is medium in relation to parental encouragément to academic
achievement. It can be said from this that low achievers get
good encouragement from the parents to academic achievement.
The mean score of S.S.C. achievement (38.41) of 60% and above
range students is low in relation to parental encoﬁragement
to academic achievement. It can be said from this that
bright students get less enecouragement to academic achieve-
ment. By chance, there is negative ( -0.12 ) relationship
between 5.8.C. achievement groups aﬁd parental encouragement
to academic achievement.
Table :4.7.17: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Home Enviromment in Relation to

Percentage Groups of Previous (8.8.C.) achieve-
ment

Percentage of Previous
Achievements

%5 to 49 50 to 59 116.56 25.62 116,42 10.00 0.92 NS
35 t0 49 60 and above 116.56 25.62 11%.62 15.46 ©.98 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 116.42 10.00 113.62 15.46 1.48 *

L I T T T T o T T T B . T

Mean SD Mean SD t value

* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean score S.5.C. achieve-

ment (116.56) of 35% range students is high and comparatively

same in relation t0 home environment. It can be said from this
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that low and medium achievers do have better home environ-
ment. The mean score of S.5.C. achievement (113.62) of

60% and above range students is very low in relation to home
en%ironment. ¥ value is significant at .05 level only between
50% to 59% and 60% and above range students. It can be said
from this that bright students come from low home environment.
The result shows that hypothesis No. 9(a) is partially
rejected. 'There is no signifieant difference between previous
achievemenf of the students in relation to their home

environment'.

There is negative relationship between S.5.C. achieve-
ment groups and home environment. The result shows that
hypothesds No. 7 is rejected. 'There is relationship
between students home environmeﬁt and their academic
achievement'. J
Table :4.7.18: Pignificance of Difference Between the Mean

Score of Economic Management in Relation to

Various Percentage Groups of Previous
Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 34.42 5.79 34.90 6.87 0.94 NS

35 to 49 60 and above 084.42 5.79 37.87 8.21 4,28 #**
50.to 59 60 and above 34.90 6.87 37.87 8.21 Fe33 *¥
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Mean SD Mean SD t value

*® Significant at .01 level
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The Table 4.7.18 shows that the mean score of S.S5.C,
achievement (37.87) of 60% and above range students is high
in relation to econemic ménagement. It can be said frem this
that high achievers have better economic management

practices.

The mean score of S.5.C. achievement (34.42) of
35% to 49% range students and the mean score of S.S5.C.
achievemeﬁt (34.90) of 50% to §59% range students is less
and comparatively same in‘relatién 0 economic mansgement.
It can be sald from this that low and medium achievers do
not have good economic management practices. t valuwe is
significant at .01 level in all the cases except between
35% to 49% and 50% to 59% range students. The result shows
thét hypofhesis No. 9(c)’is partially rejected ' There is
no significant difference between the previous (S.5.C.)
achievement of the students in relation to their economic
management'. There is positive relationship between previous
(8.8.0.) aéhiévement groups and economic management. The value

of r = 0.13 which is net at the significant level.
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Table :4.7.19: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Total Achievement in Relation to
Various Percentage Groups of Previous (S.S5.C.)
Achievement

Percentage of Previous
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 252.48 T1.21 248.79 116.87 1.09 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 252.48 T71.21 25%.52 178.85 0.07 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 243.79 116.87 251.52 178.85 0.47 NS

e T T T T T A e L . T

Mean SD Mean SD + value

The above table shows that the mean score of S.S5.C.
achievement (252.48) of 35% to 49% range students and S.5.C
achievement i251.58) of 60% and above range students is
more and com@aratively samé in relation to academiec achieve-
ment. It can be said from this that low and high achievers
have bétter academic achievement. The mean score of S.5.C.
achievement (243.79) of 50% to 59% range students is low in
relation to écademie achie%ement.vlt can be said from this
that medium achievers are medium in academic achievement.

By chance there is negative ( -0.02 ) relationship between

S.8.C. achievement groups and total S.S.C. achievement.

AN

The above results indieate that the most of the students

are low and medium achievers. Very few are high achievers.

The + value between S.8.C. achievement of 35% to 49%

and 50% to 59% range students in relation to family income,

organizational membership, agricultural land, type of house,
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farm power material possession, earning members, socio-
economic status is significant either at .05 or .0f
level. The t value between S.5.C. achievement of 35% to
49% and 50% to 59% range students in relation to pafental
ooéupation; paren£a1 education, dependent members,
educational facility, emotional climate in the home,
parental opinion for education, parental encouragement

to academic achievement, home environment, economic
management, and achievement is not significant. The t value
between S.5.C. achievement of.35% to 49% and 50% to 59%
range students in relation to faﬁily inéome, pa?ental
education, organizational membership, agricultural land,
type of house, farm power, material possession, dependent
members, socio-economic status, educational facility,
parental encouragement 1o .academic achievement and
economic management is significant either at .05 or .01
level. The t value between S.3.C. achievement of 35% to
49% and 60% and above range students in relation to parental
occupatlon, earning members, emobtional climate in the
home, parental opinion for education, home envirenment,
achievement is not significant at both the levels. The t
value between S.5.C. achievement of 50% to 59% and 60%
and above range students in relation to famlly incone,

parental education, agricultural land, type of house, farm



power, material possession, socio-economic status,
educational facility, parental encouragement to academic
achievement, home environment and economic management is
significant either at .05 or .01 level. The t value
between 8.5.C. achievement of 50% to 59% énd 60% and
above range students in relatien'to éaréntal occupation,
organizational membership, earning members, dependent
members, emotional ciimate in the home, parental opinion
for education and achievement is not significant at both

the levels.

There is positive relationship between various
5.83.C. achievement groups and parental occupation, family
incoﬁe, parental education, organizational membership,
agricultural land, type of house, farm power, material
possesgsion, earning members, socio~economic status,
educational facility, emotional climate in the home,
economic management. By chance there is negative relation-

ship between S5.3.C. achievement groups and dependent

members, parental opinion for education, parental encourage-

ment to academic achievement, home environment and

achievement.
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Significant Difference Between the Mean Score of
The Students of Different Percentage of Present
4.8, lannual Exam.) Achievements in Relation to Their
Total Socio-Economic Status, Home Environment and
beconomic Management Scores

Table :4.8.1: Percentage of Students (Preparatory

Examination)
Percentage of (Annual) No. of
Exanination Students Percentage
35 to 49 512 - 73.88
50 to 59 127 18.33
60 and above 54 7.79
Lotal 693 100.00
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The above table shows that most of the students are
low and middle achievers.Very few students are high

achievers at first year college level examination. .

Table :4.8.2: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Parental Occupation in Relation
to Percentage Groups of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement .

35 to 49 50 to 59 10.41 2.29 10.08 2.15 1.42 N3
25 t0 49 60 and above 10.41 2.29 10.74 2759 1.00 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 10.08 2.15% 10.74 2.59 1.76 NS

Mean SD Mean SD t value

L T e T T T T L T T U ———

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement of 60% and above range students is highest in
relation to parental occupation. This means pafents of
bright students have high occupation. The mean score of

annual achievement (10.41) of 35%to 49% range students is
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mediun in relation to parental occupation. This shows tﬁét
low achievers have parents from medium occupation group. &
value is not significant in all the cases. The mean score
of annual achievement (10.08) of 50% to 59% range students
is lowest in relation %0 parental oécupatién. This means
that medium achievers have parents from low occupational
group. There is no relationship between annual achievement

groups and parental occupation.

Table :4.8.3: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Pamily Income in Relatioen to Various
Percentage Groups of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual .
Achiesement Mean SD Mean 8D t value

35 to 49 50 to 5% 4.12 1.39 3.9% 1.50 1.37 NS
35 t0 49 60 and above 4.12 1.39 5.33 1.64 5.97 **
50 to 59 60 and above %.9% 1.50 5.33 1.64 5.60 %

- e e s s a s e W e e e W e e e e e e ae me W e mee e e e e e

*%  Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (5.33) of 60% and above range student is highest
in relation to family inéome. The mean score of annual
achievement (4.12) of 35% to 49% range students is medium
in relation %o femily inéome. Tﬁis shows that high achievers
belong to high income group. Low achievers belong to middle

income group family. t value is significant at .01 level in



in all the cases except between 35% to 49% and 50% spd
59% range students. The mean seore’of 50%‘t0 59% fange
stﬁdents of annual achievement (3%.93%) is‘lowest‘in
relation to family income. This means that medium
achievers do belong to low income group. There is
positive relatiemship between annual achievement groups
and family inceme. The value of r = 0.15 which is neot at

the significant level.

Table :4.8.4: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Parental Education in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups of
Armnual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement Mean SD Mean SD t value

35 t0 49 50 to 59 6.84 1.91 7.09 5.11 0.87 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 6.84 1.91 7.78 2.36  3.33 *%
50 to 59- 60 and above 7.09 5.11 7.78 2.36 0.95 NS

L e T T T T e s . T O

*% Significant at .01 level

Therabove table shows that the mean secore of annual
achievement (7.78) of 60% and above range students is
highest in rélation to pérental education. This shows that
parents of high achievers do have higher qualification.
The mean score of annual achievement of 50% to 59% range
étudents (7.09) is medium in relation %o pérental‘education.

This indicates that parents of‘medium achievers do have



medium educational qualification. The mean score of
annual achievement of 35% to 49% range students is low
in relation to parental éducation. This means parents

of low achievers have low education. t value is
significant at .01 level only between 35% to 49% and

60% and above range students. There is positivedrelation-
ship between annual achievement groups and parental
education. The value of r = 0.09 which is not at the
significant level. According to study done by Patel (1973)
'It was found that performance of the students is greatly
affected by parental education. The hiéher the education
of the parents better the performance of the students.
Students show decreasing ftrend in performance which
decreases with father's educational level that is
graduate, matriculate and primary.' Thus previous
research supports the present findings.

Table :4.8.5: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Organizational Membership in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups of
Annual Achievement

Percentage of annual
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.21 0.91 1.34 1.19 1.32 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 1.2% 0.91 1.%3 1.21 .91 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 1.34 1.19 1.33 1.21 0.0% NS

— e e e e Mme s W me e W e e e me R wmm M e e e e e e wee e e e

Mean SD Mean SD t value




The Table 4.8.5 shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (1.34) of 50% to 59% range  students is
highest in relation to 6fganiza£ional membership. This
showé that medium achievers do have high number of
organizational membership. The mean score of annual
achievement (1.33) of 60% and above range students is
also high in—relation to'organisational membership. This
shows that high achievers also have more numbers of
organizational membership. t value is not significant
in all the cases at both the levels. The mean score of
annmual achievement (1.21) of 35% to 49% range students
is low in relation to organizational mémbership. This
means low achievers hardly have any organizational
membership. There is positive relationship between annual
achievement groups and organizational membership. The
value of r = 0.05 which is not at the significant level.
Table :4.8.6: Significance of Difference Between the

Mean Scere of Agricultural Land in Relation

to Various Percentage Groups of Annual
Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievenment

35 t0 49 50 to 59 2.15 2.43 2.4 2.72 0.37 N3
%5 to 49 60 and above 2.15 2.43 3.59 6.24 B.56 *¥
50 to 59 60 and above 2.24 2.72 %59 6.24 2.0% *

I mem e e e e mas e sms e e ma ewe W s e e e e e e e e e e e mee e

*% Significant at .01 level * Significant at .05 level

Mean SD . Mean oD +t value
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The Table 4.8.6 shows that the mean score of amnual
achie%ement (3.59) of 60% and above range students is
high in relation to agriéultural land. This shows that
high achievers hold more agricultural land. The mean
score of annmal achievement (2.24) of 50% to 59% range
students is medium in relation to agricuitural iand. This
indicates that medium achievers have medium proportion of
agricultural land. The mean score of anmnual achievement
(2.15) of 35% to 49% range studemss is low in relation to-
agrlcultural land. Thls shows that low achievers hold very
less agricultural land. t value is significant either at
.05 or .01 level except between 35% to 49% and 50% to 59%
range students. There is positive relationshlp between
annual achievement groups and agricultural land. The value

of r = 0.11 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.8.7: Vignificance of Difference Between the Mean
Score of Type of House in Relation to Annual

Achievement of Various Percentage Groups

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 to0 49 50 to 59 1.44 0.50 1.46 0.50 0.31 B8
35 to 49 60 and above 1.44 0.50 1.52 0.50 1.08 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 1.46 0.50 1.52 0.50 0.76 NS

Mean SD Mean SD t value
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The Table 4.8.7 shows that the mean score of

anmuel achievement (1.52) of 60% and above range
students is highest in relation to type of houses. The
mean score of anmual achievement (1.46) of 50% to 59%
range students and the annual achievement (1.44) 35% to
49% is less and comparatively same in relation to type
of’house. This shows that low and medium achievers have
more Of rented houses than that of own housés. t value
is not sighificant in all the cases. There is positive
relationship\between annual achievement groups and type
of house. The value of r = 0.04 which is not at the

significant level.

Table :4.8.8: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Farm Power in Relation %o
Percentage Groups of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59  2.37 3.84 2.38 3.57 0.02 NS
35 to0 49 60 and above 2.37 3.84 5.61 11.52  4.45 *%
50 to 59 60 and above 2.3%8 3.57 5.61 11.52 2.86 #*#*

B T R T T . T e . L

Mean SD Mean SD t value

**% Significant at .01 level
The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (5.61) of 60% and above range students is

highest in relation to farm power. This shows that high
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achievers have more number of farm power at their
disposal. The mean secore of annual achievement (2.37)
of 35% to 49% range students and annual achievement
(2.38j of 50% to 59% range students is less and
comparativel& same in relation to farm power. It can be
said from this that low and medium achievers have very
less farm power. t value is significant at .01 level
except between 35% to 49% and 50% to 59%. There is
positive relaticnéhip be%ween anﬁual acﬁievement groups
and farm power. The value of r = 0.14 which is not at

the significant level.

Table :4.8. 9 Significance #f Difference Between the
Mean Score of Material Possession in
-Relation to Various Percentage Groups
of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.64 1.33 1.65 1.48 0.09 NS
35 %0 49 60 and above 1.64 1.33 2.46 2.05 4,08 *
50 te 59 60 and above 1.65 1.48 2.46 2.05 2.98 *%¥

B T I T T e T e . T P ¥

Mean SD Mean SD t value

*% Significant at .01 level
* Significant at .05 level

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (2.46) of 60% and above range students is
highest in relation to material possession. The mean score

of annual achievement (1.65) of 50% to 59% range students



and the mean score of annual achievement (1.64) of

35%t to 49% range students is less and comparatively
equal in rélation to material possession. This means

low and medium achievers have very less number of
material possession. t value is significant either at
.05 or .01 level except between 35% to 49% and 50% to
59%. There is positive relationshié betweén annuai
acﬂievement groups and material possession. The value of

r = 0.12 which is not at the significant level.

Table :4.8.10: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Earning Members in Relation
to Various Percentage Groups of Annual
Achievement

Percentage of Anmual
Achievement

35 to 49 50 te 59 1.34 0.47 1.34 0.62 0.0} NS
%25 t0 49 60 and above 1.%4  0.47 1.28 0.49 0.88 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 1.34 0.62 1.28 0.49 0.64 NS

- mam e e mee e e dew e G M e e e M e e e e e e e ame  Mme eae e e

Mean SD Mean SD +¥ value

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (1.%4) of 35% to 49% and 50% to 59% range
gtudents is more énd same in reiation té earniﬁg members.
This indicates that low and medium achievers have more

earning members in the family. The mean score of annual
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achievement (1.28) 60% ahd above range students is

low in relation to eafning members. It can be said from
this that bright achievers have less earning members

in the family. t value is not signifieant in all the

cases at both the levels. By chance, there is negative
relatidnship between various annual achievement groups

and earning members in the family because academic
achievement’has nothing do do with total number of earning

members in the family.

Table :4.8.11: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Dependent Members in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups
of Annual Achievement and Dependent
Members in the Family

¢

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 1.69 0.46 1.65 0.48 0.77 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 1.69 0.46 1.65 0.78 0.57 N8
50 to 59 60 and above 1.65 0.46 1.65 0.78 0.06 N3

- ame e e e e e mEe  Ame M e wes e e e e e e e e e e dme e e e e e

Mean SD Mean SD t value

The above table shows that the ﬁean score of aﬁnual
achievement (1.65) 50% to 59% aﬁd 60% and above range
students is less and éame in'relation to dependent
members in the family. This shows that medium and bright
achigvers have less dependent members in the family. The

mean score of annual achievement (1.69) of 35% to 49%
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range students is more in relation to dependent members
in the family. It can be said from this that low
achievers have more dependent members in the family.

Ey chance there is ( -0.03 ) negative relationship
between various annual achievement groups‘and dependent
members in the family, because,academic achievement has

nothing %0 do with dependent members in the family.

Table :4.8.12: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Socio-Economic Status in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups
of Anmial Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievenment

35 to 49 50 to 59 3%3.40 8.78 32.20 6.90 1.44 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 33.40 8.78 39.13 11.35 4.42 **
50 to 59 60 and above 32.20 6.90 39.13 11.35 5,05 #%

I T T T T T L . S

Mean SD Mean SD % value

*#% Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (33.40) of 35% to 49% range students and
anmual achievement (32.205 of 50% to 59% range students
is less and comparatively equal in rela%ion to socio~-
economic status. It can be said from this that low and
medium achievers do come from low socio-economic status.

The mean score of annual,achievement (%9.13%) of 60% and
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above range students is high in relation to socilo-economic
status. This indicates that bright achievers hold high

socio-economic status. t value is significant at .01 level
in all the caseg except between 35%.to 49% and 50% to 59%

range students.

The result shows that hypothesis No. 10(b) is partially

rejected - 'There is no significant difference between the
present (anﬁual) achievement of the students in relation

to their socig;economic status.' By chance, there is negative
relationship between various achievement groups and socio-
economic status. The valwe of r = 0.11 which is not at the
significant level. This result shews that hypothesis ﬁo.4
stands. There is no relationship between students' socio—
economic status and academic ao?ievement of the (énnual)

first year college students.'

Table :4.8.13: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Bducational Facilities in
Relation to Various Percentage Groups of
Annual Achievement

" Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 t0°49 50 to 59 18.11 1.96 18.72 5.98 1.94 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 18.11 1.96 18.89 3.06 2.60 *
50 to 59 60 and above 18.72 5.98 18.89 3.06 0.19 NS

men  me wmn wme sm ame e em  sam e e B MR e e e e e e aem me mm me v we e e e

Mean 8D Mean SD 1t value

*¥ Significant at .05 level
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The Table 4.8.13 sﬁows that fhe mean score of annual
achievement (18.72) of 50% to 59% range students and
annual achlevement (18. 89) of 60% and above range students
is comparatively equal and high in relation to educational
facili%ies available to them. It can be said from this
that medium and bright achievers have more educational
facilities with them. The mean score of ammual achievement
(18.11) of 35% to 49% range students is less in relation
to e&ucatlonal fac111ties. This indicates that low achievers
have less educational facilities available with theﬁ. t
value is significant at .05 level only between 35% %o
49% and 60% and above range. students. There is positive
reiationship between varioué annual achievement groups

and educational facilities available in the home. The

value of r = 0.09 which is net at the significant level.

This result éupports hypothesis No.2. 'There is
relationship between students educational climate in the
home and their (anmual) academic achievement. The Manchéster
study by Wiseman (Central Advisory Council for Education,
1967) has shown that 'Achievement is related to- vorminous
children, cleanliness of home, freemeals, material needs,

parental occupation, free clothing, children's height,
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housing standards and neighbourhood, home literacy,
parental attitude towards’e&ucation, attitude towards
books and reading toward ztheml. These are important
determiners of achievement'. This shows that previous

research also. supports present findings.

Table :4.8.14: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Emotional Climate im the -
Home in Relation to Various Percentage
Groups of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

%5 to 49 50 to 59 16.25 1.86 16.35 1.%4 0.57 NS
35 t0 49 60 and above 16.25 1.86 17.50 9.29 2.60 *%
50 to 59 60 and above 16.35 1.%4 17.50 9.29 1.%6 NS

- e e e e e e e e s e e W e e e Ge e e e S R ee em e e

Mean SD Mean SD t value

*%  Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of
annual achievement (16.25) of 35% to 49% range students '
and annual achievement (16.35) of 50% to 59% range
gtudents is less and comparatively e@ual in relation
to emotional elimate in the home. The mean score of
annual achievement (17.50) of 60% and abeve range
students is high in relation te eﬁotional‘climate in
the home. 1 value' is significant only between 35% to

49% and 60% and above range students at .01 level. This



shows that bright students have favourable emotional
"elimate in the home for education. There is positive
relationship between various achievement groups and

emotional climate in the home. The value of » = 0.11 which

is not at the significant level.

This result supports hypothesis No.3 - ' There is
relationship between students' emotional climate in the )
home and their (annual) academic achievement'. Goldberg
(1958) has found out that 'Tack of family disruption through
death, divorce is positively related to achievement whereas
disrupted home appeared 1o contribute negatively 1o
achievement'. Varma (1966) also found that 'Emotional
conditions in the home affect the achievement.' Thus,

previous research also supports present findings.

Table :4.8.15: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Parental Opinion for
Education in Relation to Various Percentage
Groups of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 to0 49 50 to 59 40.46 6.09 40.15 6.33 0.51 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 40.46 6.09 39.67 6.78 ~0.90 NS
" 50 to 59 60 and above 40.15 6.33 39.67 6.78 0.46 NS

— o e mm e mae mm e e e ma e e R e e e e e e e me ek e me e e e

Mean SD Mean SD t value

The above table shows that the mean score of annual

achievement (40.46) of 35% to 49% range students is high in
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relation to parental opinion for education. This means
parents of low achievers have high favourable opinion
for education. The mean score of annual achievement
(40.15) of 50% to 59% range students is average in
relation to pérentaliopinion for education. This shows
that medium achievers have average favourable opinion
for education. t value is not significant in all the
cases. The mean score of annual achievemegt (39.67) of
60% and abdvé range students is low in relation to
parental opinien for education. This shows that parents
of bright achievers have very low favourable opinion
for education. There is positive relationship between
various annual achievement groups and parental opinion
for education. The value of r = 0.04 which is not at the
significant level. Malley (1954) have found that 'parents
of high achievers had more positive attitudes than
parents of low achievers.' Thus, previous research also

gupports the present findings.
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Table' :4.8.16: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Parental Encouragement to Academic
Achievement in Relation to Various Percentage
Groups of Annual Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 40.93 5.16 40.61 6.19 0.58 NS
35 t0 49 60 and above40.93 5.16 38.89 8.10 2.59 *¥
50 to 59 60 and above 40.61 6.19 38.89 8.10 1.56 NS

— " amh e e Eew  ewe  me s e e s wes e e wme e e e e e e e e e e e e e

** Significant at .01 level
The above table shows that the mean score of annual

Mean SD Mean SD 1t value

achievement (40.93) of 35% to 49% renge students is hlghest
in relation to parental encouragement {0 academic achleve—
ment. It can be said from this that parents of low achievers
give highest encotragement to academic achievement. The mean
score of annual achievement (40.61) of 50% to 59% range
students is average in relation to parental encoﬁragement

to academic achievement. This indicates that parents of
medium achievers give average encouragement to academic
achievement. The mean score of anmual achievement (38.89)

of 60% and above range students is low in relation to
paren%al encouragement to academic achievement. This indieates
that bright achievers get very low encouragement to

academic achievement froem their parents, t value‘is

significant at. .01 level except between 35% to 49% and

6OA and above range students. There is p031tlve relatlonshlp
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between various annual achievement groups and parental

encouragement o academic achievement. The value of r =
0.09 which is not at the significant level. Studies of
Hattiwick and Stowell (193%6) shown that 'Parents of high
achievers found to give their children more praiise: and
approval.' In short, the above studies prove that parental
encdnrage&ent to achievement do influence achievement in
school or college positively. The pre%ieus'research also‘

supports present findings.

Table :4.8.17: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Scores of Home Environment in Relation
to Various Percentage Groups of Annual
Academic Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Academic Achievement

35 to 49 ° 50 1o 59 115.71 10.01 118.49 36.96 4.61 **
35 to 49 60 and above 115.71 10.01 114.83 17.46 0.40 NS
50 to 59 60 and above 118.49 36.96 114.83 17.46 1.50 NS

Mean SD Mean SD $ value
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*x Signifiecant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (118.49) of 50% tov59% range of éﬁudents is
highest -in rélation to heme environment. + value is
significant at .01 level only between 35% to 49% and

50% to 59% range students. It can be said from this that
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medium achievers hold better home environment. The mean
score of annual achievement (114.83) of 60% and above
range students and annual achievement (115;71) of 50% to
59% range students is comparatively same and poor in
reiation to their home environment. It can be said from
this that low‘as well as high achievers possess fair

type of home environment.

The resultcshow% that hypothesis No. 10(a) is
partially rejected - ' There is no significant difference
between the present (annual) achievement of the students
in relation to their home environment.' There is positive
relationship between various annual achievement groups
and home environment. The value of r = 0.22 which is

not at the significant level.

The results supports hypothesds No. 1 ' There is
relationship between students' home environmént and
their (annual) academic achievement.' Jain S (1965) had
tried to inveétigate experimentally the influence of home
environment as correlates of scholastic achievement. He
found 'The influwence of home environment is positive: to
academic achievement'. This shows that previous research

also supports the present findings.
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Table :4.8.18: Significance of Difference Between the Mean
Scores of Economic Management in Relation
to Various Percentage Groups of Annual
Academic Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Academic Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 373.00 111.72 255.61 98.98 1.67 NS
35 to 49 60 and above 373.00 111.72 232.02 129.68 1.53% NS
50 to 59 60 and above 255.61 98.98 232.02 129.68 2.62 **

- i o e e W ma mm e e e wae e mee B eme e e WA e wr e e e mme e e e

Mean SD Mean 5D Tt value

**  Bignificant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (373%.00) of 35% to 49% range students is
highest in relation t0 their econémic management. The mean
score of annual achievement (255.61) of 50% to 59% range
students and annual achievement (23%2.02) of 60% and above
range students is comparatively less than 35% to 49% range
students in relation to their academic acbievement. t value
is signifieagt at .01 level only between 50% to 59% and
60% and above range students. It can be said from this that
lo% achievers have better money management than medivm and

high achievers.

There is positive relationship between various
annual achievement scores and economic management. The
value of r = 0.07 which is not at the significant level.

This result shows that hypothesis No. 5 is rejected -



253

’There is no relationship between economic management
and (annual) academic achievement groups of the first

year college students.'

The result shows that hypothesis No. 10(c) is
partially rejected - ' There is no significant difference
between the present (annual) achievement of the students

in relation to their economic management.'

Table :4.8.19: Significance of Difference Between the
Mean Score of Achievement in Relation to
Various Percentage Groups of Annual
Achievement

Percentage of Annual
Academic Achievement

35 to 49 50 to 59 214.41 132.51 222.40 276.05 3,27 **
35 to 49 60 and above 214.41 132.51 261.98 91.16 3.00 **
50 to 59 60 and above 222.40 276.05 267.98 91.16 5.35 **

T T T R . T T T T S S S O

Mean 5D Mean SD t value

*%* Significant at .01 level

The above table shows that the mean score of annual
achievement (261.98) of 60% and above range students is
highest'in relation to various percentage of annual
achievement. It can be said from this that high achievef
group is high in their annual academic achievement. The

mean score of anmnual:achievement (222.40) of 50% to 59%

range students is medium in relation to their annual academie



253

achievement. It can be sgaid from this that medium

achievers are medium in their annual academic
achievement. The mean score of annual achievement
(214.41) of 35% to 49% range students is low in
.relation to théir anﬁﬁal academic achievement. t value
is significant at .01 level in all the cases. It can be
said from this that high medium and low achievers have
respectively high medium and low academic achievement.
There is positive relationship between various annual
academic achievement groups and total score of annual
academic achievement. The value of r = 0.41 which is not

at the significant level.

{

The above table shows that most of the students are
low and middle achievers. Very few students are high
achievers at first year college level examination. The t
value of annual achievement between 35% to 49% and 50%
to 59A range students in relation to home env1r®nment
and academic achievement is significant at .01 level. The
t value of annual achievement between 35% to 49% and
50% to 59% range students in relation to‘parental
occupatioﬁ, income, parental education, organizational
membership, agricultural land, type of house, farm power,

material possession, earning members , dependent members,



socio-economic status, educational facility, emotional
climate in the home, parental opinion for education,
parental encouragement to academic achlevement and

economic manageément is not significant at both the levels.

The t value of annual achievement between %5% to
49% and 60% and above range students in relation to
family incéme,'patentai education, agricultural land,
farm power, material possession, socie-economic status,
educational facility, emotional climate in the home,
parental encouragement {0 academic achievement and
achievement is significant either at .05 or .01 level.
The«tivalue be%ween annmual achievement of 35% to 49%
and 60% and above range students in relation‘té parental
occupafion, organizational membership, type of house,
earning members, dependent members, parental opinion for
education, home environment and economic management is

not significant at both the levels.

The t value of annual achievement between 50% to
59% and 60% and above range students in relation to
théir famiiy income, agricultural land, farm power,
material possession, socio-economic status, economic
mznagement and achievement is significant either at .05

or .01 level. The t value of annual achievement of 50%

1



to 59% and 60% and above range students in relation to
paren£a1 oceuﬁaﬁion, parental education, oerganizational
.membership, type of house, earning members, dependent
menbers, educa%ional facility, emotional elimate in the
home, parental opinion for educatien, parental encouragement
to academic achievement, and home enviromnment is not

significant at both the levels.

There is positive relationship between various annual
achievement groups and family income, parental educatien,
organizational membership, agriculiural land, type of house,
farm power, material posséssion, gocio-economic status,
educational facility, emotional climate in the home,
parental opinion for education, parental encouragement to
academic achievement, home environment, economic management,
and academic achievement. By chance, there is negative
relationship between various annual achievement groups
and earning members, dependent members and parental

occupation.
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SECTION IV
ECONCMIC MANAGEMENT

In this section IV, it has been considered suitable

to produce the data according to the gquestions in the
Questionnaire (Appendix ) and accordingly the titles of

the respective tables 4.9.1 to 4.9.28 have been given.

4.7 IBconomic Management

Table :4.9.1: Allotment of Pocket Expense to Number
of Students

(e.g. Q. 'Do you get money for your pocket
Expense ?')

Respondents' No. of P
Response Students ercentage
Tes 610 " 87.52
No 83 12.48
Total 693 100.00

— e e mew e mmm e e e e mme e e e e e G e e e WA M mae e e e

The above table shows that round about 88% of the
students get pocket money allowance and 13% of’the
students did not get pocket money allowancé in the total
sample. In short, most of the situdents get pocket money
allowance in the tofal sample. Very few students did not

get pocket money allowance in the total sample.
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Table :4.9.2: Amount of Pocket Expense in Rupees per Month

Amount of Pocket No. of

Expense in Rupees P-m. Students Percentage

1 - 25 Rs, 412 59.3%0

26 - 50 Rs. 115 16.59

51 - 75 Rs, 13 1.08

96 - 100 Rs. 30 - 4.32

101 - 125 Rs. 5 - 0.06

126 - 150  Rs. 7 | 1.11

151 - 200 Rs. 7 1.11

Above 200 Rs. 21 3.95

Not applicable Rs. 83 12.48

Total 693 100.00

The above table shows that round about sixty
percentage of the students get 1 to 25 Rs. as pocket
money expense. Round abgut seventeen percentage of the
students get 26 - 50 Rs. as pocket money expense. 12.48
percentage‘of the students did not get pocket money
allowance. This shows most of the students get pocket
money allowénce in the range of 1 to 25 Es.

Table :4.9.3: Number of Earning Students While Studying
(Q. 'Do you earn while studying?)

Response No. of Students Percentage
Yes 111 15,21
No 582 84.79

Total 693 100.00

- e e e e e wax e e e s e e o e mee e wee  mm me e ew me e e e
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Looking to the Table 4.9.3, it can be said that
very few (15.21%) students earn while studying and most

(84.79%) of the students do not earn while studying.

" Table :4.9.4: Amount of Barning in Rs.

i Pupecs Do e
1 - 50 Rs. 79 11.39
519 - 100 ' Rs. 18 2.59

101 - 150 Rs. - -

154 - 200 ° Rs. 5 0.07
204 - 250 Rs. 1 0.01
251 and above BRs. 8 1.15
Not applicable Rs. 582 84.79
Total 693 ©100.00

e e e e e e Aws e e e e M e e e Gme e e e e e e e New e

The above table shows that round about 12 percentage
of thé students earn money amount in the range of 1 - 50
Rs. Very few students earn money in the range of 51 - 100
Rs. This shows that most of the students earn very small
amount of money in Rupees.

Table {4.9.5: Sources of Other Means of Income

Sources of Other No. of

Means of Income Students Percentage
From relatives 56 8.01
From scholarships 19 2.74
From freestudentships 81 11.67
Not applicable 537 T77.58

- e Wee  Wmm v e ame e e e wm e e e e e wew e e me e e e e e e e




The above table shows that round about twelve
pefcentage of the students get money through freestudent-
ships. Eight percentage of the students get money from
relatives and hardly two percentage of the students get

money income through scholarships.

Table :4.9.6: Amount of Saving in Rupees per Month

Amount of Pavings No. of

in Rupees per Month Students Percentage

1 -~ 10 Rs. 513 74.02

11 - 20 Rs. 37 5.33
21 - 30 Rs. 20 2.95
31 - 40 Rs. 8 1.5
41 - 50 Rs. 9 1.29
51 and above Rs. 10 1.44
Not applicable 96 13.82
Total 693 100.00

— e ae mme e e e e mm e e e mm e e e e me ww e e e e A e e

The above‘table shows that round about seventy five
percentage of the students save money in the range of
1 40 10 rupees. Very few (11%) students save in the
range of 11 - 50 rupees and fourteen pereentagé of the
students do not save in the total sample. In short, most

of the students save money in the range of 1 - 10 rupees .

in the total sample.
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Table :4.9.7: Plan for Spending the Pocket Money

(Q. 'Do you ylan for spending your pocket
. .money ?%).

Regponse Number of Students Percentage
Yes 596 86.08
No 97 13.92
Total 693 100.00

B T T T T S e . T T o T e

The above table shows that most (86.08%) of the
students do planning for spending of their pocket money
and very few (13.92%) students do not plan for spending

of their pocket money allowance.

Table :4.9.8: Reasons for Planning for Spending the Pocket
Money of the Respondents

Reagons for Planning your Pocket Ko. of Percent-

money. Students age

It is necessary for proper use of

income 150 21.%34
It gives satisfaction 60 8.25
It helps in saving some money

for emergemoy _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1551938
1% serves as a guide for future

expenditure 194_ o _1§'?O_
I+ helps to reach some desired goals 149 21.50
Not applicable 97 13.92

T e e e e wer e e Gme e eme e e mer  mem Aes em e e e e e wee et e e e e
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The Table 4.9.8 shows that most of the students

(round about 22%) plan for spending of their pocket

money because of the following reasons ¢

* It helps to reach some desired goals.

* It is necessary for proper use of income. Round
about : twenty percentage of the students plan
for spending of their pocket money because

% Planning helps in saving some money for emergency.
Very few students plan for spending of their
pocket money because

* Planning serves as a guide for future expenditure, -4

and ' "

* It gives satisfaction

-

Planning of z
Table :4.9.9: Reasons for NotZSpending of Pocket Money

Reasons for not plamning of spending No.of Percent—~

of your (students') pocket money Students age
Planning takes z lot of your time 50 7.01
During an emergenoy it does mot work 27  3.96
You cannot—r;m;m;e; ;v;r; ;m;o;t;n; ———————————
item while planninhg 20 2.95
Not applicavle 596  86.08
Total 693 100.00

e e e mm e e wae e e e e e we e e o e mm e ke s e e e G e e

The above table shows that most of the students

(7.01%) do not plan for spending of their pocket money
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because they feel that planning takes a lot of their time.
Very few students (3.96%) do not plan because they feel
that during an emefgenc& it doees not work. Nearly 2.95%
of the students do not plan for spending of pocket money
because they feel that they cannot remember' every

important item while planning.

Table :4.9.10:'Do you Keep Accounts of Your Expenditure ? !

Response g%ﬁggnts - Percentage

Tos 596 86.08

No 97 13.92
Total “693 100.00

- s e e wew em e mmm e mem e eew  eac W e e wmw mms e e e wem e e e e

The above table shows that most (86.08%) of the
students keep accounts of their expenditure while very
few (13.92%) students do not keep accounts of their

gxpenditure.
Table :4.9.11: Reasons for Keeping an Acceunt

Reasons for keeping anm account No. of Percent-
Students age
someone requires you to do so 255 56.75

B . T S S T T e S T T T T S S —

spent 125 18.03
One can use 1t as a guide for 246 24 .30
next_month_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ A
Not applicable 97 13.92

T I T T T T T TR T . T T a——
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The Tablé 4.9.11 shows that most (36.75%) of the
students keep an account of their expendituré because
someone forces or requires them to do so. Round about
thirty two percentage of the students keep an account of
their expenditure to use it aé a guide for next month.
And very few (18.03%) students keep an account of

their expenditure to know how much he/she has spent.

Table :4.9.12: Reasons for Not Keeping an Account

Reasons for Not Keeping an No. of Percent-

Account , Students age

It takes lot of your time 40 5.77

It is a tiring job 33 4.74

Afted a long time you forget the

exact amount and record becomes 24 3.41

inaccurate . _ _ _ _ _ e e e e e e m = o -

Not applicable 596 86.08
Total 693 100.00

- e e e e e e wee wee ! Wmu M W e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e

Above table shows, that among those who do not keep
an account of their expenditure, round about six percentage
of the students feel that keeping an account is very time
consuming job. Round about five percentage of the students
feel that, it is a tiring job. Very few people do notlkeep
an account because they are not interested in using

inaceurate records.



Table :4.9.13: ' Do you Save Money 7'

Hesponse ’ No.,of Students Fercentage ;
Yes 597 86.18
No 96 13.82
Total 693 100.00

M M e e e e e 0 e e e e e e Gl s e e e e Ve e eee e e e e e

The above table shows that round about eighty six
percentage of the students save money and very few

(13.82%% students do not save money. In short, most of

the students from the total sample save money.

Table :4.9.14: Reasons for Saving Money

Reasons for saving money No.of . '
, Students Percentage
For future emergency 263 37.93
For further studies in India 60 8.21
For buying a particular item 142 21.00
For helping one of the family 54 7.79
L
For travelling to see new places 45 6.49
For no particular reasons %33 4.76
Not applicable g6 13.82
Total 693 100.00

s e e M sme ke e e e Wer M s e e e e e e e e e e e e

Looking to the above table, it can be seen that
round about thirty eight percentage of the students save

money for future emergency. Twenty one percentage of the
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students save money for buying a particulay jtem. Round about
sixteen percentage of the students save money either for
helping family members or for further studies in India.

Very few (6.49%) students save money for travelling to see
new places. |

Table :4.8.15: Reasons for Not Saving Money |

Reasons for not saving meney No. of Percent-
Students age
Saving is not possible within the 66 0
obtained amount 3.5
Saving demands careful planning of
expenditure 25 3.60
Saving stops freedom of spending 5 0.72
Not applicable 597 86.18
Total 693 100.00

e e e e o e e W e e e M e M S e e G e e e e dme e e ame e

The above table shows that round about tén percentage
of the students do not save because saving is not possible
within the obtained amount. Round about four percentage of
the students do not save because they feel that saving
demands careful planning of expenditure. And hafdly few

people feel that saving stops freedom of spending -



260
Table :4.9.16: Ways of Keeping Saving
Ways of Keeping Saving No. of Percent-
Students age

Buy bonds of certificates 49 7.07
Keep saving with yourself 359 51.80
ie;p-s;v;n; ;i;h~y;u; éa;eiﬁé T ;8— S _STQ; S
ie;p-s;v;n; ;i;h“y;u; ;r;e;d- S 27* o —6775 S
Keep saving in bamk 82 12.25
Keep seving by emy other way 2 0.1
Not mppliceble 96  13.82 <

Total 693 100.00

B . T T . T T

The above table shows that round about fifty two
pereeﬁtage of the students keep saving with themselves.
Nearly thirteen percentage of the students keep saving
in bank. Round about nine percentage of the students keep
saving with their parents and remaining students ( round
about 13% ) keep saving either with their friends or buy

bonds of certificate. In short, most of the students keep

thelir saving with themselves.
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Table :4.9.17:'Do You Overspend Money and Have to ?-

Number of Fercent- .

Do you overspend money Students age
and have to - EE—
- use up your saving 133 19.04
- borrow from friends 20 2.88
- ask more money from friends 125 18.10
- stop spending any more 410 59.01
Not applicable 5 0.97
Total 693 100.00

- s | e we e e e e e M s M e Ml e e s e e Mee W e e s e

\The above table shows that round about 59% of the
students stop spending money when they overspeﬁd.
19.04 percentage of students when oéérspend money, they
have to use up their saving. Round about 19 percentage of

the students ask more money from parents and very few

(2.88%) students borrow from friends when they overspend

their money.

Table :4.9.18: Benefits of Economic Management

i i No.of Percent-
Benefits of Economic Management Students’ age

Serves as a guide for future

expenditure _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __%2> = 232.05
Achieve desired goal 255 36.75
Save money for emergency 135 19.45
Give satisfaction 78 11.77

— e mm em e e e mm mm he e an mm me s e e me we e e e mm e em e e
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The Table 4.9.18 shows that round about thirty seven
percentage of the students feel that economic management
helps to achieve desired goals. Round about thirty three
perceﬁtage of the students feel that economic management
serveé as a guide for future expenditure. Nearly twenty
percentage of the students feel that economic management
helps to save money for emergency. And very few students
feel that economic management gives satisfaction of spending

(using) money.

Table :4.9.19: Students' Approximate Expenditure on Food
Items in Rupees Per Month.

No. of Percent-

Expenditure in Rupees per month Students age

1 - 25 Rs. 625 80.08
26 - 50 Rs. 47 6.78
59 - 175 Rs. 5 0.97
76 - 100 Rs. 5 0.97

101 and above Rs. 2 0.01
Not applicable | 9 1.19

Total 693 100.00

- e e e e e e e e s e e e e mm e e e e e e e e e Ame e

The above table shows that most (90.08%) of the
students spent approximately 1 to 25 Rupees per month on
food items and very few (6.78%) students spent

approximately 26 to 50 rupees on food items monthly. Nearly
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two percentage of the students do not spend money on food

items.

Table :4.9.20: Student's Approximate Expenditure Towards
Education in Rupees per Month

Expenditure in Rupees per No. of
month Students Percentage
1 to 25 in Rs. 640 92.67
26 to 50 Rs. 33 4.74
51 to 75 Rs. 7 ' 1.01
76 to 100 Rs. 0 -
101 and above Rs. 2 0.01
Not applicable 11 1.57
Total 693 100.00

B T T T T T T T T O R T

' The above table shows that most (92.67%) of the
students spent approximately 1 to 25 rupees‘per month on
educational items. Very few (4.74%) students spent
approximately 26 -~ 50 rupees per ﬁonth on education. Nearly
two percentage of the students do not spend money on

educational .items.

Table :4.9.21: Student's Approximate Expenditure towards
Clothing in Rupees per Month

Expenditure in Re. per month No.of Students Percentage
1 1o 25 Rs. + 509 73.61
26  to 50 Rs. 133 19.04
51 to 5. Rs. 17 2.45
76 to 100 Rs. 7 1.01
101 and above Rs. 7 1.01
Not applicable 20 2.88

T mm e o d e am e mee M me wm eee mm mw mm e s W e e e e e e e e e e e




The Table 4.9.21 shows that most (73.61%) of the

students spent approximately 1 to 25 rupees per month

on clothing, very few (19.04) students spent approximately

26 to 50 rupees per month on clothing. And hardly three

percentage of the students did not spend money on clothing

items.

Table 34.9.22: Student's Approximate Expenditure Towards

Entertainment in Rupees per Month

Student's Expenditure in Rs. per month No. of Percentage
Students

1 to 25 - Rs. 611 88.59
26 to 50 Rs. 27 3.89
59 to 75 Rs. 7 1.01
76 to 100 Rs. 2 0.01
101  and above Rs. 1 0.01
" Not applicable 45 6.49
Total 693 100.00

I T T T T T

The above table shows that round about eighty nine

percentage of the students spent approximately 1 to 25

rupees per month towards entertainment. Very few (3.89%)

students spent approximately 26 to 50 rupees per month

i/

towafds entertainment. Round about seven percentage of

the students did not spend money towards entertainment.



Table :4.9.2%: Student's Approximate Expenditure
Towards .Postage in Rupees pef Month

otudent's bxpenditure in No. of

Rupees Per Month Students Percentage
1 to 25 Rs. 403 58.67
26 to 50 Rs. 3 0.04
51 to 75 Rs. 1 0.01
Not applicable 286 41,28
Total 693% 100.00

m— o e e e v e Mme e e s e e e e s e e e me e e MR e e wem e e

The above table shows thaé round about f£ifty nine
percentage of students spent 1 to 25 rupees on postage

e.g. post cards, stamps, inlands, envelops, foreign

letters. And remaining forty one percentage of students

did not spend any money on postal services.

Table :4.9.24: Student's Approximate Expenditure Towards
Transportation in Rupees

Student's Approximate Expenditure No. of'

in Rupees Pef Month Studentg rercentage
1 to 25 Rs. 625 90.08
26 to 50 Rs. 36 5.19
51 to 75 Rs. 2 0.01
Not applicable 20 4.72

Total 693 100.00

—— - e e wem M mme e mee w eme e e WA e e wne M Gwe e e e e e e e s




The above table shows that round about ninety
one percentage of the students spent 1 to 25 rupees
towards transportation. Very few (5.19%) students spent
money in the range of 26 to 50 rupees fowards transporta~-
tion. Round about five percentage of the students did
not spend any money towards transportation. In short,
most of the students spent 1 to 25 rupees towards

transportation.

Table :4.9.25: Student's Approximate Expenditure
Towards Personal Care

Student's Approximate Expenditure No. of

Per Month Students Percentage
1 to 25 Rs. 460 ' 66.66
26 to 50 Rs. 5 0.72
51 to0 75 BRs. 2 0.01
‘Mot applicable 226 '32.61
Total 693 100.00

B T e T e T T T T S e I T T

The above table shows that ‘'round about sixty seven
percentage of the students spent 1 to 25 rupees on personal
care items e.g. cosmetics, bath soaps, washing soaps,
0il, soda, medicine, déctor fees etc. And remaining thirty
three percentage of the students did not~spend money on
personal care. This shows that most of the students spent

money on personal care.
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Table :4.9.26: Student's Approximate Expenditure
Towards Gifts and Charity in Rupees

Student's Approximate Expenditure No. ef

in Rupees pef Month Students Cercentage
1 to 25 Rs. 371 53.53
26 to 50 Rs. 5 0.72
Not applicable 317 45.775
Total 693 1100.00
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The above tgble shows that round about fifty four
percentage of the students spent 1 to 25 rupees on
gifts and ceharity. Remaining forty six percentage of
students did not spend any money on gifts to friends
and relatives. They also did not spend towards charity
to religious purposes and for poor people.

Table :4.9.27: Student's Approximate Expenditure
Towards Services in Rupees per Month

otudent's Approximate Expenditure No. of

. in Rupees per Month Students Percentage
+ to 25 . 163 23,52
26 to 50 % 0.04
Not applicable 527 76.44
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Above Table shows that round about twenty four
percentage of the students spent 1 to 25 rupees per
month towards payment of servants. But most (76.44%)
of the students did not spend money on servants.

They may be interested in self-services.

Table :4.9.28: Student's Approximate Expenditure
Towards Savings in Rupees per Menth

Student's Approximate Expenditure  No. of

in Rupees Fer Month . Students Tercentage
1 to 25 Rs. 564 82.08
26 to 50 Rs. 19 2.02
51 to 75 Rs. 5 ~0.97
6 to 100 Rs. 5 0.97
101 &nd above 3 .04
Not applicable 97 1%.92
Total 693 100.00

The above table shows that round about eighty
three percentage of the students save . 1 to 25 rupees
per month. Very few ( 3 to 4% ) students did saving
in the range of 26 to 100 ruéees per month. And
remaining fourteen percentage of the students did not

2
save any money.

The next chapter deals with Discussion, Conclusion
and Recommendation for further studies.
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