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Abstract 
Sports Participation among the physical education students with respect to their socio-economic status is 
the main aspire objective of the investigation. A sample of 150 physical education students. The sample 
was collected from different degree colleges of Kashmir valley (J&K) with the random sampling 
technique. A self constructed questionnaire was developed for the present study to access the socio-
economic status and level of participation among the physical education students. The students were 
requested to fill up the questionnaire they were explained the purpose of study and its relevance and 
significance in sports. The study revealed that majority of the physical education students found that 
72.0% had received monthly pocket money from their parents and 36.0% agree that they receive part 
time pocket money, 34.0% has played at inter-college level, 82.0% agreed that possession of own means 
of transport effect the sports participation, 86% physical education played at inter-national level never 
played on these level of games. 
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Introduction  
Family Socio-economic status (SES) and social support of parents have a significant role on 
the amount of participation of children in physical activities. Parents as fundamental basis of 
families, in addition to the pattern of physical exercises, play a central role in organizing and 
financing the participation of children play sports. The amount of physical activity of children 
can be considered as a function of SES of parents and family (Bois & et al, 2005), 
consequently. In fact, families spending money and encourage their children to participate in 
sport and physical activity in order to develop their skills and becoming more social. Physical 
activity in youth is a complex, highly variable behavior determined by a number of factors 
(Sallis, Prochaska, & Taylor, 2000; Woodfield, Duncan, AlNakeeb, Nevill, & Jenkins, 2002) 
[19]. Past quantitative research has identified a number of physical activity correlates among 
youth (Bauman, Sallis, Dzewaltowski, & Owen, 2002; Higgins, Gaul, Gibbons, & Van Gyn, 
2003; Sallis, Prochaska, et al., 2000) [8]. Many studies have identified these correlates using an 
ecological model of physical activity behavior (Spence & Lee, 2003). This model hypothesizes 
that physical activity is influenced by three domains: (a) intrapersonal (biological, psycho-
logical, and behavioral influences), (b) social (family or peer support, modeling), and (c) 
environmental (facilities, communities, accessibility, etc.) (Sallis & Owen, 1999). Therefore, 
an ecological model suggests that to understand fully the factors that affect physical activity 
participation among youth, one must address the characteristics of physical activity at multiple 
levels and consider the integration and interaction of the factors within each of the three 
domains. 
Besides, the wealth has been investigated on a familial ground because the individual's 
property circulates in a family and eventually passes on as inheritance to other family 
members. Undoubtedly, it is not an easy task to verify the exact amount of citizens' assets in 
any society which is essential to the investigation of the individual's social class and economic 
status. This status presupposes a set of rights and responsibilities that defines the individual's 
position which is relative to others and which is based on equality, hierarchy, social credibility 
and/or honor. 
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The prevalence of adolescent obesity has increased 
dramatically over the past several decades across all 
socioeconomic (SES) strata, and data suggest that risk for 
adolescent obesity is inversely associated with SES. A better 
understanding of associations among SES, gender, and 
physical activity level over time is important for identifying 
which subgroups of youth are at particularly high risk of 
inadequate physical activity. Such information is critical for 
developing tailored obesity prevention and physical activity 
interventions that will best meet the needs of all youth. 
An important factor within the intrapersonal domain of the 
ecological model is socioeconomic status (SES). Studies 
report that youth who are considered to be lower SES 
participate in less physical activity than their more advantaged 
counterparts (Crespo, Ainsworth, Keteyian, Heath, & Smit, 
1999; Lowry, Kann, Collins, & Kolbe, 1996; Woodfield et 
al., 2002) [12, 19]. Despite the association between SES and the 
level of physical activity undertaken by young people, there is 
little information on what factors influence the decision of 
high- and low-SES youth to be physically active. It is possible 
that lower SES youth experience greater barriers to becoming 
or being physically active. For example, less disposable 
income would influence physical activity participation, as 
those who are less well off financially could not afford to 
participate, resulting in lower average daily physical activity 
than those youth in high-SES groups. Therefore, it might be 
that youth from low-SES groups are just as interested in being 
physically active but their circumstances are such that they 
cannot participate. 

Objectives 
1. To identity the socio-economic status among physical 

education students 
2. To assess the level of participation of physical education 

students among high and low socio economic status. 
 
Sample 
The sample for the present study consists of 150 physical 
education students. The sample was collected from different 
degree colleges of Kashmir valley (J&K) with the random 
sampling technique. The sample for the study has been drawn 
amongst the physical education students who were admitted 
to their respective courses for the academic year 2009 in 
different degree colleges of Kashmir valley. 
 
Tool Used 
A self-constructed questionnaire was developed for the 
present study to access the socio-economic status and level of 
participation among the physical education students. The 
students were requested to fill up the questionnaire they were 
explained the purpose of study and its relevance and 
significance in sports. They were also explained that the 
information received would be kept confidential. During 
filling up the questionnaire, the questions were explained one 
by one, and in some questions further help was given if asked.  
 
Results and Discussion 
 

 
Table 1: Showing the economic background of the respondents 

 

Response Monthly pocket money Part time income 
Yes (%) 72.0 36.0 
No (%) 28.0 64.0 

If Yes, how much (in Rs.) 
>500 (%) 32.0 20.0 

401-500 (%) 10.66 5.33 
301-400 (%) 6.66 2.66 
201-300 (%) 80.0 2.68 
101-200 (%) 10.68 5.33 

<100 (%) 4.0 0.0 
 
The perusal of the above table shows the economic 
background of the respondents. The results of the table 
depicts that 72.0% had received monthly pocket money from 
their parents and 36.0% agree that they receive part time 
pocket money. On the other hand 28.0% not receiving any 
pocket on monthly from their parents and 64% has received 
their pocket money in part time from their parents. In case of 
yes, 32.0% received rupees 500 above monthly pocket money 
from their parents, 20.0% agree that they receive part time 
pocket money of above 500 rupees, 10.66% received 401-500 
rupees monthly pocket money from their parents, 5.33% agree 
that they receive part time pocket money rupees 401-500, 
6.66% received 301-400 rupees monthly pocket money from 
their parents, 2.66% agree that they receive part time pocket 
money rupees 301-400, 80.0% received 201-300 rupees 
monthly pocket money from their parents, 2.68% agree that 
they receive part time pocket money rupees 201-300, 10.68% 
received 101-200 rupees monthly pocket money from their 
parents, 5.33% agree that they receive part time pocket money 
rupees 101-200, 4.0% received less or equal to 100 rupees 
monthly pocket money from their parents, 0.0% agree that 
they receive part time pocket money less or equal to 100 

rupees.  
Table 2: Showing the materialistic possession (Personal) 

 

 Personal Vehicle Personal Mobile Phone(s) 
Yes (%) 72.0 36.0 
No (%) 28.0 64.0 
Car (%) 32.0 20.0 

Two wheeler (%) 10.66 5.33 
Cycle (%) 6.66 2.66

All (%) 80.0 2.68 
 
The above table shows the materialistic possession (personal) 
of the physical education students. The table indicates that 
72.0% have agreed that they have own personal vehicle and 
36.0% physical education students have personal mobile 
phones. While, on the other hand, 28.0% does not have 
personal vehicle and 64.0% also not their personal mobile 
phones. The table further indicates that 32.0% has own car 
and 20.0 has own personal mobiles, 10.66% has own two 
wheeler and 5.33% has personal mobile phone, 6.66% has 
personal cycle and among them 2.66% has personal mobile 
phones and the majority of the physical education students i.e. 
80% has all types of personal vehicles and among them only 
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2.68% has personal mobile phones.  
 

Table 3: Showing the number of games played at different level 
 

No. of Games 
Played 

Inter-
College (%) 

Inter-
University (%) 

Inter-
National (%) 

Only one 34.0 26.0 14.0 
Only two 26.0 6.0 0.0 
Only three 16.0 0.0 0.0
Only four 10.0 0.0 0.0 

None 14.0 68.0 86.0 
 
The above table shows the no. of games played at different 
levels. The result of the table indicates that 34.0% has played 
at inter-college level, 26.0% played inter-university level and 
14.0% played at inter-national level only at one time. 26% has 
played at inter-college level, 6% played at inter-university 
level and none physical education played at inter-national 
level only at two times. 16% has played at inter-college level, 
none played at inter-university level and none physical 
education played at inter-national level only at three time. 
10% has played at inter-college level, none played at inter-
university level and none physical education played at inter-
national level only at four times. The results further indicates 
that 14% has played at inter-college level, 68% played at 
inter-university level and 86% physical education played at 
inter-national level never played on these level of games. 
 

Table 4: Effect of present place of stay and possession of personal 
vehicle on sports performance 

 

Items 
Yes 
(%) 

No 
(%) 

Present place of residence has any effect on sport 
participation programmes of your institution 23.0 77.0 

Possession of own means of transport effect the 
sports participation 82.0 18.0 

 
The above table shows that the effect of present place of stay 
and possession of personal vehicle on sports performance. 
The table indicates that 23.0% agreed that present place of 
residence has any effect on sport participation programmes of 
your institution and 77.0% does not agree that present place 
of residence has any effect on sport participation programmes 
of your institution. On the other hand, the table further 
indicates that 82.0% agreed that possession of own means of 
transport effect the sports participation and only 18% physical 
education students does not agree that possession of own 
means of transport effect the sports participation. 
 
Conclusion  
The following conclusion have been put forth for the present 
study: 
 It was found that 72.0% had received monthly pocket 

money from their parents and 36.0% agree that they 
receive part time pocket money.  

 It was found that 28.0% not receiving any pocket on 
monthly from their parents and 64% has received their 
pocket money in part time from their parents.  

 It was found that in case of yes opinion 32.0% received 
rupees 500 above monthly pocket money from their 
parents, 20.0% agree that they receive part time pocket 
money of above 500 rupees, 10.66% received 401-500 
rupees monthly pocket money from their parents, 5.33% 
agree that they receive part time pocket money rupees 
401-500, 6.66% received 301-400 rupees monthly pocket 
money from their parents, 2.66% agree that they receive 

part time pocket money rupees 301-400, 80.0% received 
201-300 rupees monthly pocket money from their 
parents, 2.68% agree that they receive part time pocket 
money rupees 201-300, 10.68% received 101-200 rupees 
monthly pocket money from their parents, 5.33% agree 
that they receive part time pocket money rupees 101-200, 
4.0% received less or equal to 100 rupees monthly pocket 
money from their parents, 0.0% agree that they receive 
part time pocket money less or equal to 100 rupees.  

 It was found that 34.0% has played at inter-college level, 
26.0% played inter-university level and 14.0% played at 
inter-national level only at one time. 26% has played at 
inter-college level, 6% played at inter-university level 
and none physical education played at inter-national level 
only at two times. 16% has played at inter-college level, 
none played at inter-university level and none physical 
education played at inter-national level only at three time. 
10% has played at inter-college level, none played at 
inter-university level and none physical education played 
at inter-national level only at four times.  

 It was found that 14% has played at inter-college level, 
68% played at inter-university level and 86% physical 
education played at inter-national level never played on 
these level of games. 

 It was found that 23.0% agreed that present place of 
residence has any effect on sport participation 
programmes of your institution and 77.0% does not agree 
that present place of residence has any effect on sport 
participation programmes of your institution.  

 It was found that 82.0% agreed that possession of own 
means of transport effect the sports participation and only 
18% physical education students does not agree that 
possession of own means of transport effect the sports 
participation. 
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