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Chapter - I 

Introduction 

1.1. Introduction 

In a broad sense, savings are the excess of income over expenditure. While investments 

are when, these savings are invested or parted away, with an aim to earn additional 

income or increase in the value of money invested. An investment consists of three 

dimensions- time of investment, sacrifice made in the present and the expected gain in 

the future. Every investment has its own risk and return associated with it. 

Generally individuals find investments to be a fascinating process as they can participate 

in the decision making process and see the outcome themselves. Not all investments are 

profitable, as investors do not always make the correct investment decisions over the 

period of years. However, a positive return is expected on a diversified portfolio. 

Investing is not a just a game or a gamble, but a serious subject that can have a major 

impact on investor’s future wellbeing. Virtually everybody makes investments. Even if 

the individual does not select specific assets such as stock, investments are still made 

when they invest their money in some pension plans or purchase a life insurance policy 

or a home or by some other mode of investment like real estate or in bank schemes or 

post offices. Each of the investment has common characteristics such as potential return 

and the risk one has bear. The risk and return although differs from one investment to 

another. The individual should start by specifying investment goals. Once these goals are 

established, the individual should be aware of the mechanics of investing and the 

environment in which investment decisions are made. Today the field of investment is 

even more dynamic than it was only a decade ago. The key to a successful financial plan 
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is to keep apart a larger amount of savings and invest it intelligently, by using a longer 

period of time. The turnover rate in investments should exceed the inflation rate and 

cover taxes as well as allow you to earn an amount that compensates the risks taken. The 

characteristics of each of the different investment avenues are different and complex, one 

needs to have enough financial knowledge. Furthermore, right amount of awareness from 

right sources also is required. 

 

1.2. Need for study 

The investment activity of investors depends upon savings and disposable income one 

has. Which in turn is affected by various factors such as marital status, level of education, 

level of awareness, kind of occupation, size of family, objectives of investments etc. 

which influences the ultimate strategy and preferences that the investor gives to one 

investment avenue over another. The kind of actual investment portfolio may differ from 

the preferred investment avenues due to constraint in income, savings or any other family 

commitment. 

 

Despite the availability of various financial institutions, professionals etc. who lend 

advice, investors rely upon sources like friends, relatives, media etc. for making a 

particular investment decision. An investor considers various aspects such as regular 

return, capital appreciation, liquidity, tax benefits, investment term, and availability of 

source of information etc. before taking a particular investment decision. The investment 

decisions can range from investing in various assets like shares, debentures, derivatives to 

gold, real estate, bank deposits, postal deposits, NIC, PPF etc. The kind of factors 
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affecting the investment may be slightly similar but the sources imparting information on 

the two sets of assets may differ. There has been a change in the perception of investment 

avenues among investors. Hence the need aroused to conduct an empirical study in this 

area.   

 

1.3. Statement of the Problem 

The level of education, kind of occupation, the income earned, the level of family 

commitment and responsibility etc. determines the ability to save and invest. Despite the 

investment opportunities being the same for all the investors, the returns that the investors 

enjoy differ among themselves. Hence, the problem arises what affects or influences the 

investors decision. No comprehensive study has been made to study this behavior of 

investors in Goa. Hence the present study is an attempt to study and analyze the savings 

and investment behavior of investors in Goa. Thus the statement of the problem for this 

study is “Savings and Investment Behavior of Investors in Goa: An Empirical Study” 

 

1.4. Review of Literature 

 Anil Suryavanshi (2011)
1
 appraised the investment avenues, in Kolhapur city and 

studied the preference of investors in selected avenues. Samples of 100 

respondents were interviewed. The data collected was analyzed using frequency 

tables and percentage analysis. Classification was made age wise, income wise, 

consumption wise, saving wise, preference wise etc. the study revealed that the 

respondents prefer safety, followed by returns, tax savings, maturity than 

liquidity.  
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 Ankita Rajdev(2013)
2
 studied the effect of demographic factors on investment 

choice of investors in Bhopal, on a sample of 100 respondents. Chi square test 

was used to anlayse the data using SPSS. The differences among the gender were 

found to be significant for shores, bonds, mutual fund and fixed deposit. Female 

respondents were found to be conservative, while males were found to be 

aggressive. Age had significant relation with investment in fixed deposits, jewelry 

and insurance. While no significant relationship between the marital status and the 

investment choice made by the investor was seen. 

 Babak Jamshidinavid et al (2012)
3
 analysed the impact of demographic and 

psychological characteristics on the investment prejudice in Tehran.215 

respondents were chosen based on simple random basis. The questionnaire was 

tested for reliability, for evaluating the extreme impact of five characteristics and 

demographic variables on the investments prejudice through structured equation 

modeling analysis, through AMOS and SPSS. Tools like Kolmogrov- Smirnov, 

regression, correlation and path analysis were used to analyse the data. The study 

concluded that the four personality traits i.e. extraversion, openness, neuroticism 

and agreeableness and the three demographics i.e. age, gender and education 

would significantly influence the three behavioral biases i.e. overconfidence, 

disposition effect and herding in investment. 

 Bhanu Sireesha and Shreelaxmi (2013)
4
 studied the impact of demographics on 

select investment avenues in Hyderabad and Secunderabad. A sample of 156 

respondents was selected from the two cities randomly based on age, occupation 

income and qualification. Correlation and regression were used to analyse the 
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data. Friends were found to play a vital role in decision making. Occupation and 

period of investment showed a negative correlation. Income and savings were 

found to have an impact on purpose of investment.  

 Bjornar Reitan and Roger Sorheim (2000)
5
 studied the informal venture capital 

market, the investor characteristics, behavior and investment preferences of 425 

respondents in Norway and later compared the results with the results from U.K. 

and Sweeden. Variables like investment activity, information sources, investor 

characteristics etc. were analysed using percentage analysis. The study revealed 

that Norwegian informal investors have high level of investment activity. It was 

found that Norwegian informal investors are generally similar in most respects 

with the informal investors in U.K. and Sweeden. However, Norwegian informal 

investors differed from their counterparts in the following areas i)they had lower 

income and networth ii) few Norwegians invest in high venture experiences iii) 

they invest more in new business and in industry related and technology related 

investments. 

  Ch Pavani and P. Anirudh (2010)
6
 conducted an investor behavior analysis on the 

demographics and psychographics of the investor considering the parameters like 

age, gender, income etc. on 80 respondents selected randomly in Hyderabad. The 

data collected was tabulated and presented percentage wise. The study revealed 

that women across all the ages save or invest to secure the future of themselves 

and their families. They usually invest in risk free or less risky investments. 

Women in the age group of 20-30 preferred mutual funds over shares, while 
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women above 30 preferred fixed deposits and gold investments. While men 

preferred real estate and share over fixed deposits as they aim at high returns. 

 D. Muraleedharan (2008)
7
 analysed the pattern of household income, savings and 

investment in kerala. 18 stratas were selected from the sample region ie 13 stratas 

from rural and 5 stratas from urban region based on random sampling. Each 

sample startum consisted of 20 households. Thus, 260 households were selected 

from rural region and 100 households from urban regions. The data collected 

from 360 respondents was analysed using percentage analysis and regression 

analysis. The study revealed that household’s savings varied considerably in 

accordance with the level of income. The rate of savings of high income group is 

higher than low income group. The family budget enquiry method revealed that 

the savings income ratio of the higher income groups is higher than the lower 

income groups. The statistical analysis proved that the average and marginal 

propensity to save and invest differed with the difference in the level of 

income.Variations in the level and pattern of rural-urban income distribution on 

household savings and the significance of location was found to play a decisive 

role in the behavior of investors. 

 Dhiraj Jain and Nakul Dashora (2012)
8
 studied the impact of market movement 

son investment decisions of 110 retail investors in Udaipur. ANOVA and Chi 

square test was employed to test the relationship between age and the behavior of 

investors towards various information announcements. The study revealed that 

most of the decisions are rational and are influenced by information available in 

the market, the was also found that investors prefer the wait and watch policy for 
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taking investment decisions, which are influenced by the psychological and 

behavioral factors. 

 Diane K. Schooley and Debra D. Worden(1999)
9
 examined the relationships 

among the risk in individual investor’s portfolios, their financial planning, time 

horizons and their risk tolerance. A random sample of 2873 households of US was 

selected. Statistical tools like ANNOVA, mean Regression analysis, multivariate 

analysis were used to examine the data about half of the investors whose time 

horizon was 1 year or less and a quarter of the investors whose time horizon was 

more than ten years reported that they were not willing to take any financial risk. 

Investors with planning horizon farther into the future than one year had 

significantly higher percentage of equity in their portfolio than those with less 

than 1 year. The study also revealed that, the stronger the investor conviction 

about likelihood of an economic depression, the lower the level of the portfolio 

risk. Investors with post-secondary education held higher percentage of their 

assets in equity securities. Couples had higher percentage of equity than single 

investors. 

 Dr Bhagaban Das, Ms Sangeeta Mohanty and Nikhil Chandra Shil (2008)
10

 

studied the retail investor’s behavior towards different savings avenue on the 

basis of age, gender, education and profession. The study was conducted on 100 

educated investors in metro cities of Cuttack and Bhubaneshwar in Orissa. The 

study also identified the factor and the source of information that influence the 

fund, scheme selection decisions. Tools and techniques used were Percentage 

analysis, Chi square, Two way ANOVA, Rank correlation, Z test, t – test. The 
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study found that investment pattern differed with regards to age, education, 

profession and income level. 

 Dr Mandeep Kaur and Tina Vohra (2012)
11

 explored the various factors affecting 

individual investor’s behavior and conducted a comprehensive review of various 

studies on individual investors’ behavior in the financial market. The data was 

collected through secondary sources such as Athens stock exchange, Shanghai 

Stock exchange, Surveys conducted by SCMRD, NCAER and NASD, investor 

education foundation, various stock broking firms and individual investor survey. 

The studies conducted in various countries were selected mainly by progressive 

and convenience sampling technique. Various factors affecting individual 

investors behavior identified from the study were demographic factors, stock 

fundamentals, lifestyle characteristics, psychological influences, risk bearing 

capacity, personal value, neutral info, accounting info , image, personal financial 

needs etc. 

 Dr. K. Ravichandran (2008)
12

 studied investor’s preference towards various 

investment avenues in capital market with special reference to Derivatives. It also 

studied the investors risk preference and ways to minimize the risk.100 

respondents were selected using convenience sampling method from the city of 

Chennai.Tools like Percentage analysis, Chi Square Test, Kendoll Test, ANOVA, 

Correlation Analysis and Multiple Response Table was used. The study revealed 

that the majority of the respondents were male, and most of the respondents fell in 

the age group of 31-40. Majority of the investors invested less than 10% of their 

income. Majority of respondents felt that newspapers and financial experts help 
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them minimize risk involved in Capital .Market, while higher margin act as 

barrier in derivative market. Correlation and One way ANOVA revealed 

significant difference between annual income and percentage of income invested. 

Derivative was considered major tool for reducing risk. 

 Dr. Dhiraj Jain and Nikhil Mandot (2012)
13

 explored the relationship between 

level of risk and demographic factors of investors in the state of Rajasthan. 

Primary data was collected from 200 investors from different cities in Rajasthan. 

Chi square and correlation analysis were used to test the relationship between 

demographic factors and the level of risk taking ability. The study revealed that 

there is a negative correlation between marital status, gender, age, education, 

occupation and the level of risk. While a positive correlation existed between risk 

and cities, income and the knowledge of investors. 

 Eva Mueller (1957)
14

 studied consumers’ attitudes towards savings and their 

investment preferences at Michigan. 3021 respondents were selected randomly to 

study their attributes. Frequency, percentage analysis and graphical presentation 

were used to analyse the data collected. The study revealed that 3/4
th

 of the 

respondents felt depression would not occur again, they were optimistic and that 

optimism leads them to spend more. People felt upgrading of standard of living 

was possible with use of consumer credit. Index of consumer attitudes showed 

that people spent much more on durables at times when they are optimistic. 

Majority of the respondents preferred to invest in fixed money value investments. 

The study showed that changes in interest rates did not affect the amount the 

investors or consumers saved. 
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 Furqaan Qamar (2003)
15

 analysed the saving behavior and investment preferences 

among average urban households. The study was conducted on 300 respondents 

who were selected randomly from 3 parts of Delhi viz South Delhi, West Delhi 

and East Delhi. The variables analysed were age, gender, marital status, 

educational profile, occupational distribution and income. These variables were 

tested for their influence on savings behavior and investment preference. 

Percentage anlaysis and Chi square analysis were used to analyse the data. The 

study concluded that the level of literacy, educational qualifications, occupational 

distribution and income of the respondents largely determined not only the ability 

to save but also the amount of savings. A strong possibility was noticed that as the 

level of income and education would rise, their propensity to save would also rise. 

 G. Ramkrishna Reddy and Ch Krishnudu (2009)
16

 studied the investment 

behavior of rural investors from Rayalseema region in Andhra Pradesh. The 

Rayalseema region constitutes of 11 revenue divisions. The data was collected via 

a multistage sampling technique. 50 respondents were selected from each of the 

11 revenue divisions. Considerations such as rural-urban background, economic 

status, professional background and educational qualifications were taken into 

account. A total of 526 questionnaires were usable. The study examined 

investor’s awareness of investment avenues, investment objectives of investors 

and the evaluation of investment by the investors. The data was analysed using 

percentage analysis and SPSS software. Analysis of the data revealed that 

majority of investors in Rayalseema region were male, and were graduates. It also 

revealed that the earning capacity influenced the investor’s behavior. It also cited 
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that majority of the investors in the Rayalseema region were unaware of corporate 

investment avenues. 

 Gaurav Kabra, Prashant Mishra, Manoj Kumar Dash (2008)
17

 studies the key 

factors that influence investment behavior and the ways these factors impact 

investment risk tolerance among men and women, and among different age 

groups. They also studied the differences in the perception of investors in the 

decision of investment based on age and gender. Questionnaires were 

administered to individuals of the age above 22, with an assumption that a person 

earns his living after the age of 22. A sample was chosen from investors who 

regularly invest. 700 questionnaires were distributed online. Only 65% of the 

questionnaires were valid. Reliability of scales was tested using Cronbach’s 

Alpha. Kaiser Meyer Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was used to test the 

significance of Factor anlaysis. Other statistical tools like Percentage of Variance, 

Regression analysis, Factor analysis, Descriptive analysis, Chi square analysis etc. 

were used. The study concluded individual investors prefer investments according 

to their risk preference.  

 Geoffrey Willains (2007)
18

 developed a general model of investor choice to 

analyse Socially Responsible Investment (SRI). The data of 5000 respondents 

were drawn from 5 countries viz Australia, Canada, Germany, United Kingdom 

and United States. Along with mean and standard deviation, a model was 

developed which showed that SRI may be driven more by investor’s attitudes 

towards the social aims of firms rather than by financial returns. It showed that 

investors who are concerned about social issues as consumers appear to extend 
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this behavior into their portfolio strategies. Little evidence was found that 

demographic factors affect SRI. But some indirect evidence in terms of 

institutional ownership and the regulatory environment was found. 

 Gong-Meng Chen et al (2004)
19

 studied the investing behavior and trading 

performance of 46969 individual investors in China. The study measured the 

relationship between i) investor characteristics and trading performance ii) 

investor characteristics and the disposition effect iii) investor characteristics and 

over confidence iv) investor characteristics and stocks purchased. Percentage 

analysis and Regression analysis was employed to analyse the data. It was found 

that Chinese investors made cognitive errors because of lack of investing 

experience. Chinese investors made poor ex trading decisions, they showed 

tendency of overconfidence. Experienced investors were more inclined towards 

making trading mistakes being influenced by the disposition effect and suffered 

from bias. It concluded that investor sophistication does not necessarily mitigate 

behavioral biases nor improve trading performance. 

 H. Kent Baker,Michael Haegrove  and John Haslem (1971)
20

 analysed the ex-ante 

risk return preferences and expectations of individual investor in Washington DC. 

The data from 851 systematically chosen respondents were tabulated in 

contingency table for analysis .and Somer’s D Statistic was also computed. 

Investor tradeoff between accepted level of risk of return, acceptable level of risk 

and dividend and acceptable level of risk and capital appreciation was analysed 

using The Chi Square analysis and Somer’s D Statistic. The study revealed that 

there exist positive evidence on the ex-ante risk return preference and expectation 
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of individual investors. The association between risk and capital appreciation 

relationship appeared positive while the relationship between risk and dividend 

appeared negative. 

 Hayat Awan, Khuram Bukhari and Bushra Ghufran (2010)
21

 examined the 

investment behavior of individual investors. The impact of investment behavior 

on investment decision is also studied. 246 investors having accounts with brokers 

and 28 brokers listed at Karachi Stock Exchange (KSE) were selected using 

simple random sampling from four cities of Lahore, Islamabad, Karachi and 

Multan. Investors were categorized on demographics, level of investment and 

investment objectives, and analysis was conducted. Tools like AHP, ANOVA, 

Mean, cross tabulation, frequency and regression was used to obtain the results of 

the study. The study revealed significant relationship between investment 

behavior and decision making process. The study also revealed that investors have 

high involvement and over confidence but they were not much optimistic about 

future outlook of the market. 

 Heena Kothari (2013)
22

 studied the investment behavior of investors towards 

investment avenue in Indore city. A sample of 100 respondents was chosen using 

convenient judgmental sampling. Mean and standard deviation was applied 

through statistical software. Cronbach alpha was applied to test the reliability of 

the data. It was revealed that age of the investor affects the investment decision 

and preference of investors. 

 Hisashi Kaneko (2004)
23

 analyzed the individual investor behavior in Japan. It 

focused on the buying and selling of investment trusts by individual investors and 
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examined such behavior from a behavioral finance perspective. 291 funds were 

analysed. The study concluded that investors have a strong preoccupation with 

purchase price and tend to sell rapidly when unit price exceeds purchase price. It 

was proposed to adopt dollar cost averaging method as one method of reducing 

such impulsive behavior. 

 Janice Burns and Maire Dwyer (2007)
24

 conducted a study on the attitudes 

towards savings, investments and wealth, in New Zealand. An indepth interview 

was conducted of eight consumers aged between 30-50 years. The study revealed 

that investments involve risks that can be reduced but not eradicated. 

 Jasin Y. Al-Ajmi (2008)
25

 studied the risk tolerance of individual investors in 

Bahrain. Of the 2700 questionnaires distributed randomly, 1546 were returned of 

which 1484 questionnaires were valid and complete. Internal consistencies of the 

responses were tested using Cronbach Alpha. Data was analysed using Univariate 

analysis and Analysis of Covariance. The findings indicate that as investors, men 

have high propensity towards risk tolerance than women. Investors with better 

level of education and wealth are more likely to seek risk than less educate and 

less wealthy ones. The study suggested that investors should not be treated as 

homogeneous groups , but should be treated as a separate niche markets. 

 John Ameriks,Tania Wranik,Peter solovery(2009)
26

 explored the relationship 

between investment decision and three psychological variables i.e. emotional 

intelligence, personality and impulsiveness. A sample of 2595 investors was 

randomly selected from Vanguard, who were later administered the test via email. 

Regression coefficient, marginal probability, means, median, correlation and 
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frequency was used to measure the relationship of psychological tests score to 

demographic and financial variables. The study indicates tailoring asset allocation 

advice on the basis of from indepth interaction between the investor and the 

financial adviser. The advice should be based on not only on an investor’s 

financial goals but also on investor’s psychological characteristics. 

  John E. Gillian Et al (2008)
27

 analyzed the differences in husbands’ and wives’ 

tolerance for financial risk. They also investigated the demographic variables 

predicting the financial risk tolerance between men and women. The authors 

conducted a web based survey of 110 couples and measured the financial risk 

tolerance of husbands and wives. Paired Sample test was used to analyze the data. 

The study indicated that demographic characteristics of clients may have little 

practical significance when considering that the results on an objective risk 

measure. They suggested that financial service professionals should address each 

spouse’s perception of risk through education. 

 John Watson and Mark Mc Naughton (2007)
28

 examined the gender differences in 

risk aversion and expected retirement benefits. A data set of 32,061 members, 

consisting of 15081 male and 16980 females were chosen randomly for Australia. 

Tools like frequency table, Percentage analysis, T-Test, Chi square and regression 

analysis were used to analyse the data. Factors analysed were the types of plans, 

number of plans held by investors, their employment type, age, income and 

gender. The study concluded that a low regression sure is found in the study, 

indicates that even though gender, age and income are significant in determining 
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risk preferences, they explain little variation in investor’s choice of retirements 

plans. 

 Jonas Nilsson(2007)
29

 examined the impact of a number of pro social, financial 

performance and socio demographic variables on Socially Responsible 

Investment behavior .It also studied while investors choose to invest in SRI 

profiled mutual funds. A sample of 2200 mutual fund investors was selected 

randomly from Sweeden. .Only 528 usable filled in questionnaires were received, 

leaving a response rate of 24%. Percentage analysis mean value, Cronbach Alpha, 

Regression analysis and Chi Square analysis were used to analyse and test the 

data. The study revealed that the two of the three pro social variables had a 

positive impact on how much the consumer was interested in SRI funds. 

Investors, who perceived the financial return on SRI is equal or better than the 

regular mutual funds, invested a greater proportion of their portfolio in SRI 

profiled mutual fund. The result also showed that women and better educated 

investors were more likely to invest a greater proportion of their investment 

portfolio in SRI. Overall, the findings indicate that both financial perceptions and 

pro social attitudes are connected to consumer Investment in SRI. 

 Joy M Jacobs- Lawson and Douglas A.Hershey (2005)
30

 explored the extent to 

which individuals knowledge of retirement planning, future time perspective and 

financial risk tolerance influence retirement saving practices. 270 respondents 

were selected through geographically stratified random sampling from America. 

Regression analysis revealed that each of the 3 variables is predictive in saving 
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practices and they interact with one another. Study suggested how demographics 

and psychological factors interact with one another can be examined further. 

 Kenneth A Kim and John R Nofsinger (2003)
31

 examined the behavior and 

performance of individual investors in Japan. The researchers used a sample of 

33877 firm years of data from Pacific-Basin Capital markets (PACAP) from 1975 

to 1977. Each firm was sort for each year into ten portfolios by their book to 

market equity ratio. These deciles were later used along with the capitalization 

deciles to create 100 size and book to market portfolios. 5 firm specific variables 

were analysed viz book to market ratio, trading volume measure and three other 

measures of risk ie volatility (calculated as standard deviation), beta and market 

capitalization decile. F- test and Regression were used to test the data. It was 

found that the Japanese individual investors own risky and high book to market 

stocks, trade frequently, make poor trading decisions and buy recent winners. It 

was observed that during a bull market individual tend to hold high book to 

market stocks as opposed to a bear market where they are inclined to high beta 

stocks.  

 Leena Dam (2010)
32

 identified the preferred investment avenues among the 

people in Pune. A sample of 150 respondents were chosen randomly. Percentage 

and chi square analysis was used with the help of SPSS. The study revealed that 

insurance products rank the highest while making any investment decision. The 

result also highlighted that factors like qualification, source of awareness etc. 

make a significant impact while deciding on the avenues of investment. 
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 Lucy Ackert, Bryan Church, Kirsten Ely (2008)
33

 investigated the individual 

forecasting behavior. Researchers conducted 6 experimental sessions to 

individuals in groups of 4. The study concluded that forecast settings have 

implications for research on the market’s reaction to earnings announcements. 

The sequential forecast setting also provided insight into why individuals engage 

in herd behavior. It also found that individuals have different incentives to engage 

in herd behavior. 

 Madhusudan Karmakar(2001)
34

 investigated the investment behavior of 

household sector of a rural block in West Bengal. The main objective of the study 

was to investigate the factors which play significant role in the choice of 

investments. A sample of 50 investors covering different employment status, age, 

income and education were selected randomly from Gangarampur, a rural block 

in Daks Dinajpur District in West Bengal. Tools like percentage analysis were 

used to analyse the data. The findings of the study suggest that the investors in 

general are risk averse which of course appears to decrease with income and 

education. Safety has been given the highest priority in the choice of investments. 

Post office savings, followed by life insurance, bank deposits and NSCs were 

considered the safest asset. While shares and debentures were considered the most 

unsafe. 

 Manish Mittal and R.K.Vyas (2006)
35

 studied the demographic and investment 

choice among Indian investors in Indore, Central India. Initially, a pilot survey 

was done on 40 respondents, and then a final sample size of 428 respondents was 

chosen using a mix of judgmental and convenient sampling. Various factors 
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analyzed were investment avenues, age, group, income, educational qualification, 

occupation etc. the data was analyzed using statistical tools like ANOVA, Mann- 

Whitney U test and Chi Square Analysis. The study concluded that the investment 

choice depends on and is affected by the demographic variables such as gender, 

age, income, education and occupation. 

 Michael Gutter , Jonathon Fox,Catherine Montalto (1999)
36

 analysed the racial 

differences in investor decision making. The sample of 3939 households 

consisting of black and white households was used from the 1995 Survey of 

Consumer Finance. Descriptive statistics, chi square analysis, test of difference 

between samples, regression analysis, interaction models etc. were used to 

analyse the data. Presence of children and size of households did not have 

statistically significant effect on white households. The study concluded that even 

if the two households perceive financial risk differently, then racial differences in 

investment decisions might be due to racial differences in the perception of 

financial risk and not the race. The findings of the study were consistent with the 

previous studies that black and whites have different investment behaviors. 

 Michael Gutter and Angela Fontes (2006)
37

 examined the differences in 

investment behavior between black and white households in America, the 

decision to invest in riskier, higher yielding assets such as stocks and business 

ownership and the extent to which wealth was allocated to higher growth assets. 

The sample contained of 3827 households which consisted of10.5% black 

households and the rest 89.5 % white households. A two stage model of risky 

asset ownership along with regression, multivariate analysis was used to examine 
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the racial differences in risky asset ownership. The study indicates a disparity in 

the likelihood of owning risky, high growth asset between black and white 

households but not in the allocation of such assets within the portfolio. As the 

composition of wealth has been shown to be an important factor in determining 

the growth rate of wealth, continued racial disparity in risky asset ownership may 

perpetuate ongoing wealth inequality. Thus, it suggested considering how to 

improve access to equities or to financing for small business. 

 Milon Lovric(2011)
38

 analysed behavioral finance and agent based artificial 

markets. It also studied the market wise implication using agent based simulation. 

The study is based on thorough literature review and analysis of investor’s trading 

behavior. Models like conceptual model, cognitive models were used to 

summarize the psychological biases of investors. Micro-Macro mapping of the 

agent based methodology was used for behavioral finance. The study revealed 

that the over confidence in the better than average sense are indeed better 

phenomena with different implications for the market participants and the market 

dynamics. 

 N Geetha and M. Ramesh(2012)
39

 analysed the influence of demographic factors 

in investment decisions making process and the frequency and period of 

investment. The study was carried out on a sample of 475 respondents from 

Nagapattinam district of Tamil Nadu who were chosen randomly. The data was 

collected through a structured questionnaire which was analysed using chi square 

and ANOVA with the help of SPSS. The study found a significant relationship 

between family size, income and savings and period of investment. While no 
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significant relationship was seen between demographic factors and the other 

factors that influence the decision making process. 

 Nelson M.Waweru, Evelyne Munyoki, Enrico Uliana(2008)
40

 studied the effects 

of behavioral factors in investment decision-making, at Nairobi Stock 

Exchange(NSE) of Investors in Kenya. They also investigated the impact of 

behavioral factors on investment decision making .Prospect theory was used to 

explain how behavioral aspects influence risk tolerance in investment decision. A 

survey of 40 institutional investors operating at Nairobi Stock Exchange was 

conducted. The study revealed that fundamental analysis was the most widely 

used decision making model at NSE. Market information and fundamentals of 

underlying stock had the lightest impact on investment decision making. 

 Nidhi Walia, Dr Ravi kiran (2009)
41

 analysed the investors risk return perception 

towards mutual fund services in Punjab. Systematic sampling was employed to 

select a sample of 100 respondents with age of 18 and above. A 5 point Likert 

Scale was used to measure the risk perception. Respondents were categorized in 3 

categories viz Aggressive, Active and Reflexive investors. Relationship between 

investor’s age and setting of investment objectives, income and objectives, 

relationship between income and risk perception to various investment avenues 

were also tested using Chi Square anslysis, ANOVA. The study revealed that 

varied investors preferred to invest in mutual funds, which are innovative and 

have added quality dimensions to it. 

 Noel Capon et al (1996)
42

 investigated the manner in which consumers make 

investment decisions for mutual funds. For the study an extensive survey was 
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conducted on 3386 household respondents, interviewed telephonically, from the 

27528 telephone calls made in United States. Statistical tools like mean, standard 

deviation, cluster analysis, descriptive analysis, split half test and two way 

ANOVA were used to analyse the data. It was found that most investors appear to 

be naïve having little knowledge on investment strategies or financial details of 

their investments. 

 R.R.Rajmohan
43

 studied the impact of financial knowledge on household 

portfolio. A questionnaire containing 17 questions were administered to a sample 

of 900 respondents, out of which only 475 questionnaires were returned, out of 

which only 345 questionnaires were complete. The study classified the assets into 

3 major categories such as Clearly Safe Assets, Fairly Safe Assets and Risky 

Assets. Tools like percentage analysis and Multivariate Regression analysis were 

employed to analyse the data. The study revealed that only 29% of investors 

invested in Risky Assets. The ownership of risky assets was the lowest in the age 

group of 31-40 and highest among the age group greater than 50. the risky assets 

were seen to be owned by post graduates and earning between Rs.25000 – Rs. 

30000/-. Financial knowledge was found to be positively and significantly  related 

to the ownership of risky assets. 

 Robert Nagy and Robert Oben Berger(1994)
44

 studied the relationship between 

economic and behavioral and demographic variables, influencing investor  

behavior. Questionnaires were mailed to 500 experienced shareholders, while 137 

usable responses were received. Using Factor Analysis 34 items identified were 

grouped into 7 categories, viz. neutral information, accounting information, firm 
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image, classic, social reliance, Recommendations, personal financial needs. The 

other tools used were frequency and percentage analysis. Study revealed that the 

classical wealth maximization criteria were important to investors Contemporary 

concerns such as local operations, environmental track record and the firm’s 

ethical posture appear to be given only cursory considerations. While the 

recommendations of brokerage house, brokers etc. so largely unheeded. 

 Robert Olsen(1997)
45

 define investment risk, from experts perspective. The data 

was collected from 2 samples  of two investor groups, one consisting of 

professional portfolio managers and second group consisted of wealthy 

individuals by mail in VS Tools like partial correlation, regression coefficient etc. 

were used to analyse the data. Study concluded the investment risk as well as risk 

in other decision domains appear to be a function of four attributes viz. potential 

for large loss, potential for below target return, feeling of control and perceived 

level of knowledge. The survey revealed that these factors explained 

approximately 77% of the variation in return. 

 Ronald Lease, Wilbur Lewellen and Gary Schlarbaum
46

 studied the demographic 

background, investment attitude, portfolio composition of retail broker’s client. A 

random sample of 2500 shareholders of U.S. who maintained accounts during the 

period of January 1964 to December 1970 were selected. The data was then 

stratified geographically. Of the 2500 questionnaires sent only around 1000 

completed questionnaires were received back. The data was further stratified in 5 

groups consisting of retired male investors, relatively old but still employed 

males, younger professional men, female and unmarried individuals. Tools like 
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percentage analysis and multiple discriminant analysis were used. The study 

revealed objective demographic attributes provided significant insight into 

preference of individuals. 

 S. Renuga Devi and N. Bharathi (2010)
47

 studied the factors influencing the 

behavior of investors and their perception towards capital market operations. The 

study covered 150 active investors employed in Government sector, private sector 

etc. from Coimbatore Tamil Nadu, using convenient sampling method. The data 

was statistically analyzed using simple percentage analysis, scaling technique and 

factor analysis. The study revealed the five key factors viz investment 

information, investor awareness, investor education and investment decision, 

impact of risk factor and the life style as the focus areas for the policy makers. 

 Sofia Jasmeen (2009)
48

 identified the risk appetite among investors and attempted 

to explore the association between personal profile of investors and the risk 

appetite. The data was collected from 117 respondents from the twin cities of 

Hyderabad and Secunderabad. For the purpose of analysis, percentage and chi 

square test was used with the help of SPSS. The results indicated that most of the 

investors are moderate in their risk appetite. It also showed that association 

between the profile of investor and the risk appetite is not significant. 

 Syed Tabassum Sultana (2010)
49

 studied the individual investor’s behavior to 

know the profile of the investors, their preference, influence of demographic 

factors like age, gender on risk tolerance level of the individual investors in India. 

The survey was conducted on 150 investors across India. Statistical tools such as 

Chi Square analysis and Rank Correlation was used to analyze the data. The study 
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revealed that male investors dominated the investment market in India. Majority 

of investors belonged to accountancy and related fields. The study suggested that 

product designers should design products which cater to the investors who are low 

risk tolerant and use TV as a marketing media. 

 T. Vanniaraj and P Gurunathan (2007)
50

 identified the factors influencing the 

investment and the impact of these factors on the investments in mutual fund. A 

pre structured questionnaire was mailed to 500 respondents in five important 

cities of Tamil Nadu, using convenient sampling. Only 221 questionnaires were 

returned as usable. KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was employed to test the 

validity of data for factor analysis. The study concluded that the important factors 

leading to invest in mutual fund are monetary aspects, core product, fund strength, 

promotional measures, customer expectation and service quality. 

 T. Vanniarajan et al (2008)
51

 studied the factors leading to invest in mutual fund. 

250 retail and institutional investors each from Madurai, Virudhunagar, Dindigul, 

Thani and Ranod districts of Tamil Nadu were mailed a structured questionnaire , 

of which 95 and 102 respondents respectively responded to give a sample of 197 

investors. Descriptive statistics, Univariate test, factor analysis, mean, standard 

deviation and chi square test were used to analyse the data. The study revealed 

that the important factors leading to investment in mutual funds are liquidity, 

savings, income, motivation and capital gain. The important discriminant factor 

affecting the retail and institutional investors were capital gain and liquidity. It 

was also inferred that there is a need of product differentiation among different 

investor segments. 
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 Taan Hui Boon et al (2011)
52

 studied the financial literacy and personal financial 

planning in Klang Valley, Malaysia. Non random sampling technique was 

employed to select 200 samples. A structured questionnaire was distributed to the 

respondents, of which 160 questionnaires were usable. Tools like descriptive 

analysis, mean and chi square analysis were employed. Study showed that 

individuals who are more financially literate focused on personal financial 

planning. Level of education attained by individual provided a strong foothold. 

 Tahira Hira and Cazila Loibl (2006)
53

 studied the key factors that influence 

investment behavior and warp these key factors impacted investment decision 

making processes among men and women. A sample of 911 households with 

annual income of $75000 or higher was selected randomly from US. A telephonic 

interview was conducted by trained staff of Centre for Survey Statistics and 

Methodology (CSSM).Information was collected on various aspects of 

respondent’s investments behavior, attitudes and belief. Tabulation means S.D. 

and percentage analysis was used to analyse the data. The study concluded that 

more women are in charge of daily money management than men. Women 

preferred less risk than men. It also revealed that women find investing more 

stressful and less exciting than men. 

 Tomola Marshal Obamuyi(2013)
54

 identified the factors influencing investment 

decisions in capital market and the effect of socio economic characteristic on any 

of the factors. A sample of 320 respondents was chosen across the socio economic 

factors from Nigerian capital market. Tools lie Cronbach Alpha, t test, ANOVA, 

standard deviation, Scheffes Post Hoc test, test of homogeneity of variances, 



27 

 

Robust test of equality of means and Gmes Howell post hoc test were used to 

analyze data collected. The study revealed that the most important factors 

influencing the decision are the past performance, expected stock split, dividend 

policy, expected corporate earning etc. These factors were found to be 

significantly influenced by age, gender, marital status and educational 

qualification of investors in Nigeria. 

 V. Rajarajan (2003)
55

 studied the association between investor’s demographics 

and risk bearing capacity of investors in Chennai. 450 investors were selected 

across different age, occupation and income groups, using judgmental sampling. 

A structured questionnaire was issued to respondents of which 45 questionnaires 

were unusable, leaving 405 questionnaires to provide data for the study. The risk 

bearing capacity was measured as a percentage of investments in high risky 

assets. Chi square analysis was used to find association between demographic 

characteristics and risk categories. Correspondence analysis was used to bring out 

the characteristics of individual risk categories. The study confirmed the earlier 

findings regarding the relationship between the demographic characteristics and 

the risk bearing capacity of the investors. 

 V. Rajarajan (2010)
56

 studied the Indian investor’s characteristics from across 

India. For which 6500 questionnaires were distributed in 11 major cities of the 

country viz Ahmedabad, Banglore, Chandigarh, Chennai, Coimbatore, 

Hyderabad, Kolkata, Madgaon, Mumbai, New Delhi and Trivandrum. But only 

1027 usable questionnaires were returned. The data was analysed using 

percentage analysis. While chi square analysis was used to examine the 
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association between age, income , city and investment related characteristics. 

Standard deviation was used to judge the homogeneity of the mean values. The 

study identified the existence of strong association between his age, income and 

city of living and his investment related characteristics. The study also revealed 

increasing popularity of equity as an investment option among individual 

investors. 

 William Riley Jr and K Victor Chow (1992)
57

 analysed the asset allocation and 

individual risk aversion across the age groups above the age of21,gender , 

education, marital status, racial composition, annual income wealth and 

geographic location. A sample of 17697, investors were selected randomly across 

US The only study categorized the assets as personal property, real estate, bonds 

and risky assets. The study examined how allocation in these assets differed with 

several demographic variables. Tools like percentage analysis, frequency table, 

mean, median, regression analysis were used. A Relative Risk Aversion Index 

(RRAI) and a model of Risk Aversion was also used to measure the risk. The 

study indicated that the relative risk aversion decreases as one rises above the 

poverty level and decreases significantly for the wealthy. It also decreases with 

age but only up to a point. After the age of 65, risk aversion increases with age. 

 William Warren, Robert Stevens and C.William McConkey
58

 studied how 

individual investors were segmented using demographics and lifestyle analysis. A 

questionnaire was mailed to 600 households located in Southern Metropolitan. 

Authors characterized individual investors as active or passive investors. 

Percentage analysis and Discriminant analysis was used. Study revealed lifestyle 
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dimensions help differentiate between investor behavior types. Investors in the 

same age or income categories may have totally different investment needs, which 

can be analysed with the help of lifestyle analysis  

 Aadinath B. Kunchanur (2005)
59

 studied the investor’s perception towards 

institutional investment in Bijapur. Non probability convenient sampling 

technique was used to select a sample of 300 respondents from Bijapur district 

engaged in different occupations. Different statistical tools like mean, standard 

deviation, coefficient of variation, Chi square and t test were used to analyse the 

data. The study concluded that the individual investors considered their income 

and savings both in the present and the future before they took investment 

decisions. They also perceived risk and return, capital appreciation, statutory 

protection to investment, liquidity of the preferred investment. It was evident 

from the study that these perceptions strongly influenced the investors saving and 

investment behavior. 

 Anita Balsara (2004)
60

 studied the investment behavior and pattern among 

working women in Gulbarga district of Karnataka. 750 respondents were selected 

randomly of which only 470 usable responses were available for the study. A 7 

point Likert scaled questionnaire was used. While tools like percentage analysis, 

chi square analysis, multiple regression analysis, Factor analysis, KMO and 

Croinbach Alpha were used to analyse the data. The study concluded that working 

women play safe as they follow monthly regular saving pattern, seek personalized 

income. Age, sex, income and education affected women investors preference 

while independent decisions were observed for household spending , joint 
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decisions were seen for grocery, clothes, vacation etc. . Moderate awareness was 

observed for investment avenues among the working women in Gulbarga district.  

 Gurunath Jotiba Fagare (2004)
61

 studied the pattern of household savings and 

investments in Kolhapur district of Maharashtra. 144 respondents from 12 

villages of Kolhapur district were chosen using stratified random sampling at 

district, village and household levels. Percentage analysis was used to anlayse the 

data. The study revealed that salary and wages were the prime source of income. 

The households showed impressive performance in agriculture, horticulture and 

vegetable farming. 

 Jaana Lisette Lutter (2008)
62

 studied consumer behavior during investment gold 

purchase in comparison to other investment instruments. This research was 

conducted on 159 members of Junior Chamber of Commerce (JCI) and company 

Tavid mailing list in Estonia, via a personal interview method. The data collected 

was tabulated and presented graphically. Research showed that the main motive to 

investing comes from the factor that more money is left over from other expenses 

and one wants it worth for the future in the situation where inflation is growing. 

Research revealed that gold is valued by people for its stable nature. Stock and 

band was used for earning profits which gold was regarded as stable backbone of 

portfolio. Respondent’s decision to invest depended on the ability and wish to do 

something with the money. Respondents decision was mostly based on 

information provided by friends and acquaintances, while they relied on 

specialists opinion. 
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 John Grable(1997)
63

 tested the efficiency of demographics as differentiating and 

classifying factors in relation to investor risk tolerance level. An empirical model 

for categorizing investors into risk tolerance categories using demographic factors 

was developed and empirically tested using data from 1992 survey of consumer 

finance of 2626 investors in US. Percentage analysis, Univariate analysis, mean, 

multivariate analysis, canonical coefficient of correlation were used to test the risk 

tolerance. Discriminant analysis clarified the role of demographics among levels 

of investor risk tolerance. Demographics showed to have direct effect in 

differentiating among levels of investor risk tolerance and in classifying 

individuals into different risk tolerance categories. Univariate statistics showed all 

demographic characteristics were significant except age and never married. 

Standardized canonical discriminant function, coefficient were used to determine 

the importance of each variable in optimizing the separation of the three levels of 

risk tolerance. It concluded that risk tolerance differed widely on educational level 

and gender. It indicated that the use of demographic variables in a formula to 

classify someone into a risk- tolerance category would not provide sufficient 

discriminating power. Finally, demographics explained approximately 20% of the 

variance in risk tolerance difference. Demographics provide only a starting point 

in assessing investor risk tolerance. Thus, the study indicates, understanding risk 

tolerance is a complicated process that goes beyond the exclusive use of 

demographics. 

 Mahesh Mahajan (2012)
64

 identified the portfolio, investment pattern, awareness, 

issues in designing portfolio and the impact of investor’s attitude on the portfolio. 
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A sample of 500 respondents was selected on stratified random basis from 

Mumbai. Statistical tools like mean, standard deviation, correlation and chi square 

were used to analyse the data. The study concluded that there is a significant 

difference in investment portfolio of investors. The investment portfolio of 

investors in Mumbai differed on the basis of occupation and income. 

 Neelambika Pattanshetti (2012)
65

  studied the impact of savings and investment 

policies on working women in Dharwad district. A sample of 500 working 

women was selected randomly from 5 talukas for Dharwad district. Percentage 

analysis and chi square test were used to analyse the data. Majority of savings and 

investment by women investors were mane for tax exemption. It was also noted 

that savings and investments have created a sense of confidence and awareness of 

future in the minds of women investors in Dharwad. 

 P Annal Regina(2010)
66

  studied the individual investor behavior in capital 

market with special reference to Tamil Nadu. 300 respondents were selected 

randomly from four cities of Tamil Nadu i.e. Chennai, Tiruchirapalli, Coimbatore 

and Madurai. Tools like simple percentage analysis, chi square, ANOVA, 

Duncan’s Post Hoc Test, Karl Pearson’s correlation and Weighted mean values 

were used to analyse the data. The major findings of the study were majority 

investors had a short term perspective, while in stock market and the financial 

literacy levels were found to be not adequate. 

 Thandabani (1997)
67

 studied the source and pattern of income, savings and 

investment in rural and urban households in Pondicherry. He also analysed the 
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socio-economic variables and assessed the factors affecting the level of income, 

savings and investment. 

 Unny C.J.(2002)
68

 examined the determinants of saving behavior of rural 

household in Kerala. Primary data was collected from 300 households from 3 

villages of 3 different districts of kerala based on two stage stratified sampling. 

Bivariate tables, chi square test, multiple regression and ANOVA were used to 

analyse the data. Size of the household and consumption expenditure, income and 

expenditure of savers and dissevers, education of the head of the household etc. 

were found as the major determinants of saving behavior. 

 V.P.Singh and Vanita (2002)
69

 examined the mutual fund investors’ perception 

and preferences. For the purpose of collecting necessary primary data a structured 

questionnaire was designed and survey was conducted over a random sample of 

150 mutual fund investors in Delhi.  Percentage analysis and Kolmogerov 

Smirnov test was used to analyse the data. The study concluded that though most 

of the investors still hold the investments in the public sector mutual funds, 

proportion of investors investing in private mutual funds have increased in the 

recent past. Tax benefits associated with mutual funds is the basic driving force 

behind the mutual fund investments. While the most preferred financial assets 

identified were NSCs, PPFs, and the lest preferred financial assets were 

debentures and Post office Deposits. Investors preferred to invest in private 

mutual funds, open ended schemes and balanced funds. 

 V.V.S.K.Prasad (2010)
70

 studied the investors’ perception on Investment 

alternatives and online stock broking services. For the study data was collected 



34 

 

from primary and secondary sources. A sample of 100 respondents was chosen 

using simple random sampling technique from twin cities of Hyderabad and 

Secunderabad. A structured questionnaire was developed based on 3 point Likert 

scale. The study concluded that majority of respondents invested for secured 

future. Majority of investors were post graduates and employed. The study 

revealed that illiteracy, lack of computer education, lack of faith in online trading 

are some major problems causing slow growth in online stock broking services. 

He suggested that more user friendly internet stock trading software must be 

developed to enhance investor confidence. 

 

1.5. Significance of the Study 

Savings and investment is a part and parcel of one’s life. One make investment decisions 

throughout his/her life. The present study is an attempt to identify the objectives of 

investment, the most preferred investment avenue etc. level of awareness across 

demographic factors is also studied. The study also makes an attempt to examine the 

perception of investors and analyze the relationship between income, savings and 

investments of investors across demographic factors in Goa. 
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1.6. Objectives 

1 To identify the objectives of investment and the most preferred investment avenues 

of investors. 

2. To study the level of awareness w.r.t. various investment avenues across 

demographic factors. 

3. To examine the perception of investors towards various investment avenues. 

4. To analyze the relationship between income, savings and investment of investors 

across demographic factors. 

5. To study the channel of execution and the period of evaluation of investment by 

investors across demographic factors. 

 

1.7. Hypothesis 

1    H0: There is no significant relationship between the Purpose of savings and the 

Demographic factors  

2. There is no significant relationship between the Objective of investment in Physical 

and Financial assets across the Demographic factors  

3. H0: There is no significant relationship between the level of awareness about 

physical and financial assets, and the demographic factors. 

4.  H0: There is no significant relationship between the source of information for 

physical assets and financial assets, and the demographic factors. 

5. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors with regards to savings and investment. 

6. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 
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demographic factors towards Physical assets. 

7. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Financial Assets. 

8. H0: There is no significant relationship between source of funds and the 

demographic factors. 

9. H0: There is no significant relationship between the reasons for underinvestment and 

the demographic factors. 

10. H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors and the 

number of respondents investing in Physical and Financial Assets. 

11. H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors and the 

amount invested in Physical and Financial assets and financial assets.  

12. H0: There is no significant relation between the demographic factors and the 

duration of investment in Physical and Financial assets. 

13. H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors and the 

Channels of Execution for Physical and Financial Assets. 

14. H0: There is no significant relationship between the frequency of investment in 

Physical and Financial Assets across demographic factors. 

15. H0: There is no significant relationship between the period of evaluation of Physical 

and Financial Assets by respondents across demographic factors. 
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1.8. Research Methodology 

1.8.1. Description of the study area 

The state of Goa is situated on the west cost of India and is similar in physical features to 

the neighboring region of Karnataka and Maharashtra. The land of Goa, in all aspects is 

more or less similar to the adjacent coastal land of India, namely konkan and Malabar 

cost. But some features lend the Goan land-scape and scenery a distinctive magnetism of 

their own. Although on the map of India, Goa is small State, it is a treasure house of vast 

traditions, great culture, natural wealth and long history.  

 

The land which we call Goa is narrow strip of earth 105 km long and 65 km wide 

covering a total area of 3,702sq.kms. The state of Goa situated between 15 degrees 48’ 

00” N and 14 degrees 53’ 54” N latitudes and 74 degree 20’ 13” E and 73 degrees 40’ 

33” E longitudes. In the North, Goa shares its boundary with the Sawanthwadi taluka of 

Sindhudurg district of Maharashtra state. In the north-east with Belguam, Dharwad and 

north Kanara district of Karnataka State. The Eastern border features the Sahyadri 

mountains range in the west Arabian Sea. Goa has two administrative districts namely 

north Goa and South Goa. There are 12 talukas, 6 in north Goa viz Pernem, Bardez, 

Bicholim, Sattari, Ponda and Tiswadi and 6 in south Goa viz Salcete, Marmugoa, 

Dharbandora, Quepem, Sanguem and Canacona. Goa has a population of 1458545. Males 

constitute to 51%  and females constitute to 49% of the population.  
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1.8.2. Pilot Study 

The questionnaire was first tested with 50 respondents to assess whether the 

questionnaire met the objectives. Difficulties were faced in getting sensitive information 

like income, savings and investments in absolute terms. Hence, few questions were 

modified thereby, the respondents were asked to identify their income groups and other 

details. Few questions were partially changed and reformed, and data collection was 

continued after conforming to the achievement of the objectives of the study. 

 

1.8.3. Sampling Procedure  

 Sampling Unit 

Investors investing in Physical assets i.e. gold, silver, agricultural investment and real 

estate, or Financial assets i.e. Bank deposits, Postal Deposits, Government Securities, 

Corporate Securities, Life insurance, mutual funds, commodities and derivatives, were 

selected to analyses the savings and investment behavior of investors. Investor in the 

study is assumed to be above the age group of 18 years. Thus the sample population 

consisted of all the investors above the age group of 18 years and who invested either in 

the physical or financial assets or both. 

 Sample Size 

In order to analyses the savings and investment behavior of investors, a sample of 1500 

respondents were chosen. 

 Sampling Technique 

A Stratified Random Sampling Technique was employed to choose respondents. 12 

talukas of Goa were identified as 12 geographical stratas.  Within each taluka, further 05 
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villages were identified i.e. 12 x 5 = 60 villages, and from each village 25 respondents 

were interviewed, thereby arriving at a sample of 1500 respondents.  

 

1.8.4. 3. Data Source 

The data is collected from primary as well as from secondary source. The primary data is 

collected from the respondents investing in physical and financial assets. The secondary 

data is collected from books, journals, internet etc. 

 

1.8.5. Reference period for the study 

The data was collected through a field survey, from April 2013 to November 2013. 

 

1.8.6.  Data Collection Instrument 

The primary data was collected based on the questionnaire prepared using close ended 

questions and 5 point Likert Scale.  The questionnaire consisted of six sections. Section I 

of the questionnaire aimed to get information about the socio-economic status of the 

respondents. Section II aimed to get the details of investment in Physical assets, Section 

III enquired into the details of investment in financial assets. While Section IV seeked 

information about Perception of Investors relating to savings and investment, Section V 

aimed to gather details on Execution and Evaluation of Investment Plans of respondents. 

Section VI enquired into the Perception of Investors towards investment in Financial and 

Physical Assets. The options for expressing their opinions were given as Stongly Agree, 

Agree, Neutral, Disagree and Strongly Disagree. A pilot survey on few respondents was 

carried out and then the questionnaire was finalized. 
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1.8.7.  Respondent Contact Method  

The respondents were personally contacted. A letter was attached to the questionnaire 

mentioning the purpose for which the questionnaire was framed and the purpose for 

which the questionnaire will be used. 

 

1.9.  Selection of Parameters 

The parameters studied were the purpose of savings, objectives of savings, source of 

funds, amount of investment, preference of investment avenue both physical and 

financial, duration of investment, frequency of investment , source of information etc. for 

both physical and financial assets. Perception of investors pertaining to indicators relating 

to savings and investment, execution and evaluation of investments both physical and 

financial assets, along with the perception of investors towards investment in physical 

and financial assets were also analysed. 

 

1.10.  Analytical Tools Employed 

Data was analyzed using techniques like Weighted Average Score and Descriptive 

analysis. ANOVA, t test, Chi square analysis, Correlation and Regression techniques 

were used with the help of SPSS. A Cronbach Alpha test was also conducted. 

 

i) Weighted Average Score (WAS) Method 

Opinions of the respondents gathered on 5 point Likert Scale viz. Strongly Agree, Agree, 

Neutral, Disagree and Strongly Disagree was anlaysed using weighted average method. 

Weights assigned to the opinions were as follows: Strongly Agree +2, Agree +1, Neutral 
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0, Disagree -1 and Strongly Disagree -2. The Weighted Average Score (WAS) for each 

statement was computed by multiplying number of responses for each of the five 

opinions by weights assigned then add all five figures for each statement, then divide the 

sum total by the number of total respondents. The WAS for each of the question ranged 

from +2 to   -2, signifying maximum and minimum weights assigned respectively. If 

WAS is between 0 and +1, we can say that the response is positive, but the respondents 

are not strongly supporting the statement. If the WAS ranged between +1 and +2, it 

means that the overall response is strongly positive. On the other hand, if the WAS is 

between 0 and -1, we can say that the response is negative and the overall respondents 

disagree with the statement though not strongly. Finally, if the WAS is between -1 and -2 

the overall response is strongly negative. The most important advantage of using 

weighted average method for evaluating five point scale questions is that it takes into 

account the opinion of all the respondents and no single respondent is ignored while 

arriving at the conclusion. 

 

ii) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

This technique is used when multiple sample cases are involved. The significance of the 

difference between the means of two samples can be judged through either z test or t test , 

but the difficulty arises when we happen to examine the significance of the difference 

amongst more than two sample means at the same time. The ANOVA technique enables 

us to perform this simultaneous test and as such is considered to be an important tool of 

analysis. ANOVA ie F test is a procedure for comparing one sample variance with 

another sample variance. ANOVA test utilizes measures of sample variance rather than a 



42 

 

sample standard deviation, because standard deviation cannot be summed. To obtain the 

larger F statistic, the larger sample variance is divided by smaller sample variance. The 

larger ratio of variance between groups to variance within groups, the greater the value of 

F. Then the F value s compared with the table value, at a significance level of 5%. If the 

calculated F value is less the critical table value, the null hypothesis was accepted or vice- 

versa. Similarly, if the p value was more than the significance value 0.05, null hypothesis 

is accepted or vice versa. 

 

iii) t test 

t test is based on t distribution. It is considered as the test for judging the significance of a 

sample mean or for judging the significance difference between the means of two 

samples. 

 

iv)  Chi Square 

Chi Square test is one of the popular method for testing hypothesis on discrete data. Chi 

Square is a statistical test commonly used to compare observed data with expected data 

according to a specific hypothesis. It is usually used to test the association.  If the p value 

of the test is more than the significance value of 0.05, null hypothesis is accepted or vice 

versa. 

 

v)  Correlation 

Correlation is a measure of relationship between two variables. It has wide application in 

business and statistic. The correlation coefficient gives a mathematical value for 

measuring the strength of the linear relationship between two variables. It can take 
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correlation value, from -1 to +1. Wherein +1 represents the absolute positive linear 

relationship, 0 represents no linear relationship and -1 representing absolute inverse 

relationship. 

 

vi)  Regression 

Regression analysis is used to assess the relationship between one dependent variable and 

several independent variables. This is the most commonly used technique in most of the 

social science research. 

 Regression Coefficient: Regression coefficient is measure of how strongly each 

independent variable predicts the dependent variable. There are two types of 

regression coefficients viz. unstandardized and standardized coefficients. 

 R value: R value represents the correlation between the observed value and the 

predicted value of the dependent variable.  The R value is used for assessing the 

overall fit of the model.  

 R Square: R square is the square of R called as Coefficient of Determination 

which explains total amount of variation, which is explained by the independent 

variable under study i.e. it gives the proportion of variance in the dependent 

variable accounted for by the set of independent variables chosen for the model. 

 

vii) Cronbach Alpha Score 

Cronbach Alpha reliability test was conducted to test the reliability of the questions 

pertaining to perception towards financial and physical assets. An Alpha score of 0.892 

signifies the reliability of the questions tested. 
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1.11. Limitations 

1. The study is limited to the respondents from the state of Goa. 

2. The Physical assets analyzed are limited to Gold, Silver, Agricultural investment 

and Real estate. 

3. The Financial assets are limited to Bank Deposits, Postal Deposits, Government 

Securities, Corporate Securities, Life Insurance, Mutual Fund, Commodities and 

Derivatives. 

4. The study is limited to the demographic factors viz. age, gender, education, 

marital status and occupation. 

5. The findings are based on the information, opinions and perception of 

respondents, which are subject to human bias. 
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1.12. Chapterization Scheme 

1. Introduction 

The first chapter provides an introduction to the study, need of the study, the 

statement of problem, literature review, the objectives of the study, hypothesis, 

research methodology, limitations of the study and the chapterization scheme 

2. Savings and Investment: A Conceptual Framework 

The second chapter provides the conceptual framework about the savings and 

investment. 

3. Profile, Purpose of savings and Preference of investors 

The third chapter studies the demographic profile of the investors and identifies 

the objectives of investment and preferences of investors. 

4. Awareness, Source of Information and Perception of investors. 

The level of awareness about physical and financial assets studied and the 

perception of investors towards these assets is undertaken in chapter IV. 

5. Analysis of Income, Savings and Investment 

Relationship between Income, Savings and Investment is studied in chapter V. 

6. Investment Management by Investors 

Chapter VI studies the Channel of execution and the period of evaluation of 

investment by investors across demographic factors 

7. Findings , Conclusions and Suggestions 

The last chapter provides the summary of the study, major findings, conclusions 

and suggestions based on the study 
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1.13. Definitions/ Basic Concepts 

1.  Average Income (Per Capita Income): It is the average income of each person of 

the country. It is found out by dividing the total income of a country by its total 

population. It indicates the level of income equality among the citizens of a nation. 

The per capita income is commonly used to compare the economic conditions among 

the different nations. 

2. Bank Deposits: Bank offers various deposit products such as current account, saving 

deposits and fixed deposits etc.  

3. Behavior: It is the manner in which an individual acts an reacts in the process of 

some activity. In the context of the present study, it denotes the action and reaction of 

the respondents towards savings and investment in various physical and financial 

assets. 

4. Capital Appreciation: It refers to the increase in the value of the assets over and 

above the purchase price. 

5. Corporate Securities: These are the securities issued to the public by listed 

companies to meet their financial needs. The most popular corporate securities are 

shares and debentures. 

6. Dividend: It is a monetary gain on an investment paid out of profits of the company. 

It is an income or return given by the company to each shareholder out of its profits 

which varies according to the change in company’s income. 

7. Domestic Savings: Domestic savings include a portion of current income, set aside 

by the citizens for future use. Domestic savings are in the form of bank deposits, 

postal deposits, cash holding certificates and securities. 
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8. Economic Death: End of source of earning, due to death, or disability of the bread 

earner in the family. Economic death also occurs when a person lives longer, longer 

than his expectancy, wherein he is not able to meet his financial needs.  

9. Equity Shares: These are the instruments issued by the company to raise the capital. 

An equity share signifies an ownership position in a corporation, representing a claim 

on its proportional share in the assets and profits of the company. 

10. Financial Assets: These are the assets which are in the form of cash, certificates, 

policies, cheques, bonds and securities which are easily accessible and marketable. In 

this study financial assets are classified as bank deposits, postal deposits, Government 

Securities, corporate securities, life insurance, mutual funds, commodities and 

derivatives. 

11. Financial Institution: It refers to all kinds of organizations which facilitates financial 

transactions in the financial market. It is a public or private institution that collects 

fund from the public or other institution and invests them in financial assets. 

12. Government Securities: Government securities are issued to finance the 

developmental needs as well as to meet specific expenditure. The various types of 

Government securities are National Savings Scheme, Public Provident Fund, Draught 

Relief bonds, tax free bonds, treasury bills, infrastructure bonds etc. These securities 

are governed by the Government Securities Act. 

13. Income: It is the money that a person earns from work, from investing money, from 

business etc. from which savings and further investments are made. 
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14. Interest: The fee charged by a lender to a borrower for the use of borrowed money 

expressed as on annual percentage of the principle. The rate depends upon the time 

value of the money. It is the income or return on an investment. 

15. Intermediary: The person or institution or agent who acts as a middle man, between 

two persons or transaction for some commission, is called an intermediary. 

16. Investment: Investment means utilization of resources in order to increase income or 

production of output in the future. It also means conversion of savings into claims on 

money for productive purpose, with the hope of earning income on it in the future. 

17. Life Insurance: In this study life insurance is taken up as a financial asset, wherein 

investors invest their money for safety and protection of life and money in various 

policies such as whole life policy, endowment policy, money back policy, pension 

policy, education and marriage policy.  

18. Liquidity: It refers to the quality of financial assets which enables its conversion into 

cash easily, quickly and without much financial loss. 

19. Other Physical Asset: Any other physical assets besides the assets taken up for study 

i.e. gold, silver, agricultural investment and real estate, for the purpose of the study 

has been considered as other physical asset. 

20. Other Financial Asset: Any other financial assets besides the assets taken up for 

study i.e. bank deposits, postal deposits, Government securities, corporate securities, 

life insurance, mutual funds, commodities and derivatives, have been considered as 

other financial asset for the purpose of the study. 



49 

 

21. Perception: It is an attitude or opinion of an individual about the things he comes 

across. In this study perception is denoted as the opinion or attitude of the respondent 

towards savings and investment in physical and financial assets. 

22. Physical asset: These are the tangible assets used for reproducing valuable things. 

These assets can be touched and felt. In this study, physical assets are denoted as 

gold, silver, agricultural investment and real estate. 

23. Postal Deposits: Post office savings are the oldest, simplest and the convenient type 

of investment schemes for investing one’s money. These are non- marketable 

investments, which include savings deposits, fixed recurring deposits, NSCs and 

KVPs. 

24. Preference: In this study preference represents the special liking or a special attitude 

that the respondents develop for their savings and investment attitudes. 

25. Professional: Professionals are individuals or institutions having expert knowledge of 

a particular activity, and who provide the expert services to others at a charge of a fee. 

26. Rate of Return: The income earned on investment by individuals in the form of 

interest, dividends or capital appreciation. 

27. Savings: It is the part of the income kept aside by sacrificing present consumption 

with the hope of using in the future. Savings is the excess of income over the 

expenditure. 

28. Statutory Protection: It is the existence of law, certain, rules and guidelines, which 

protects the interest of the investors. 

29. Stock Market: A market where long term and short term corporate and Government 

securities are bought and sold. 
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30. Styles: The way the investors and respondents addressed or approached the savings 

and investment process in their socio economic background is known as styles of 

saving and investment. 

31. Safety of Funds: Safety means the guarantee or confidence to get back principle 

amount with interest.  
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Chapter - II  

Savings and Investments: A Conceptual Framework 

2.1. Introduction 

Economic development of an economy depends upon the increase in savings and 

investment. Promotion, mobilization and channelization of savings, is the first step in the 

process of achieving the desired objective. Growth in the economy implies increase in the 

per capita income, improvement in the standard of living. For this purpose, people are 

motivated and encouraged to save and invest in various investment avenues, that cater to 

their investment objectives. 

 

In this chapter an attempt has been made to provide a conceptual framework about the 

savings and investment of investors in general. The chapter is divided into four sections. 

The first section presents a conceptual framework, featuring the nature and scope of 

savings and investment. The second section explains the trends in savings and investment 

especially in the household sector. While the third section presents an overview of the 

various investment avenues dealt in the present study. The fourth section covers the 

concepts related to investor behavior. 

 

Section I- Savings and Investment: A Conceptual Framework 

Every economy requires mobilization of savings and its utilization into productive 

investments. Capital formation is a pre requisite for the development of a country. To 

achieve the expected growth, the savings in an economy must be put to productive use in 
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order to increase the national income and also to increase the per capita income and 

improve their standard of living etc. 

 

2.2. Savings   

Savings are excess of income over expenditure. It is withholding the present consumption 

for future use. Savings are sometimes made by household as a matter of habit. But most 

of the savings are made with specific objectives in mind. It could be to earn income, meet 

future needs, uncertainties, contingencies, increase wealth, improve standard of living 

etc.  Savings are made with certain objectives in mind. The following purposes or 

objectives have been identified, during the review of literature.  

 

2.3. Purpose or Objectives of Saving 

i) Children education  and  Marriage     

Every parent in their budgets, keep a provision for their child needs. Besides, 

investors save part of their income either to cater to their child‟s educational 

needs. Once these needs are met, the next target is to save for their marriage.  

ii) Provision for contingency       

Always one cannot predict the expenditure. Some expenses arise from no where. 

Investors have to take care of such expenses. Provision for contingencies arising 

in the future must be adhered to. 

iii) Purchase of physical assets      

Every individual in his life makes or wishes to make some purchases, that are 

capital in nature. Purchase of some assets that are tangible in nature.  Examples of 
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which could be to buy a piece of jewelry, invest in a plot, buy a house of your 

own etc. For all such wishes one has, one has to save a part from their income, to 

convert these savings into investments in future.        

iv) To lend locally    

An individual may save to lend in the local market, to give a helping hand to its 

friends and relatives etc. One would lend money only if it is surplus after meeting 

his/her own needs. Such surpluses could arise only out of savings. 

v) To earn interest    

An individual may save to earn some extra income, over and above what one 

already has in the present. 

vi) To earn stable and regular income 

Some individuals may save so as to earn a regular and stable income in the future. 

 

2.4. Motives of Savings 

Investors usually have certain motives behind the savings. The different types of saving 

motives are: 

1. Transaction motive 

2. Precautionary motive 

3. Contingency motive 
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2.5. Types of Savings 

1. Contractual Savings: These are savings are made out of obligations as a 

compulsion to meet certain targets or to avoid certain implications. Eg. Savings 

and Investment done for tax benefits. 

2. Voluntary Savings: These are savings that are made voluntarily, as a result of the 

attractive returns or other features of the investment. 

 

2.6. Investment 

Investment is the use of savings for further creation of assets. It is the activity involving 

in parting away of funds from the current consumption with the hope of earning return in 

the future. “It means the use of funds for productive purposes for securing appreciation of 

income and assets” (V.A.Avadhani).  “ Investment is the employment of  funds on assets 

with an aim of earning income or capital appreciation.” (Pandian)  Some investments 

give only income e.g. Bank deposits, post deposits. Some assets have capital appreciation 

e.g. gold, land and building, real estate etc. Some investments assure safety of amount 

invested e.g. Govt. bonds and securities. While some of the investments assure liquidity 

and transferability e.g. Shares and securities etc. The return on investments differs from 

investment to investment, depending upon various aspects. It also depends upon the 

objectives of investment.  
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2.7. Investment Objectives 

As investors differ from one another, they also differ with respect to their investment 

objectives, based on the way they approach them. Broad categorization of investors‟ 

goals is given below. 

i) Near Term High Priority Goals 

Investors have a high priority and emotional attachment towards these objectives. 

He/ she wishes to achieve these goals as early as possible within a short span of 

time, may be a few years. Investors with average income having some near term 

high priority goals will not go for any investment which involves a lot of risk. 

ii) Long Term High Priority goals 

Such goals are those which have high priority associated but there is time to attain 

these goals. e.g.  Accumulating funds for higher education of a 2 year old child. 

Since there is time in achieving such goals, investors do not adopt to aggressive 

approach while investing in attaining these goals. 

iii) Low Priority Goals 

Investors have very little priority for these goals in their portfolio. They do not 

feel hurt if such goals are not achieved. E.g.  Donation for charity, world tour etc.  

iv) Money Making Goals 

These goals relate to those investors who want to make money and are not 

satisfied with the traditional savings and investment approach. Investors have 

such goals are ready to take risk. 

Based on the above goals and the review of literature, the following objectives of 

investment were identified. 
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a) Earn additional income   

Investors usually invest with an intention to earn additional income, over and 

above of what is invested. Additional income is the return one gets on the 

principal amount. One has to also look at the periodicity of the return, the 

frequency with which the return is promised to be earned. 

b) Safety      

Before making any investment, one has to ensure the safety of the investment. 

Safety is the guarantee of getting back the principal amount along with the 

promised return of time as agreed. If an investment does not assure safety, there is 

no point in putting one‟s savings at risk. 

c) Liquidity      

Liquidity is the easy marketability and convertibility of investment into liquid 

cash. An investor must be able to liquidate its investment as and when required by 

him. The investor also looks at how liquid an investment is before putting his hard 

earned money in it. 

d) Capital Appreciation     

It is the increase in the value of asset in the long run. Investors not only look at 

the return in the short term, but also aim at have appreciation in the value of their 

investment. 

e) Tax Benefits   

A section of investors invest not only to earn return or have appreciation, but to 

avail tax benefits from the investment. Investments in tax saving bonds, tax 
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exempted fixed deposits; provident fund, insurance, etc. guarantee tax benefits 

under section 80C to the investors. 

f)  Provision for Contingency   

Investments are also made in order to make a provision for contingencies that 

may arise in the future. Funds may be invested, instead of keeping idle, to be 

withdrawn as and when needed. 

g) Avail Subsidy 

Investors are also attracted to avail of subsidy facilities. Hence some investments 

may be triggered with this aim in mind. Investment in agriculture offer lot of 

subsidies to the investors. 

 

2.8. Investment Constraints 

Though the investors have certain goals and objectives in mind, but their investment 

decisions are affected by certain constraints. Few of the constraints faced by the investors 

are as follows: 

i) Age 

Age of the investor contributes majorly in determining his goals and objectives, a 

young investor, having no or minimal family responsibilities would have different 

goals, compared to an elderly investor who is on the verge of retirements. Age 

also plays an important role in determining the risk taking abilities of investors. 
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ii) Liquidity 

The amount of disposable income or liquid asset one has, also determines his 

investment capacities. If an investor invests his entire savings, he would not invest 

the entire amount in riskier assets, but invest some part in liquid assets. 

iii) Need for regular income 

Whether the investor aims to earn a regular income also determines his 

investment portfolio. 

iv) Time Horizon 

The time period one is able to keep oneself invested, determines the duration one 

is able to part away his funds with. It also helps in identifying the kind of asset 

mix the investor is interested in investing. 

v) Risk Tolerance 

The risk taking ability of the investor plays a very important role in determining 

the asset mix that suits a particular investor. Age of the investor, the 

responsibilities he shoulders, the income, the financial literacy etc. affects the risk 

tolerance level of investors. 

vi) Tax Liability 

Sometimes, investments are also made with an aim to evade taxes. If the tax 

saving limits has been reached or a particular investment does not provide tax 

benefit also affects the investors decision making. 
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Savings and investment not only depends upon income, but it also depends upon its 

distribution among the population. The level of income in real terms is what matters for 

the standard of living of the people and this in turn depends on the distribution of income 

and the rate of inflation in the economy. The income, investment and the growth of an 

economy depends upon the rate of inflation and also the poverty ratio. Lower the level of 

poverty of the population better is the performance of the economy, thus reflecting a 

higher standard of living of the people. 

 

All investors are savers but all savers are not investors. Savings are sometimes 

autonomous and sometimes influenced by the benefits associated with it. Income is 

usually comprised of two components viz. consumption component and investment 

component. The amount of income not consumed is saved. The amount thus saved is 

either invested by default or a purposeful investment is made thereof.  

 

2.9. Investment v/s Speculation 

Usually investment is long term in nature, while speculation is short term. Investment 

aims at earning income and long term capital appreciation. On the other hand speculation 

only aims at short term gains. Speculations are more risky compared to investments.  
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Table No 2.1 Various Investment Avenues Based on different criteria.  

1. Risk Return Based Investments 

Low Risk and Low 

Return 

Medium Risk and Return High Risk and Return 

Post office savings, Bank 

Deposits, NSC, Govt. 

Bond, Gold and Silver 

LIC, PF, Govt. Securities, 

Convertible Debentures, 

Company Deposits 

Equity Shares and 

Debentures 

2. Time Frame Based Investments 

Short Term Medium Term Long Term 

Less than a year, Monthly 

RD, Pigmy 

More than a year but less than 

five years, NSS, Bank Fixed 

deposits, RD, Gold, Silver etc. 

More than five years, 

LIC, UTI, PF, Govt 

Securities, Mutual Funds 

etc. 

3. Security and Safety Based Investments 

Fully Secured 

Investment 

Partly Secured Investment Unsecured Investment 

Govt. Claims, i.e. PF, 

GPF, LIC, Deposits in 

Banks and Post Offices 

Shares and Debentures of Listed 

Cos, and Deposits in Private 

Cos. 

Shares and Debentures in 

unlisted Cos. 

4. Liquidity Based Investments 

Very High High Medium Low 

Gold, Silver, Cash 

balance in Banks 

and Post Offices 

Fixed Deposits in 

Banks and Post 

offices, Shares of 

listed Cos. and 

Mutual funds 

Deposits in 

Corporations and 

debentures in 

Listed Cos. 

Deposits in unlisted 

Cos, debentures in 

unlisted Cos and 

Real Estate 

5. Profitable Investments 

Marketable Preferable Tax Benefits Riskier 

Real Estate, Gold, 

Silver 

Deposits with Banks, 

Post Offices, NSC 

LIC, Govt. 

Securities, PF, 

UTI, Mutual 

funds, tax free 

bonds 

Investment in Stock 

market 

Source: N.J.Yasawy, Personal Investment and Tax Planning Year Book, 2011-12 

The various investment avenues based on different criteria are presented in Table No 2.1. 

The investments have been categorized into five criteria viz. Risk Return, Time Frame, 

Safety and Security, Liquidity and Profitability. The first criteria i.e. Risk and Return 

based investments, comprises of low risk and return, medium risk and return and high 

risk and return. Here the investments are segregated based on the degree of risk and 

return associated with the investments. Deposits in the bank and post are considered less 
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risky and yielding less return. LIC, PF, Govt. securities etc. are considered to have 

medium risk and return associated. While investment in equity shares and debentures are 

considered highly risky, at the same time promising high return. The Time Frame based 

investments are further segregated based on time as Short term- Less than a year, 

Medium term- More than a year, but less than five years and Long term- More than five 

years. Investments were also categorized based on the safety and security they provide to 

the investors. PF, GPF, LIC etc. provided full security of investments, Investment in 

shares and debentures of listed cos. also provided security partly, while investment in 

shares and debentures of unlisted cos. was unsecured. 

Investments were also differentiated based on liquidity i.e. the ability to convert the 

investment in to cash. Gold, Silver, deposits in bank and post were the most liquid 

investments. Fixed Deposits in Banks and Post offices, Shares of listed Cos. and Mutual 

funds also had high liquidity associated. Deposits in listed companies showed medium 

liquidity, while deposits in unlisted companies and investment in real estate was highly 

illiquid. Investments were further categorized based on its profitability and benefits to the 

investors. Investments like Real Estate, Gold, and Silver etc. were categorized as 

marketable, while Deposits with Banks, Post Offices, and NSCs were most preferred by 

the households. Investment in LIC, Govt. Securities, PF, UTI, Mutual funds, tax free 

bonds etc. were preferred by household investors to avail tax benefits. The wealthier 

investor preferred to invest in riskier assets i.e. shares and debentures. 
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Section II- Savings and Investment: An Economic Overview 

This section presents the savings and investment scenario in the household sector of the 

Indian economy. 

 

2.10. Savings – Gross and Net 

The Central Statistical Organization (CSO) has defined savings as the excess of current 

income over expenditure. The economy has been divided into three sectors viz. 

household sector, private corporate sector and public sector, for the purpose of estimating 

domestic savings. The foreign sector also contributes to the net savings. The savings at 

household sector is a combination of financial savings and physical savings. The savings 

in financial form include savings in bank deposits, non-bank deposits, life insurance, 

provident fund, pension plans, and claims on government, shares and debenture. Some 

financial savings e.g. deposits are voluntary in nature and are motivated by precautionary 

and transaction motives. While some savings are contractual in nature e.g. Tax saving 

bonds, investments made with tax evasion in mind. These are usually made as a 

precaution or a contingency measure. The savings in physical form include agricultural 

investment, consumer durables, gold, silver, real estate etc. The savings in physical form 

are less yielding or productive compared to financial assets. These comprise of the gross 

savings, when set off against the financial liabilities of all the sectors of the economy to 

arrive at the net savings. 
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Table No 2.2. Sector wise Domestic Savings   (Fig in Billion) 
Year            Household Sector Private 

Corporate 

Sector 

Public 

Sector 

Gross 

Domestic 

Savings 

Net 

Domestic 

Savings 
Financial 

Savings 

Physical 

Savings 

Total 

2008 - 09 5710.26       7598.46   13308.73 4174.67    542.80   18026.20   12374.22 

2009 - 10 7747.53    8560.46   16307.99    5409.55   105.85    21823.38   15225.39 

2010 - 11 7738.59   10263.15   18001.74    6203.00   2012.68   26217.42   18615.24 

2011 - 12 6321.96   14225.41   20547.37   6584.28   1112.95   28244.59   19445.63 

2012 - 13 7171.31   14952.83    22124.14     7131.41   1179.19   30434.74   20273.42 

Source: Handbook of Statistics on Indian Economy 2013-14, pp 62,  

Table No 2.2 depicts the Sector wise domestic savings. It can be noted that, there was a 

slight decline in the financial savings among the household sector in the year 2011- 12 

compared to the previous years. Though the financial savings increased from 6321.96 

billion to 7171.31 billion in the next year i.e. 2012-13. The amount of physical savings 

were found to be increasing over the last five years, though the rate of physical savings 

declined slightly in the year 2012-13. The amount of financial savings in the household 

sector has increased double fold from 2008-09 to 2012 -13. The gross domestic savings 

of the country have also been increasing steadily from 18026 billion to 30434 billion 

from 2008-09 to 20012-13. This indicates the increased trend of savings in the Indian 

economy across the three sectors. 

 

Table No 2.3. Changes in financial assets of the household sector     (Fig in Billion) 
Year Currenc

y  

Bank 

deposit 

Non 

banking 

deposit 

Life 

Insuran

ce 

Provident  

Pension 

fund 

Claim

s on 

Govt. 

Shares 

Deben 

tures 

Trade 

Debt 

(Net) 

Changes 

In FA 

2009 - 10 969.40      3981.41    185.16   2598.2

1   

1298.49 434.7

5   

448.41    -17.84    9897.98 

2010 - 11 1371.31        5482.99 50.99    2101.0

2   

1411.39 295.4

5   

17.29      68.23    10798.67 

2011 - 12 1062.42     5259.43 185.65 1958.3

7    

760.55    0.07        -27.87    45.09     9214.83 

2012 - 13 1115.75   5749.47   156.85 1803.0

2   

959.38    - 8.08    438.13      31.83     10436.71 

2013 - 14 1018.14   6722.73   184.92 1996.0

1   

1020.68   63.76    273.67     48.38     11740.95 

Source: Handbook of Statistics on Indian Economy, RBI 2013-14, pp 63 
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Investment in the financial assets by the household sector and the changes thereon can be 

viewed in the Table No 2.3. it is very clear from the table that the investment in the bank 

deposits have been increasing steadily. The deposits with the Non-Banking Companies 

have also been steady except in the year 2010-11, wherein there was a drastic decline of 

investment from 185.16 billion to 50.99 billion. There was a slight decline in the Non-

banking investments in the year 2012-13 also, but it gained its momentum in the next 

year ie 2013-13. Investment in Life insurance faced a steady decline from 2009-10 till 

2012-13, except in 2013-14, wherein there was an increase in investment by 10.7%. 

Investment in pension fund and provident fund also saw ups and downs in the amount of 

investment, wherein the pension and provident fund declined almost to half of the 

investment in 2011-12 compared to the investment in 2010-11. A slight increase in the 

fund is being noticed thereafter.  There was a steep decline in the investment in Govt. 

securities from 2009-10, wherein in the years 2011-12 and 2012-13 the investment was 

almost nil or negligible. A mixed trend was also witnessed in the investment in shares 

and debentures in the household sector. Overall the investment in financial assets have 

been increasing slowly from 2011-12 onwards. 

 

Table No 2.4. Average price of gold and silver in Domestic markets (Mumbai)  

Year Gold (Rs. per 10 gms) Silver ( Rs. per kg) 
2009 - 10 15756.09  25320.69   

2010 - 11 19227.08  37289.54   

2011 - 12 25722.42  57315.87   

2012 - 13 30163.93  57602.30   

2013 - 14 29190.39  46636.80   

Source: Handbook of Statistics on Indian Economy, RBI 2013-14, pp 107 

The average price of gold and silver in the domestic market is indicated in the Table No 

2.4. The table indicates the increase in the price of gold and silver from 2009-10 till 



 

 

74 

 

2012-13. A slight decline in the prices of both gold and silver is witnessed in the year 

2013-14. 

 

Table No 2.5. Structure of interest rates      (% per annum) 

Year Call/ 

Notice 

Money 

Rate 

                            Deposit Rate Lending 

Rate Savings 

Rate 

         Term Deposit  

1 -3 yrs 3 – 5 yrs Above 5 yrs 

2009 - 10 3.29  3.50 6.00-7.00 6.50-7.50 7.00-7.75 11.00 -15.75 

2010 - 11 5.89   3.50 8.25-9.00 8.25-8.75 8.50-8.75 8.25 - 9.50 

2011 - 12 8.22  4.00 9.25 9.00-9.25 8.50-9.25 10.00 - 

10.75 

2012 - 13 8.09  4.00 8.75-9.00 8.75-9.00 8.50-9.00 9.70 - 10.25 

2013 - 14 8.28  4.00 8.75-9.25 8.75-9.10 8.50-9.10 10.00 -10.25 

Source: Handbook of Statistics on Indian Economy, RBI 2013-14, pp 146 

Table No 2.5, exhibits the structure of interest rates during the period 2009-10 to 2013-

14. After deregulation of interest rates in 20011-12, the savings rate increased by 0.50, to 

give a return of 4% on the saving accounts of saving account holders. The rates of 

interest on the term deposits have increased over the years from 2009-10 to 2013-14. But 

from 2011-12 onwards, the rate of interest offered on longer term duration was less 

compared to shorter term durations. The lending rates also have declined drastically from 

11-15.75% to 10-10.25%, in the year 2009-10 to 2013-14. This clearly indicates that the 

investors are attracted to invest in bank deposits by offering attractive interest on their 

savings. At the same time, by lowering the lending rates of interest, investors are 

encourage to borrow more funds for investment in physical assets. 
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Table No 2.6. Public issues and privately placed bonds of Public Sector 

Undertakings  

Year Tax Free Bonds Taxable Bonds Total (Rs in Billion) 

2009 - 10 19.26 464.83 484.09 

2010 - 11 16.42 587.91 604.33 

2011 - 12 280.82 599.83 880.65 

2012 - 13 148.60 378.57 527.17 

2013 - 14 342.44 166.21 508.65 

Source: Handbook of Statistics on Indian Economy, RBI 2013-14, pp 155 

Public issues and privately placement of bonds made by the Public Sector Undertakings 

during the period 2009-10 to 2013-14, is revealed in the Table No 2.6. Issuance of tax 

free bonds was very less till the year 2010-11, which increased in the later period. While 

the issuance of taxable bond increased till the year 2011-12, but later a steep decline in 

the issuance of taxable bond was noticed. Overall the issuance of bonds by Public Sector 

Undertakings were found to increase steadily from 2009-10 to 2011-12. But a steep 

decline was noticed in the issue of bonds in the year 2012 -13, the decline continued in 

the year 2013-14 also. 

 

Table No 2.7. GDP and Major Industrial Sectors of the Economy 

Year GDP - 

% 

Growt

h Rate 

(YoY) 

Agriculture 

& Allied 

Services - % 

Growth 

Rate (YoY) 

Agriculture 

- % 

Growth 

Rate (YoY) 

Industry 

- % 

Growth 

Rate 

(YoY) 

Mining and 

Quarrying - 

% Growth 

Rate (YoY) 

Manufact

uring - % 

Growth 

Rate 

(YoY) 

Services - 

% 

Growth 

Rate 

(YoY) 

2008-09 6.72  0.09  -0.27  4.44  2.14  4.33  9.98  

2009-10 8.59  0.81  0.41  9.16  5.89  11.30  10.50  

2010-11 9.32  7.94  8.81  9.16  4.92  9.73  9.75  

2011-12 6.21  3.65  3.90  3.49  -0.63  2.69  8.20  

2012-13 4.96  1.79                - 3.12  0.43  1.89  6.59  

Source: http://data.gov.in  

The above Table No 2.7 depicts the GDP and the growth rate in the major Industrial 

Sectors of the Economy for the period 2008-09 till 2012- 2013. The growth in the 

agriculture and allied services was negligible during the years 2008-09 and 2009-10. 

http://data.gov.in/
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While the growth rate in the allied services grew extensively to 7.94% in the year 2010-

11. While the growth rate further kept declining in the years 2011-12 and 2012-13. The 

growth rate of the agriculture sector also showed a trend similar to the agriculture allied 

services, wherein the growth was negligible in the earlier years and grew sharply to 

8.81% in the year 2010-11 and had a steep fall thereafter. The industrial sector also 

witnessed a increase from 4.44% to 9.16% from the years 2008-09 to 2010-11. A decline 

was also noticed in the industrial sector from 2011-12 onwards.  Mining and quarrying 

has witnessed a downfall from the years 2010-11, the growth has been negligible 

thereafter. The manufacturing sector also grew sharply in the year 2009-10 from 4.33% 

to 11.3%. The manufacturing sector has also been witnessing decline in the growth 

thereafter. The service sector was growing on an average of 9.3% till the year 2010-11, 

but a steady decline was also witnessed thereafter. Except the mining and quarrying 

sector, all the other sectors performed well in the year 2010-11. The Gross Domestic 

Product of the economy thus witnessed a steady growth from 6.72% in the year 2008-09, 

to 9.32% in the year 2010-11. Thereafter, a steady decline in the GDP was noted.  

 

Table No 2.8. Gross State Domestic Product (%) at Factor Cost by Industry at Constant 

Prices(2004-05 prices) 

Sr 

No  

Industry 2007-08 2008-09 2009-2010 2010-11 2011-12 

P 

1 Agriculture, Forestry & 

Fishing  

1.53          -7.28 0.80 1.66 1.33 

1.1 Agriculture 5.50          -10.38 1.20  1.15 1.17 

1.2 Forestry 2.50  11.22 -3.71  4.06 2.42 

1.3 Fishing -7.14        -5.02 1.35  2.09 1.34 

2 Mining & Quarrying 1.50  17.77 24.65  -7.02 -6.04 

 Sub Total - Primary 1.52  4.59 13.52   -3.43 -2.83 

3 Manufacturing 3.52  5.68 8.57  8.73 2.46 

3.1 Registered 1.96  6.52 9.29  8.07 2.17 

3.2 Unregistered 13.37  0.94 4.31  8.49 4.27 

4 Electricity, Gas & Water 

Supply 

4.71  2.60 9.55   7.30 4.26 
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5 Construction 6.29  6.46 6.89  27.49 8.61 

 Sub Total - Secondary 4.25  5.70 8.21  12.75 4.23 

6 Trade, Hotels & Restaurant -12.81      -6.63 9.23  9.30 15.37 

7 Transport, Storage & 

Communication 

18.46  31.63 10.13  44.38 62.00 

7.1 Railways 18.97  8.55 -13.13  7.30 7.53 

7.2 Transport by other means 19.19  34.70 10.63  48.02 66.63 

7.3 Storage 21.66  19.26 263.12  15.93 16.23 

7.4 Communication 12.23  13.06 12.18  16.98 15.45 

8 Financing, Insurance, Real 

Estate & Business Services 

15.23  12.40 11.43  9.15 14.71 

8.1 Banking & Insurance 17.12  12.21 12.93  7.98 17.27 

8.2 Real Estate, Ownership Of 

Dwellings& Business 

Services 

13.12  12.62 9.71  10.53 11.76 

9 Community, Social & 

Personal 

Services 

9.54  15.00 14.33  24.05 37.54 

9.1 Public Administration 5.12  11.32 8.64  1.73 5.92 

9.2 Other services 13.48  18.04 18.76  39.95 53.91 

 Sub Total - Tertiary 7.89  15.31 11.00  25.27 39.64 

 Total Gross State 

Domestic Product (GSDP) 

5.54  10.02 10.20  16.89 22.10 

Note: P- Provisional Estimates 

Source: Economic Survey 2013-14 

  

The above Table No 2.8 exhibits the state of Goa‟s, Gross State Domestic Product 

(GSDP) as a percentage at Factor Cost by Industry. It is visible from the GSDP that the 

mining sector was the major contributor to the Primary sector, followed by fishing and 

agriculture in the economic development of Goa. Among the Secondary sector 

Construction sector was the major contributors over the years. While the transportation, 

storage and communication sector was the major contributor to the GSDP in the Tertiary 

sector. Overall, the GSDP of the state of Goa has been improving over the past years 

from 2007-08 to 2010-11. The estimated figures for the year 2011-12 also shows an 

increasing trend.  
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Section III: Savings and Investment Schemes: An Overview 

Investors have a wide range of investment avenues available. One has to choose the right 

investment avenue that best meets his investment objective. This section puts forth the 

various investment avenues dealt in the study.  

 

2.11. Investment Avenues 

Ample investment options are available to investors. But the risk return characteristics 

associated with each investment avenue is different. Investment avenues available to 

investors range from a bank deposit, postal deposit, Govt. securities, provident funds, 

pensions plans, health plans, life insurance, mutual fund, corporate securities, derivatives, 

commodities to investing in gold, silver, precious stones, antiques, land, property, 

agricultural investments, paintings etc. 

Many authors and researchers have classified the investment in different ways. For the 

purpose of the study, the researcher has classified the investment into two categories as 

Physical assets and Financial assets. The classification is shown in the following Chart 

No 2.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

Chart No 2.1: Investment Avenue 
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I. Physical Assets 

Physical assets are investment in tangible assets e.g. gold, silver, real estate, car, gems 

and jewelry etc., which the investors use for a long period. They involve a lot if spending 

on the purchase of a physical asset.  

Some savers prefer to invest in physical assets as they are less or not at all risky, and they 

are in ownership and possession of the physical assets in most of the cases, unless they 

are mortgaged. 

Some physical assets give income, if rented out to others and capital appreciation in the 

long run e.g. real estate, land and property etc. Some of the physical assets do not 

generate any return, but do have capital appreciation e.g. gold, silver, precious stones etc. 

They add to the social status and prestige of the investor. While other physical assets are 

consumer durables they are purchased to satisfy the consumers‟ need for luxury, social 

status e.g. car, antiques, paintings etc. 

1) Gold 

Gold is a highly popular physical asset in India.  It is a very precious metal, which 

is a very dear metal of every woman. Owning gold is also associated with myths, 

religious rites and human psychology. It is the most known investment avenue 

among the housewives. Every family in India owns atleast some gold. People also 

invest their surplus savings into gold. It is used as a hedge against inflation. 

Investment in gold may be in the form of gold coins, gold bars or jewelry. 
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2) Silver 

Silver is also used similar to gold in India. It is used either in the form of jewelry, 

religious articles etc. Silver is sold in form of jewelry or coins or bars. In the 

recent years prices of gold and silver have been increasing.  

3) Agricultural Investment 

Investment in agricultural land, agricultural crops, investing in farming activities, 

purchase of farming instruments, etc. account to agricultural investment.  The 

agricultural activities have been declining over the period of years. Government 

offers various subsidies to the agriculturist to boost the agriculture, horticulture 

and the farming sector.  

4) Real Estate 

Investment in Real estate includes investment in house, flat, land, building, 

residential property etc. It usually attracts the financially sound investors. 

Investment in real estate is either made as a necessity to build a house of its own 

or to invest in a profitable investment avenue. As there is a rise in the population 

of the country, the demand for land and property is also increasing day by day, 

thereby increasing the prices of real estate as the supply of land is fixed. 

Investment in real estate provides a capital appreciation in the investment value. 

To investors who purchase a residential property and let it out, it provides a 

regular return in the form of rent. Though it is the most illiquid asset, it is the 

most safe, secure and highly profitable investment avenue. Besides giving safety 

and security, it also provides tax benefits to the individual who buy a residential 
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house. The interest paid on the housing loan and the repayment of the principal 

amount has tax exemptions. 

5) Any other Physical Asset 

Other physical assets include gems and precious stones like diamonds, rubies, 

emeralds, sapphires, pearls etc. have attracted the investors for its aesthetic appeal 

and also as the lucky stones.  Some investors or art lovers also put in their savings 

into art objects, paintings, antiques etc. 

 

II. Financial Assets 

Financial asset is the purchase of an instrument against which he gets a certificate 

or a document declaring his ownership. There are different types of financial 

assets offered by different financial intermediaries.  

1. Bank Deposits 

Commercial banks, Co-operative banks and Regional banks offer different types 

of accounts and deposits to its customers such as Current account, Savings 

account, recurring deposits and fixed deposit etc.  

a) Current account is maintained by the businessmen and entrepreneurs for 

regular banking transaction on which no interest is earned.  

b) Savings accounts are accounts maintained individuals as well as institutions. 

The investors can invest any amount of money at any point of time. Currently 

an interest of 4% is provided on the saving bank accounts.  

c) Recurring deposits are wherein; amount of investment is deposited at a 

regular interval. 
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d)  Fixed deposits are those where a particular amount is invested in a bank for a 

fixed maturity. Fixed deposits yield a return of 8.75% to 9.25% for investors 

investing in 1-3 years, 3-5 years and above 5 years tenure. 

2.  Postal Deposits  

Postal deposits are one among the oldest investment schemes for investing 

money. There are various types of investment instruments offered by the post 

office. 

a) Savings Deposits: These deposits carry an interest rate of 4% p.a on 

individual and joint saving accounts. This account can be opened with a 

minimum of Rs.20/-. Cheque Book facility is available with a minimum 

amount of Rs.500/- in the savings account. Interest earned is tax free upto 

Rs.10000/-p.a.  

b) 5 year Post Office Recurring Deposit Account: This account can be opened 

with a minimum of Rs.10/- per month or any amount in multiples of Rs.5/-. 

There is no maximum limit. It offers an interest of 8.4% per annum (quarterly 

compounded). 

c) Post Office Time Deposit Account: This account can be opened with a 

minimum of Rs.200/- and in multiples of it. It earns an interest ranging 

between 8.4% - 8.5% for deposits ranging from one year to five years. 

d) Post Office Monthly Income Account Scheme: This account can be opened 

with a minimum of Rs.1500/- and in multiples of it. It offers an interest of 

8.4% p.a. payable monthly. 
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e) Senior Citizen Savings Scheme: This account can be opened by any 

individual of the age of 60 years or more.  An individual of the age of 55 years 

or more but less than 60 years and who has retired can also open account on a 

condition that the account is opened within one month of receipt of retirement 

benefits and amount of investment should not exceed the amount of retirement 

benefits. The deposit in the account must be in multiples of Rs.1000/- . While 

the maximum should not exceed Rs.15 lakh. This account offers an interest of 

9.2% p.a. 

f) 15 year Public Provident Fund: An individual can invest in a PPF himself or 

on behalf of a minor with a minimum of Rs.500/- and maximum of 

Rs.100000/- The investment is eligible for tax rebate under Sec. 80C of IT 

Act. It earns an interest of 8.7% compounded semiannually. 

g) National Savings Certificate (NSC): NSC can be opened with a minimum of 

Rs.100/- by an individual himself or on behalf of a minor. NSC VII has a 

maturity of 6 years. While NSC VIII has a maturity period of 5 years, yielding 

a return of 8.5%.While NSC IX has a maturity period of 10 years, yielding a 

return of 8.8%. This instrument permits transfer of the certificates from one 

person to another once from the time of issue to the date of maturity. 

3. Government Securities 

These securities are issued by the State or Central Government, as per the 

Government Securities Act, in order to finance the developmental needs. They 

offer a very low rate of interest, thus are less attractive to the investors. Following 

types of Government Securities are issued: 
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a) Public Provident Fund (PPF): The PPF deposits can be made in monthly 

installment with a minimum of Rs.500/- and maximum of Rs.100000/- p.a. 

The PPF has a maturity period of 15 years, yielding a return of 8.6%. The 

investments in PPF are tax free. 

b) Drought Relief Bonds: These bonds have a face value of Rs.1000/- with a 

maturity of 5 years. These bonds carry an interest of 8%.the investment in 

these bonds are tax free. 

c) Infrastructure Bonds: Retail investors are permitted to invest into the 

development of the infrastructure of the economy by investing in the 

infrastructure bonds. The investments in infrastructure bonds are eligible for 

tax deduction under section 80 C.  

d) Government Securities: Securities issued by the Central Government are 

popularly called as G-Secs. They may be either Treasury Bills or Dated 

Government Securities. G-Sec generally has a fixed maturity period and 

yields a fixed rate of return payable semiannually. 

e) Public Sector Undertaking (PSU) Bonds: Debentures issued by PSU are 

referred as PSU Bonds. There are two types of PSU Bonds i.e. Taxable Bonds 

and Tax Free Bonds. 

4.  Life Insurance 

Life is uncertain. But the perils faced by human are certain. A person or his 

dependents may face „Economic Death‟, wherein there is end of source of 

earning, due to death, or disability of the bread earner in the family. „Economic 

death‟ also occurs when a person lives longer, longer than his expectancy, 
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wherein he is not able to meet his financial needs. Life Insurance is a contract 

between the person insured and the insurance company, which assures to protect 

the insured against the risk i.e. the financial loss from the death, old age, disability 

etc. of the insured. Besides protection, investment in insurance gives liquidity and 

tax benefit to the investors. Policy holders have to pay a premium at regular 

intervals. The premiums can be paid monthly, quarterly, semiannual; annually etc. 

it is a safe and a profitable investment. There are 23 life insurance companies 

existing in India, Life Insurance Corporation (LIC) being the major player in the 

life insurance sector in India. Different categories of life insurance viz. Whole life 

insurance plan, Endowment assurance plan and Term assurance plans are also 

offered. Various policies based on combinations of the above plans are offered to 

the investors by the different insurance companies. 

5. Corporate securities  

These are securities issued by listed companies to raise finance from the public. 

Most common among the corporate s are: 

a) Shares: Companies issue different types of shares. 

(i) Equity Shares: Equity shares denote a part ownership in the capital of the 

company. Equity shareholders enjoy voting right. 

(ii) Preference Shares: Preference shares are a combination of equity shares 

and debentures. Preference shareholders do not enjoy voting rights, but 

have the privilege of receiving the dividend before the equity 

shareholders and the also repayment of capital is made first to the 

preference shareholders in case of winding off of company. 
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b) Debenture 

Debenture is a creditor ship capital, wherein a certificate or a promissory note 

is issued by the issuer to the debenture holder acknowledging the debt. The 

debenture holders receive a fixed rate of interest. The preference of payment 

of interest and repayment of capital is given to the debenture holder. 

c) Company Deposits 

Companies issue deposits to the public, in order to meet their short term 

needs. The investors get a return on the investment in the form of an interest. 

On maturity the investor has to return the deposit receipt back to the company 

to redeem the deposit amount. 

6. Mutual Fund  

Mutual fund is a fund created from the pool of money collected from savings of 

the people, and invested into various securities and assets. Mutual funds in India 

are registered under Indian Trust Act and are regulated by SEBI, RBI and AMFI. 

The funds of number of investors are managed by professional fund managers. 

Mutual funds offer low risk and high returns.  Broad schemes of mutual funds are 

1) Growth Schemes 2) Income Schemes 3) Balanced Schemes and 4) Tax Saving 

Schemes. The investors find mutual fund a safe avenue as the funds are managed 

professionally and also enjoy the benefits of diversified portfolio. 

7. Commodities  

A commodity is a product or tangible item e.g. food grains, metals or currencies 

etc., which are traded in the commodity market. The commodity market has been 

gaining importance in the Indian economy. Various commodities traded at the 
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commodities exchange are rice, wheat, coal, kerosene, metals etc. at spot prices, 

futures, forwards and options.  

8. Derivatives  

A derivative is a product whose value is derived from the value of an underlying 

asset. The underlying asset can be equity, forex, commodity or any other asset. 

Derivatives are categorized into i) Forwards ii) Futures iii) Options and iv) 

Swaps. Derivatives are used to hedge against risk. A derivative is more like a 

contract entered into in the present to be executed in the future. 

9. Any Other Financial Asset 

Besides the eight financial assets covered above all the remaining financial assets 

are termed as other financial assets e.g. pension funds, chit funds, investment in 

hundis, self-help groups etc. 

 

Section IV: Concepts Related to Investor Behavior 

2.12. Investor Behavior 

It is the way the investors behave while dealing with their investments or taking 

investment decisions. Traditionally, most of the theories were based on the assumption 

that the investors are rational. But in reality, neither all the investors nor all their 

investment decisions are rational enough. The investors tend to behave differently in 

different investment scenarios. Many studies have been conducted to study the behavior 

of investors. Behavioral finance is one study which tries to know, how human 

psychology or their thinking pattern affects their investment decisions.  
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Economists have proposed the following theories that explain the behavior of investors. 

1. Prospect Theory 

This theory explains how investors look at a particular investment. According to 

this theory investors, evaluate the potential risk and returns or the gains and 

losses, expected to arise from the investment, especially from the point of view of 

the amount invested. 

2. Regret Theory 

As per this theory investors regret a wrong judgment. Therefore they avoid 

making any decisions so as to not make any loss. They often try to follow the 

market or others. If the market makes profit they also make profit, and if the 

market makes a loss they also makes a loss.  

3. Anchoring  

Here the investors assume whatever information they have is correct and 

sufficient enough to make decisions.   

4. Over and Under reactions 

When the investors lay more emphasis on the current information then the past 

and the future expected changes, they end up having an over or under reactions.  

 

2.13. Behavioral Portfolio 

As per the Chart No 2.2, the pyramid of behavioral portfolio given by Prasanna 

Chandra, investors have different investment objectives and each of the above 

investment avenues cater to the different investment objectives such as safety, 

income and growth 
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Chart No 2.2 Behavioral Portfolio 

 
 

 

Source: Prasanna Chandra (2002) 

 

2.14. Personal Economic Life Cycles 

Based on the review of literature and the secondary sources, the following stages of life 

cycle have been identified. Investors of different age groups have different financial 

needs. 

1. Students  

Children in the age group of 15 -17 years, who are either taking higher education, or 

preparing for career.  They are in a stage of evaluating their financial needs and 

identifying the sources. They plan for their financial independence.  

 

2. Young Adult  

People in the age group of 18 – 24, are termed as young adults. They are the ones 

who step in the work life, either single or newly married without kids. They have 
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financial independence. Though, they have less income and less responsibility to 

shoulder. They have a plan to earn, save and spend. Here they try to invest into 

automobiles. This is a stage of developing a financial security. 

 

3. Adult with or without kids 

People in the age group of 25 – 35 can be called as adult. They are usually married 

and may or may not have kids at this stage. It is a stage of child bearing or raising. At 

the same time, it is the phase wherein one would like to grow professionally. During 

this stage, they like to invest into real estate, take care of insurance etc. The financial 

burden would rise up, the need to have insurance would arise. Moreover he faces the 

hurdles of running a household, increasing the household income, building financial 

resources etc. 

 

4. Working Adult or Parent  

This is a phase wherein most of the adults are parents falling in the age group of 36 -

45. They have a target of upgrading their careers, educating children, taking care of 

financial as well as non-financial needs.  

 

5. Mid Life or Pre Retirement 

Adult in the age group of 46 -58, are in the middle of their life. They are worried 

about higher education of kids. They start have estate plans, thinking and working 

upon their retirement plans takes place at this stage of life. This is a stage nearing 

one‟s retirement. Usually people in the age group of 55- 58 belong to this stage of the 
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cycle.  Here they try to accommodate assets. Re-evaluating property and insurance 

needs takes place at this stage. They have a dual responsibility, one towards growing 

children as well as ageing parents. 

 

6. Retirement Ages People in the group of 59 and above have reached retirement or 

nearing in the coming months. Here they try to adjust their living conditions as per 

the health and the expected income.  
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sector-gdp-and-growth-rate-gdp-and-other#web_catalog_tabs_block_10 

3. http://rbidocs.rbi.org.in/rdocs/AnnualReport/PDFs/02P1AR150814.pdf 

4. http://rbidocs.rbi.org.in/ 

5. http://rbidocs.rbi.org.in/rdocs/Publications/PDFs/000HSE13120914FL.pdf 

6. http://www.indiapost.gov.in/POSB.aspx 
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Chapter - III  

Profile, Purpose of savings and Preference of investors 

In this chapter an attempt has been made to give a bird’s eye view on the profile of the 

state of Goa and the socio- economic status of the investors in Goa. Besides the 

profile, it also covers the purpose with which investors save in Goa, their objectives of 

investment in both physical and financial assets, along with the preference for the 

physical and financial assets. This chapter is divided into three sections. The first 

sections covers the profile of the state of Goa, the second section puts across the 

profile of the investors in Goa and the third section comprises of the purpose of 

savings and the preference of investors. 

 

Section I- Profile of the state of Goa 

3.1. Profile of the state of Goa 

The State of Goa has an area of 3,702 sq. km, i.e. 1,736 sq. km in North Goa and 

1,966 sq. km in South Goa, with the Arabian Sea on the. Goa was liberated from 

Portuguese colonial rule in1961, but remained a Union Territory up till 1987 when 

Goa was declared the 25th State in India. For administrative purposes, Goa is 

currently divided into two districts, North and South Goa District. There are 6 talukas 

in North Goa and 6 in South Goa. There are a total 209 villages in North Goa and 138 

villages in the South.  

 

Broadly speaking there are three main physical divisions: the mountainous region of 

the Sahyadri in the east, the middle level plateaus in the center and low-lying river 

basins with the coastal plains. The portion of the Sahyadri lying in Goa has an area of 
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about 600sq.km and an average elevation of about 600 meters. Coastline extends in an 

arc for about 125km. The part of Western Ghats region in Goa, is the catchment area 

of the rain in Goa and nature has covered the area with forests. The Goa sub region of 

the Western Ghats covers an area of about 43% of the total area of the state of Goa, 

Comprising chiefly the eastern parts of the talukas of Sattari, Dharbandora, Sanguem 

and Canacona. While the central part of Goa comprises of the talukas viz.  Pernem, 

Bicholim, Ponda and Quepem. The werstern part of the talukas like Pernem,Bardez, 

Tiswadi, Salcete, Mormugoa and Canacona form the coastal belt of Goa. 

Map No 3.1: Map of Goa 

 
Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talukas_of_Goa  
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Table No 3.1.District wise composition of population (Census 2011) 

Year North Goa South Goa Total Population of Goa % to total Population 

North Goa South Goa 

1950 330874  216574  547448 60.44  39.56 

1960 349667  240330  589997 59.27  40.73 

1971 458312  336808  795120 57.64  42.36 

1981 568021  439728  1007749 56.37  43.63 

1991 664804  504989  1169793 56.83  43.17 

2001 758573  589095  1347668 56.29  43.71 

2011 818008  640537  1458545 56.08  43.92 

Source: Economic Survey of Goa, 2013 -14 

The district wise population of Goa, from 1950 to 2011 can be seen in the above 

Table No.3.1. It can be noted that since 1950 to 2011, the population of Goa has 

grown triple fold. As per census of 2011, Goa had a population of 14,58,545. Of the 

two districts North Goa always accommodated more people than South Goa. 

Compared to 1950’s the share of population in the North Goa has slightly reduced 

from 60.44% to 56.08% in 2011. While the share of population in South Goa, has 

been slightly growing from 39.56% in the year 1950 to 43.92% in the year 2011. 

 

Table No 3.2. Number of People above the age group of 18 years 

Sr.No. Male Female Total 

North Goa 288631 290353 578984 

South Goa 222480 224842 447320 

Goa 511111 515195 1026306 

Source: Electoral Roll Goa, 2013 

 

Graph No: 3.1 Number of People above the age group of 18 years 

 
Source: Table No 3.2 
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As per Office of the Chief Electoral Officer, Panaji, Goa , as shown in the Table No 

3.2. There were 1026306 people above the age of 18 years. Of which 49.8% people 

were male and 50.1% were females as on 2013. 

 

Table No 3.3. Composition of population by Age in Goa – 2011 

Sr. No Age Groups Male Female Total % to Goa 

1.  < 4  52017  49186  101203 6.94 

2.  5 - 9  54672  51296  105968 7.27 

3.  10 - 14  57417  53572  110989 7.61 

4.  15 - 19  60075  53800  113875 7.81 

5.  20 - 24  70616  60129  130745 8.96 

6.  25 - 29  67744  64882  132626 9.09 

7.  30 - 34  63471  62388  125859 8.63 

8.  35 - 39  63541  62757  126298 8.66 

9.  40 - 44  55504  53008  108512 7.44 

10.  45 - 49  47867  46869  94736 6.50 

11.  50 - 54  38782  37810  76592 5.25 

12.  55 - 59  32021  33532  65553 4.49 

13.  60 - 64  29100  32004  61104 4.19 

14.  65 - 69  19005  22014  41019 2.81 

15.  70 - 74  12890  16165  29055 1.99 

16.  75 - 79  7228  9308  16536 1.13 

17.  80 - 84  3599  5647  9246 0.63 

18.  84 - 88  1452  2441  3893 0.27 

19.  89 - 94  593  995  1588 0.11 

20.  95 - 99  265  395  660 0.05 

21.  100 +  183  211 394 0.03 

22.  Age Not Known 1098  996  2094 0.14 

23.  Total- Goa 739140  719405  1458545 100.00 

Source:  Economic Survey, Goa 2013 -14 

 

Age wise composition of the people of Goa is depicted in the Table No. 3.3. It can be 

inferred that people in the age group of 15 to 39, as per Census 2011 comprise of 

43.15% of the total population of Goa. Besides this 2094 people, both men and 

women were not aware about their age. On the whole the population of Goa 

comprises of 51% males and 49% females.  
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Table No 3.4.District wise Sex Ratio 

Sr. No Census Year Sex Ratio (Number of Females per thousand males) 

North Goa South Goa Total 

1. 1950 1142  1107  1128 

2. 1960 1083  1041  1066 

3. 1971 998  959  981 

4. 1981 979  971  975 

5. 1991 963  971  967 

6. 2001 953  972  960 

7. 2011 963  986  973 

Source: Economic Survey, Goa 2013-14 

The above Table No 3.4. reveals the number of females per thousand males in the 

state of Goa. Population comprises of both men and women. It must consist of a 

healthy composition of both the genders, so as to have a healthy society.  The average 

number of females per thousand males has been decreased from 1950 to 2001. The 

sex ratio has increased slightly in the year 2011, to 973 females per thousand males in 

Goa.  

Table No 3.5.District wise Literacy Rates 

State/District Literacy % as per Census 2011 

Male Female Average 

North Goa 93.40  85.60 89.57 

South Goa 91.67  83.47 87.59 

Goa 92.65  84.66 88.70 

Source: Economic Survey, Goa 2013-14 

The more educated the society is, more are the possibilities of growth of the society. 

As per the Economic Survey of Goa done in the year 2013-14, the males across Goa 

were found to be literate to the extent of 92.65%, while the females showed 84.66% 

literacy. As per the Table No 3.5, Goa had an average literacy of 88.7%.  
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Table No. 3.6. Taluka wise Average Family Size (Census 2011) 

Name of Talukas Number of 

Household 

Total 

Population 

% to Total 

Population 

Average 

Family Size 

North Goa 

Pernem 17248  75747  5.19  4.39 

Bardez 57147  237440  16.28  4.15 

Tiswadi 42241  177219  12.15  4.20 

Bicholim 22414  97955  6.72  4.37 

Sattari 14367  63817  4.37  4.44 

Ponda 38349  165830  11.37  4.32 

North Goa 191766  818008  56.08  4.27 

South Goa 

Mormugao 35702  154561  10.60  4.33 

Salcete 71717  294464  20.19  4.11 

Quepem 19119  81193  5.57  4.25 

Sanguem 15068  65147  4.46  4.32 

Canacona 10239  45172  3.10  4.41 

South Goa  151845  640537  43.92  4.22 

Goa 343611  1458545  100.0 4.24 

Source: Economic Survey, Goa 2013-14 

The size of one’s family denotes the amount of commitments and responsibilities one 

has to shoulder. The Table No 3.6 exhibits the average family size in Goa. As per 

Census 2011,Goa has an average family size of 4.24. Talukas like Sattari and 

Canacona have a bigger family size i.e 4.44 and 4.41 respectively, followed by 

Pernem and Bicholim, having 4.39 and 4.37 as their family size respectively. Salcete 

had the lowest family size of 4.11. 

 

Section II - Profile of the Investors in Goa 

 

3.2. Demographic Profile of Investors  

For the purpose of the study an individual attaining the age of 18 years, and invests in 

the Physical assets viz. Gold, Silver, Agricultural investment or Real Estate and 

Financial Assets viz. Bank deposits, Postal deposits, Govt. securities, Corporate 

securities, Life insurance, Mutual fund, Commodities or Derivatives has been 

considered as an investor. There are various features that comprise of the demography 



 

99 
 

of an individual i.e. age, gender, education, marital status and occupation. 

Table No 3.7. Demographic Profile of Individual Investors 

Sr. 

No 

Particulars Number of Respondents Percentage 

 

 

1. 

 

 

Age 

18 - 24 308 20.5 

25 - 35 441 29.4 

36- 45 362 24.1 

46 - 58 299 19.9 

59 & above 90 6.0 

Total 1500 100 

 

2. 

 

Gender 

Male 499 33.3 

Female 1001 66.7 

Total 1500 100 

 

 

 

3. 

 

 

 

Education 

Non Matric 245 16.3 

SSC 324 21.6 

HSSC 406 27.1 

Graduate 384 25.6 

Post Grad 101 6.7 

Diploma 33 2.2 

Total 1500 100 

 

 

4. 

 

 

Marital Status 

Married 929 61.9 

Single 549 36.6 

Divorcee 5 .3 

Widow/er 17 1.1 

Total 1500 100 

 

 

 

 

5. 

 

 

 

 

Occupation 

Agriculture 111 7.4 

Private Service 531 35.4 

Govt. Service 232 15.5 

Business 163 10.9 

Self Employed 146 9.7 

Housewife 87 5.8 

Student 141 9.4 

Others 89 5.9 

Total 1500 100 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No. 3.2: Demographic Profile of Investors 

 

Source: Primary Data 

 

1. Age: Age is an important demographic factor which influences every aspect of 

human behavior including savings and investments. The younger investors are 

generally aggressive and are prepared to take risk, whereas the older ones tend to 

invest in less risky assets, providing steady and regular income. The different age 

groups have different expectations and responsibilities that affect the size, amount and 

type of investment. The information related to age wise distribution of respondents is 

presented in the table no.3.7. 

It can be noticed from the Table No 3.7. that out of 1500 respondents , 29.4% 

respondents belonged to the age group of 25-35, followed by 24.1% respondents from 

the age group of 36 -45, 20.5% respondents belonging to the age group of  18 -24 and 

19.9% respondents from the age group of 46 -58. Only 6% respondents were found in 
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the age group of 59 and above. 

2. Gender: Man and mankind have traditionally been used to mean “all men and 

women”. Gender however refers to the fact of being male and female, especially 

when considered with reference to social and cultural differences, not the biological 

difference. From the above Table No 3.7. it can be noted that 66.7% of the 

respondents were male, while 33.3% respondents were females. 

3. Education: The educated respondents can easily execute the investment plans 

without many difficulties, as compared to the average educated respondents. Hence, 

there is a need to study the level of educated respondents and the impact on the 

savings and investment. The detail on the distribution of respondents on the basis of 

education is shown in the table no 3.7.  

It revealed that majority of the respondents i.e. 27.1% were HSSC holders, followed 

by 25.6% graduates, 21.6% SSC holders. 16.3% respondents were Non Matric, 

followed by 6.7% post graduates and 2.2% diploma holders.  It is interesting to note 

that among the total respondents majority of the respondents belonged to HSSC 

followed by graduates. 

4. Marital Status: The married respondents tend to save more than the single 

respondents on account of the rising family commitments. Hence there is a need to 

examine the marital status of the respondents. The information related to the 

distribution of respondents on the basis of marital status is presented in the table no  

Table no 3.7. revealed that majority of the respondents i.e. 61.9% were married, 

followed by 36.6% single respondents, 1.1% widow and 0.3% divorcee respondents. 

5. Occupation: Earning is a requisite for living. A person’s status depends upon 

his/her position at work place and their earning. The different occupational status 

influences the respondents’ socio-economic status in different manners. The 
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occupational status of the respondents generates different income levels, which in turn 

influences their amount of savings and investments. Generally the respondents in the 

rewarding occupations save more than the respondents in lower occupational status, 

because of size of income. It is clear from the above table no 3.7, that majority of the 

respondents i.e. 35.4% belonged to the private sector, followed by 15.5% Government 

servants, 10.9% businessmen and 9.7% self-employed. 9.4% of the respondents were 

students, followed by 7.4% agriculturist, 5.9% respondents belonged to the others 

comprising of retired and unemployed. While the least among the respondents i.e. 

5.8% were housewives. 

 

3.3 Income: 

Income is necessary to lead life without any difficulties. Income of the respondents 

determines his/ her economic status, their savings and investment decisions. Increase 

in income increases the capacity of the respondents to save more and invest more. 

Table no 3.8 presents the distribution of the respondents on the basis of income. 

Table No 3.8. Distribution of Respondents on the basis of Income 

Sr. No Income Frequency Percent 

1. Less than 120000 551 36.7 

2. 120000 - 240000 504 33.6 

3. 240000 - 360000 308 20.5 

4. 360000 - 500000 77 5.1 

5. 500000- 1000000 24 1.6 

6. Above 1000000 36 2.4 

 Total 1500 100.0 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No 3.8 depicts the annual income of the respondents. It can be 

observed from the table that majority of the respondents i.e. 36.7% earned less than 

Rs.120000 pa, followed by33.6% respondents earning between Rs.120000-240000 
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p.a.  20.5% of the respondents earned between Rs.240000- 360000/- p.a. 5.1% of the 

respondents were found to earn between Rs.360000 – 500000/- p.a. Only 1.6% 

respondents earned between Rs.500000 – 1000000/- p.a. Only 2.4% of the 

respondents had an annual income of more than Rs.1000000/- p.a. 

 

3.4. Size of the family: 

Family is the most important social group consisting of men, women and children. 

The size of the family influences the amount of savings and investments. The size of 

the family varies in accordance with the number of family members living together in 

the family. The larger the size of the family, more are the commitments. On the 

contrary, smaller the size of the family the responsibilities and commitments are less. 

The size of the family in turn influences the amount of savings and the amount of 

investments. Table no 3.9 depicts the size of the family of the respondents. 

 

Table No 3.9. Distribution of Respondents on the basis of family 

Sr. No No of family Members Frequency Percent 

1. Up to 3 377 25.1 

2. 4 -6 1029 68.6 

3. 7 - 10 81 5.4 

4. More than 10 13 .9 

 Total 1500 100.0 

Source: Primary Data 

 

From the Table No 3.9 it can be noted that majority of the respondents i.e. 68.6% had 

4 – 6 members in the family, followed by 25.1% respondents having a nuclear family 

of up to 3 members. 5.4% respondents had 7 – 10 members in their family. Only 0.9% 

respondents had a very large family of more than 10 members. 
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Section III - Purpose of Savings and the Preference of Investors. 

 

India is one of the fasted growing countries in the world. Unlike the western 

counterparts, Indians save for many reasons.  Irrespective of the age, gender, 

education, the marital status or the occupation or the level of income of an individual, 

one saves for varied reasons. Savings form an important part of one’s financial plan. It 

forms the basis of deciding the asset mix in one’s portfolio. The purpose, with which 

one saves, ultimately influences the investment decisions and also the objectives of 

investment. Though the purpose of savings and objectives of investment differs from 

one person to another, it is necessary to understand the same. It will not only help the 

individual as an investor to refine his investment decision, but it will also benefit the 

institutions which offer various products for the investors. The investment avenues 

preferred by investors also differ from one individual to another. This section of the 

chapter analysis the purpose with which the investors save, the objectives behind 

investing in both physical and financial assets. It also comprises the analysis about the 

most preferred physical and financial asset among the investors in Goa. 

 

3.5. Analysis of Purpose of Savings  

 

The reasons for saving some amount from ones income differ from person to person. 

There could be various reasons because of which an individual saves. If an individual 

is single he can save for his/her marriage. If he is married and has children, he can 

save for their education, marriage etc. People can also save for some unforeseen 

circumstances in the future. Making some purchase of asset in the future can also be a 

reason to save among the investors. Besides, investors can save in order to earn some 

extra income, or to lend it locally.  
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Table No 3.10: Analysis of Purpose of Savings  

Demographic 

Factors 

Purpose of Savings 

Total 

Child 

Education Marriage 
Provision 

Contingency 

Purchase 

Asset 

Lend 

Locally 

Earn 

Interest 

Regular 

income 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 9(2.9) 69(22.4) 90(29.2) 42(13.6) 2(.6) 39(12.7) 57(18.5) 308(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 151(34.2) 110(24.9) 75(17.0) 28(6.3) 2(.5) 19(4.3) 56(12.7) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 244(67.4) 20(5.5) 51(14.1) 8(2.2) 2(.6) 2(.6) 35(9.7) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 192(64.2) 3(1.0) 50(16.7) 3(1.0) 3(1.0) 8(2.7) 40(13.4) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 37(41.1) 8(8.9) 26(28.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(2.2) 17(18.9) 90(100) 

Total (%) 633(42.2) 210(14.0) 292(19.5) 81(5.4) 9(.6) 70(4.7) 205(13.7) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 196(39.3) 76(15.2) 115(23.0) 26(5.2) 2(.4) 17(3.4) 67(13.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 437(43.7) 134(13.4) 177(17.7) 55(5.5) 7(.7) 53(5.3) 138(13.8) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 633(42.2) 210(14.0) 292(19.5) 81(5.4) 9(.6) 70(4.7) 205(13.7) 1500(100) 

Education 

 N.Matric(%) 121(49.4) 32(13.1) 49(20.0) 7(2.9) 3(1.2) 10(4.1) 23(9.4) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 165(50.9) 46(14.2) 51(15.7) 10(3.1) 0(.0) 17(5.2) 35(10.8) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 137(33.7) 64(15.8) 84(20.7) 31(7.6) 5(1.2) 20(4.9) 65(16.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 159(41.4) 49(12.8) 75(19.5) 19(4.9) 1(.3) 17(4.4) 64(16.7) 384(100) 

Post Grad (%) 35(34.7) 13(12.9) 26(25.7) 11(10.9) 0(.0) 5(5.0) 11(10.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 12(36.4) 6(18.2) 6(18.2) 2(6.1) 0(.0) 1(3.0) 6(18.2) 33(100) 

Others (%) 4(57.1) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 7(100) 

 Total (%) 633(42.2) 210(14) 292(19.5) 81(5.4) 9(0.6) 70(4.7) 205(13.7) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 615(66.2) 23(2.5) 141(15.2) 24(2.6) 5(0.5) 16(1.7) 105(11.3) 929(100) 

Single (%) 13(2.4) 187(34.1) 141(25.7) 57(10.4) 4(0.7) 54(9.8) 93(16.9) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%)  1(20) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(60) 5(100) 

Widow/er(%) 4(23.5) 0(0) 9(52.9) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(23.5) 17(100) 

Total (%) 633(42.2) 210(14) 292(19.5) 81(5.4) 9(0.6) 70(4.7) 205(13.7) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 76(68.5) 9(8.1) 9(8.1) 0(0) 0(0) 3(2.7) 14(12.6) 111(100) 

Pvt. Ser. (%) 196(36.9) 111(20.9) 95(17.9) 30(5.6) 1(0.2) 22(4.1) 76(14.3) 531(100) 

Govt. Ser. (%) 132(56.9) 24(10.3) 36(15.5) 6(2.6) 2(0.9) 6(2.6) 26(11.2) 232(100) 

Business (%) 83(50.9) 17(10.4) 23(14.1) 7(4.3) 0(0) 8(4.9) 25(15.3) 163(100) 

Self Emp. (%) 72(49.3) 19(13) 30(20.5) 7(4.8) 1(0.7) 2(1.4) 15(10.3) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 52(59.8) 1(1.1) 25(28.7) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.3) 7(8) 87(100) 

Student (%) 0(0) 12(8.5) 53(37.6) 25(17.7) 2(1.4) 26(18.4) 23(16.3) 141(100) 

Others (%) 22(24.7) 17(19.1) 21(23.6) 6(6.7) 3(3.4) 1(1.1) 19(21.3) 89(100) 

Total (%) 633(42.2) 210(14) 292(19.5) 81(5.4) 9(0.6) 70(4.7) 205(13.7) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 3.3   Purpose of Savings across Demographic factors 

 
Source: Table No 3.10 

 

The purpose of savings among the respondents across the demographic factors i.e. 

age, gender, education, marital status and occupation is exhibited in the Table No 

3.10 and Graph No 3.3. 

Age: The age wise analysis of purpose of savings shows that, of the 308 respondents 

in the age group of 18-24, majority of 29.2% respondents saved for provision for 

contingency, followed by marriage by 22.4% respondents. Least respondents, i.e. only 

0.6% respondents saved for lending locally. In the age group of 25 -35, out of 441 

respondents, majority i.e. 34.2% respondents saved for child education, followed by 

24.9% saving for the purpose of marriage. Similarly in the age group of 36-45 

majorities i.e. 67.4% of the respondents saved for child education. Similar trend was 

seen in the age group of 46-58 and 59 and above, wherein majority of the respondents 

i.e. 64.2% and 41.1% respondents respectively saved for child education. On the 

whole of 1500 respondents’ majority i.e. 42.2% respondents saved for child education 

followed by making provision for contingency by 19.5% of the respondents. Marriage 

was the purpose of savings for 14% of the respondents, 13.7% respondents saved with 

a purpose of earning stable and regular income. Very few i.e. 0.6% of the respondents 
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on the whole saved with the purpose of lending locally.  

Gender: The gender wise analysis of purpose of savings shows of the 499 female 

respondents, majority of them i.e. 39.3% saved for child education. While very few 

females i.e. 0.4% saved for lending locally. Similarly among 1001 male respondents, 

43.7% saved for child education and least i.e. 0.7% saved to lend locally. On the 

whole of the 1500 respondents, majority i.e. 42.2% of the respondents saved for child 

education, followed by 19.5% respondents saving for provision for contingency,14% 

and 13.7% respondents saving for the purpose of marriage and earning stable and 

regular income respectively. 

Education: The education wise analysis of purpose of savings of the respondents 

reveals across education, of the 245 respondents who were Non Matric, majority i.e. 

49.4% of them saved for child education. The least in this category i.e. 1.2% only 

saved to lend locally. Of the 324 respondents who were SSC holders, majority i.e. 

50.95 saved for child education. None in this educational category saved to lend 

locally. Of the 406 HSSC holders, majority i.e. 33.7% respondents saved for child 

education, least i.e. 1.2% only saved to lend locally. Among the 384 graduates, 101 

Post Graduates and 33 Diploma holders and 7 others, majority i.e. 41.4%, 34.7%, 

36.4% and 57.15 respectively saved for child education. While the least was to save 

for lending locally, i.e. by0.3% among the graduates and none among post graduate, 

diploma holders and others saved to lend locally. 

Marital Status: The marital status wise analysis of purpose of savings, shows of the 

929 married respondents, majority i.e. 66.2% respondents saved for child education, 

followed by 15.2% of married respondents saving for provision for contingency. 

Least among the married i.e. only 0.5% saved for lending locally. Among the 549 

single respondents majority i.e. 34% respondents saved for the purpose of marriage. 
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While least i.e. 0.7% of singles saved for lending locally. Among the 5 divorcee 

respondents, majority i.e. 60% of these respondents saved to earn stable and regular 

income, followed by saving for child education and provision for contingency by 20% 

of single respondents each. Among the 17 widow respondents, majority saved for 

provision for contingency, followed by 23.5% of them saving for child education and 

earning regular and stable income each. 

Occupation: The occupation wise analysis of the purpose of savings, shows of the 

111 Agriculturist respondents, majority i.e. 68.5% saved for child education, followed 

by 12.6% saving for earning stable and regular income. It was noticed that 8.1% of 

the agriculturist saved for marriage and making provision for contingency each. None 

of the agriculturist saved with the purpose of purchasing physical asset nor lending 

locally. Respondents working in the Private sector, Government sector, Businessmen, 

Self-employed, Housewives or among the respondents in the other category majority 

respondents saved for the purpose of child education to the extent of 36.9%, 

56.9%,50.95,49.3%,59.85 and 24.7% respectively across their respective occupations. 

While the least number of respondents saved for lending locally across occupations. 

Majority of the respondents across demographic factors i.e. 42.2% saved for the 

purpose of child education, 19.5% provision for contingency, followed by 14% 

respondents saving for marriage and 13.5% respondents saving with the purpose of 

earning regular and steady income. Majority respondents from the age group of 18 -24 

saved for provision for contingency, while respondents from the age group 25-35 

saved for the purpose of marriage. The respondents from the other older age groups 

mainly saved with the purpose of child education. Majority i.e. 66.2% of the married 

respondents saved for child education, while majority of the single i.e. 34% 

respondents saved for the purpose of marriage. 
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3.6. Analysis of Objective of Investment 

The reasons behind saving and investing in physical or financial asset differ from one 

another. When a particular amount is invested, it is so done with an objective in mind. 

It could be either to earn additional income, ensure safety of one’s investment. One 

can invest with an objective to liquidate the investment soon. Other objectives of 

investment can be to have capital appreciation, tax benefits, and provision for 

contingencies or availing subsidy from the investment. 

Table No 3.11. Analysis of Objective of investment in Physical Asset  

Demograp

hic Factor 
Objective of investment for Physical Asset 

Total 

Addition

al 

Income 

Safety 

Liquidi

ty 

Capital 

App. 

Tax 

Benefits 

Prov for 

Contingency 

Avail 

Subsid

y 

Other 

Age 

18 – 24(%) 35(12.2) 154(53.7) 10(3.5) 55(19.2) 2(.7) 24(8.4) 2(.7) 5(1.7) 287(100

) 25 - 35(%) 72(16.7) 213(49.5) 36(8.4) 54(12.6) 1(.2) 40(9.3) 3(.7) 11(2.6) 430(100

) 36- 45(%) 53(14.9) 156(43.9) 24(6.8) 52(14.6) 5(1.4) 61(17.2) 3(.8) 1(.3) 355(100

) 46 - 58(%) 50(17.0) 142(48.3) 17(5.8) 26(8.8) 7(2.4) 37(12.6) 8(2.7) 7(2.4) 294(100

) 59+ (%) 13(14.4) 50(55.6) 7(7.8) 7(7.8) 0(.0) 13(14.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 223(15.

3) 

715(49.1) 94(6.5) 194(13.3) 15(1.0) 175(12.0) 16(1.1

) 

24(1.6) 1456(10

0) Gender 

 

 

Female 

(%) 
63(13.0) 233(48.1) 31(6.4) 66(13.6) 3(.6) 82(16.9) 3(.6) 3(.6) 484(100

) Male (%) 160(16.

5) 

482(49.6) 63(6.5) 128(13.2) 12(1.2) 93(9.6) 13(1.3

) 

21(2.2) 972(100

)  Total 

(%) 

223(15.3

) 

715(49.1) 94(6.5) 194(13.3) 15(1.0) 175(12.0) 16(1.1

) 

24(1.6) 1456(10

0) Education 

N.Matric(%) 48(19.6) 113(46.1) 24(9.8) 13(5.3) 5(2.0) 34(13.9) 7(2.9) 1(.4) 245(100

) SSC (%) 62(20.0) 180(58.1) 15(4.8) 29(9.4) 2(.6) 14(4.5) 2(.6) 6(1.9) 310(100

) HSSC (%) 51(13.2) 190(49.2) 27(7.0) 66(17.1) 2(.5) 45(11.7) 3(.8) 2(.5) 386(100

) Grad(%) 50(13.4) 177(47.3) 18(4.8) 55(14.7) 2(.5) 55(14.7) 4(1.1) 13(3.5

) 

374(100

) Post Grad(% 
)(%) 

8(7.9) 32(31.7) 7(6.9) 25(24.8) 4(4.0) 24(23.8) 0(.0) 1(1.0) 101(100

) Diploma(%) 2(6.1) 21(63.6) 2(6.1) 5(15.2) 0(.0) 2(6.1) 0(.0) 1(3.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 2(28.6) 2(28.6) 1(14.3) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 223(15.

3) 

715(49.1) 94(6.5) 194(13.3) 15(1.0) 175(12.0) 16(1.1) 24(1.6

) 

1456(10

0) Marital Status 

Married(%

)% 

145(15.

8) 

456(49.6) 61(6.6) 101(11.0) 11(1.2) 126(13.7) 13(1.4) 6(.7) 919(100

) Single(%) 72(14.0) 252(48.8) 32(6.2) 91(17.6) 4(.8) 44(8.5) 3(.6) 18(3.5

) 

516(100

) Divorcee 0(.0) 1(20.0) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er 6(37.5) 6(37.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Total (%) 223(15.

3) 

715(49.1) 94(6.5) 194(13.3) 15(1.0) 175(12.0) 16(1.1) 24(1.6

) 

1456(10

0) 
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Occupation 

Agri(%) 31(28.2) 56(50.9) 3(2.7) 9(8.2) 4(3.6) 6(5.5) 1(.9) 0(.0) 110(100

) Pvt.Ser(%) 66(12.8) 275(53.4) 28(5.4) 73(14.2) 3(.6) 52(10.1) 7(1.4) 11(2.1

) 

515(100

) Govt.Ser(%) 
guSerseS

erv 

45(20.2) 96(43.0) 12(5.4) 26(11.7) 5(2.2) 30(13.5) 6(2.7) 3(1.3) 223(100

) Business(%)

)) 
18(11.1) 88(54.3) 18(11.1) 22(13.6) 1(.6) 14(8.6) 1(.6) 0(.0) 162(100

) Self.Emp(%) 27(18.9) 48(33.6) 17(11.9) 23(16.1) 0() 25(17.5) 0(.0) 3(2.1) 143(100

) H.wife(%) 16(18.4) 31(35.6) 8(9.2) 5(5.7) 0(.0) 24(27.6) 0(.0) 3(3.4) 87(100) 

Student(%) 14(10.8) 70(53.8) 4(3.1) 25(19.2) 2(1.5) 10(7.7) 1(.8) 4(3.1) 130(100

) Others(%) 6(7.0) 51(59.3) 4(4.7) 11(12.8) 0(.0) 14(16.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 86(100) 

Total (%) 223(15.3) 715(49.1) 94(6.5) 194(13.3) 15(1.0) 175(12.0) 16(1.1) 24(1.6) 1456(10

0) Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No 3.11:  reveals the age wise, gender wise, education wise, marital 

status wise and occupation wise analysis of objective of investment in Physical Asset. 

The various objectives for investing in physical assets being analyzed were earn 

additional income, safety, liquidity, capital appreciation, tax benefits, provision for 

contingency, avail subsidy and others.  

Age: Age wise analysis shows that, of the 1456 respondents investing in Physical 

assets, 19.7% i.e. 287 respondents belonged to the age group of 18-24. While majority 

of the respondents i.e. 53.7% invested in physical assets with an objective of safety 

followed by 19.2% respondents investing for capital appreciation. In the age group of    

25-35, 49.5%, 36-45, 43.9%, 46-58, 48.3% and in the age group of above 59, 55.6% 

of the respondents belonging to the respective age groups invested mainly with an 

objective of safety, followed by the objective of earning additional income. Objective 

of tax benefits and avail subsidy was given least preference across all age groups. 

Gender: The gender wise analysis reveals that, of the 484 female respondents 

investing in Physical assets, majority of these female i.e. 48.1% in Physical assets 

with an objective of safety, followed by 16.9% female respondents investing for 

making provision for contingency. Among the 972 male respondents majority of the 

male respondents i.e. 49.6% also invest in Physical assets for safety, followed by 



 

111 
 

earning additional income being objective of 16.5% male respondents. 

Education: Of the 245, Non Matriculates majority i.e. 46.1% respondents had safety 

as an objective. Among the 310 SSC holders, 386 HSSC holders, 374 graduates 101 

Post Graduates, 33 Diploma holders and 7 others, majority of the respondents i.e. 

58.1%, 49.2%, 47.3%, 31.7%, 63.6% and 28.6% respondents respectively invested for 

safety as an objective for investment in Physical asset. The least investment in 

Physical assets was made with an objective of tax benefits, by respondent across 

educational groups. On the whole, of all the people investing in Physical assets, 

49.1% respondents majorly had safety as an objective followed by earning additional 

income by 15.3% respondents. Very few respondents i.e. only 1% invested in physical 

assets for tax benefits. 

Marital Status: Among the 919 Married respondents, majority i.e. 49.6% 

respondents invested in Physical asset with an objective of safety, followed by 

earning additional income by 15.8% married respondents. Among the 516 Single 

respondents, majority i.e. 48.8% invested with safety as an objective followed by 

capital appreciation by 17.6% single respondents. Among the 5 Divorcee respondents 

40% of the respondents saved for capital appreciation followed by 20% each 

respondents saving for safety and liquidity as an objective. Among 16 widow/er 

respondents majority i.e. 37.5% respondents invested with an objective of earning 

additional income and safety objective each, followed by 25% widow respondents 

investing with an objective to make provision for contingency.  

Occupation: Analysis on the basis of occupation shows that , of the 110 

Agriculturist, majority i.e. 50.9% respondents invested with safety as an objective, 

followed by 28.2% investing with an objective of earning additional income. Of the 

515 respondents working in the Private sector 53.4% and 12.8% respondents 
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investing with objective of safety followed by earning additional income respectively. 

Among the 223 respondents working in the Govt. sector majority i.e. 43% 

respondents invested with safety as an objective, followed by 20% respondents 

investing to earn additional income. Among the 162 businessman and 143 self-

employed, 54.3% and 33.6% respondents respectively invested in Physical assets with 

an objective of safety of investment. Among the housewives and the unemployed or 

retired majority i.e. 35.6$ and 59.3% respectively invested  with safety as an 

objective, followed by 27.6% and 16.3% of the housewives and others respectively 

investing with an objective of making provision for contingency. While the student 

respondents invested majorly for safety followed by capital appreciation. On the 

whole, majority respondents across occupation invested for safety followed by 

earning additional income except for student respondents who invested for safety 

followed by capital appreciation. The housewives and the others invested for safety 

followed by provision for contingency. 

 

Majority of the respondents 49.1% across demographic factors invested in physical 

assets with safety as an objective, followed by 15.3% respondents investing with an 

objective to earn additional income. Least respondents i.e. only 1% invested in 

physical assets with an objective of tax savings.  
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Table No 3.12. Analysis of Objective of Investment in Financial Asset  

Demographic 

Factor 

Objective of investment of Financial Asset 

Total 

Regular 

Return Safety Liquidity 

Capital 

Appreciation 

Tax 

Benefits 

Meet 

Uncertainty 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 43(14.0) 132(42.9) 53(17.2) 33(10.7) 4(1.3) 43(14.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 40(9.1) 200(45.4) 53(12.0) 51(11.6) 18(4.1) 79(17.9) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 33(9.1) 135(37.3) 66(18.2) 46(12.7) 10(2.8) 72(19.9) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 43(14.4) 133(44.5) 33(11.0) 38(12.7) 10(3.3) 42(14.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 8(8.9) 57(63.3) 8(8.9) 12(13.3) 3(3.3) 2(2.2) 90(100) 

Total (%) 167(11.1) 657(43.8) 213(14.2) 180(12.0) 45(3.0) 238(15.9) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female(%) 56(11.2) 181(36.3) 92(18.4) 70(14.0) 9(1.8) 91(18.2) 499(100) 

Male (%) 111(11.1) 476(47.6) 121(12.1) 110(11.0) 36(3.6) 147(14.7) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 167(11.1) 657(43.8) 213(14.2) 180(12.0) 45(3.0) 238(15.9) 1500(100) 

Education 

 N Matri(%) 39(15.9) 127(51.8) 35(1.3) 27(11.0) 2(.8) 15(6.1) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 30(9.3) 147(45.4) 44(13.6) 34(10.5) 13(4.0) 56(17.3) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 41(10.1) 183(45.1) 57(14.0) 52(12.8) 5(1.2) 68(16.7) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 49(12.8) 140(36.5) 59(15.4) 50(13.0) 13(3.4) 73(19.0) 384(100) 

Post Grad 

(%) 

8(7.9) 37(36.6) 13(12.9) 16(15.8) 12(11.9) 15(14.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 19(57.6) 4(12.1) 1(3.0) 0(.0) 9(27.3) 33(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 4(57.1) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(28.6) 7(100) 

Total (%) 167(11.1) 657(43.8) 213(14.2) 180(12.0) 45(3.0) 238(15.9) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 106(11.4) 405(43.6) 123(13.2) 116(12.5) 36(3.9) 143(15.4) 929(100) 

Single (%) 58(10.6) 244(44.4) 85(15.5) 63(11.5) 8(1.5) 91(16.6) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er 

(%) 

3(17.6) 7(41.2) 3(17.6) 1(5.9) 0(.0) 3(17.6) 17(100) 

Total (%) 167(11.1) 657(43.8) 213(14.2) 180(12.0) 45(3.0) 238(15.9) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agri(%) 20(18.0) 51(45.9) 8(7.2) 15(13.5) 4(3.6) 13(11.7) 111(100) 

Pvt. Ser(%) 52(9.8) 257(48.4) 72(13.6) 57(10.7) 14(2.6) 79(14.9) 531(100) 

Govt. Ser(%) 28(12.1) 89(38.4) 21(9.1) 23(9.9) 15(6.5) 56(24.1) 232(100) 

Business (%) 12(7.4) 78(47.9) 18(11.0) 31(19.0) 3(1.8) 21(12.9) 163(100) 

S Emp( %) 17(11.6) 60(41.1) 23(15.8) 19(13.0) 1(.7) 26(17.8) 146(100) 

H. wife (%) 10(11.5) 20(23.0) 26(29.9) 16(18.4) 3(3.4) 12(13.8) 87(100) 

Student (%) 20(14.2) 64(45.4) 28(19.9) 15(10.6) 1(.7) 13(9.2) 141(100) 

Others (%) 8(9.0) 38(42.7) 17(19.1) 4(4.5) 4(4.5) 18(20.2) 89(100) 

Total (%) 167(11.1) 657(43.8) 213(14.2) 180(12.0) 45(3.0) 238(15.9) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 3.4 Objective of Investment in Financial Asset 

 

Source: Table No 3.12 

The objectives of investment in Financial Asset across demographic factors is 

exhibited in the above Table No 3.12 and Graph No 3.5 

Age: A look at the age wise analysis of objectives on investment shows that of the 

308 respondents in the age group of 18-24, majority i.e. 42.9% respondents invested 

in financial assets with safety as an objective, followed by liquidity for 17.2% 

respondents. While the least in this age group i.e. 1.3% respondents only invested for 

tax benefits. In the age group of 25-35, majority i.e. 45.4% responde5nts invested 

with safety as an objective, followed by meeting future uncertainties for 17.9% 

respondents, and the least in this age group were 4.1% respondents only investing for 

tax benefits. While in the age group of 36 -45, 37.3% respondents invested for safety, 

followed by 19.9% respondents invested with objective of meeting future 

uncertainties. Similarly in the age group of 46-58 majority i.e. 44.5% respondents 

invested for safety, followed by objective of earning regular return by 14.4.% of the 

respondents.63.3% of the respondents in the age group of 59 & above, mainly 

invested for safety followed by 13.3% investing for capital appreciation. On the whole 
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of the 1500 respondents majority i.e. 43.8% respondents invested for safety, followed 

by 15.9% respondents investing for meeting future uncertainties, followed by 

liquidity, capital appreciation, earning regular return and the least respondents i.e. 

only 3% invested with an objective of tax benefits. The objectives of respondents 

differed with age. Though safety was primary objective across age, liquidity was 

secondary objective for respondents in the age group of 18-24. While meeting 

uncertainty was secondary objective for respondent in the age group of 25-335, 36 -45 

and 46-58. While capital appreciation, was the secondary objective of investment for 

most of the respondents above the age of 59.  

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that of the 499 female respondents majority i.e. 

36.3% invested with the objective of safety, followed by 18.4% female respondents 

investing with liquidity as an objective. Among the 1001 male respondents, majority 

i.e. 47.6% invest with safety as an objective, followed by 14.7% respondents 

investing with an objective to meet future uncertainties. Among males and females, 

very few i.e. 3.6% and 1.8% respondents invested for tax benefits. Thus it can be 

concluded that though safety was primary objective of investment across gender, 

liquidity was secondary objective for females, while meeting future uncertainties was 

secondary objective for male respondents. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents revealed that of the 245 Non 

Matric respondents, majority i.e. 51.8% respondents invested for safety, followed by 

15.9% respondents invested for regular return. While the least in this category i.e. 

only 0.8% invested with an objective of tax benefits.  Among the 324 SSC holders 

and 406 HSSC holders and 384 graduates, majority i.e. 45.4%, 45.1% and 36.5% 

invested with an objective of safety followed by 17.35, 16.7% and 19% each 

respectively investing with an objective to meet future uncertainties. Among the 101 
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post graduates, majority i.e. 36.6% invested mainly for safety followed by 15.8% 

investing with an objective of capital appreciation. Least post graduates i.e. only 7.9% 

invested to earn regular return. Among the 33 diploma holders and 7 others majority 

i.e. 57% respondents invested for safety followed by 27.3% and 28% respondents 

respectively investing with an objective of meeting future uncertainties. Least across 

all educational groups except for post graduate invested with the objective of tax 

benefits. Thus it can be concluded that the Non Matric invested for safety followed by 

earning regular return, while the others SSC holders, HSSC holders, graduates and the 

diploma holders invested mainly for safety followed by investing to meet future 

uncertainties. While the highly educated, the post graduates invested for safety 

followed by capital appreciation.  

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of objectives shows that of the 929 

married respondents, 549 single respondents and 17 widow/er respondents majority 

i.e. 43.6%, 44.4% and 41.2% respectively invested for safety. While the least i.e. 

15.4% married, 16.6% single and 17.6% widow/er respondents invested for meeting 

future uncertainties. Among the 5 divorcee respondents 40% invested with an 

objective of liquidity followed by 20% investing for safety, tax benefits and meeting 

future uncertainties. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of objective of investment in financial asset 

shows that among the 111 agriculturist, majority i.e. 45.9% invested with an objective 

of safety, followed by 18% investing to earn regular return. While the least among the 

agriculturist i.e. 3.9% invested with the objective of tax benefits. Among the 531 

respondents working in the private sector, 232 Government Servants, 146 self-

employed and 89 other respondents, majority i.e. 48.4%, 38.4% and 41% respectively 

invested for safety, followed by 14.9%, 24.1% and 17.8% respectively invested to 
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meet future uncertainties. Among the 163 businessmen respondents, 47.9% invested 

for safety, followed by 19% investing for capital appreciation. 29.9% housewives 

primarily invested with liquidity as an objective, followed by capital appreciation for 

18.4% respondents.45.4% students primarily invested for safety, followed by 19.9% 

investing for liquidity. The objectives differed with the kind of occupation of 

respondents. 

Majority of the respondents across demographic factors i.e. 43.8% invested in 

financial assets with an objective of safety of investment, followed by 15.9% 

respondents investing with an objective to meet future uncertainties, 14.2% 

respondents invested with liquidity as an objective. Only 3% respondents invested in 

financial assets with tax benefit as an objective. 

 

3.7. Most Preferred Investment Avenue 
 

This part of the section deals with the analysis of the most preferred investment 

avenue, in both physical asset and financial asset category. The physical assets 

analyzed in the study are Gold, Silver, Agricultural Investment and Real Estate. While 

Bank deposits, Postal deposits, Govt. securities, Corporate securities, Life insurance, 

Mutual fund, Commodities and Derivatives are analyzed as the financial assets.   

 

Table No 3.13 Most Preferred Physical Assets 

Demographics 

Factor 

Most Preferred Physical Asset 

Total Gold Silver Agriculture Real estate Other 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 174(56.4) 15(4.9) 27(8.8) 89(28.9) 3(1.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 221(50.1) 24(5.4) 67(15.2) 129(29.3

) 

0(.0) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 172(47.5) 21(5.8) 82(22.7) 86(23.8) 1(.3) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 123(41.1) 13(4.3) 82(27.4) 79(26.4) 2(.7) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 36(40.0) 2(2.2) 19(21.1) 33(36.7) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 726(48.4) 75(5.0) 277(18.5) 416(27.7

) 

6(.4) 1500(100) 
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Gender 

 Female(%) 250(50.1) 47(9.4) 72(14.4) 128(25.7

) 

2(.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 476(47.5) 28(2.8) 205(20.5) 288(28.8

) 

4(.4) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 726(48.4) 75(5.0) 277(18.5) 416(27.7

) 

6(.4) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 117(47.8) 9(3.7) 80(32.7) 39(15.9) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 146(45.1) 14(4.3) 73(22.5) 89(27.5) 2(.6) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 203(50.0) 29(7.1) 55(13.5) 118(29.1

) 

1(.2) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 195(50.8) 16(4.2) 54(14.1) 117(30.5

) 

2(.5) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 48(47.5) 4(4.0) 7(6.9) 42(41.6) 0(.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 15(45.5) 1(3.0) 8(24.2) 8(24.2) 1(3.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 2(28.6) 2(28.6) 0(.0) 3(42.9) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 726(48.4) 75(5.0) 277(18.5) 416(27.7

) 

6(.4) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 419(45.1) 49(5.3) 210(22.6) 248(26.7

) 

3(.3) 929(100) 

Single (%) 300(54.6) 25(4.6) 59(10.7) 162(29.5

) 

3(.5) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 3(60.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 4(23.5) 1(5.9) 8(47.1) 4(23.5) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 726(48.4) 75(5.0) 277(18.5) 416(27.7

) 

6(.4) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 49(44.1) 1(.9) 42(37.8) 18(16.2) 1(.9) 111(100) 

Private Service(%) 

(%) 

275(51.8) 16(3.0) 74(13.9) 165(31.1

) 

1(.2) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 95(40.9) 9(3.9) 69(29.7) 59(25.4) 0(.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 85(52.1) 8(4.9) 20(12.3) 48(29.4) 2(1.2) 163(100) 

Self Employed 

(%) 

75(51.4) 12(8.2) 25(17.1) 33(22.6) 1(.7) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 31(35.6) 11(12.6) 22(25.3) 23(26.4) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 77(54.6) 12(8.5) 13(9.2) 38(27.0) 1(.7) 141(100) 

Others (%) 39(43.8) 6(6.7) 12(13.5) 32(36.0) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 726(48.4) 75(5.0) 277(18.5) 416(27.7

) 

6(.4) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No 3.13 and Graph No 3.3 exhibits the most preferred physical asset 

across the demographic factors viz. age, gender, education, marital status and 

occupation. 
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Graph No 3.5. Preference of Physical Asset 

 

Source: Table No 3.13 

 

Age: From the table No 3.13, it can be inferred that 56.4% of the respondents in the 

age group of 18-24, prefer gold as an investment avenue, followed by real estate for 

28.9%. In the age group of 25-35 and 36-45, 50.1% and 47.5% respondents 

respectively prefer gold, followed by real estate, by 29.3% and 23.8% respectively. 

41.1% respondents in the age group of 46-58 preferred gold, followed by agriculture 

by 27.4% respondents. Among the respondents in the age group of 59 & above, 

majority i.e. 40% preferred gold, followed by 36.7% respondents preferring real 

estate.  

Gender: Gender wise analysis of most preferred physical asset reveals that 50% of 

the female respondents preferred gold, followed by real estate for 25.7% female 

respondents. Similarly among the 1001 male respondents, 47.5% respondents 

preferred gold, followed by real estate by 28.8% male respondents. 

Education: Among the Non Matric respondents majority i.e. 47.8% prefer gold, 
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followed by Agriculture for 32.7% respondents. Among the SSC holders, HSSC 

holders, graduates and the post graduates, gold was the most preferred avenue for 

45% - 48% respondents, followed by real estate. Among the diploma holders, 

majority respondents i.e. 45.5% preferred gold, followed by equal preference for 

agriculture and real estate by 24.2% of the diploma holders. 

Marital Status: Respondents across marital status except for widow/er had similar 

preferences. 45.1% married, 54.6% single and 60% divorcee preferred gold, followed 

by real estate. While 47.1% widow/er preferred agriculture followed by equal 

preference for gold and real estate by 25.5% respondents. 

Occupation: Occupation wise preference of physical assets shows that 44.1% 

agriculturist prefers gold followed by agriculture by 37.8% respondents. Respondents 

working in the private sector i.e. 51.8%, 52.1% businessmen, 51.4% self-employed, 

54.6% students and 43.8% others preferred gold, followed by real estate by 31.1%, 

29.45, 22.6%, 26.4%, 27% and 36% respondents in their respective occupations. 

Among the Government servants 40.9% prefer gold, followed by agriculture by 

29.7% of the respondents. On the whole, of the 1500 respondents’ majority i.e. 48.4% 

respondents preferred gold, followed by real estate by 27.7%, followed by agriculture 

for 18.5% respondents and silver by 5% of the respondents only. 
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Table No. 3.14 Most Preferred Financial Assets 

Demographic

s Factor 

Most Preferred Financial Asset 

Total Bank Post GS CS LI MF Com Deri 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 235(76.3) 16(5.2) 1(.3) 1(.3) 55(17.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 296(67.1) 44(10.0) 2(.5) 1(.2) 95(21.5) 3(.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 232(64.1) 34(9.4) 5(1.4) 1(.3) 90(24.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 215(71.9) 17(5.7) 6(2.0) 2(.7) 59(19.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 69(76.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 21(23.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1047(68.8

) 

111(7.4) 14(.9) 5(.3) 320(21.3) 3(.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female(%) 376(75.4) 46(9.2) 5(1.0) 0(.0) 72(14.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 671(67.0) 65(6.5) 9(.9) 5(.5) 248(24.8) 3(.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1047(68.8) 111(7.4

) 

14(.9) 5(.3) 320(21.3) 3(.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Education 

 N Matri (%) 188(76.7) 10(4.1) 1(.4) 0(.0) 46(18.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 236(72.8) 15(4.6) 2(.6) 0(.0) 71(21.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 298(73.4) 37(9.1) 4(1.0) 0(.0) 67(16.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 234(60.9) 44(11.5

) 

3(.8) 3(.8) 97(25.3) 3(.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 384(100) 

Post Grad 

(%)(%) 

66(65.3) 3(3.0) 4(4.0) 2(2.0

) 

26(25.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 20(60.6) 2(6.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 5(71.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(28.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1047(68.8) 111(7.4

) 

14(.9) 5(.3) 320(21.3) 3(.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 630(67.8) 74(8.0) 11(1.2) 3(.3) 211(22.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 929(100) 

Single (%) 396(72.1) 37(6.7) 3(.5) 2(.4) 108(19.7) 3(.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er 

(%) 

17(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1047(68.

8) 

111(7.4

) 

14(.9) 5(.3) 320(21.3) 3(.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agri(%) 80(72.1) 8(7.2) 3(2.7) 0(.0) 20(18.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Pvt. Ser.(%) 391(73.6) 43(8.1) 0(.0) 1(.2) 93(17.5) 3(.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 531(100) 

Govt.Ser(%) 143(61.6) 12(5.2) 3(1.3) 1(.4) 73(31.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 93(57.1) 12(7.4) 2(1.2) 2(1.2

) 

54(33.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 163(100) 

S. Emp(%) 94(64.4) 15(10.3

) 

5(3.4) 0(.0) 32(21.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 146(100) 

H. wife (%) 69(79.3) 4(4.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(16.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 108(76.6) 9(6.4) 1(.7) 1(.7) 22(15.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 69(77.5) 8(9.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 12(13.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1047(68.8

) 

111(7.4

) 

14(.9) 5(.3) 320(21.3) 3(.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 3.6 Preference of Financial Assets 

 

Source: Table No 3.14 

The most preferred financial asset across demographic factors viz. age, gender, 

education, marital status and occupation is depicted in the above Table No 3.14 and 

Graph No 3.6 

Age: Age wise analysis of most preferred financial assets reveals that, bank is the 

most preferred investment avenue for 76.3% respondents in the age group of 18-24, 

followed by life insurance for 17.9% respondents. 67.1% respondents from the age 

group of 25 -35 also prefer bank, followed by life insurance. Similarly, 64% 

respondents from the age group of 36-45, 71.9% from 46-58 and 76.7% respondents 

from the age group of 59 & above , preferred bank, followed by life insurance by  

24.9%, 19.7% and 23.3% respondents respectively. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of most preferred financial asset describes that 75.4% 

female and 67% male respondents prefer bank as an investment avenue over other 

financial assets, followed by life insurance by 14.4% female ad 24.85 male 
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respondents. 

Education: Among the Non Matric respondents 76.7% prefer bank followed by life 

insurance by 18.85 respondents. Similarly, among SSC holder and HSSC holders, 

72.8% and 73.45 respondents respectively prefer bank followed by life insurance by 

21.95 and 16.5% respondents respectively. 60%graduates, 65.3% post graduates and 

60.6% diploma holders preferred bank, followed by preference for life insurance. A 

postal deposit was third preference for all educational sections of respondents except 

for the post graduate, who preferred Government securities.  

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of most preferred financial asset reveal 

that, bank was most preferred investment avenue for 67.8% married respondents, 

72.1% single and 80% divorcee respondents. Bank was the only preference for 100% 

widow respondents. Life insurance was second preference or 22.7% married, 19.7% 

single and 20% divorcee respondents followed by postal deposits. 

Occupation: The table reveals that the respondents belonging to various occupations 

prefer investing in bank deposits over the other financial assets. 72.1% of the 

agriculturist, 73.6% of the respondents working in the private sector, 61.6% 

Government servant and 57.1% of the businessman prefer investing in bank deposits, 

followed by life insurance, thereafter by postal deposits. Similar trend was seen 

among the self-employed, housewives, students and others. Wherein, 64% self-

employed, 79.3% housewives, 76.6% students and 77.5% others prefer to invest I 

bank deposits followed by life insurance. 

Of the 1500 respondents, across age, gender, education, marital status and occupation, 

bank was the first preference for 69.8% followed by preference for life insurance by 

21.3%, followed by postal deposits for 7.4% respondents. Government securities were 

the fourth preference for 0.9%, followed by preference for corporate securities by 
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0.3% and mutual fund for 0.2% respondents. None of the respondents preferred 

commodities and derivatives over other financial assets. 

 

3.8: Testing of Hypothesis  

In this part of the section an attempt has been made to test whether there exist any 

relation between the demographic factors and  1) the purpose of savings and  2) the 

objective of investment in Physical and Financial assets. 

3.8.1: Testing Of Hypothesis No 1. 

1. H0: There is no significant relationship between the Purpose of savings and the 

Demographic factors 

H1: There is significant relationship between the Purpose of savings and the 

Demographic factors  

Table No. 3.15 Relationship between the Purpose of savings and the 

demographic factors 

Chi Square Test Age Gender  Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

P Value 0.00 0.11  0.005 0.00 0.00 

Source: Table No 3.10 and Chi Square Formula SPSS 

Chi Square test was applied to test whether there exist any relationship between the 

purpose of savings and the demographic factors viz., Age, Education, Gender, Marital 

Status and Occupation.  P Value for Age, Education, Marital Status and Occupation 

was less than the significant value. Thus the null hypothesis for Age, Education, 

Marital Status and Occupation was rejected and it was concluded that, there exist a 

significant relationship between Age, Education, Marital Status and Occupation, and 

the purpose of savings. While the P value for Gender was more than the significant 

value, thus the Null hypothesis was accepted. It was concluded that gender had no 

relation with the purpose of savings, while the other demographic factors studied had 

a relation with the purpose of savings. 
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3.8.2. Test of Hypothesis No 2 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the Objective of investment in 

Physical and Financial assets across the Demographic factors  

H1: There is significant relationship between the Objective of investment in Physical 

and Financial assets across the Demographic factors. 

Table No 3.16 Relationship between the objective of investment in Physical and 

Financial assets across demographic factors 

Chi Square Test Age Gender Education  Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

Physical Asset 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Financial Asset 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.181 0.00 

Source: Table No 3.11, Table No 3.12 and Chi Square using SPSS 

Chi Square test was applied to test whether there exists any relationship between the 

Objective of investment in Physical and Financial asset across the demographic 

factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, Marital Status and Occupation  

Physical Asset: P Value for Age, Gender, Education, Marital Status and Occupation 

was less than the significant value of 0.05. Thus the null hypothesis was rejected and 

concluded that, the demographic factors viz. Age, Gender, Education, Marital Status 

and Occupation, have a significant impact on the Objective of investment in Physical 

assets. 

Financial Asset: Chi Square test was applied to test whether there exists any 

relationship between the demographic factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, Marital 

Status and Occupation and the Objective of investment in financial asset. P Value for 

Age, Gender, Education and Occupation was less than the significant value of 0.05. 

Thus the null hypothesis was rejected for Age, Gender, Education and Occupation and 

it was conclude that, there exist a significant relationship between the Objective of 

investment in financial assets and the demographic factors viz. Age, Education, 

Gender and Occupation. While the P value for Marital Status was 0.181, which was 
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higher than the significant value, signifying that there existed no significant 

relationship between marital status and the Objective of investment in Financial 

Asset. 

 

Conclusion 

This chapter shed light on the purpose with which investors save across the 

demographic factors. The purposes with which men and women investors save were 

found to be almost similar. Though young and single investors were found to mainly 

save for the purpose of marriage, the married respondents were found to save for child 

education. It was evident from the study that safety of investment was the main 

objective of investment. It was also found that the marital status of investors had no 

relation with the objective of investment in financial assets. 
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Chapter - IV 

Awareness, Source of Information and Perception of investors 

This chapter analyses the levels of awareness of investors about the various 

investment avenues and the sources of information on which investors depend for 

information. An attempt has also been made to examine the perception of investors 

towards various investment avenues. This chapter comprises of four sections. The 

first section enquires into the level of awareness about physical assets and analysis its 

sources of information. The second section enquires into the level of awareness about 

financial assets and analysis its sources of information. Section three, covers the 

perception of investors towards savings and investment. While the fourth section 

covers the perception of investors towards various investment avenues across the 

demographic factors. 

 

Section I - Level of awareness about Physical Assets 

In this section an attempt has been made to study the level of awareness about 

physical assets across demographic factors viz age, gender, education, marital status 

and occupation. The sources on which investors rely for information have been also 

analysed in this section.  

 

4.1: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Physical Asset 

 

An enquiry was made into the level of awareness of physical assets viz gold, silver, 

agricultural investment and real estate among the investors across the demographic 

profile.   
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Table No 4.1.1: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Gold 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much Aware 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 1(0.3) 206(66.9) 101(32.8) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 4(0.9) 216(49.0) 221(50.1) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 5(1.4) 90(24.9) 267(73.8) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 2(0.7) 67(22.4) 230(76.9) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 25(27.8) 65(72.2) 90(100) 

Total (%) 12(.8) 604(40.3) 884(58.9) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 5(1.0) 143(28.7) 351(70.3) 499(100) 

Male (%) 7(.7) 461(46.1) 533(53.2) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 12(0.8) 604(40.3) 884(58.9) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 1(0.4) 64(26.1) 180(73.5) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 124(38.3) 200(61.7) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 5(1.2) 177(43.6) 224(55.2) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 4(1.0) 183(47.7) 197(51.3) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 2(2.0) 34(33.7) 65(64.4) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 19(57.6) 14(42.4) 33(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 3(42.9) 4(57.1) 7(100) 

Total (%) 12(0.8) 604(40.3) 884(58.9) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 9(1.0) 238(25.6) 682(73.4) 929(100) 

Single (%) 3(0.5) 362(65.9) 184(33.5) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 4(80.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 3(17.6) 14(82.4) 17(100) 

Total (%) 12(0.8) 604(40.3) 884(58.9) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 31(27.9) 80(72.1) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 5(.9) 220(41.4) 306(57.6) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 0(.0) 70(30.2) 162(69.8) 232(100) 

Business (%) 2(1.2) 68(41.7) 93(57.1) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 2(1.4) 63(43.2) 81(55.5) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(.0) 17(19.5) 70(80.5) 87(100) 

Student (%) 1(0.7) 95(67.4) 45(31.9) 141(100) 

Others (%) 2(2.2) 40(44.9) 47(52.8) 89(100) 

Total (%) 12(0.8) 604(40.3) 884(58.9) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The level of awareness about gold as an investment avenue among respondents across 

demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No 4.1.1. 

 

Age: Within the age group analysis shows that of the 308 respondents in the age 

group of 18-24 majority i.e. 66.9% respondents were slightly aware of the gold as an 

investment aware. Of the 441 respondents from the age group of 25-35 majority i.e. 

50% respondents were very much aware about the gold as an investment avenue, of 

the 365 respondents from the age group of 36-45, majority i.e. 73.8% respondents 

were very much aware. Among the 299 respondents from the age group of 46-58 

majority i.e. 76.8% respondents were aware. Of the 90 respondents from the age 

group of 59& above majority i.e. 72.2% respondents were very much aware about 

gold as an investment avenue, followed by 40.3% being slightly aware. Nearly 0.8% 

respondents were not aware of gold as an investment. 

 

Gender: Gender wise level of awareness of gold revels that 28.7% females were 

slightly aware , while 70.3% females respondent were very much aware about gold as 

an investment avenue. Among male respondents 46.1% were slightly aware, while 

53.2% male respondents were very much aware of gold as an investment avenue. On 

the whole only 1% of male and 1% of female respondents were not aware, while the 

rest 99% were aware. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of level of awareness of gold as an investment 

avenue reveals that among the Non Matrices, 26.1% were slightly aware, while 73.5% 

were very much aware and only 0.4% of the Non matrices were not aware. Among 

the SSC holders 38.3% were slightly aware and 61.7% SSC holders were very much 

aware. Of the 406 HSSC holders, 1.2% respondents were not aware about gold, 

43.6% respondents were slightly aware and the rest 55.2% respondents were very 
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much aware about gold as an investment avenue. Of the graduate respondents, only 

1% respondents were not aware, 47.7% were slightly aware and 51.3% were very 

much aware. Among the post graduates 33.7% were slightly aware, while 64.4% post 

graduates respondents were very much aware about gold. Similarly among the 

diploma holders and others 57.6% and 42.9% respondents respectively were slightly 

aware while 42.4% diploma holders and 57.1% others were very much aware about 

gold as an investment avenue. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis reveals that among married respondents 

73.4% respondents were very much aware , 25.6% were slightly aware while only 1% 

of the married respondents were not aware about gold as an investments avenue. 

Among the single respondents only 0.5% respondents were not aware, 65.9% were 

slightly aware and 33.5% of single respondents were very much aware about gold. 

Among the divorces and widow/er respondents 20% and 17.6% respondents 

respectively were slightly aware while 80% and 82.4% divorces and widowers 

respondent respectively were very much aware about gold. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that among the agriculturist, 27.9% 

were slightly aware and 72.1% were very much aware about gold, among the 

respondents working in the private sectors, only 0.9% respondents were not aware, 

while 41.4% were slightly aware and 57.6% were very much aware about the gold. 

30.2% Government Servants, 41.7% businessmen and 43.2% self-employed were 

slightly aware about gold. On the other hand 69.8% Government Servants ,57.1% 

businessmen and 55.5% self-employed were very much aware about gold as an 

investment avenue among the housewives, students and other 19.5%, 67.4%, and 

44.9% respondents respectively were slightly aware about gold. While 80.5% 
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housewives, 31.9% students and 52.8% other were very much aware about gold as an 

investment avenue. 

On the whole only 0.8% respondents were not aware, while 40.3% respondents were 

slightly aware and 58.9% of the respondents were very much aware about gold as an 

investment avenue. We can conclude that maximum 99% respondents were aware 

about gold. 

 

Table No 4.1.2: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Silver 

Demographic 

factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much 

Aware Age 

 18 - 24(%) 35(11.4) 243(78.9) 30(9.7) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 29(6.6) 349(79.1) 63(14.3) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 16(4.4) 272(75.1) 74(20.4) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 10(3.3) 194(64.9) 95(31.8) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 14(15.6) 58(64.4) 18(20.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 104(6.9) 1116(74.4) 280(18.7) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 32(6.4) 359(71.9) 108(21.6) 499(100) 

Male (%) 72(7.2) 757(75.6) 172(17.2) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 104(6.9) 1116(74.4) 280(18.7) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 8(3.3) 151(61.6) 86(35.1) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 23(7.1) 222(68.5) 79(24.4) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 32(7.9) 312(76.8) 62(15.3) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 32(8.3) 330(85.9) 22(5.7) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 7(6.9) 70(69.3) 24(23.8) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 1(3.0) 26(78.8) 6(18.2) 33(100) 

Others (%) 1(14.3) 5(71.4) 1(14.3) 7(100) 

Total (%) 104(6.9) 1116(74.4) 280(18.7) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 56(6.0) 661(71.2) 212(22.8) 929(100) 

Single (%) 48(8.7) 443(80.7) 58(10.6) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 7(41.2) 10(58.8) 17(100) 

Total (%) 104(6.9) 1116(74.4) 280(18.7) 1500(100) 

 

 

 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 11(9.9) 62(55.9) 38(34.2) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 31(5.8) 413(77.8) 87(16.4) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 12(5.2) 154(66.4) 66(28.4) 232(100) 

Business (%) 11(6.7) 123(75.5) 29(17.8) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 11(7.5) 124(84.9) 11(7.5) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 2(2.3) 57(65.5) 28(32.2) 87(100) 

Student (%) 17(12.1) 113(80.1) 11(7.8) 141(100) 

Others (%) 9(10.1) 70(78.7) 10(11.2) 89(100) 

Total (%) 104(6.9) 1116(74.4) 280(18.7) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No 4.1.2: depicts the level of awareness about silver as an 

investment avenue among respondents across demographic factors.  

Age: Within the age analysis shows that, of the 308 respondents in the age group of 

18-24, majority i.e. 78.9% respondents were slightly aware about silver as an 

investment avenue. Among the 441 respondents in the age group of 25-35 majority 

i.e. 79% respondents were slightly aware about silver .Of the 362 respondents in the 

age group of 36-45 majority i.e. 75% respondents were slightly aware. It can be seen 

that out of the 299 and 90 respondents from the age groups of 46-58 and 59 & above 

respectively, majority i.e. 64. 9% and 64.4% respondents were slightly aware about 

silver as an investment avenue. On the whole 74.4% were 18.7% respondents were 

very much aware and 6.9% respondents were not aware about the Silver as an 

investment aware. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of level of awareness of silver shows that 6.4% 

females were not aware about silver, 71.9% females were slightly aware and 21.6% 

female respondents were very much aware about silver. Among males 7.2% were not 

aware about silver, while 75.6% males were slightly aware and 17.2% male 

respondents were very much aware about silver as an investment avenue. 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that, 3.3% Non-matrices respondents 

were not aware about silver, while 61.6% Non-Matric respondents were slightly 

aware and 35.1% were very much aware about silver. Among the SSC holders 7.1% 
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were not aware, 68.8% were slightly aware and 24.4% were very much aware about 

silver. Among the HSSC holder and the graduates 76.8% and 85.9% respondents 

respectively were slightly aware, while 15.3% HSSC holders and 5.7% graduates 

were very much aware. 69.3% post graduates and 78.8% diploma holders were 

slightly aware about silver, only 23.8% post graduates and 18.2% diploma holders 

were very much aware about silver. 

Marital Status: 71.2% married respondents and 80.7% single respondents were 

slightly aware about silver. While 22.8% married and 10.6% single respondents were 

very much aware about silver as an investment avenue. Of all the divorce respondents 

i.e. 100% were slightly aware of the avenue. Among the widow respondents 58.8% 

respondents were very much aware, while the rest 41.2% were slightly aware, none of 

the divorces/nor widower respondents were found to be unaware about silver as an 

investment avenue. 

Occupation: Among the occupation wise analysis, majority of the respondents from 

the agriculture and private service were found to be aware, though 55.9% agriculturist 

and 77.8% respondents in the private sectors were very much aware. 66.4% 

Government servants, 75.5% businessmen and 84.9% self-employed were also 

slightly aware. While 28.4% Government servant, 17.8% businessmen and 7.5% Self-

employed were very much aware about silver as an investment avenue. Similar trend 

was seen among the housewives, students and mother where majority were slightly 

aware. That is 65.5% housewives, 80.1% students and 78.7% other. While 32.2% 

housewives, 7.8% students and 11.2% other were very much aware about silver as an 

investment avenue. Across all the occupations, respondents were found to be slightly 

aware about silver. Few i.e. 18.7% were found to be very much aware about silver as 

an investment avenue. 
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Table No 4.1.3: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Agriculture 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much Aware 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 30(9.7) 271(88.0) 7(2.3) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 42(9.5) 374(84.8) 25(5.7) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 32(8.8) 280(77.3) 50(13.8) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 24(8.0) 227(75.9) 48(16.1) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 2(2.2) 69(76.7) 19(21.1) 90(100) 

Total (%) 130(8.7) 1221(81.4) 149(9.9) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 72(14.4) 410(82.2) 17(3.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 58(5.8) 811(81.0) 132(13.2) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 130(8.7) 1221(81.4) 149(9.9) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 4(1.6) 205(83.7) 36(14.7) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 24(7.4) 251(77.5) 49(15.1) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 43(10.6) 333(82.0) 30(7.4) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 39(10.2) 323(84.1) 22(5.7) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 13(12.9) 80(79.2) 8(7.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 7(21.2) 23(69.7) 3(9.1) 33(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 6(85.7) 1(14.3) 7(100) 

Total (%) 130(8.7) 1221(81.4) 149(9.9) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 79(8.5) 726(78.1) 124(13.3) 929(100) 

Single (%) 51(9.3) 477(86.9) 21(3.8) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 13(76.5) 4(23.5) 17(100) 

Total (%) 130(8.7) 1221(81.4) 149(9.9) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 61(55.0) 50(45.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 44(8.3) 465(87.6) 22(4.1) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 19(8.2) 164(70.7) 49(21.1) 232(100) 

Business (%) 17(10.4) 136(83.4) 10(6.1) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 12(8.2) 123(84.2) 11(7.5) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 14(16.1) 73(83.9) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 18(12.8) 121(85.8) 2(1.4) 141(100) 

Others (%) 6(6.7) 78(87.6) 5(5.6) 89(100) 

Total (%) 130(8.7) 1221(81.4) 149(9.9) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The level of awareness about agriculture as an investment avenue among respondents 

across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No 4.1.3. 

 

Age: Across the age, majority respondents were found to be slightly aware about 

agriculture as an investment avenue. 88% respondents in the age group of 18-24, 

84.8% in the age group of 25-35, 77.3% respondents in the group of 36-45, 75.9% 

from 46-58, 76.7% for 59+ above and on the whole majority i.e. 81.4% of the 

respondents were slightly aware about agriculture as an investment aware. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of level of awareness of agriculture reveals that 14.4% 

female respondents were not aware, while only 5.8% male respondents were unaware 

about the agriculture. Among the females 82.2% were slightly aware and only 3.4% 

were very much aware. Among the male respondents 81% were slightly aware and 

13.2% were very much aware about agriculture. Male respondents were found to be 

more aware about agriculture than female respondents. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of level of awareness shows that, 83.7% of Non-

matrices and 77.5% of SSC holders were slightly aware about agriculture, while 

14.7% Non-matrices and 15.1% SSC holders were very much aware about it. 

Similarly 82% HSSC holders and 84.1% graduates were also slightly aware. While 

7.4% and 5.7% were very much aware about agriculture as an investment avenue. 

Among the post graduates 79.2% were slightly aware and only 7.9% were very much 

aware. While among the others 85.7% were slightly aware and 14.3% were very much 

aware. Though across the educational levels majority of the respondents were slightly 

aware, the degree of awareness differed across education levels. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis shows that 78.1% married respondents 

and 86.9% single respondents were slightly aware. 9.3% singles were not aware about 

agricultural investments. All the divorcee respondents were found to be slightly 

aware. Similarly among the widower respondents 76.5% were slightly aware and 

23.5% were very much aware about agriculture as an investment avenue. 

 

Occupation: It can be seen that all agriculturist were aware about agriculture, 55% 

were slightly aware, while 45% were very much aware. Among the private servants 

and Government servants 87.6% and 70.7% respondents respectively were slightly 

aware, while 4.1% Private servants and 21.1% Government servants were found to be 

very much aware. Among the businessmen and self-employed 83.4% and 84.2% were 

slightly aware. While 6.1% businessmen and 7.5% self-employed were very much 

aware. No housewives were found to be very much aware about agriculture, 83.9% of 

them were slightly aware, while 16.1% of the housewives were unaware about the 

avenue. Majority of students and other i.e. 85.8% and 87.6% respectively, were 

slightly aware about agriculture. Though most of the respondents across occupations 

were slightly aware about agriculture, the percentage of awareness differed across 

occupations.  
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Table No 4.1.4: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Real Estate 

Source: Primary Data 

Demographic 

Factors 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much 

Aware Age 

  18 - 24(%) 36(11.7) 272(88.3) 0(.0) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 38(8.6) 379(85.9) 24(5.4) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 53(14.6) 277(76.5) 32(8.8) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 34(11.4) 233(77.9) 32(10.7) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 13(14.4) 69(76.7) 8(8.9) 90(100) 

Total (%) 174(11.6) 1230(82.0) 96(6.4) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 86(17.2) 398(79.8) 15(3.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 88(8.8) 832(83.1) 81(8.1) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 174(11.6) 1230(82.0) 96(6.4) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 35(14.3) 206(84.1) 4(1.6) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 29(9.0) 285(88.0) 10(3.1) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 56(13.8) 328(80.8) 22(5.4) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 48(12.5) 299(77.9) 37(9.6) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 4(4.0) 75(74.3) 22(21.8) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 2(6.1) 30(90.9) 1(3.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 7(100) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 174(11.6) 1230(82.0) 96(6.4) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 117(12.6) 728(78.4) 84(9.0) 929(100) 

Single (%) 53(9.7) 485(88.3) 11(2.0) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er(%) 4(23.5) 13(76.5) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 174(11.6) 1230(82.0) 96(6.4) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 36(32.4) 73(65.8) 2(1.8) 111(100) 

Private Service 

(%) 

31(5.8) 487(91.7) 13(2.4) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 23(9.9) 175(75.4) 34(14.7) 232(100) 

Business (%) 15(9.2) 121(74.2) 27(16.6) 163(100) 

Self Employed 

(%) 

23(15.8) 113(77.4) 10(6.8) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 13(14.9) 74(85.1) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 18(12.8) 123(87.2) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 15(16.9) 64(71.9) 10(11.2) 89(100) 

Total (%) 174(11.6) 1230(82.0) 96(6.4) 1500(100) 
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The above Table No 4.1.4: Exhibits the level of awareness about real estate among 

respondents across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of level of awareness about real estate shows that, in the age 

group of 18-24, majority i.e. 88.3% were slightly aware, while the rest 11.7% 

respondents were unaware. In the age group of 25-35 and 36-45, 8.6% and 14.6% 

respondents respectively were unaware about real estate. It was noted that 85.9% and 

76.5% were slightly aware and the rest i.e. 5.4% and 8.8% respondents respectively 

were very much aware about real estate. In the age group of 46-58 and 59 and above 

11.4% and 14.4% respondents were unaware about real estate, while the rest were 

found to be aware. From the respondents who were aware in the age group of 46-58 

and 59 and above, 77.9% and 76.7% respondents respectively were slightly aware and 

the remaining 10.7% and 8.9% respondents respectively were found to be very much 

aware. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of level of awareness of real estate shows that 82.8% 

females and 91.2% males were aware about real estate. Among the females 79.8% 

were slightly aware and only 3% were very much aware. While among male 

respondents 83.1% and 8.1% were slightly aware and very much aware respectively. 

Education: Analysis across the education shows that, 84.1% Non-matrices, 88% SSC 

holders and 80% HSSC holders were slightly aware about real estate, while 1.6%, 

3.1% and 5.4% respondents respectively were very much aware. Among the 

graduates, post graduates and diploma holders, 77.9%, 74.3%, and 90.9% respondents 

respectively were slightly aware while 9.6% graduates 21.8% post graduates and 3% 

diploma holders were very much aware about real estate as an investment avenue. 

Overall across educational groups 88.4% respondents were about real estate. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of awareness of real estate shows that 

married respondent were 87.4% and single respondents were 90.3% aware about real 

estate. Of which 9% married and 2% single respondents were very much aware about 

real estate as an investment avenue. Divorce respondents were fully found to be aware 

about real estate; among the widow respondents 76.5% were slightly aware, while 

23.5% were not aware about real estate as an investment avenue. 

Occupation: Almost one third of the agriculturist, were found to be not aware about 

real estates, while 65.8% of them were slightly aware. Among the respondents 

working in the private services 94.2% respondents were aware, of which 91.7% were 

slightly aware. Among the Government servant and businessmen 75.4% and 74.2% 

respondents respectively were slightly aware about the real estate. While 14.7% 

Government servants and 16.6% businessmen had more knowledge about real estate. 

Similarly 77.4% and 6.8% self-employed had slight and very much knowledge 

respectively. Housewives and other were found to have no much knowledge about 

real estate, slight awareness by 85.1% and 87.2% of housewives and student 

respectively was noticed.     

 

4.2: Source of Information for investing in Physical Asset 

Sources from where investors gather information while making a particular 

investment, plays a very important role in the decision making process. The various 

sources of information analysed in the study while making investment in the physical 

assets are family members, friends, media i.e. print, electronic or web based, 

professional advice and others. Professionals include real estate, agents, brokers etc. 

while others include any other sources of information. 
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Table No 4.2.1: Source of information for investment in Physical Asset 

 Demographic 

Factors 

Source of information for Physical Assets 

Total 

 Family 

Members Friends Media 

Prof. 

Advice Others 

Age 

 

 
 18 – 24(%) 177(61.9) 56(19.6) 5(1.7) 20(7.0) 28(9.8) 286(100) 

25 - 35(%) 221(51.4) 101(23.5) 11(2.6) 50(11.6) 47(10.9) 430(100) 

36- 45(%) 183(51.5) 70(19.7) 8(2.3) 55(15.5) 39(11.0) 355(100) 

46 - 58(%) 152(51.7) 56(19.0) 8(2.7) 34(11.6) 44(15.0) 294(100) 

59+ (%) 65(72.2) 10(11.1) 2(2.2) 8(8.9) 5(5.6) 90(100) 

 Total (%) 798(54.8) 293(20.1) 34(2.3) 167(11.5) 163(11.2

) 

1455(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 250(51.7) 105(21.7) 7(1.4) 52(10.7) 70(14.5) 484(100) 

Male (%) 548(56.4) 188(19.4) 27(2.8) 115(11.8) 93(9.6) 971(100) 

Total (%) 798(54.8) 293(20.1) 34(2.3) 167(11.5) 163(11.2) 1455(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 155(63.3) 49(20.0) 5(2.0) 14(5.7) 22(9.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 211(68.1) 43(13.9) 3(1.0) 15(4.8) 38(12.3) 310(100) 

HSSC (%) 210(54.5) 87(22.6) 5(1.3) 44(11.4) 39(10.1) 385(100) 

Graduate (%) 167(44.7) 83(22.2) 11(2.9) 70(18.7) 43(11.5) 374(100) 

Post Graduate 

(%) 

38(37.6) 24(23.8) 6(5.9) 17(16.8) 16(15.8) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 16(48.5) 6(18.2) 4(12.1) 5(15.2) 2(6.1) 33(100) 

Others (%) 1(14.3) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 2(28.6) 3(42.9) 7(100) 

Total (%) 798(54.8) 293(20.1) 34(2.3) 167(11.5) 163(11.2

) 

1455(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 499(54.3) 180(19.6) 21(2.3) 116(12.6) 103(11.2) 919(100) 

Single (%) 287(55.7) 110(21.4) 12(2.3) 48(9.3) 58(11.3) 515(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 12(75.0) 2(12.5) 0(.0) 1(6.2) 1(6.2) 16(100) 

Total (%) 798(54.8) 293(20.1) 34(2.3) 167(11.5) 163(11.2) 1455(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%)

  

76(69.1) 20(18.2) 0(.0) 1(.9) 13(11.8) 110(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 297(57.7) 110(21.4) 14(2.7) 50(9.7) 44(8.5) 515(100) 

Govt. Service(%) 100(44.8) 47(21.1) 6(2.7) 44(19.7) 26(11.7) 223(100) 

Business (%) 90(55.6) 23(14.2) 6(3.7) 23(14.2) 20(12.3) 162(100) 

Self Employed (%) 61(42.7) 32(22.4) 0(.0) 19(13.3) 31(21.7) 143(100) 

Housewife (%) 53(60.9) 19(21.8) 0(.0) 4(7.8) 11(12.6) 87(100) 

Student (%) 73(56.6) 31(24) 2(1.6) 10(7.8) 13(10.1) 129(100) 

Others (%) 48(55.8) 11(12.8) 6(7) 16(18.6) 5(5.8) 86(100) 

Total (%) 798(54.8) 293(20.1) 34(2.3) 167(11.5) 163(11.2) 1455(100) 

Source: Primary Data  
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Graph No 4.1  Source of information for investment in Physical Asset 

 
Source: Table No 4.2.1 

The source of information for investments in physical assets is exhibited in the Table 

No.4.2.1. The various sources of information analyzed were family members, friends, 

media, professional adviser and others. 

Age: It can be noted that majority i.e. 61.9% of the respondent from the age group 

of 18-24 depend on family members for advice, followed by 19.6% depending on 

friends. Media was the least option. Similarly, from the age group of 25-35 and 36-45, 

more dependence on family members was seen for information on investment by 

51.4% and 51.5% respondents respectively. Similar trend was seen in the age group of 

46-58 and 59 and above, wherein 51.7% and 72.2% respondents each depended on 

family, followed by dependence on friends. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that majority i.e. 51.7% female respondents 

and 56.4% male respondents depended on family members, followed by 21.7% 

females and 19.4% male respondents depending on friends. 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that 63.3% Non-Matric, 68.1% SSC 

holder and 54.5% HSSC holders depended on family members, followed by 

dependence on friends by 20% Non-matrices, 13.9% SSC holders and 22.6% HSSC 

holders. 44.7% graduates, 37.6% post graduates and 48.5% diploma holders depended 
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on family member. Though majority of graduates, post graduates and diploma holders 

also depended on family members, their dependence was much lesser than the Non 

matrices, SSC holders and HSSC holders.  

Marital Status: Married and Single respondents seemed to depend similarly on 

family members i.e. 54.3% and 55.7% respectively. Majority of divorce i.e. 40% 

depended on professional advice before investment. While 75% of widow/er 

depended on family members for advice. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of source of information for investment in 

Physical asset shows that more than two third of the agriculturist i.e. 69.1% depend on 

family members, followed by 18.2% depending on friends. Among the respondents 

working in the private sector 57.7% and 44.8% Government servants depend on 

family, followed by 21% respondents each depending on friends. Professional advice 

was third source of information among the Government servants, followed by others. 

55.6% businessmen and 42.7% self-employed depended on family members. Equal 

dependence on friends and professional advice was seen among the businessmen. 

Housewives were also found to depend heavily on family for information, followed 

by friends. Similar trend was seen among students and others; wherein 56.6% and 

55.8% respondents depended regularly on family member. Though second source of 

information for 24 students was friends, 18.6% others depended on professional 

advice.  

On the whole, 54.8% respondents depended on family for advice, followed by 20.1% 

depending on friends, 11.5% or professional advice. Media was the source of 

information for least respondents. 

 

 



143 
 

Section II- Level of Awareness about Financial Assets 

In this section an attempt has been made to enquire into the level of awareness about 

financial assets, and analyse the source of information on which the investors depend 

for information. An attempt has also been made to test whether there exist any 

relation between the demographic factors and 1) the level of awareness about both 

physical and financial assets and 2) the source of information. 

 

4.3: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Financial Asset 

An enquiry into the level of awareness of various financial assets such as bank 

deposits, postal deposits, Government securities, corporate securities, life insurance, 

mutual funds , commodities and derivatives is undertaken. 

Table No 4.3.1: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Bank Deposits 

Demographic 

Factors 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much 

Aware Age 

 18 - 24(%) 0(.0) 62(20.1) 246(79.9) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 20(4.5) 421(95.5) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 37(10.2) 325(89.8) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 27(9) 272(91) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 13(14.4) 77(85.6) 90(100) 

Total (%)  0(.0) 159(10.6) 1341(89.4) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(.0) 89(17.8) 410(82.2) 499(100) 

Male (%) 0(.0) 70(7.0) 931(93.0) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 159(10.6) 1341(89.4) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 0(.0) 29(11.8) 216(88.2) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 38(11.7) 286(88.3) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 60(14.8) 346(85.2) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 0(.0) 26(6.8) 358(93.2) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 0(.0) 4(4.0) 97(96.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 1(3.0) 32(97.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 6(85.7) 7(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 159(10.6) 1341(89.4) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 
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 Married (%) 0(.0) 85(9.1) 844(90.9) 929(100) 

Single (%) 0(.0) 70(12.8) 479(87.2) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 4(23.5) 13(76.5) 17(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 159(10.6) 1341(89.4) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 25(22.5) 86(77.5) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 0(.0) 23(4.3) 508(95.7) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 0(.0) 1(.4) 231(99.6) 232(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 9(5.5) 154(94.5) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 0(.0) 7(4.8) 139(95.2) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(.0) 33(37.9) 54(62.1) 87(100) 

Student (%) 0(.0) 52(36.9) 89(63.1) 141(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 9(10.1) 80(89.9) 89(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 159(10.6) 1341(89.4) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The level of awareness about Bank among respondent across demographic factors is 

exhibited in the Table No.4.3.1. 

Age: All respondent across age groups were found to be aware of Bank as an 

investment avenue. But the degree of awareness differed across age groups. In the age 

group of 18-24 and 25-35, 79.9% and 95.5% respondents respectively were found to 

be very much aware, and the rest 20.1% and 4.5% respectively were slightly aware. 

While in the age group of 36-45, 46-58 and 59 above, 89.8%, 91% and 85.6% 

respondents respectively were very much aware, while the rest were slightly aware. 

Respondents in the age group of 25-35 were found to be highly aware about bank as 

an investment avenue. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that, 82.2% females and 93% male respondents 

were very much aware. While the remaining, 17.8% females and 7% male 

respondents were found to be slightly aware about bank as an investment avenue. 

Male respondents were found to be more aware than female respondents. 
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Education: Non Matric and SSC holders had almost the same level of awareness. 

88.2% Non-Matric and 88.3% SSC holders were found to be very much aware. While 

the rest 11.8% and 11.7% each were slightly aware. Among the HSSC holders and 

others, 85.2% and 85.7% respondents respectively were very much aware, while the 

remaining were slightly aware, 93.2% graduates and 96% post graduates were very 

much aware about bank and the rest were slightly aware. Comparatively the post 

graduate respondents were very much aware about bank as investment avenue. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis reveals that, 90.9% married and 87.2% 

single respondents were very much aware, while the remaining 9.1% and 12.8% 

respondents were slightly aware. All the divorce respondents were found to be very 

much aware. The widow respondents comparatively showed less awareness. 76.5% of 

the widow respondents were very much aware and 23.5% were slightly aware about 

bank. Though all respondents were found to be aware, the level of awareness differed 

across their marital status. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that 77.5% Agriculturist and 95.7% 

respondents from the Private sector were found to be very much aware, while the rest 

were slightly aware. Among the Government servants, almost all i.e. 99.6% were very 

much aware about Bank. 95.5% businessmen and 95.2% self-employed also were 

very much aware. Though all respondents across occupations were aware about bank, 

the level of awareness differed. Housewives and students comparatively showed less 

awareness. Only 62.1% housewives and 63.1% students were found to be very much 

aware while the rest i.e. 37.9% and 36.9% respectively were slightly aware about 

Bank as an investments avenue. 
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Table No 4.3.2: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Postal Deposits 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much Aware 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 112(36.4) 184(59.7) 12(3.9) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 102(23.1) 277(62.8) 62(14.1) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 77(21.3) 224(61.9) 61(16.9) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 99(33.1) 142(47.5) 58(19.4) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 30(33.3) 53(58.9) 7(7.8) 90(100) 

Total (%) 420(28.0) 880(58.7) 200(13.3) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 148(29.7) 304(60.9) 47(9.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 272(27.2) 576(57.5) 153(15.3) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 420(28.0) 880(58.7) 200(13.3) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 132(53.9) 102(41.6) 11(4.5) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 125(38.6) 174(53.7) 25(7.7) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 97(23.9) 248(61.1) 61(15.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 45(11.7) 268(69.8) 71(18.5) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 13(12.9) 62(61.4) 26(25.7) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 7(21.2) 20(60.6) 6(18.2) 33(100) 

Others (%) 1(14.3) 6(85.7) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 420(28.0) 880(58.7) 200(13.3) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 241(25.9) 532(57.3) 156(16.8) 929(100) 

Single (%) 168(30.6) 338(61.6) 43(7.8) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 1(20.0) 3(60.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 10(58.8) 7(41.2) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 420(28.0) 880(58.7) 200(13.3) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 67(60.4) 44(39.6) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 154(29.0) 318(59.9) 59(11.1) 531 

Govt. Service (%) 28(12.1) 135(58.2) 69(29.7) 232(100) 

Business (%) 26(16.0) 101(62.0) 36(22.1) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 29(19.9) 97(66.4) 20(13.7) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 32(36.8) 52(59.8) 3(3.4) 87(100) 

Student (%) 58(41.1) 81(57.4) 2(1.4) 141(100) 

Others (%) 26(29.2) 52(58.4) 11(12.4) 89(100) 

Total (%) 420(28.0) 880(58.7) 200(13.3) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The level of awareness about Postal deposits among respondents across demographic 

factors is depicted in the Table No: 4.3.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis reveals that only 72% of respondents were aware, while 28% 

respondents were not aware about postal deposits. In the age group of 18-24 and 25-

35, 59.7% and 62.8% respondents respectively were slightly aware. While only 3.9% 

from the age group of 18-24 and 14.1% from the age group of 25-35, were very much 

aware. While in the age group of 36-45, 21.3% were not aware, 61.9% were slightly 

aware and 16.9% were very much aware. In the age group of 46-58, 33.1% 

respondents were not aware, 47.5% were slightly aware and 19.4% were very much 

aware. While in the age group of 59 and above, 33.3% of the respondents were not 

aware, 58.7% were slightly aware and only 7.8% were found to be very much aware. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that among females 29.7% respondents were 

not aware about postal deposits, 60.9% were found to be slightly aware and only 9.4% 

were very much aware. Among the male respondents, 27.2% were unaware about 

postal deposits, 57.5% were slightly aware and only 15.3% males were very much 

aware. Male respondents seemed to be slightly more aware than female respondents. 

Education: Education wise analysis shows that, more than half of the Non 

Matriculates, i.e. 53.9% were unaware about postal deposit, 41.6% were slightly 

aware and only 4.5% were very much aware about postal deposits. Among the SSC 

holders, 38.6% were unaware, 53.7% were slightly aware and 7.7% were very much 

aware. Among the HSSC holders, 23.9% were unaware, 61.1% were slightly aware 

and 1.5% respondents were very much aware. Among the graduates and post 

graduates 11.7% and 61.4% post graduates respectively were slightly aware, while 

18.5% and 25.7% respondents respectively were very much aware about postal 
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deposits. Lesser the education, higher was the percentage of respondents who were 

unaware. Higher the education more number of respondents were very much aware. 

Marital Status: Marital statuses wise analysis reveals that, majority of the widows 

i.e. 58.8% were unaware about postal deposits, while the remaining 41.2% were 

slightly aware. Among the divorce, majorities i.e. 60% were slightly aware, which 

20% each were very much aware and not aware. Among the single respondents 30.6% 

were unaware, 61.6% were slightly aware and only 7.8% were very much aware. 

Among the married respondents 25.9% were unaware, 57.3% were slightly aware and 

16.8% were very much aware about postal deposit. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that, among the agriculturist, 60.4% 

were not at all aware about postal deposit, while remaining 39.6% were slightly 

aware. Among the respondents workings in the Private Sector 29% were unaware, 

59.9% were slightly aware and 11.1% were very much aware. Governments servants 

seemed to be more aware than the others, as only 12.1% were unaware, 58.2% 

Government servants were slightly aware and 29.7% were very much aware. Among 

the businessmen 1.6% were unaware, 62% were slightly aware and 22.1% were very 

much aware, 19.9% of self-employed also were unaware, 66.4% were slightly aware 

and only 13.7% self –employed were very much aware. Besides agriculture majority 

of housewives and students i.e. 36.8% and 41.1% were unaware about postal deposit. 

59.8% housewives and 57.4% students were slightly aware and only 3.4% and 1.4% 

respondents respectively were very much aware. The level of awareness seemed to 

differ across occupation.  
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Table No 4.3.3: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Government Securities 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much 

Aware Age 

 18 - 24(%) 291(94.5) 17(5.5) 0(.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 398(90.2) 43(9.8) 0(.0) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 312(86.2) 50(13.8) 0(.0) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 259(86.6) 40(13.4) 0(.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 85(94.4) 5(5.6) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1345(89.7) 155(10.3) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 442(88.6) 57(11.4) 0(.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 903(90.2) 98(9.8) 0(.0) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1345(89.7) 155(10.3) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 239(97.6) 6(2.4) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 319(98.5) 5(1.5) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 365(89.9) 41(10.1) 0(.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 311(81.0) 73(19.0) 0(.0) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 79(78.2) 22(21.8) 0(.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 25(75.8) 8(24.2) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 7(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1345(89.7) 155(10.3) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 816(87.8) 113(12.2) 0(.0) 929(100) 

Single (%) 511(93.1) 38(6.9) 0(.0) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 1(20.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 17(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1345(89.7) 155(10.3) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 109(98.2) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 483(91.0) 48(9.0) 0(.0) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 195(84.1) 37(15.9) 0(.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 140(85.9) 23(14.1) 0(.0) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 122(83.6) 24(16.4) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 83(95.4) 4(4.6) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 135(95.7) 6(4.3) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 78(87.6) 11(12.3) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1345(89.7) 155(10.3) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The level of awareness about Government Securities among respondents across 

demographics factors is described in the Table No. 4.3.3. 

Age:  No respondent across age group were found to be very much aware about 

Government Securities. On the contrary maximum respondent were found to be 

unaware about it. In the age group of 18-24, majority i.e. 94.5% respondent were 

unaware, while the remaining 5.5% respondents were slightly aware. Among the 

respondents in the age group of 25-35, 90.2% respondents were unaware. While the 

rest 9.8% were slightly aware. Similarly in the age group of 36-45 and 46-58, 86% 

respondents each were unaware and the remaining were slightly aware. 94.4% 

respondents from the age group of 59 and above were also unaware about 

Government Securities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that 88.6% females and 90.2% male 

respondents were unaware about Government Securities. While 11.4% females and 

9.8% male respondents only were slightly aware. No respondent was very much 

aware. Almost similar percentages of respondents across gender were unaware about 

Government Securities as an investment avenue. 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that, 97.6% of Non-matrices were 

unaware and only 2.4% were slightly aware. Similarly 98.5% SSC holders and 89.9% 

HSSC holders were unaware, and remaining 1.5% and 10.1% respondents 

respectively were slightly aware about Government Securities. Among the graduates 

and post graduates, 81% and 78.2% respondents respectively were unaware, while 

19% and 21.8% respondents respectively were slightly aware about it. Among the 

diploma holders 75.8% were unaware, while 24.2% were slightly aware about 

Government Securities as an investment avenue. Though maximum respondents were 

unaware about Government Securities, the percentage of awareness differed. 
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Marital Status: It can be noted that 87.8% married, 93.1% single, 20% divorce and 

100% of the window respondents were unaware about Government Securities. While 

only 12.2% married, 6.9% single and all the remaining divorce respondents were 

slightly aware about Government securities. No respondent was very much aware 

about Government Securities as an Investment Avenue.  

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis shows the level of awareness of Government 

Securities of respondents across occupation. Almost all the agriculturist i.e. 98.2% 

were unaware about Government Securities, only the reaming 1.2% were slightly 

aware. While 91% respondents in the private sector, 84% Government servants and 

85.9% businessmen were also unaware about Government Securities. Only the 

remaining 9% private service, 15.9% Government servants and 14.1% businessmen 

were slightly aware about Government Securities. Similarly 95.4% housewives and 

95.7% students were also unaware, only the remaining 4% were slightly aware about 

Government Securities as an investment avenue. 

On the whole only 10% respondents across demographic factors were found to be 

aware about Government Securities. 
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Table No 4.3.4: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Corporate Shares 

Demographic 

Factors 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much Aware 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 241(78.2) 62(20.1) 5(1.6) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 337(76.4) 100(22.7) 4(.9) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 285(78.7) 73(20.2) 4(1.1) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 258(86.3) 38(12.7) 3(1.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 83(92.2) 7(7.8) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1204(80.3) 280(18.7) 16(1.1) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 393(78.8) 104(20.8) 2(.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 811(81.0) 176(17.6) 14(1.4) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1204(80.3) 280(18.7) 16(1.1) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 241(98.4) 4(1.6) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 316(97.5) 8(2.5) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 344(84.7) 62(15.3) 0(.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 224(58.3) 150(39.1) 10(2.6) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 53(52.5) 42(41.6) 6(5.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 19(57.6) 14(42.4) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 7(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1204(80.3) 280(18.7) 16(1.1) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 776(83.5) 145(15.6) 8(.9) 929(100) 

Single (%) 411(74.9) 131(23.9) 7(1.3) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 17(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1204(80.3) 280(18.7) 16(1.1) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 421(79.3) 103(19.4) 7(1.3) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 173(74.6) 55(23.7) 4(1.7) 232(100) 

Business (%) 127(77.9) 31(19.0) 5(3.1) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 118(80.8) 28(19.2) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 84(96.6) 3(3.4) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 105(74.5) 36(25.5) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 65(73.0) 24(27.0) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1204(80.3) 280(18.7) 16(1.1) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 4.2  Level of Awareness about Corporate Shares 

 
Source: Table No 4.3.4 
 

The level of awareness about corporate securities among respondents across 

demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No. 4.3.4 and Graph No 4.2 

Age: Age wise analysis reveals that in the age group of 18-24, 78.2% respondents 

were unaware about shares, while 20.1% were slightly aware and only 1.6% were 

very much aware. Similarly in the age group of 25-35 and 36-45, 76.4% and 78.7% 

respondents respectively were unaware about shares, while 22.7% and 20.2% 

respectively were slightly aware and only 0.9% and 1.1.% were very much aware. In 

the age group of 46-58, 86.3% respondents were unaware, 12.7% were slightly aware 

and only 1% were very much aware. Maximum respondents i.e. 92.2% from the age 

from of 59 and above were unaware and only 7.8% were slightly aware. It can be 

noted that only 19.7% respondents were aware about shares. Comparatively slightly 

awareness was seen among respondents till the age of 45. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis shows that, 78.8% females and 81% males were 

unaware about shares, while 20.8% females and 17.6% males were found to be 

slightly aware about shares. While only 0.4% females and 1.4% male respondents 

were very much aware about shares as an investments avenue. 
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Education: Education wise analysis shows that 98.4% Non-matrices, 97.5% SSC 

holders and 84.7% HSSC holders were unaware about shares, while the remaining 

1.6%, 2.5% and 15.3% respondents respectively were slightly aware about shares. 

None of the Non-Matric, nor SSC holders neither HSSC holders were very much 

aware about shares. Among the graduates, post graduates and diploma holders, 

58.3%, 52.5% and 57.6% respondents respectively were unaware. While 39.1% 

graduate and 41.6% post graduates were slightly aware. Only 2.6% graduates and 

5.9% post graduates were very much aware about shares. Among diploma holders, 

42.4% respondents were slightly aware. None of the others were found to be aware 

about shares as an investment avenue. 

Marital Status: It can be noted that 83.5% married and 74.9% single respondents 

were unaware about shares, while among the married, 15.6% were slightly aware and 

only 0.9% were very much aware. Among the singles, 23.9% were slightly aware and 

only 1.3% were very much aware. Among the 5 divorce, 4 were found to be slightly 

aware and only 1 was very much aware. None of the widow respondents were aware 

about shares as an investment avenue. 

Occupation: One can observe from the occupational analysis that, none of the 

agriculturist were aware about shares. Among the respondents working in the private 

sector, 79.3% were unaware, 19.4% were slightly aware and only 1.3% were very 

much aware. Among the Government servants and businessmen, 74.6% and 77.9% 

respectively were unaware, 23.7% and 19% were slightly aware and 1.7% and 3.1% 

respectively were very much aware about shares. Among the self-employed, 

housewives, students and others none were very much aware. Among self-employed 

and housewives, 80.8% and 96.6% respondents respectively were unaware, while 

19.2% and 3.4% respectively were slightly aware. While 74.5% students and 73% 
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others were unaware and 25.5% student and 27% others were slightly aware about 

shares as an investments avenue. It can be noted that student, Government servants, 

businessmen and other respondents working in the private sector were 20% - 27% 

aware about shares. On the whole around 20% of the respondents were aware about 

shares. 

 

 

 

Table No 4.3.5: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Life Insurance 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much Aware 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 133(43.2) 145(47.1) 30(9.7) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 118(26.8) 240(54.4) 83(18.8) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 109(30.1) 173(47.8) 80(22.1) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 117(39.1) 118(39.5) 64(21.4) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 32(35.6) 44(48.9) 14(15.6) 90(100) 

Total (%) 509(33.9) 720(48.0) 271(18.1) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 187(37.5) 240(48.1) 72(14.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 322(32.2) 480(48.0) 199(19.9) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 509(33.9) 720(48.0) 271(18.1) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 154(62.9) 66(26.9) 25(10.2) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 158(48.8) 139(42.9) 27(8.3) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 134(33.0) 215(53.0) 57(14.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 47(12.2) 230(59.9) 107(27.9) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 6(5.9) 54(53.5) 41(40.6) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 6(18.2) 14(42.4) 13(39.4) 33(100) 

Others (%) 4(57.1) 2(28.6) 1(14.3) 7(100) 

Total (%) 509(33.9) 720(48.0) 271(18.1) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 301(32.4) 437(47.0) 191(20.6) 929(100) 

Single (%) 194(35.3) 279(50.8) 76(13.8) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 3(60.0) 2(40.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 14(82.4) 1(5.9) 2(11.8) 17(100) 

Total (%) 509(33.9) 720(48.0) 271(18.1) 1500(100) 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 87(78.4) 21(18.9) 3(2.7) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 186(35.0) 248(46.7) 97(18.3) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 27(11.6) 124(53.4) 81(34.9) 232(100) 

Business (%) 30(18.4) 89(54.6) 44(27.0) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 41(28.1) 77(52.7) 28(19.2) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 49(56.3) 36(41.4) 2(2.3) 87(100) 

Student (%) 58(41.1) 76(53.9) 7(5.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 31(34.8) 49(55.1) 9(10.1) 89(100) 

Total (%) 509(33.9) 720(48.0) 271(18.1) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

Graph No 4.3 Level of Awareness about Life Insurance 

 
Source: Table No 4.3.5 

The level of awareness about life insurance among respondents across demographic 

factors is exhibited in the Table No. 4.3.5. 

Age:  It can be observed that, from the age group of 18-24, 43.2% respondents were 

not at all aware, while 47.1% respondents were slightly aware and only 9.7% were 

very much aware. In the age group of 25-35, 26.8% respondents were unaware and 

54.4% were slightly aware and 18.8% were very much aware. While from the age 

group of 36-45, 30.1% respondents were not at all aware about life insurance, 47.8% 

were slightly aware and 22.1% respondents were very much aware. Similarly, for the 

age group of 46-58 and 59 and above, 39.1% and 35.6% respondents respectively 

0

50

100

150

1
8

 –
 2

4
  

3
6

- 
4

5

5
9

+

Fe
m

al
e

SS
C

G
ra

d
u

at
e

D
ip

lo
m

a

Si
n

gl
e

W
id

o
w

/e
r

A
gr

ic
u

lt
u

re

G
o

vt
. S

e
rv

ic
e

Se
lf

 E
m

p
lo

ye
d

St
u

d
en

t

Age Gender Education Marital
Status

Occupation

P

e

r

c

e

n

t

g

e

 

Not Aware

Slightly
Aware

Very Much
Aware



157 
 

were not at all aware about life insurance. While 39.5% and 48.9% respectively were 

slightly aware, and 21.4% and 15.6% were very much aware. Thus it can be noted 

that among all the age groups, respondents in the age group of 25-35 were 

comparatively more aware about life insurance than others. 

 
 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that 37.5% female respondents and 32.2% 

male respondents were unaware about life insurance. While 48.1% females and 48% 

males were slightly aware and 14.4% females and 19.9% males respondents were 

found to be very much aware about life insurance. 

 

Education: Across education analysis shows that, among the Non-matrices majority, 

i.e.  62.9% were not aware, 26.9% were slightly aware and 10.2% were very much 

aware. Among SSC holders, 48.8% were not aware, 42.9% were slightly aware and 

only 8.3% were very much aware. Among HSSC holders, one third i.e. 33% were 

unaware about life insurance, while 53% respondents were slightly aware and 14% 

were very much aware. Among the graduates, only 12.2% were unaware, 59.9% were 

slightly aware and 27.9% were very much aware. Post graduates were found to be 

more aware as very few i.e. only 5.9% were found to be unaware, 53.5% were slightly 

aware and 40.6% post graduates very much aware about insurance. Among the others, 

57.1% were unaware, 28.6% were slightly aware and 14.3% were very much aware. 

The level of awareness seemed to differ across educational levels, but more awareness 

was noticed among the more educated respondents. 

 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis shows that among the married 

respondents 32.4% respondents were unaware about life insurance, while 47% were 

slightly aware and 20.6% married respondents were very much aware. Among the 
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single, 35.3% were not at all aware, while 50.8% were slightly aware and 13.8% 

respondents were very aware. All the divorce respondents were aware about 

insurance, 60% were slightly aware and the remaining 40% were very much aware. 

Among the widow respondents, 82.4% were unaware, while 5.9% were slightly aware 

and 11.8% were found to be very much aware about insurance. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that, among the agriculturist 78.4% 

respondents were not at all aware about insurance, 18.9% were slightly aware and 

only 2.7% agriculturist were very much aware. Among the respondents in the private 

sector, 35% respondents were unaware, 46.7% were slightly aware and 18.3% were 

very much aware. 11.6% of the Governments servants were unaware, 53.4% were 

slightly aware and 34.9% of them were very much aware. Among the businessmen, 

18.4% were also unaware about insurance, 54.6% were slightly aware, while 27% 

were very much aware. 28.1% of the self-employed were unaware, 52.7% were 

slightly aware and 19.2% were very much aware. Awareness among housewives and 

students was also very less, as 56.3%, housewives and 41.1% students were still 

unaware about insurance. While 41.4% students and 53.9% housewives were slightly 

aware. Only 5% housewives and 10.1% students were found to be very much aware 

about insurance. 

 

On the whole 66.1% of respondents were found to be aware of which only 18.1% 

were found to be very much aware about insurance as an investment avenue. Almost 

one third i.e. 33.9% respondents across demographic factors were still found to be 

unaware about life insurance.  

 

 

 



159 
 

Table No 4.3.6: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Mutual Fund 

Demographic 

Factors 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much 

Aware Age 

 18 – 24(%) 257(83.4) 51(16.6) 0(.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 377(85.5) 63(14.3) 1(.2) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 331(91.4) 30(8.3) 1(.3) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 280(93.6) 16(5.4) 3(1.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 89(98.9) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1334(89) 161(10.7) 5(.3) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 447(89.6) 52(10.4) 0(.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 887(88.6) 109(10.9) 5(.5) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1334(89) 161(10.7) 5(.3) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 244(99.6) 1(.4) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 319(98.5) 5(1.5) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 371(91.4) 35(8.6) 0(.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 299(77.9) 85(22.1) 0(.0) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 71(70.3) 25(24.8) 5(5.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 23(69.7) 10(30.3) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 7(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1334(89) 161(10.7) 5(.3) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 859(92.5) 66(7.1) 4(.4) 929(100) 

Single (%) 454(82.7) 94(17.1) 1(.2) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 4(80.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 17(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1334(89) 161(10.7) 5(.3) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 466(87.8) 65(12.2) 0(.0) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 200(86.2) 30(12.9) 2(.9) 232(100) 

Business (%) 150(92.0) 10(6.1) 3(1.8) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 132(90.4) 14(9.6) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 87(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 112(79.4) 29(20.6) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 76(85.4) 13(14.6) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1334(89) 161(10.7) 5(.3) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The level of awareness about Mutual Fund among respondents across demographic 

factors is shown in the Table No.4.3.6. 

Age: Age wise analysis of awareness of mutual fund reveals that, in the age group of 

18-24, 83.4% respondents were not at all aware about mutual fund, only the 

remaining  i.e. 16.6% respondents were slightly aware. While in the age group of 25-

35, 85.5% respondents were also not aware about mutual fund, 14.3% were slightly 

aware and only 0.2% respondents were very much aware. From the age group of 36-

45, 91.4% respondents were not aware, 8.3% respondents were slightly aware and 

only 0.3% respondents were very much aware. Similarly in the age group of 46-58 

also, majority i.e. 93.6% respondents were not aware, 5.4% were slightly aware and 

only 1% were very much aware. While from the age group of 59 and above, almost all 

i.e. 98.9% were unaware and just 1 respondent was slightly aware about mutual fund. 

The percentage of awareness ranged from 1% to 16% across the age groups. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis shows that, almost similar percentage of female and 

male respondents i.e. 89.6% and 88.6% respectively were unaware about mutual fund. 

While 10.4% females and 10.9% males were found to be slightly aware and just 0.5% 

male respondents were very much aware. Level of awareness across gender was 

found to be almost the same. 

Education: Education wise analysis shows that, 99.6% Non-matrices i.e. almost all 

were found to be unaware about mutual fund. Among the SSC holders also, maximum 

i.e. 98.5% respondents were not at all aware, only 1.5% of the SSC holders were 

slightly aware about mutual funds. 91.4% of the HSSC holders also were unaware 

about mutual funds, and just 8.6% were slightly aware. Among the graduates, 77.9% 

respondents were unaware and 22.1% were slightly aware. Similarly among the post 

graduates also majority i.e. 70.3% respondents were unaware. 24.8% were slightly 



161 
 

aware and only 5% were very much aware. While among the diploma holders only 

30.3% respondents were slightly aware and the rest were unaware. None of the 

respondents from others were found to be aware about mutual fund. Less or almost no 

awareness about mutual fund was seen among the less educated, while few graduates, 

post graduates and diploma holders were found to be slightly aware. Awareness 

among respondents across education ranged from 1% to 30% only. 

Marital status: Marital status wise analysis shows that among the married, 92.5% 

respondents were not at all aware about mutual fund, 7.1% were slightly aware and 

only 0.4% were very much aware. Among the single respondents, 82.7% were not 

aware, 17.1% were slightly aware and 0.2% were very much aware. 80% of the 

divorce respondents were also not aware and the remaining 20% were slightly aware. 

None of the widow respondents were aware about mutual fund. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that, none of the agriculturist nor 

housewives were aware about mutual fund as an investments avenue. Among the 

respondents working in the private sector, 87.8% were not aware and the rest 12.2% 

were slightly aware. 86.8% of the Government servants were also unaware about 

mutual fund, while 12.9% were slightly aware and the remaining 0.9% were very 

much aware. 92% of the businessmen were also found to be not aware, while 6.1% of 

the businessmen were just aware about mutual fund and the remaining 1.8% were 

very much aware. 90.4% of the self-employed were not aware about mutual fund and 

the remaining 9.6% were found to be slightly aware. Similarly among the students 

and others 79.4% and 85.4% respectively unaware about mutual fund, while the rest 

20.6% and 14.6% respectively were aware. On the whole 88.9% respondents were 

found to be not aware about mutual fund, 10.7% were slightly aware and only 0.3% 

were found to be very much aware about mutual fund as an investment avenue. 
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Table No 4.3.7: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Commodities 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much Aware 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 298(96.8) 10(3.2) 0(.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 422(95.7) 19(4.3) 0(.0) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 356(98.3) 6(1.7) 0(.0) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 296(99.0) 3(1.0) 0(.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 90(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1462(97.5) 38(2.5) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 485(97.2) 14(2.8) 0(.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 977(97.6) 24(2.4) 0(.0) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1462(97.5) 38(2.5) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 245(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 324(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 400(98.5) 6(1.5) 0(.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 371(96.6) 13(3.4) 0(.0) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 84(83.2) 17(16.8) 0(.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 31(93.9) 2(6.1) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 7(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1462(97.5) 38(2.5) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 915(98.5) 14(1.5) 0(.0) 929(100) 

Single (%) 525(95.6) 24(4.4) 0(.0) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 5(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 17(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1462(97.5) 38(2.5) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 521(98.1) 10(1.9) 0(.0) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 220(94.8) 12(5.2) 0(.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 159(97.5) 4(2.5) 0(.0) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 145(99.3) 1(.7) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 87(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 136(96.5) 5(3.5) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 83(93.3) 6(6.7) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1462(97.5) 38(2.5) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The level of awareness about commodities among respondents across demographics is 

described in the Table No.4.3.7. 

Age: Age wise analysis reveals that, in the age group of 18-24, 96.8% were unaware 

and only 3.2% were slightly aware about commodities. While in the age groups of 25-

35 and 36-45, 95.7% and 98.3% respondents respectively were unaware about 

commodities and only 4.3% and 1.7% of the respondents respectively were slightly 

aware. 99% of the respondents from the age group of 46-58 were also totally unaware 

about commodities. None of the respondents from the age of 59 and above were 

aware about commodities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis shows that similar percentage i.e. 97.2% and 97.6% of 

female and male respondents respectively were unaware about commodities. Only 

2.8% females and 2.4% males were slightly aware about commodities. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents awareness about commodities 

shows that none of the Non-Matric, SSC holders and others were aware about 

commodities. It was noted that 98.5% HSSC holders 96.6% graduates were unaware 

about commodities. Only 1.5% HSSC holders and 3.4% graduates were slightly 

aware. Among the post graduates and diploma holders 83.2% and 93.9% were also 

not aware about commodities. Only 16.8% post graduates and 6.1% diploma holders 

were slightly aware about commodities as an investments avenue. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis exhibits that 98.5% of married and 

95.6% single respondents were not aware about commodities. Only 1.5% married and 

4.4% single respondents were slightly aware. None of the divorcee and widow were 

also aware about commodities. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of respondents shows that none of the 

agriculturist nor housewives were aware about commodities. Of the respondents 
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working in the private sector, 98.1% were unaware and only 1.9% were slightly 

aware. 94.8% of the Governments servants and 97.5% businessmen were also 

unaware about commodities. Only 5.2% and 2.5% respectively were slightly aware. 

Similarly 99.3% of the self-employed and 96.5% of the students were also unaware 

about commodities. And only 0.7% of the self-employed and 3.5% of the students 

were slightly aware.  

On the whole of the 1500 respondents 97.5% of the respondents across demographics 

factor were unaware about commodities and only 2.5% of the respondents were 

slightly aware. 

 

 

Table No 4.3.8: An Enquiry into Level of Awareness of Derivatives 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Level of Awareness 

Total Not Aware Slightly Aware Very Much 

Aware Age 

 18 – 24(%) 298(96.8) 10(3.2) 0(.0) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 422(95.7) 19(4.3) 0(.0) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 355(98.1) 7(1.9) 0(.0) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 296(99.0) 3(1.0) 0(.0) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 90(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1461(97.4) 39(2.6) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 485(97.2) 14(2.8) 0(.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 976(97.5) 25(2.5) 0(.0) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1461(97.4) 39(2.6) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 245(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 324(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 400(98.5) 6(1.5) 0(.0) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 371(96.6) 13(3.4) 0(.0) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 83(82.2) 18(17.8) 0(.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 31(93.9) 2(6.1) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 7(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1461(97.4) 39(2.6) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 
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 Married (%) 914(98.4) 15(1.6) 0(.0) 929(100) 

Single (%) 525(95.6) 24(4.4) 0(.0) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 5(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 17(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1461(97.4) 39(2.6) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 521(98.1) 10(1.9) 0(.0) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 220(94.8) 12(5.2) 0(.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 158(96.9) 5(3.1) 0(.0) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 145(99.3) 1(.7) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 87(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 136(96.5) 5(3.5) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 83(93.3) 6(6.7) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1461(97.4) 39(2.6) 0(.0) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No.4.3.8: Exhibits the level of awareness about derivatives among 

respondents across demographic factors. 

Age:  Age wise analysis of respondents reveals that majority of the respondents 

across age groups were unaware about derivatives as an investment avenue. In the age 

group of 18-24, 96.8% respondents were unaware and only 3.2% respondents were 

slightly aware. Similarly, 95.7% respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 98.1% 

from the age group of 36-45 were also unaware about derivatives. Only 4.3% and 

1.9% respondents respectively were slightly aware about derivatives. 99% 

respondents from the age group of 46-58 were also totally unaware and only 1% 

among them were slightly aware. No respondent from the age group of 59 + above 

also were aware about derivatives as an investment avenue. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis shows that, similar percentage of respondents i.e. 

97.2% females and 97.5% male respondents were found to be unaware about 

derivatives. Only 2.8% females and 2.5% males were slightly aware about derivatives 

as an investment avenue. 
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Education: Education wise analysis depicts that none of the Non-Matric, SSC holders 

nor others were aware about derivatives. Among the HSSC holders and graduates, 

98.5% and 96.6% respondents respectively were not aware about derivatives and only 

1.5% HSSC holders and 3.4% graduates were slightly aware. Similarly, among post 

graduates and diploma holders also majority of the respondent i.e. 82.2% and 93.9% 

respectively were unaware about derivatives. While 17.8% of the post graduates, 

followed by 6.1% of diploma holders were slightly aware, about derivatives. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis shows that none of the divorce nor 

widow/er were aware about derivatives. Among the married and single respondents, 

98.4% and 95.6% respondents respectively were unaware about derivatives. Only 

1.6% of married and 4.4% of single respondents were slightly aware. As per the 

marital status, single respondents were slightly aware compared to others. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of awareness of derivatives reveals that none 

of the agriculturist nor housewives were aware about derivatives. 98.1% of the private 

service respondents were not aware and only 1.9% respondents were slightly aware. 

Among the Government servants and businessmen, 94.8% and 96.9% respondents 

respectively were unaware, only 5.2% and 3.1% respondents respectively were 

slightly aware. Similarly 99.3% of the self-employed and 96.5% of the students also 

were unaware, and only 0.7% and 3.5% respectively were slightly aware about 

derivatives as an investment avenue. 

On the whole 97.4% respondents were not aware about derivatives and 2.6% 

respondents were slightly aware about derivatives. 
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4.4 Source of Information for investing in Financial Asset 

 

In this sub section an analysis has been made of the various sources of information 

such as family members, friends, print media, electronic media, broker professional 

advice, advice from investment companies or any others sources of information, from 

which the investors gather information while investing in financial assets.  

 

 

Table No 4.4: Source of Information for investment in Financial Asset 

Demograph

ic Factors 

Source of information for Financial Assets 

Total 
Family 

Members Friends 

Electron 

Media Broker 

Professio

nal 

Print 

Media 

Investme

nt Co Others 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 192(62.3) 47(15.3) 9(2.9) 2(.6) 16(5.2) 1(.3) 24(7.8) 17(5.5) 308(100) 

25 - 35(%) 221(50.1) 92(20.9) 12(2.7) 4(.9) 22(5.0) 2(.5) 39(8.8) 49(11.1) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 179(49.4) 59(16.3) 16(4.4) 0(.0) 36(9.9) 2(.6) 32(8.8) 38(10.5) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 159(53.2) 53(17.7) 3(1.0) 5(1.7) 24(8.0) 2(.7) 16(5.4) 37(12.4) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 62(68.9) 13(14.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(6.7) 0(.0) 5(5.6) 4(4.4) 90(100) 

Total (%) 813(54.2) 264(17.6) 40(2.7) 11(.7) 104(6.9) 7(.5) 116(7.7) 145(9.7) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 281(56.3) 60(12.0) 7(1.4) 4(.8) 35(7.0) 4(.8) 39(7.8) 69(13.8) 499(100) 

Male (%) 532(53.1) 204(20.4) 33(3.3) 7(.7) 69(6.9) 3(.3) 77(7.7) 76(7.6) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 813(54.2) 264(17.6) 40(2.7) 11(.7) 104(6.9) 7(.5) 116(7.7) 145(9.7) 1500(100) 

Education 

N Matric (%) 148(60.4

) 

48(19.6) 5(2.0) 6(2.4) 4(1.6) 0(.0) 17(6.9) 17(6.9) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 216(66.7

) 
43(13.3) 11(3.4) 1(.3) 18(5.6) 0(.0) 14(4.3) 21(6.5) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 228(56.2

) 
78(19.2) 13(3.2) 0(.0) 24(5.9) 2(.5) 25(6.2) 36(8.9) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 179(46.6

) 
70(18.2) 4(1.0) 2(.5) 37(9.6) 0(.0) 42(10.9) 50(13.0) 384(100) 

Post Grad (%) 26(25.7) 17(16.8) 4(4.0) 2(2.0) 16(15.8) 4(4.0) 15(14.9) 17(16.8) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 14(42.4) 7(21.2) 3(9.1) 0(.0) 4(12.1) 1(3.0) 2(6.1) 2(6.1) 33(100) 

Others (%) 2(28.6) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 2(18.6) 7(100) 

Total (%) 813(54.2

) 

264(17.6) 40(2.7) 11(.7) 104(6.9) 7(.5) 116(7.7) 145(9.7) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 493(53.1) 164(17.7) 23(2.5) 3(.3) 74(8.0) 2(.2) 69(7.4) 101(10.9) 929(100) 

Single (%) 311(56.6) 98(17.9) 17(3.1) 5(.9) 29(5.3) 4(.7) 44(8.0) 41(7.5) 549(100) 

Divorce (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0

) 
2(40.0) 2(40.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er(%

) 
9(52.9) 2(11.8) 0(.0) 3(17.6) 1(5.9) 0(.0) 1(5.9) 1(5.9) 17(100) 

Total (%) 813(54.2) 264(17.6) 40(2.7) 11(.7) 104(6.9) 7(.5) 116(7.7) 145(9.7) 1500(100) 
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Occupation 

 Agri (%) 64(57.7) 27(24.3) 9(8.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(4.5) 6(5.4) 111(100) 

Pvt. Ser.(%) 323(60.8) 83(15.6) 12(2.3) 3(.6) 33(6.2) 4(.8) 34(6.4) 39(7.3) 531(100) 

Govt. Ser.(%) 121(52.2) 47(20.3) 3(1.3) 2(.9) 22(9.5) 2(.9) 12(5.2) 23(9.9) 232(100) 

Business (%) 72(44.2) 23(14.1) 3(1.8) 0(.0) 24(14.7) 0(.0) 13(8.0) 28(17.2) 163(100) 

Self Emp.(%)  52(35.6) 34(23.3) 5(3.4) 1(.7) 6(4.1) 1(.7) 29(19.9) 18(12.3) 146(100) 

Housewife(%) 55(63.2) 7(8.0) 2(2.3) 3(3.4) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 8(9.2) 11(12.6) 87(100) 

Student (%) 83(58.9) 27(19.1) 4(2.8) 2(1.4) 7(5.0) 0(.0) 12(8.5) 6(4.3) 141(100) 

Others (%) 43(48.3) 16(18.0) 2(2.2) 0(.0) 11(12.4) 0(.0) 3(3.4) 14(15.7) 89(100) 

Total (%) 813(54.2) 264(17.6) 40(2.7) 11(.7) 104(6.9) 7(.5) 116(7.7) 145(9.7) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

Graph No 4.4 Source of Information for investment in Financial Asset 

 
Source: Table No 4.4 

The source of information on which the respondents depend while investing in 

financial assets across demographics factors is depicted in the Table No.4.4 and 

Graph No 4.3 

Age: Age wise analysis of source of information shows that, in the age group of 18-

24, majority of the respondents i.e. 62.3% depended on family members followed by 

15.3% respondents depending on friends for information. In the age group of 25-35 

and 36-45, majority i.e. 50.1% and 49.4% respondents respectively depended on 

family members followed by 20.9% and 16.3% respondents respectively depended on 

54.2, 54% 

17.6, 17% 

2.7, 3% 

0.7, 1% 
6.9, 7% 

0.5, 1% 
7.7, 8% 

9.7, 10% Family Members

Friends

Electron Media

Broker

Professional

Print Media

Investment Co

Others



169 
 

friends. Respondents from the age group of 46-58 and 59 and above, majority i.e. 

53.2% and 68.9% respectively relied on family members, followed by 17.7% and 

14.4% respondents depended on friends. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis shows that majority of the females i.e. 56.3% 

depended on family members, followed by 13.8% depend on others. Among the male 

respondents 53.1% were dependent on family members, followed by 20.4% 

respondents depending on friends. 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that among the Non-Matric, 60.4% 

respondents depend on family members, followed by 19.6% depending on friends. 

Among the SSC holders and HSSC holders also majority i.e. 66.7% and 56.2% 

respondents respectively depended on family, followed by 13.3% and 19.2% 

depended on friends. Among the graduates and post graduates i.e. 46.6% and 25.7% 

respondents respectively depended on family members. Dependence on family 

members seemed to decrease with the increase in the level of education.  

Married Status: Marital status wise analysis shows that majority of the respondents 

across marital status depended on family members for information, though single 

respondents were found to depend more on family. 56.1% of single and 53.1% of 

married respondents depended on family. 17.7% married and 17.9% single 

respondents depended almost similarly on friends. 52.9% of widows were found to 

depend on family. But no divorces were found to depend on family. They depended 

on media, investments co. etc. On the whole very less dependence on print media and 

brokers was seen for information. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that majority of the respondents across 

occupation depended heavily on family members for information and advice, 

followed by dependence on friends. 57.7%vAgriculturist were found to depend on 
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family, followed by 24.3% depending on friends, followed by electronic media by 

8.1% agriculturist. Majority of the private servants i.e. 60.8% depended on family, 

followed by 15.6% depending on friends, followed by others and investment 

company. 52.2% Government servants, also depended heavily on family members, 

followed by 20.3% on friends, followed by others and professionals. Majority 

businessmen i.e. 44.2% also depended on family followed by others and 

professionals. 35.6% self-employed too depended on family members, followed by 

23% depending on friends, followed by others and investment company. Among the 

housewives and students, 63.2% and 58.9% respondents respectively depended on 

family, followed by 8% and 19% respondents respectively depending on friends. 

 

On the whole majority i.e. 54.2% respondents depended on family for information, 

followed by 17.6% depending on friends. Least dependence for information on 

financial assets was seen on print media. 

 

4.5: Testing of Hypothesis No 3  

In this sub section Hypothesis No 3 has been tested to find whether there exist any 

relationship between the level of awareness about physical and financial assets, and 

the demographic factors. 

 

4.5.1. Testing Of Hypothesis No 3  

H0: There is no significant relationship between the level of awareness about physical 

and financial assets, and the demographic factors. 

H1: There is significant relationship between the level of awareness about physical 

and financial assets, and the demographic factors  
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Table No 4.5.1: Relationship between the level of awareness and the 

demographic factors  

Demographic 

Factors 

Age Gender Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

Physical Asset 

Gold 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Silver 0.00 0.108 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Agriculture 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Real Estate 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Financial Asset 

Bank 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.040 0.000 

Postal Deposits 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Govt. 

Securities 

0.000 0.328 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Corp Securities 0.005 0.074 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Life Insurance 0.000 0.016 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Mutual Fund 0.000 0.0273 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Commodities 0.014 0.636 0.000 0.007 0.003 

Derivatives 0.020 0.724 0.000 0.012 0.003 

Source: Table No. 4.1.1 – 4.1.4, 4.3.1 – 4.3.8 and Chi Square Calculation using SPSS 

The above Table No 4.5.1: exhibits the P value for level of awareness about physical 

and financial assets across demographic factors, which is derived from the data from 

table no 5.1.1 – 5.1.4 and chi square calculations using SPSS.  

Physical assets: It can be noted that the p values for gold across demographic factors 

was less than 0.05, indicating that there is significant relationship between the level of 

awareness among respondents about gold across demographic factors. Similarly, that 

the p values for agriculture and real estate across demographic factors was less than 

0.05, indicating that there is significant relationship between the level of awareness 

among respondents about agriculture and real estate also across demographic factors. 

While the p values for silver across demographic factors except gender was less than 

0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is significant relationship between the level 

of awareness about silver among respondents across demographic factors except for 

gender, wherein no relationship with the level of awareness was noted. 
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Financial Assets:  It can be noted that the p value for the level of awareness of bank 

deposits, postal deposits and life insurance across demographic factors was less than 

0.05. This indicates that there is significant relationship between the level of 

awareness about bank deposits, postal deposits and life insurance across demographic 

factors. The p value for Government securities, corporate securities, mutual fund, 

commodities and derivatives across demographic factors was less than 0.05 except for 

gender, indicating that there is significant relationship between the level of awareness 

about Government securities, corporate securities, mutual fund, commodities and 

derivatives across demographic factors except for gender. No relationship in the level 

of awareness about Government securities, corporate securities, mutual fund, 

commodities and derivatives was noted. 

4.6: Testing of Hypothesis No 4 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the sources of information for 

physical assets and financial assets and the demographic factors. 

Table No 4.6.1: Relationship between the sources of information and the 

demographic factors. 

Investment 

Avenue 

Age Gender Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

Physical Asset 0.005 0.018 0.000 0.070 0.00 

Financial Asset 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Source: Table No. 4.2, 4.4 and Chi Square value using SPSS Calculations 

The above Table No 4.6.1: exhibits the P value for source of information for physical 

assets and financial assets across demographic factors. It can be seen that the p value 

for source of information for physical assets across demographic factors was less than 

0.05 except for marital status for which it was 0.07. Similarly, the p value for source 

of information for financial assets across demographic factors was less than 0.05. 

Thus, it can be concluded that there is significant relationship between the sources of 

information for physical assets across demographic factors except for marital status, 
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wherein no relationship between the sources of information was noted. While, 

significant relation between the sources of information for financial assets was 

noticed across demographic factors.  

Section III – Perception of investors towards Savings and Investment 

In this sub section, efforts have been put to study the perception of investors towards 

savings and investment. Here Weighted Average Score has been used to find the 

average means, along with t test and ANOVA to find the difference in the perception 

of investors. 

4.7: Test of Hypothesis No 5 

In this sub section an attempt has been made to find whether there exists a significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across the demographic factors with 

regards to savings and investment. Weighted Average Scores has been used to find 

the average mean score; ANOVA is used to find the difference in the perception of 

respondents across age, education, marital status and occupations. The t test is used to 

find the difference in the perception of respondents across gender. 

H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors with regards to savings and investment 

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors with regards to savings and investment 
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Table No 4.7.1: Weighted Average Scores relating to Savings and Investment 

Sr. No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Savings & Investment 

increase income 

345 935 162 41 17 1500 1.03 

2 Savings & Investment 

improve standard of living 

260 1021 182 25 12 1500 0.99 

3 Savings & Investment are 

made for tax exemption 

116 508 491 341 44 1500 0.20 

4 Savings help acquire assets 187 858 333 102 20 1500 0.72 

Source: Primary Data 

The weighted average scores for variables pertaining to saving and investment viz. 

increase in income, improvement in standard of living, investment being made for tax 

exemption, acquisition of assets etc. are exhibited in the Table No. 4.7.1. WAS of 

1.03 for increase in income proves that majority of the respondents agreed that, saving 

and investment increase income. As per WAS of 0.99, respondents also agreed that 

saving and investment improve standard of living. 41% of the respondents agreed that 

saving and investments are made for tax exemption, while 32% of the respondents 

were in neutral. Only few respondents were in agreement. As per WAS of 0.20 also a 

slight agreement among respondents was noticed. As per the perception and WAS of 

0.72 it can be seen that majority of the respondent believed that savings help acquire 

assets. 

 

Table No 4.7.2.: Perception of Investors towards Savings and Investment across 

Demographic factors 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Savings & Investment increase 

income 
.000 .003 .000 .000 .257 

2 Savings & Investment improve 

standard of living 
.000 .022 .000 .144 .129 

3 Savings & Investment are made 

for tax exemption 
.005 .194 .002 .034 .377 

4 Savings help acquire assets .000 .000 .000 .079 .279 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 
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The above Table No. 4.7.2: Describes the p value for analysis of variance in 

perception of investors towards savings and investment across demographic factors 

Age: Analysis of perception of investors towards savings and investment across age 

shows that the p value for the variables viz. i)Saving and Investment increase income, 

ii) Savings & Investment improve standard of living, iii) Savings & Investment are 

made for tax exemption and iv) Saving help acquire assets were less than 0.05. Thus 

we can reject the null hypothesis and conclude that, there is significant difference in 

the perception of respondents across age. 

 

Gender: Analysis of perception of investors towards saving and investment across 

gender shows that p value for all the variables except for saving and Investment and 

Savings & Investment are made for tax exemption was less than 0.05. Thus we can 

reject the null hypothesis and conclude that, there is significant difference in the 

perception of respondents for all the variables except for tax exemption among 

respondents across gender. 

 

Education: Analysis of perception of investors towards savings and investment 

across education shows that the p values for all the variables were less than 0.05. Thus 

we can reject the null hypotheses and conclude that, there exists a significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across education. 

 

Marital Status: Analysis of perception of investors towards savings and investment 

across marital status shows that the p value for the variables viz. i) Savings and 

Investment increase income and iii) Savings & Investment are made for tax 

exemption are less the 0.05. While for the variables, viz. i) Savings & Improvement 
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improves standard of living and ii) Savings help acquiring assets the p value is more 

than 0.05. Thus, it can be concluded that there is significant difference in the 

perception of respondents across marital status towards the variables saving and 

Investments increase income and saving and Investment are made for tax exemption. 

No significant difference in the opinion /perception of respondents was found towards 

the variables saving and Investment improve standard of living and saving help 

acquire assets. 

 

Occupation: Analysis of perception of investors towards savings and investment 

across occupation shows that the p value for all the variables viz. i) Saving and 

Investment increase income, ii) Saving and Investment help improve standard of 

living, iii) Savings & Investment are made for tax exemption and iv) Saving help 

acquire assets is more than 0.05. Thus we can accept the null hypothesis for 

occupation and conclude that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

respondent towards saving and investment across occupation. 

 

On the whole we can reject the null hypothesis across age and education and accept 

across occupation. While across gender and marital status it had mixed perception. 

Thus we can conclude that there is significant difference in the perception of 

respondents towards saving and investment across demographic factors 
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Section- IV Perception of Investors towards various Investment Avenues 

This section attempts to analyse the perception of respondents across demographic 

factors towards physical and financial assets. It comprises of two parts A) Perception 

of investors towards Physical assets and B) Perception of investors towards Financial 

assets. 

A. Perception of Investors towards physical assets. 

In this sub section, an analysis has been made about the perception of investors 

towards investment in physical assets such as gold, silver, agricultural investment and 

real estate. Here an attempt has been made to find whether there exists a significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across the demographic factors towards 

various physical assets. Weighted Average Scores has been used to find the average 

mean score, ANOVA is used to find the difference in the perception of respondents 

across age, education, marital status and occupations. The t test is used to find the 

difference in the perception of respondents across gender 

 

4.8: Test of Hypothesis No 6 

H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Physical assets.  

Table No 4.8.1: WAS for Perception of Investors towards Investment in Gold 

Sr.No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 16 352 188 489 443 1488 -0.66 
2 Capital Appreciation 327 966 168 9 18 1488 1.05 

3 Tax Benefits 19 305 123 414 625 1488 -0.88 

4 Avail Subsidy 19 313 152 439 563 1488 -0.81 

5 Allows withdrawal/Liquidity 81 811 246 219 131 1488 0.33 

6 Easily Accessible 60 1025 189 211 3 1488 0.62 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 

168 938 271 100 8 1488 0.77 

8 Information is easily available 206 755 317 202 8 1488 0.63 

9 Low risk involved 225 973 203 70 17 1488 0.88 

10 Statutory Protection 9 1131 197 108 43 1488 0.64 

Source: Primary Data 
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The WAS for perception of investors towards investment in Gold is exhibited in the 

Table No. 4.8.1The perception is analysed using weighted average scores. Variables 

like Regular and Steady income, Capital appreciation, Tax Benefits, subsidy, 

liquidity, easy accessibility, flexibility in timing, availability of information, risk 

involved and statuary  protection have been analysed. Respondents were of the 

opinion that, there is no regular and steady income associated with gold investment as 

per WAS of -0.66. WAS of 1.05 proved that, respondents strongly agreed that, there 

is capital appreciation if investment is made in Gold. A very high disagreement was 

seen as per WAS of -0.88 and -0.81 among respondents for availing tax benefits and 

subsidy in gold respectively. As per WAS of 0.33 slight agreement was seen among 

respondents that gold is liquid investment. As per WAS of 0.62, 0.63 and 0.64 it 

showed agreement towards the variables easy accessibility, availability of information 

and statutory protection for investment in gold. High agreement was seen among 

respondents for flexibility of investment and low risk involved in gold as per WAS of 

0.77 and 0.88 respectively. 

 

Table No 4.8.2: Perception of Investors towards Investment in Gold  

Sr. 

No 

Variable Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .084 .022 .000 .832 .002 

2 Capital Appreciation .510 .880 .042 .116 .101 

3 Tax Benefits .189 .003 .012 .579 .007 

4 Minimum Cost .102 .013 .001 .065 .000 

5 Allows withdrawal .319 .829 .009 .290 .000 

6 Easily Accessible .000 .006 .000 .000 .006 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 
.000 .873 .005 .000 .000 

8 Information is easily available .002 .234 .335 .048 .493 

9 Low risk involved .008 .850 .008 .083 .794 

10 Statutory Protection .000 .020 .000 .018 .000 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test  

A. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Gold.  
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H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Gold 

 

The analysis of variance in the in the perception of investors towards investment in 

gold across demographic factors is revealed in the above Table No. 4.8.2. The 

Hypothesis was also tested to prove whether there is no significant difference in the 

perception of respondents towards gold across demographic factors. 

Age: According to the age wise analysis of perception of investors, the perception 

value for the variables viz. i)Regular and Steady income, ii)Capital Appreciation, 

iii)Tax benefits, iv)Minimum cost and v)Allows withdrawal was more than 0.05. Thus 

moving that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents for 

these variables while the p value for the variables viz. i)Easily Accessible , 

ii)Flexibility in timing of investment, iii)Information is easily available , iv)Low risk 

involved and v) Statutory Protection was less than 0.05. Thus, it can be said that, there 

is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards these variables.  

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in Gold 

reveals that, a significant difference in the perception of respondents across gender 

was found for variables viz. i) Regular and Steady income, ii) Tax benefits, minimum 

cost, easy accessibility and statutory protection as the P value for these variables was 

less than 0.05. While the P value was more than 0.05 for variables like capital 

appreciation, allow withdrawal, flexibility in investment and low risk involved. Thus 

it signifies that there is no difference in the perception of respondents across gender 

for these variables. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in 

gold reveals that a significant difference in the perception of respondents existed 
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across education for all the variables except for the variable easy availability of 

information when the p value was more than 0.05. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of perception of investors towards Gold 

proved that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

marital status for variables like regular and steady income, capital appreciation, tax 

benefits, minimum cost, allow withdrawal and low risk as the p value for them was 

more than 0.05. While for the variables like easy accessibility, flexibility in 

investment, availability of information and statutory protection, p value was less than 

0.05, thus signifying a difference in the perception of respondents for these variables. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment 

in Gold reveals that the p value for all the variables except capital appreciation, 

availability of information and low risk was been than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded 

that there is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards gold for 

all the variables except for the variables i.e capital appreciation, availability of 

information and low risk. 

Table No 4.8.3: WAS for Perception of Investors towards Investment in Silver 

Sr No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 10 389 212 511 284 1396 -0.47 

2 Capital Appreciation 80 1053 233 11 29 1396 0.81 

3 Tax Benefits 6 373 164 539 324 1396 -0.57 

4 Avail Subsidy 2 377 249 454 324 1396 -0.51 

5 Allows withdrawal 5 621 370 322 870 1396 -1.09 

6 Easily Accessible 14 916 347 69 60 1396 0.53 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 

72 933 292 95 14 1396 0.67 

8 Information is easily available 22 977 292 57 58 1396 0.60 

9 Low risk involved 37 1071 231 41 26 1396 0.74 

10 Statutory Protection 13 919 220 239 17 1396 0.47 

Source: Primary Data 

The weighted average scores for the perception of investors towards investment in 

Silver are exhibited in the Table No. 4.8.3. Weighted average scores of -0.47, -0.57 

and -0.51 for regular and steady income, tax benefits and avail subsidy respectively 
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proves that respondents are in disagreements of these statements. While WAS of 0.81 

shows that respondents fairly that there is capital appreciation in silver. Silver was 

found to be easily accessible and flexible in investment as per WAS of 0.53 and 0.67 

respectively respondents were in arguments that information about silver is easily 

available, risk involved is less as per the WAS of 0.06 and 0.74 respectively A slight 

argument was also seen for statutory protection as per WAS of 0.47 

Table No 4.8.4: Perception of Investors towards Investment in Silver 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .368 .000 .000 .920 .000 

2 Capital Appreciation .713 .396 .003 .000 .003 

3 Tax Benefits .003 .337 .007 .002 .000 

4 Minimum Cost .009 .589 .007 .018 .000 

5 Allows withdrawal .002 .666 .000 .054 .221 

6 Easily Accessible .000 .173 .337 .051 .032 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 
.000 .782 .002 .005 .000 

8 Information is easily available .000 .496 .019 .000 .005 

9 Low risk involved .101 .640 .499 .029 .043 

10 Statutory Protection .121 .446 .518 .248 .066 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test  

B. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Silver  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Silver 

The perception of investors towards investment in silver across demographic factors 

is shown in the Table N0. 4.8.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of investors towards the investment in silver 

shows that the p value for most of the variables was less than 0.05, except for regular 

& steady income in silver, capital appreciation, low risk and statutory protection, 

wherein it was more than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is significant 

difference in the perception of the respondents across age except for regular and 
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steady income, capital appreciation, low risk and statutory protection, wherein no 

difference in perception was observed. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in silver 

shows that the p value for all the variables except for regular and steady income was 

more than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is no significant difference in the 

perception of respondent’s across gender for all the variables except for regular and 

steady income. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in 

silver shows that p value for all the variables except for easy accessibility, low risk 

and statutory protection was less than 0.05. Thus it can be said that there is no 

significant difference in the perception of respondent’s across educational levels for 

all variables except for easy accessibility, low risk and statutory protection wherein 

the perception was found to differ. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of respondents shows that 

the p value for all the variables except for regular and steady income and statutory 

protection for silver was less than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there exist a 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across educational levels for all 

the variables except for regular and steady income and statutory protection where in 

no significant difference in perception was observed. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents shows that the p 

value for all the variables except for liquidity and statutory protection was less than 

0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is significant difference in the perception of 

respondents towards silver across occupation for all the variables except for liquidity 

and statutory protection, where no difference in the perception across occupation was 

found. 
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Table No 4.8.5: WAS for Perception of Investors towards Investment in 

Agriculture  

Sr. No Indicators SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 334 870 134 30 2 1370 1.11 

2 Capital Appreciation 230 985 132 2 21 1370 1.04 

3 Tax Benefits 272 444 220 364 70 1370 0.36 

4 Avail Subsidy 658 469 227 11 5 1370 1.31 

5 Allows withdrawal 10 893 218 142 107 1370 0.41 

6 Easily Accessible 57 989 290 27 7 1370 0.79 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 

17 1017 302 28 6 1370 0.75 

8 Information is easily 

available 

38 994 259 72 7 1370 0.73 

9 Low risk involved 92 867 229 92 90 1370 0.57 

10 Statutory Protection 57 995 228 53 37 1370 0.73 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No.4.8.5: Describes the perception of investors towards investment 

in agriculture with the help of weighted Average scores. It can be noted that a high 

agreement was seen among the respondents with regards to earning regular and steady 

income, capital appreciation and availing subsidy in agriculture as for the WAS of 

1.11, 1.04 and 1.31 respectively. A slight agreement was also seen for tax benefit with 

WAS of 0.36, liquidity with WAS of 0.41 and score of 0.57 for low risk. Respondents 

were also found to believe that investment in agriculture is easily accessible, flexible, 

information is easily available and there is protection, which was proved by the 

weighted average scores saving from 0.73 – 0.79. 

Table No 4.8.6: Perception of Investors towards Investment in Agriculture 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 1 Regular & Steady Income .095 .651 .000 .847 .000 
2 Capital Appreciation .000 .014 .025 .662 .000 

3 Tax Benefits .005 .200 .000 .003 .000 

4 Minimum Cost .328 .003 .000 .040 .116 

5 Allows withdrawal .351 .000 .625 .274 .000 

6 Easily Accessible .009 .578 .000 .272 .431 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .126 .098 .000 .000 .010 

8 Information is easily available .320 .876 .002 .481 .604 

9 Low risk involved .000 .224 .035 .003 .000 

10 Statutory Protection .000 .000 .000 .258 .000 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 
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C. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Agriculture  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Agriculture 

 

The analysis of variance in the perception of investors towards agricultural investment 

across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No.4.8.6. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of investors towards agricultural investment 

shows that the p value for few variables was more than 0.05 and the rest were less 

than0.05.Since the p value for the variables like regular and steady income, minimum 

cost, liquidity, flexibility and availability of information is more than 0.05 we can 

conclude that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondent for 

these variables. While the perception was found to differ for variables like capital 

appreciation, tax benefits, easily accessible, low risk and statutory protection. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of investors towards agricultural 

investment shows that the p value for most of the variables except for capital 

appreciation, minimum cost, liquidity and statutory protection was more than 0.05. 

Thus it can be concluded that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

investors towards agricultural investment except for capital appreciation, minimum 

cost, liquidity and statutory protection, where in a significant difference in the 

perception was observed. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of investors towards agricultural 

investment shows that the p value for all the variables except for liquidity was less 

than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is significant difference in the 

perception of respondents across educational level except for the variable liquidity. 
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Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of investors towards 

agricultural investment shows that the p value for most of the variable is more than 

0.05 except for tax benefit, minimum cost, flexibility and low risk. Thus it can be 

stated there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across marital 

status towards the variables regular and steady income, capital appreciation, liquidity, 

easy accessibility, availability of information and statutory protection. Difference in 

the perception of respondents was noted for the variables like tax benefits, minimum 

cost, flexibility and low risk. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of investors towards agricultural 

investment reveals that the p value for almost all the variables was less than 0.05 

except for minimum cost, easy accessibility and availability of information, where in 

it was more than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is significant difference in 

the perception of respondents across occupation except for the variable minimum 

cost, easy accessibility and availability of information where no difference in 

perception was observed. 

 

Table No 4.8.7: WAS for Perception of Investors towards Investment in Real 

Estate 

Sr. 

No 

Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 494 545 280 49 0 1326 1.19 

2 Capital Appreciation 634 535 121 32 4 1326 1.41 

3 Tax Benefits 573 399 250 89 15 1326 1.14 

4 Avail Subsidy 35 479 370 214 228 1326 -0.09 

5 Allows withdrawal 15 851 271 78 106 1326 0.47 

6 Easily Accessible 12 951 276 85 2 1326 0.71 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 

174 749 330 73 0 1326 0.82 

8 Information is easily available 6 932 289 80 19 1326 0.66 

9 Low risk involved 185 859 186 92 4 1326 0.90 

10 Statutory Protection 103 928 271 22 2 1326 0.88 

Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table No.4.8.7: exhibits the weighted average score for the perception of 

investors towards investment in Real Estate. It can be noted that the respondents 

highly agreed of earning regular and steady income with investment in real estate as 

per WAS of 1.19, capital appreciation with WAS of 1.41 and availing tax benefits 

until WAS of 1.14. Disagreement was seen for availing subsidy, as per WAS of 0.09, 

respondents disagreed of availing subsidy. Score of 0.47 revealed slight agreement on 

the liquidity and resale of real estate investment. Respondents also agreed that real 

estate investment is easily accessible, flexible, information is also available, risk 

involved is less and it has statutory protection as per the WAS which ranged between 

0.66 – 0.90. 

Table No 4.8.8: Perception of Investors towards Investment in Real Estate 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .000 .003 .001 .000 .000 

2 Capital Appreciation .000 .032 .000 .000 .000 

3 Tax Benefits .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

4 Minimum Cost .204 .035 .003 .156 .002 

5 Allows withdrawal .000 .161 .005 .000 .000 

6 Easily Accessible .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 
.000 .338 .038 .000 .000 

8 Information is easily available .071 .021 .000 .077 .000 

9 Low risk involved .627 .222 .000 .806 .007 

10 Statutory Protection .316 .180 .175 .004 .821 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 

D. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Real Estate 

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Real Estate. 
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The analysis of variance in the perception of respondents towards investment in real 

estate across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No.4.8.8. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in real estate 

shows that p value for all the variables except for minimum cost, availability of 

information, low risk and statutory protection was less than 0.05. It can be stated that 

there is significant difference in the perception of respondents across age towards 

earning regular and steady income, capital appreciation, tax benefits, liquidity, easy 

accessibility and flexibility in investment. No difference in the perception was found 

for minimum cost, availability of information, risk involved and statutory protection. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in Real 

estate shows that there was significant difference in the perception of few variables 

viz. regular and steady income, capital appreciation, tax benefit, minimum cost, easy 

accessibility and availability of information. The p value for these variables was less 

than 0.05. While the other variables viz. liquidity, flexibility, low risk and statutory 

protection had p value more than 0.05. Thus it was found that these variables had no 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across gender. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in 

real estate reveals that the p value for all the variables except statutory protection was 

less than 0.05. Thus, it can be concluded that there is significant difference in the 

perception of respondents across education, except for the variables statutory 

protection. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of investors towards 

investment in real estate shows that the p value for most of the variables viz. regular 

and steady income, capital appreciation, tax benefit, liquidity, easy accessibility, 

flexibility and statutory protection was less than 0.05. It can be said that there was 
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significant difference in the perception of respondents across marital status for these 

variable. While no significant difference was seen among the respondents across 

marital status for minimum cost, availability of information and low risk. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment 

in Real estate shows that the p value for all the variables except for statutory 

protection was less than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is no significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across occupation for all the variables 

except for statutory protection. 

 

B. Perception of Investors towards Financial Assets. 

In this sub section, an analysis has been made about the perception of investors 

towards investment in financial assets such as bank deposits, postal deposits, Govt 

securities, corporate securities, life insurance, mutual fund, commodities and 

derivatives.  Here an attempt has been made to find whether there exists a significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across the demographic factors towards 

various financial assets. Weighted Average Scores has been used to find the average 

mean score, ANOVA is used to find the difference in the perception of respondents 

across age, education, marital status and occupations. The t test is used to find the 

difference in the perception of respondents across gender. 

4.9: Testing of Hypothesis No 7 

H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Financial Assets 

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

demographic factors towards Financial Assets 
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Table No 4.9.1: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in Bank 

Deposits 

Sr. 

No 

Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 127 955 239 179 0 1500 0.68 

2 Capital Appreciation 140 1228 56 70 6 1500 0.95 

3 Tax Benefits 37 708 332 376 47 1500 0.20 

4 Minimum Cost 50 1044 242 88 76 1500 0.60 

5 Allows withdrawal 196 1079 103 122 0 1500 0.90 

6 Easily Accessible 152 1215 104 25 4 1500 0.99 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 

124 1094 249 32 1 1500 0.87 

8 Information is easily available 179 1073 230 16 2 1500 0.94 

9 Low risk involved 257 1086 141 10 6 1500 1.05 

10 Statutory Protection 99 1059 320 19 1 1500 0.82 

Source: Primary Data 

The weighted average scores for perception of investors towards investment in the 

Bank deposits are exhibited in the Table No.4.9.1. Highest agreement was seen 

among respondent i.e. score of 1.05 for low risk, followed by early accessible with a 

score of 0.99, 0.95 for capital appreciation. Considerable agreement was also noted 

for liquidity, flexibility, availability of information and statutory protection, where in 

the scores ranged from 0.82 – 0.94. A fair agreement as per the WAS of 0.60 was also 

seen among respondents, that bank deposits involve minimum cost. A negligible 

agreement was noticed among respondents as to having tax benefits with bank 

deposits. 

Table No 4.9.2: Perception of investors towards investment in Bank Deposits 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .037 0.000 .000 .014 .001 

2 Capital Appreciation .007 0.947 .427 .404 .068 

3 Tax Benefits .000 0.011 .000 .000 .000 

4 Minimum Cost .091 0.000 .000 .322 .000 

5 Allows withdrawal .130 0.000 .005 .246 .000 

6 Easily Accessible .500 0.112 .526 .255 .435 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .146 0.785 .003 .170 .403 

8 Information is easily available .611 0.011 .001 .950 .000 

9 Low risk involved .261 0.868 .053 .956 .578 

10 Statutory Protection .126 0.066 .000 .732 .058 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 
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A. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Bank across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards Bank 

across demographic factors  

 

The analysis of variance in perception of respondent towards investment in the bank 

deposits across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No.4.9.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents towards investment in bank deposits shows 

that the p value for almost all the variables except for regular and steady income, 

capital appreciation and tax benefits was more than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded 

that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across age of 

almost all variables except for regular and steady income, capital appreciation and tax 

benefits, where in significant difference was noted. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of respondents towards investment in bank deposits 

reveals that for the variables like regular and steady income, tax benefits, minimum 

cost, liquidity and availability of information, p value was less than 0.05, which 

implies that there is significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

gender for these variables. While for the variables like capital appreciation, 

accessibility, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection the p value was more than 

0.05. It indicated that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across gender for these variables. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents towards investment in bank 

deposits show that the p value for most of the variables except capital apperception 

and easy accessibility was less than 0.05. It can be stated that there is significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across education except capital 



191 
 

appreciation and easy accessibility for which is no significant difference in the 

perception. 

Married Status: Marital Status wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in Bank deposits, shows that the p value for most of the variables except 

for regular and steady income and tax benefits was more than 0.05. Thus it can be 

concluded that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondent across 

marital status except for regular and steady income and tax benefits variables. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in bank deposit indicates that the p value for some of the variables was 

less than 0.05 and for others it was more than 0.05. A significant difference in the 

perception of respondents across occupation was noted for variables like regular and 

steady income, tax benefits, minimum cost, liquidity and availability of information 

about bank deposits. While no difference in the perception of respondents was noted 

for capital appreciation easy accessibility, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection 

for bank deposits. 

 

Table No 4.9.3: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in Postal 

Deposits 

Sr. 

No 

Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 72 753 122 126 1 1080 0.71 

2 Capital Appreciation 141 761 129 43 6 1080 0.91 

3 Tax Benefits 151 749 140 29 11 1080 0.92 

4 Minimum Cost 35 724 198 114 9 1080 0.61 

5 Allows withdrawal 22 463 184 357 54 1080 0.03 

6 Easily Accessible 56 626 197 159 42 1080 0.45 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 

14 532 297 216 21 1080 0.27 

8 Information is easily available 74 660 254 86 6 1080 0.65 

9 Low risk involved 77 829 150 24  1080 0.88 

10 Statutory Protection 108 724 244 4  1080 0.86 

Source: Primary Data 
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The weighted average scores for perception of respondents towards investment in 

postal deposits are revealed in the Table No: 4.9.3. WAS of 0.91 and 0.92 indicates 

that the respondents were in agreement that there is capital appreciation and tax 

benefits associated with agreement was also seen for low risk statutory protection and 

regular and steady income as per the WAS of 0.88, 0.86 and 0.71 respectively. 

Considerable agreement was also noticed for minimum cost involved and easy 

availability of information as per the score of 0.61 and 0.65 respectively. A slight 

agreement was seen as per WAS of 0.45 towards easy accessibility and flexibility in 

timing of investment as per WAS of 0.27 WAS of 0.03 should a very weighted 

amount of agreement towards liquidity of postal deposits. 

 

Table No 4.9.4: Perception of investors towards investment in Postal Deposits 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gende

r 

Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .011 0.006 .145 .624 .004 

2 Capital Appreciation .001 0.752 .007 .354 .002 

3 Tax Benefits .393 0.725 .691 .022 .287 

4 Minimum Cost .000 0.000 .010 .825 .002 

5 Allows withdrawal .733 0.000 .000 .788 .090 

6 Easily Accessible .524 0.460 .179 .393 .004 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 
.054 0.779 .003 .847 .000 

8 Information is easily available .278 0.001 .023 .004 .005 

9 Low risk involved .106 0.450 .270 .305 .260 

10 Statutory Protection .310 0.941 .289 .298 .000 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test  

B. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Postal Deposits across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards Postal 

Deposits across demographic factors  
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The analysis of variance in perception of respondents towards investment in postal 

deposits across demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No: 4.9.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in postal 

deposits reveals that the p value for almost all the variables except for regular and 

steady income from postal deposit, capital appreciation and minimum cost were more 

than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that for the variables like tax benefits from postal 

deposits, liquidity, easy accessibility, flexibility, availability of information, low risk 

and statutory protection for postal deposits, there was no significant difference in the 

perception of respondents across age groups. While difference in the 

opinion/perception of respondents was noticed for variables like regular and steady 

income, capital appreciation and minimum cost. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in 

postal deposits reveals that most of the variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits, 

easy accessibility, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection had a p value more 

than 0.05, indicating  that the respondents had no significant difference in the 

perception across gender for these variables. While for the variables like regular and 

steady income, minimum cost, liquidity and easy availability of information, the p 

value was less than 0.05, indicating that the perception differed significantly for these 

variables. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment 

in postal deposits shows that the p value for variables like regular income, tax 

benefits, easy accessibility, low risk and statutory protection was more than 0.05. This 

indicates that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents for 

these variables. While, in case of variables like capital appreciation, minimum cost, 

liquidity, flexibility and availability of information p value was less than 0.05, 
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indicating that the respondents had significant difference in the perception for these 

variables. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in postal deposits shows that most of the variables except tax benefits and 

availability of information had p value more than 0.05, indicating that there is no 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across marital status. 

Significant difference in perception was found only for the variables tax benefits and 

availability of information. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investments in postal deposits shows that, most of the variables except tax benefits, 

liquidity and low risk had a p value less than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there 

is significant differences in the perception of respondents across occupation for most 

of the variables except for tax benefits, liquidity and low risk. 

 

Table No 4.9.5: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in Govt. 

Securities 

Sr. No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 4 146 05 0 0 155 1.01 

2 Capital Appreciation 6 138 1 0 0 155 0.96 

3 Tax Benefits 13 136 6 0 0 155 1.04 

4 Minimum Cost 2 143 10 0 0 155 0.94 

5 Allows withdrawal 4 118 16 15 2 155 0.69 

6 Easily Accessible 4 132 15 3 1 155 0.87 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment 9 126 14 5 1 155 0.94 

8 Information is easily available 3 133 18 1 0 155 0.89 

9 Low risk involved 2 127 17 9 0 155 0.78 

10 Statutory Protection 1 128 24 0 2 155 0.81 

Source: Primary Data 

The weighted average scores for perception of respondents towards investment in 

Government securities are depicted in the Table No. 4.9.5. As per WAS of 1.01 and 

1.04, respondents strongly believed that there is regular and steady income and tax 

benefits respectively associated with Government securities. Respondents were also 
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found to agree that there is capital appreciation, minimum cost, easy accessibility, 

flexibility, easy availability of information, low risk as well as statutory protection in 

Government securities as their weighted average scores ranged between 0.78 – 0.96. 

Slightly less agreement was seen for the variables liquidity in Government securities. 

 

Table No 4.9.6: Perception of investors towards investment in Govt. Securities 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .713 0.074 .588 .839 .020 

2 Capital Appreciation .191 0.801 .636 .925 .096 

3 Tax Benefits .160 0.229 .308 .011 .054 

4 Minimum Cost .076 0.540 .203 .408 .164 

5 Allows withdrawal .557 0.157 .380 .650 .714 

6 Easily Accessible .014 0.307 .107 .005 .004 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .131 0.175 .452 .625 .067 

8 Information is easily available .234 0.588 .310 .758 .121 

9 Low risk involved .219 0.931 .403 .503 .164 

10 Statutory Protection .004 0.944 .312 .099 .733 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 

C. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Government Securities across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Government Securities across demographic factors  

 

The analysis of variance in the perception of respondents towards investment in 

Government securities across demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No: 4.9.6. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of investors towards investment in Government 

securities reveals that the p value for most of the variables except for easy 

accessibility and statutory protection were more than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded 

that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across age for 

investment in Government securities except for two variables viz easy accessibility 
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and statutory protection. Significant difference in the perception was noticed for these 

two variables. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in 

Government securities shows that the p value for the variables analysed was more 

than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is no significant difference in the 

perception of respondents across gender towards investment in Government 

securities. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment 

in Government securities revels that the p value for all the variables analysed is more 

than 0.05. Thus it indicates that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across educational levels. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in value for all the variables except for tax benefits and easy accessibility 

was more than 0.05. Thus it can be conclude that except for tax benefits and easy 

accessibility, there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

marital status. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the perception of respondents towards 

investment in Government securities reveals that the p value for most of the variables 

except for regular and steady income and easy accessibility was more than 0.05. Thus 

it can be concluded that except for regular and steady income and easy accessibility 

there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across occupation 

towards investment in Government securities. 
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Table No 4.9.7: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in 

Corporate Securities 

S No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 
1 Regular & Steady Income 7 253 29 4 3 296 0.86 
2 Capital Appreciation 34 216 46   296 0.95 
3 Tax Benefits 9 111 80 72 24 296 0.03 
4 Minimum Cost 9 167 56 52 12 296 0.36 
5 Allows withdrawal 52 166 50 28  296 0.81 
6 Easily Accessible 30 191 56 16 3 296 0.77 
7 Flexibility in timing of investment 61 167 60 7 1 296 0.94 
8 Information is easily available 23 188 62 23  296 0.71 
9 Low risk involved 1 109 59 78 49 296 -0.21 
10 Statutory Protection 3 161 103 27 2 296 0.45 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No: 4.9.7: reveals the weighted average scores for perception of 

respondents towards investment in corporate securities. Respondents were in 

agreement that there is regular and steady income, capital appreciation, liquidity and 

flexibility as per WAS ranging from 0.81 – 0.95. Considerable amount of agreement 

was also seen for easy accessibility and availability of information as per WAS of 

0.77 and 0.71 respectively. Slight agreement was seen for minimum cost and statutory 

protection as per WAS of 0.36 and 0.45 respectively. Negligible agreement was seen 

for tax benefits associated with corporate securities. Disagreement was noticed for 

low risk, as per WAS of 0.21. 

 

Table No 4.9.8: Perception of investors towards investment in Corporate 

Securities  

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .727 0.775 .427 .678 .323 

2 Capital Appreciation .109 0.727 .004 .050 .039 

3 Tax Benefits .000 0.000 .589 .000 .000 

4 Minimum Cost .000 0.006 .039 .000 .001 

5 Allows withdrawal .000 0.655 .010 .000 .001 

6 Easily Accessible .040 0.212 .217 .000 .020 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .005 0.088 .660 .001 .116 

8 Information is easily available .024 0.635 .043 .011 .029 

9 Low risk involved .006 0.252 .028 .000 .526 

10 Statutory Protection .275 0.060 .005 .124 .627 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 
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D. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Corporate Securities across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards Corporate 

Securities across demographic factors  

 

The above Table No. 4.9.8: exhibits the analysis of variance in perception of 

respondents towards investment in corporate securities across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in corporate 

securities reveals that the p value for most of the variables except for regular and 

steady income, capital appreciation and statutory protection is less than 0.05. Thus it 

can be concluded that except for regular and steady income, capital appreciation and 

statutory protection, there is significant difference in the perception of respondents 

across age towards investment in corporate securities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in 

corporate securities indicates that the p value for most of the variables except for tax 

benefits and minimum cost is more than 0.05. Thus it can be stated that there is no 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across gender for most of the 

variables except for tax benefits and minimum cost. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment 

in corporate securities shows that p value for few variables viz regular and steady 

income, tax benefits, easy accessibility and flexibility was more than 0.05. The other 

variables had p value less than 0.05.  Thus, it can be concluded that the variables 

having p value more than 0.05 had no significant difference in the perception, while 

the variables having p value less than 0.05 had significant difference in the perception 

of respondent across educational levels for investment in corporate securities. 
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Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in corporate securities reveals that the p value for most of the variables 

except for regular and steady income and statutory protection was less than 0.05. Thus 

it can be concluded that there is significant difference in the perception of respondents 

across marital status towards investment in corporate securities except for the 

variables regular income and statutory protection. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investments in corporate securities shows that the p value for the variables like regular 

income, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection was more than 0.05, indicating 

that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

occupation for these variables. While for the variables like capital appreciation, tax 

benefits, minimum cost, liquidity, accessibility and availability of information, 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across occupation was noticed 

 

Table No 4.9.9: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in Life 

Insurance 

Sr. 

No 

Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 18 645 135 182 11 991 0.48 

2 Capital Appreciation 156 700 63 59 13 991 0.93 

3 Tax Benefits 313 609 42 17 10 991 1.2 

4 Minimum Cost 31 795 110 48 7 991 0.80 

5 Allows withdrawal 35 512 209 213 20 991 0.33 

6 Easily Accessible 113 656 126 94 2 991 0.79 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment 101 576 216 98  991 0.68 

8 Information is easily available 119 590 235 46 1 991 0.78 

9 Low risk involved 134 699 124 34  991 0.94 

10 Statutory Protection 57 711 198 25  991 0.80 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The WAS about the perception of respondents towards investment in life insurance is 

shown in the Table No: 4.10.9. It can be noted that respondents strongly agreed of 

having tax benefits with investment in life insurance. Respondents were also in 
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agreement that there is capital appreciation , minimum cost, accessibility, availability 

of information, low risk and statutory protection available with investment in life 

insurance as their scores ranged between 0.78 – 0.94 resembling high agreement. 

Slight agreement was also noticed for regular income and liquidity as per WAS of 

0.48 and 0.33 respectively. 

 

Table No 4.9.10: Perception of investors towards investment in Life Insurance 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .069 .416 .000 .010 .000 

2 Capital Appreciation .293 .097 .039 .021 .011 

3 Tax Benefits .063 .103 .336 .382 .000 

4 Minimum Cost .001 .000 .001 .238 .042 

5 Allows withdrawal .143 .000 .109 .005 .057 

6 Easily Accessible .000 .000 .844 .008 .000 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .001 .001 .155 .820 .000 

8 Information is easily available .054 .000 .016 .017 .000 

9 Low risk involved .042 .004 .704 .992 .000 

10 Statutory Protection .196 .056 .725 .240 .199 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 

 

E. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards Life 

Insurance across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards Life 

Insurance across demographic factors  

 

The analysis of variance in perception of respondent towards investment in life 

insurance across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No: 4.9.10. 

Age:  Age wise analysis of perception of respondent towards investment in life 

insurance reveals that there was no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents towards certain variable pertaining to life insurance such as regular 

income, capital appreciation, tax benefits, liquidity and statutory protection as the p 

value for these variables was more than 0.05. On the other hand significant difference 
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in the perception was noticed for variables like minimum cost, easy accessibility, 

flexibility availability of information and low risk involved, as there p value was less 

than 0.05. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis perception of respondents towards investment in life 

insurance shows that a significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

gender existed towards certain variables like minimum cost, liquidity, accessibility, 

flexibility, availability of information and low risk as these variables had p values less 

than 0.05. While variables like regular income, capital appreciation, tax benefits and 

statutory protection had p value more than 0.05, thus indicating that there is no 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across gender for the variables. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment 

in life insurance reveals that the p value for most of the variables viz tax benefits, 

liquidity, accessibility, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection was more than 

0.05 indicating that there was no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across educational levels. Other variables like regular income, capital 

appreciation, minimum cost and availability of information had p value less than 0-05, 

indicating that there existed a significant difference in the perception of respondents 

towards these variables. 

Married Status: Marital status wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in life insurance shows that some variables viz. regular income, capital 

appreciation, liquidity, accessibility and availability of information had a p value less 

than 0.05 indicating that there is significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across married status. While no difference in perception was noted 

towards tax benefits, minimum lost, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection, 

across the marital status. 
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Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception reveals that p value for most of 

the variables viz. liquidity and statutory protection was less than 0.05. Thus it can be 

concluded that most of the variables except liquidity and statutory protection, was less 

than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that most of the variables except liquidity and 

statutory protection, a significant difference existed the perception of respondents 

across occupation. 

 

Table No 4.9.11: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in Mutual 

Fund 

Sr. No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income  140 22 2 2 166 0.80 

2 Capital Appreciation 34 96 36   166 0.98 

3 Tax Benefits 23 79 36 23 5 166 0.55 

4 Minimum Cost 3 77 51 29 5 166 0.26 

5 Allows withdrawal  73 63 30  166 0.25 

6 Easily Accessible 1 78 44 34 9 166 0.57 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment 34 76 44 12  166 0.79 

8 Information is easily available 25 64 62 15  166 0.59 

9 Low risk involved 7 72 48 38 1 166 0.29 

10 Statutory Protection 4 82 57 23  166 0.40 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No: 4.9.11: depicts the weighted average scores for perception of 

respondent towards investment in mutual fund. High agreement was seen among 

respondents towards earning regular income, having capital appreciation and with 

flexibility of investments in mutual fund as per WAS of 0.80, 0.98 and 0.79 

respectively. Slight agreement was also seen among the respondents towards having 

tax benefits, minimum cost, liquidity, accessibility, availability of information, low 

risk and statutory protection associated with investment in mutual fund as there WAS 

ranged from 0.25 – 0.59. 
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Table No 4.9.12: Perception of investors towards investment in Mutual Fund 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gende

r 

Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .570 .092 .320 .194 .172 

2 Capital Appreciation .002 .597 .271 .000 .014 

3 Tax Benefits .129 .030 .240 .001 .046 

4 Minimum Cost .001 .761 .281 .000 .218 

5 Allows withdrawal .421 .274 .000 .927 .066 

6 Easily Accessible .157 .307 .016 .199 .088 

7 Flexibility in timing of 

investment 
.004 .105 .399 .035 .000 

8 Information is easily available .000 .642 .757 .644 .012 

9 Low risk involved .839 .846 .002 .550 .357 

10 Statutory Protection .227 .074 .004 .161 .002 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 

 

F. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Mutual Fund across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards Mutual 

Fund across demographic factors  

 

The analysis of variance in perception of respondents towards investment in mutual 

fund across demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No: 4.9.12 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in mutual 

fund shows that majority of the variables viz regular income, tax benefits, liquidity, 

accessibility, low risk and statutory protection had p value more than 0.05, indicating 

that the respondents across age had significant difference in the perception for these 

variables. While significant difference in the perception of respondents was noted for 

variables viz. capital appreciation, minimum cost, flexibility and availability of 

information as they had a p value of less than 0.05. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of respondents reveal that the p value for 

most of the variables except tax benefits was less than 0.05, indicating that there is 
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significant difference in the perception of respondent across gender except for 

variables tax benefits for which no difference in perception was noted. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of respondent shows that variables 

like regular income, capital appreciation, tax benefits, minimum cost, flexibility and 

availability of information had no difference in the perception of respondents across 

education levels. While for the variables like liquidity, accessibility, low risk and 

statutory protection in mutual fund a significant difference in the perception of 

respondent was noted. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis reveals that for the variables like regular 

income, liquidity, accessibility, availability of information, low risk and statutory 

protection for investment in mutual fund, had p value more than 0.05. This indicates 

that there was no significant difference in the perception of respondents across marital 

status. While a significant difference in the perception was noted for the variables like 

capital appreciation, tax benefits, minimum cost and flexibility, in the investment in 

mutual fund. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in mutual fund reveals that the p value for the variables viz. regular 

income, minimum cost, liquidity, accessibility and low risk was more than 0.05, 

indicating that there was no significant difference in the perception of respondents 

across occupation for these variables. A significant difference in the perception was 

noticed for the variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits, flexibility, availability 

of information and statutory protection. 
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Table No 4.9.13: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in 

Commodities 

Sr. No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 0 25 10 0 3 38 0.50 

2 Capital Appreciation 2 18 7 6 5 38 0.15 

3 Tax Benefits 1 9 16 12 0 38 -0.02 

4 Minimum Cost 8 11 13 1 5 38 0.42 

5 Allows withdrawal 0 18 13 7 0 38 0.28 

6 Easily Accessible 1 20 11 3 4 38 0.28 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment 10 18 7 3 0 38 0.92 

8 Information is easily available 1 20 10 1 6 38 0.23 

9 Low risk involved 0 15 13 4 6 38 -0.02 

10 Statutory Protection 1 19 7 5 6 38 -0.15 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No: 4.9.13: exhibits the weighted average scores for perception of 

respondents towards investment in commodities. Strong agreement among 

respondents was noticed for flexibility in investment in commodities from the WAS 

of 0.92. Slight agreement was seen for regular and steady income and minimum cost 

with regards to investment in commodities as per WAS 0.50 and 0.42 respectively. 

Very less agreement was seen for capital appreciation, liquidity, accessibility and 

availability of information among respondents, scores for which ranged from 0.15 – 

0.28. Respondents slightly disagreed to the variables that there is tax benefit, low risk 

and statutory protection available to the investment in commodities as per WAS of 

0.02 and 0.15 respectively 

Table No 4.9.14: Perception of investors towards investment in Commodities 

Sr. 

No 
 Variables Age Gender Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occu

pation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .680 .688 .682 .081 .885 

2 Capital Appreciation .104 .749 .035 .229 .005 

3 Tax Benefits .915 .776 .726 .028 .009 

4 Minimum Cost .501 .799 .041 .304 .004 

5 Allows withdrawal .017 .501 .241 .235 .203 

6 Easily Accessible .002 .406 .086 .130 .105 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .125 .432 .469 .354 .001 

8 Information is easily available .323 .728 .861 .383 .924 

9 Low risk involved .515 .920 .110 .896 .345 

10 Statutory Protection .293 .427 .242 .837 .029 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test  
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G. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Commodities across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Commodities across demographic factors  

 

The analysis of variance in the perception of respondents towards investment in 

commodities across demographic factors is shown in the Table No: 4.9.14. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the perception of respondents towards investment in 

commodities reveals that the p value for most of the variables except for liquidity and 

accessibility was more than 0.05. This indicates that there is no significant difference 

in the perception of respondents across age towards investment in commodities except 

for liquidity and accessibility where in, significant difference in perception was 

noticed. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in 

commodities indicates that all the variables analysed had p value more than 0.05. 

Thus it can be concluded that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across gender towards investment in commodities. 

Education: Education wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment 

in commodities shows that the p value for most of the variables except for capital 

appreciation and minimum cost involved in commodities was more than 0.05. This 

indicates that there is no significant difference in the perception of respondents for 

most of the variables except for capital appreciation and minimum cost; where in 

difference in perception was noticed.  

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis reveals that all the variables except for 

tax benefits had p value more than 0.05. This indicates that there is no significant 
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difference in the perception of respondents across marital status except for tax 

benefits associated with commodities, significant difference perception was noticed. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in commodities indicates that significant difference in the perception was 

found for variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits, minimum cost, flexibility in 

investment and statutory protection with regards to investment in commodities. While 

no difference in perception was noticed for variables viz. regular income, liquidity, 

accessibility, availability of information and low risk in investment in commodities 

 

Table No 4.9.15: WAS for Perception of investors towards investment in 

Derivatives 

Sr. No Variables SA A N D SD Total WAS 

1 Regular & Steady Income 2 24 7 6 0 39 0.56 

2 Capital Appreciation 3 18 5 8 5 39 0.15 

3 Tax Benefits 0 14 13 12 0 39 -0.05 

4 Minimum Cost 2 15 8 8 6 39 -0.02 

5 Allows withdrawal 6 12 12 9 0 39 0.38 

6 Easily Accessible 6 14 11 4 4 39 0.35 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment 7 14 9 9 0 39 0.48 

8 Information is easily available 1 19 10 9 0 39 0.30 

9 Low risk involved 0 15 10 14 0 39 0.02 

10 Statutory Protection 3 16 7 7 6 39 0.07 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No: 4.9.15: depicts the weighted average score perception of 

investors towards investment in derivatives shows that respondent disagreed to have 

tax benefits and minimum cost associated and 0.02 respectively. Slightly agreement 

was noticed among respondents as to having regular income, liquidity, accessibility, 

flexibility in investment and availability of information about derivatives. This was 

visible from the scores which ranged between 0.30 – 0.56. Negligible amount of 

agreement was noticed among respondent for the variables i.e. capital appreciation, 

low risk and statutory protection, as per the WAS of 0.15, 0.02 and 0.07 respectively. 
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Table No 4.9.16: Perception of investors towards investment in Derivatives 

Sr. 

No 

Variables Age Gende

r 

Educ

ation 

Marital 

Status 

Occup

ation 

1 Regular & Steady Income .494 .741 .862 .050 .520 

2 Capital Appreciation .034 .968 .132 .055 .023 

3 Tax Benefits .729 .277 .638 .004 .005 

4 Minimum Cost .397 .845 .447 .045 .240 

5 Allows withdrawal .039 .651 .439 .237 .781 

6 Easily Accessible .008 .632 .284 .149 .417 

7 Flexibility in timing of investment .357 .207 .404 .183 .746 

8 Information is easily available .690 .779 .358 .188 .915 

9 Low risk involved .323 .788 .063 .843 .353 

10 Statutory Protection .243 .769 .337 .548 .045 

Source: SPSS, ANOVA, t test 

H. H0: There is no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Derivatives across demographic factors  

H1: There is significant difference in the perception of respondents towards 

Derivatives across demographic factors  

 

The analysis of variance in perception of respondents towards investment in 

derivatives across demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No: 4.9.16. 

Age: Age wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in 

derivatives revealed that the p value for most of the variables except for capital 

appreciation, liquidity and accessibility was more than 0.05. This indicates that except 

for the perception of the 3 variables i.e. capital appreciation, liquidity and 

accessibility, there was no significant difference found in the perception of 

respondents across age towards investment in derivatives. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of perception of respondents towards investment in 

deviates reveals that there was no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across gender as the p value for all the variables analysed for derivatives 

was more than 0.05. 
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Education: Education wise of perception of respondents reveals that the p value for 

all the variables analyses for derivatives was more than 0.05. Thus it can be concluded 

that there was significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

educational levels towards investment in derivatives.  

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis reveals that there was no significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across marital status except for the 

variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits and minimum cost, where in 

significant difference in perception was noted. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of perception of respondents towards 

investment in derivatives reveals that most of the variables except for capital 

appreciation, tax benefits and statutory protection had a p value more than 0.05. Thus 

it can be concluded that there is no significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across occupation towards investment in derivatives except for the 

variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits and statutory protection associated 

with investment in derivatives where in perception was found to differ. 

 

Conclusion 

At the end of the chapter it can be concluded that the respondents were more than 

89% aware about the physical assets.  While the awareness about the financial assets 

ranged from 2.6% to 89.4%. Family members served as the major source of 

information for both the physical and financial assets. Perceptions of the respondents 

were also studied in this chapter. 
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Chapter - V 

 

Analysis of Income, Savings and Investment 

 
This chapter deals with the analysis of income, savings and investment of investors. It 

is divided into four sections. The first section deals with the income and savings of 

investors. The second section comprises of the analysis of investment in physical 

assets, while the analysis of investment in financial assets is covered in the third 

section. The fourth section deals with the relation between income, savings and 

investment. 

 

Section I – Income and Savings of Investors 

Section I analysis the sources of funds of investors, their annual income and savings is 

analysed in this section. Analysis about investing less than the savings and the reasons 

for underinvestment is also undertaken.  

 

5.1 Source of Funds 

This sub section analysis the various sources of funds of investors. The various 

sources from where investors raise funds that have been dealt in the study are:-  

1) Occupational income: Income from occupation is the income derived from 

the employment of the investors in any of the occupations. 

2) Postponing expense: Investors can also sometimes postpone their expenses in 

the present in order to meet some investment. 

3) Disposing off existing assets: Existing assets that are either required or no 

long required may be sold off to raise funds. 

4) Borrowings: Investors do borrow money from other sources, such as friends, 

relatives etc. inorder to meet the investment. 
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Table No 5.1: Source of Funds 

Demographic 

Factors 

 

Source of funds 

Total 

Occupation 

Income 

Postponing 

Expense 

Disposing 

Assets Borrowings 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 173(56.2) 18 (5.8) 0(.0) 117(38.0) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 354 (80.3) 22(5.0) 2(.5) 63(14.3) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 294 (81.2) 8 (2.2) 4 (1.1) 56 (15.5) 362 (100) 

46 - 58(%) 254 (84.9) 9 (3.0) 1 (.3) 35 (11.7) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 76 (84.4) 1(1.1) 1(1.1) 12 (13.3) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1151(76.7) 58 (3.9) 8 (.5) 283 (18.9) 1500 

(100) Gender 

 Female (%) 306(61.3) 28(5.6) 3(.6) 162(32.5) 499(100) 

Male (%) 845(84.4) 30(3.9) 5(.5) 121(12.1) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1151(76.7) 58(3.9) 8(.5) 283(18.9) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 192 (78.4) 6 (2.4) 1(.4)  46 (18.8) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 240(74.1) 23 (7.1) 1 (.3) 60 (18.5) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 276(68.0) 18 (4.4) 3(.7) 109 (26.8) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 319 (83.1) 7 (1.8) 2(.5) 56 (14.6) 384(100)  

Post Grad (%) 90 (89.1) 2 (2.0) 0(.0) 9 (8.9) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 29 (87.9) 2 (6.1) 1 (3.0) 1 (3.0) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 5 (71.4) 0 (.0) 0 (.0) 2(28.6) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1151(76.7) 58(3.9) 8(.5) 283(18.9) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 763 (82.1) 30 (3.2) 7 (.8) 129 (13.9) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 375 (68.3) 28 (5.1) 1 (.2) 145 (26.4) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%)  3(60.0)  0 (.0) 0 (.0) 2 (40.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 10 (58.8) 0 (.0) 0 (.0) 7 (41.2) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1151(76.7) 58(3.9) 8(.5) 283(18.9) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 99 (89.2) 2 (1.8) 0 (.0) 10 (9.0) 111 (100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 472 (88.9) 10 (1.9) 1(.2)  48 (9.0) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 215 (92.7) 7 (3.0) 1 (.4) 9 (3.9) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 142 (87.1) 6 (3.7) 2 (1.2) 13 (8.0) 163 (100) 

Self Emp.(%) 123 (84.2) 3 (2.1) 3 (2.1) 17 (11.6) 146 (100) 

Housewife (%) 16 (18.4) 9 (10.3) 0 (.0) 62 (71.3) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 33 (23.4) 18 (12.8) 0 (.0) 90 (63.8) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 51 (57.3) 3 (3.4) 1 (1.1) 34 (38.2) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1151(76.7) 58(3.9) 8(.5) 283(18.9) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 5.1 Source of Funds 

 
Source: Table No 5.1. 

 

The source of funds of respondents across demographic factors is exhibited in the 

Table No. 5.1. The various sources of funds available to respondents are occupational 

income, postponing expenses, disposing existing assets and borrowings. 

Age: Age wise analysis of various sources of funds for respondents show that in the 

age group of 18-24, majority i.e. 56.2% of the respondents had income from 

occupation, followed by 38% raising money through borrowings. While i.e. 5.6% 

arrange for money by postponing expenses .From the group of 25-35, majority i.e. 

80.3% raised money through occupational income, followed by 14.3% respondents 

arranging from borrowings. Majority respondents from the age group of 36-45, 

i.e.81.2% had occupational income as the source, followed by 15.5% raising money 

through borrowings. Similarly in the age group of 46-58 and 59+ above, 84.9% and 

84.4% respondents respectively had occupational income as their source, followed by 

11.7% and 13.3% respondents respectively arranging funds through borrowings. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of various sources of funds for respondents shows that, 

majority i.e. 61.3%female and 84.4% male respondents respectively relied on 

occupational income for source of funds. While 32.5% female and 12.1% male 

respondents relied on borrowings. Comparatively percentage of female respondents 

relying on borrowings was slightly more than male respondents. 

76.70% 

3.90% 
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Education: Education wise analysis of respondents shows that among the non-

Matrics and SSC holders 78.4% and 74.1% respondents respectively had occupational 

income as the source of fund, followed by 18.8% and 18.5% respondents respectively 

depended on borrowings for funds.68% HSSC holders and 83.1% graduates also had 

occupational income as the source of funds, followed by 26.8% HSSC holders and 

14.6% graduates depending on borrowings for funds. Similarly 89.1% and 3% 

respondents respectively depended on borrowings.  

Marital Status : Marital Status wise analysis reveals that 82.1% of married and 

68.3% single respondents depended on occupational income for funds, followed by 

13.9% married and 26.4% single respondents depending on borrowings, followed by 

3.2% married and 5.1% single arranging funds by postponing of expenses. Among the 

divorcee and widow, 60% and 58.8% respondents respectively depended on 

occupational income for source of funds, followed by the rest 40% divorcee and 

41.2% widow depending on borrowings for funds. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that, almost 89% of the agriculturist 

and private service respondents depended on their respective occupation for funds, 

followed by 9% each depending on borrowings. 92.7% Government Servants were 

found to rely on the occupation , followed by 3% depending on borrowings. Similarly 

87.1%businessmen and 84.2% self-employed relied on occupation, followed by 8% 

businessmen and 11.6% self-employed on borrowings for funds. Majority i.e.71.3% 

housewives and 63.8% students mainly depended on borrowings, followed by 18.4% 

housewives and 23.4% students depending on occupational income viz. tailoring, 

house wise, tuitions, etc. Majority of the respondents i.e. 76.7%  relied on occupation, 

followed by borrowings by 18.9%, thereafter by postponing expenses. Least raised 

funds by disposing existing assets. 
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Table No 5.2: Income wise analysis of investors 

Demographic   

Factors   

 

Annual income 

Less than 

120000 

120000-

240000 

240000-

360000 

360000 

-500000 

500000- 

1000000 

Above  

1000000 Total 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 196(63.6) 91(29.5) 14(4.5) 4(1.3) 2(.6) 1(.3) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 139(31.5) 179(40.6) 82(18.6) 25(5.7) 7(1.6) 9(2.0) 441(100)  

36- 45(%) 89(24.6) 132(36.5) 103(28.5) 14(3.9) 5(1.4) 19(5.3) 362 (100) 

46 - 58(%) 84(28.1) 81(27.1) 92(30.8) 26(8.7) 9(3.0) 7(2.4) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 43(47.8) 21(23.3) 17(18.9) 8(8.9) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 551(36.7) 504(33.6) 308(20.5) 77(5.1) 24(1.6) 36(2.4) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 241(48.3) 135(27.1) 95(19.0) 15(3.0) 5(1.0) 8(1.6) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 310(31.0) 369(36.9) 213(21.3) 62(6.2) 19(1.9) 28(2.8) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 551(36.7) 504(33.6) 308(20.5) 77(5.1) 24(1.6) 36(2.4) 1500(100)  

Education 

 N. Matric(%) 146(59.6) 52(21.2) 42(17.1) 2(.8) 0(.0) 3(1.2) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 155(47.8) 109(33.6) 37(11.4) 14(4.3) 5(1.5) 4(1.2) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 152(37.4) 155(38.2) 65(16.0) 21(5.2) 5(1.2) 8(2.0) 406 (100) 

Graduate(%) 72(18.8) 139(36.2) 142(37.0) 22(5.7) 7(1.8) 2(.5) 384 (100) 

Post Grad (%) 16(15.8) 25(24.8) 22(21.8) 15(14.9) 5(5.0) 18(17.8) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 8(24.2) 19(57.6) 0(.0) 3(9.1) 2(6.1) 1(3.0) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 2(28.6) 5(71.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 551(36.7) 504(33.6) 308(20.5) 77(5.1) 24(1.6) 36(2.4) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 261(28.1) 322(34.7) 241(25.9) 57(6.1) 20(2.2) 28(3.0) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 277(50.5) 178(32.4) 65(11.8) 18(3.3) 4(.7) 7(1.3) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 11(64.7) 4(23.5) 2(11.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 551(36.7) 504(33.6) 308(20.5) 77(5.1) 24(1.6) 36(2.4) 1500(100) 

(100) Occupation 

 Agri (%) 60(54.1) 36(32.4) 14(12.6) 1(.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111 (100) 

Pvt. Serv.(%) 173(32.6) 226(42.6) 102(19.2) 16(3.0) 6(1.1) 8(1.5) 531 (100) 

Govt. Serv(%) 14(6.0) 62(26.7) 109(47.0) 27(11.6) 9(3.9) 11(4.7) 232 (100) 

Business(%) 30(18.4) 52(31.9) 43(26.4) 22(13.5) 6(3.7) 10(6.2) 163 (100) 

Self Emp(%) 

(%) 

53(36.3) 57(39.0) 28(19.2) 4(2.7) 3(2.1) 1(.7) 146 (100) 

Housewife 

(%)  

57(65.5) 25(28.7) 3(3.4) 2(2.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 111(78.7) 28(19.9) 2(1.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 53(59.6) 18(20.2) 7(7.9) 5(5.6) 0(.0) 6(6.7) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 551(36.7) 504(33.6) 308(20.5) 77(5.1) 24(1.6) 36(2.4) 1500(100) 

(100) Source: Primary Data 



215 

 

The demographic factor wise income of respondents is depicted in the Table No. 5.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis of income of respondents reveals that in the age group of  18-

24,majority i.e. 63.9% respondents earned less than Rs.120000/-p.a., followed by 

29.5% respondents earning between Rs.120000- 240000/-. In the age group of 25-35, 

majority i.e.40.6% respondents earned between Rs.120000- 240000/-.followed by 

31.5% respondents earned less than Rs.120000/- p.a.. Of the respondents in the age 

group of 36-45 majority i.e. 36.5% respondents earned between Rs.120000- 240000/-, 

followed by 28.5% respondents earning between Rs.240000- 360000/-. While in the 

age group of 46-58, majority i.e. 30.8%respondents earned between Rs.240000- 

360000/-, followed by 28.1% earning less than Rs.120000/-. Majority of the 

respondents from the age group of 59+ and above i.e. 47.8% earned less than 

Rs,120000/-followed by 23.3% respondents earning between Rs.120000- 240000/-. 

Majority of the respondents across the age groups i.e. 36.7% earned less than 

Rs.120000/-, followed by 33.6% earning between Rs.120000- 240000/-.Least i.e. 

2.4% respondents only earned above Rs.10 lakhs. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of income reveals that majority of the females i.e.48% 

earn less than Rs.120000/-, followed by 27.1%earniing between Rs.120000- 240000/-. 

Least i.e. only 1.6% females earned above Rs.10 lakhs p.a. majority i.e. Among the 

males majority i.e.36.9% earned between Rs.120000- 240000/-, followed by 31% 

male respondents earning less than Rs.120000/-. Only 2.8%, males earned above 

Rs.10 lakhs. 
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Education: Education wise analysis reveals that,59.6%,of the Non Matrics earned 

less than Rs.120000/-,followed by 21.2%earning between Rs.120000- 240000/-.None 

of Non Matrics earned between Rs.500000- 1000000 and above Rs.10lakhs. Only 

1.2%vNon Matrics earned above Rs.1000000/-. Among the SSC holders, 47.8% 

respondents earned less than Rs.120000/-, while 33.6% earned between Rs.120000- 

240000/-.  Very few SSC holders i.e.1.5% and 1.2% earned between Rs.5 lakhs-Rs10 

lakhs and above10 lakhs respectively. Among the HSSC holders majority i.e.38.2% 

earning less than Rs.120000/-. Majority of the graduates i.e. 37% and 36.2% earned 

Rs.240000- 360000/- and Rs.120000- 240000/-, 26.8% earned between Rs.120000- 

240000/-.Among the post graduates there were respondents in the different income 

categories. Most of the diploma holders i.e. 57.6% earned between Rs.120000- 

240000/-. Followed by 24.2% earning less than 120000/-. 

 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis reveals that among the married, majority 

respondents i.e.34.7% earned between Rs.120000-240000/-,followed by 28.1% 

earning less than Rs.120000/-, 25.9% earning between Rs.240000- 360000/-.Among 

the singles 50.5% earned less than Rs.120000/-p.a., followed by 32.4% singles 

earning between Rs120000 - 240000/-.While among the divorcee respondents,40% 

earned less than Rs120000/-, and between Rs.360000- 500000/- and the rest 20% 

earned above 10 lakhs. The widow respondents were seen to earn up to Rs.360000/-

p.a. i.e.64.7% earning less than Rs.120000/-, 23.5% earning between Rs.120000- 

240000/- and the rest 11.8% earning between Rs.240000- 360000/-p.a. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis shows that the maximum income of the 

agriculturist is up to Rs.360000/-p.a. While majority of the agriculturist i.e.54.1% 
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earned less than Rs.120000/-p.a., followed by 32.4% earning between Rs120000- 

240000/-. Majority of the private service respondents i.e. 42.6% earned Rs.120000- 

240000/-, followed by 32.6% respondents earning less than Rs.120000/-. Among the 

Government servants, majority i.e.47%, earned between Rs.240000- 360000/-p.a., 

followed by 26.7% earning between Rs.120000 - 240000/-p.a., 11.6% earned between 

Rs..360000- 500000/-. Majority of the businessmen i.e. 31.9% seemed to earn 

between Rs.120000- 240000/-, followed by 26.4% earning between Rs.240000 - 

360000/-p.a. 36.3% and 39% self-employed earned less than Rs.120000/- and 

between Rs.120000- 240000/-p.a. Income of 65.5% housewives and 78.7% students 

was seen to be less than Rs.120000/-p.a. 

 

On the whole majority of the respondents i.e.36.7% earned less than Rs.120000/-p.a. 

followed by 33.6% earning between Rs.120000- 240000/-p.a. While 20.5% across 

demographic factors earned between Rs.240000- 360000/-. Only 2.4% respondents 

earned above Rs.10 lakhs. 
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Table No 5.3: Saving wise analysis of investors 

Demographic 

Factors   

Annual savings 

Less than 

12000 

12000-

24000 

24001-

36000 

36001 - 

50000 

50001 

100000 

Above 

100000 Total 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 165(53.6) 93(30.2) 27(8.8) 12(3.9) 11(3.6) 0(.0) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 133(30.2) 146(33.1) 94(21.3) 40(9.1) 7(1.6) 21(4.8) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 107(29.6) 91(25.1) 111(30.7) 30(8.3) 6(1.7) 17(4.7) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 112(37.5) 69(23.1) 65(21.7) 29(9.7) 4(1.3) 20(6.6) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 50(55.6) 17(18.9) 8(8.9) 6(6.7) 6(6.7) 3(3.3) 90(100) 

Total (%) 567(37.8) 416(27.7) 305(20.3) 117(7.8) 34(2.3) 61(4.1) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 209(41.9) 135(27.1) 97(19.4) 36(7.2) 6(1.2) 16(3.2) 499(100) 

Male (%) 358(35.8) 281(28.1) 208(20.8) 81(8.1) 28(2.8) 45(4.5) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 567(37.8) 416(27.7) 305(20.3) 117(7.8) 34(2.3) 61(4.1) 1500(100) 

Education 

 N Matri (%) 164(66.9) 48(19.6) 21(8.6) 4(1.6) 3(1.2) 5(2.0) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 162(50.0) 94(29.0) 36(11.1) 23(7.1) 5(1.5) 4(1.2) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 137(33.7) 141(34.7) 81(20.0) 16(3.9) 13(3.2) 18(4.4) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 85(22.1) 96(25.0) 129(33.6) 52(13.5) 11(2.9) 11(2.8) 384(100) 

Post Grad (%) 12(11.9) 19(18.8) 26(25.7) 19(18.8) 2(2.0) 23(22.8) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 5(15.2) 15(45.5) 10(30.3) 3(9.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 2(28.6) 3(42.9) 2(28.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 567(37.8) 416(27.7) 305(20.3) 117(7.8) 34(2.3) 61(4.1) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 318(34.2) 233(25.1) 223(24.0) 90(9.7) 17(1.8) 48(5.2) 929(100) 

Single (%) 233(42.4) 182(33.2) 81(14.8) 26(4.7) 16(2.9) 11(2.0) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er(%) 14(84.4) 1(5.9) 1(5.9) 1(5.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 567(37.8) 416(27.7) 305(20.3) 117(7.8) 34(2.3) 61(4.1) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 65(58.6) 21(18.9) 20(18.0) 5(4.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Pvt. Serv.(%) 176(33.1) 159(29.9) 116(21.8) 47(8.9) 19(3.6) 14(2.6) 531(100) 

Govt. Serv.(%) 46(19.8) 50(21.6) 74(31.9) 34(14.7) 6(2.6) 22(9.5) 232(100) 

Business (%) 30(18.4) 44(27.0) 48(29.4) 20(12.3) 4(2.5) 17(10.4) 163(100) 

S. Emp. (%) 49(33.6) 55(37.7) 31(21.2) 7(4.8) 2(1.4) 2(1.4) 146(100) 

H wives (%) 55(63.2) 29(33.3) 2(2.3) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 105(74.5)) 30(21.3) 5(3.5) 0(.0) 1(.7) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 41(46.1) 28(31.5) 9(10.1) 3(3.4) 2(2.2) 6(6.7) 89(100) 

Total 567(37.8) 416(27.7) 305(20.3) 117(7.8) 34(2.3) 61(4.1) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table No.5.3: depicts the savings wise analysis of the investors across the 

demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of savings of the investors shows that, in the age group of 18-

24, majority of the respondents saved less than Rs.12000 p.a. 33.1% respondents from 

the age group of 25-35 saved between Rs.12000- 24000/-.While 30.7% respondents 

from the age group of 36-45 earned between Rs.24000- 36000 p.a. In the age group of 

46.58 and 59 and above majority i.e. 37.5% and 55.6% respondents respectively 

saved less than Rs.12000/-p.a. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that majority of the respondents,i.e.41.9% 

females and 35.8% males saved less than Rs.12000/-p.a. Respondents in large 

numbers, across gender were seen to save up to Rs.36000/-p.a. Savings above 

Rs.36000 to above Rs.100000 p.a. was very less. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of savings of the respondents shows that 

majority of the Non Matrics and SSC holders i.e. 66.9% and 50% respondents 

respectively saved less than Rs.12000-. While majority of the HSSC holders i.e. 

34.7% saved between Rs.12000- 24000/-. Majority of the graduates and post 

graduates i.e.33.6% and 25.7% respondents respectively saved between Rs.24000- 

36000/-p.a. Majority of the diploma holders i.e. 45.5% were also found to save 

between Rs.12000- 24000/- p.a. 

 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis reveals that majority of the married and 

single i.e. 34.2% and 42.4% respondents saved less than Rs.12000 p.a. 40% of the 

divorcee were found to save less than 12000 and above Rs.100000/-. While 20% of 
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the divorcee saved between Rs.50000- 100000. Maximum widow/er respondents i.e. 

82.4% saved less than Rs.12000p.a., followed by 5.9% respondents each saving 

between Rs.12000-24000, 24000- 36000, and Rs.36000- 50000/-p.a. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that majority of the agriculturist 

i.e.58.6%, 33.1% private servants, 63.2% housewives and 74.5% students saved less 

than Rs.12000/-p.a. While among the Government servants and businessmen, 

majority i.e.31.9% and 29.4% respondents respectively saved between Rs.24000- 

36000/-p.a. Majority of the self-employed saved between Rs.12000-24000/-.Only a 

few private servants, Government servants and businessmen were found to save above 

one lakh. 

 

Majority of the respondents across demographic factors i.e.37.8% saved less than 

Rs.12000, followed by 27.7% respondents saved between Rs.12000-24000. While 

20.3% saved between Rs.24000-36000/- p.a.  
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Table No 5.4: Investors investing less than savings 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest less than saving 

Total Yes No 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 171(55.5) 137(44.5) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 273(61.9) 168(38.1) 441 (100) 

36- 45(%) 194(53.6) 168(46.4) 362 (100) 

46 - 58(%) 155(51.8) 144(48.2) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 55(61.1) 35(38.9) 90 (100) 

Total 848(56.5) 652(43.5) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 295(59.1) 204(40.9) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 553(55.2) 448(44.8) 1001 (100) 

Total 848(56.5) 652(43.5) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 124(50.6) 121(49.4) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 184(56.8) 140(43.2) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 277(68.2) 129(31.8) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 192(50.0) 192(50.0) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 51(50.5) 50(49.5) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 15(45.5) 18(54.5) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 5(71.4) 2(28.6) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 848(56.5) 652(43.5) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 523(56.3) 406(43.7) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 316(57.6) 233(42.4) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 1(20.0) 4(80.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 8(47.1) 9(52.9) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 848(56.5) 652(43.5) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 60 (54.1) 51(45.9) 111 (100) 

Private. Service (%) 293 (55.2) 238(44.8) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 111(47.8) 121(52.2) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 86(52.8) 77(47.2) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 90(61.6) 56(38.4) 146 (100) 

Housewives (%) 59(67.8) 28(32.2) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 79(56.0) 62(44.0) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 70(78.7) 19(21.3) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 848(56.5) 652(43.5) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing less than savings across demographic factors is 

exhibited in the Table No.5.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents shows that across all the age groups, 

respondents invested less than their savings.55.5% respondents from the age group of 

18-24, 61.9%, from the age group of 36-45, 51.8% from 46-58 age group and 61.1% 

from the age group of above 59 invested less than their savings. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that 59.1% females and 55.2% male 

respondents also invested less than the savings. 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that 50.6% of the Non Matrics, 56.8% of 

SSC holders, 68.2% HSSC holders, 50% graduates and post graduates invested less 

than their savings. Only 54.5% of the diploma holders invested equivalent to their 

savings. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis shows that 56.3% married and 57.6% 

single respondents invested less than their savings. While 80% of the divorcee 

respondents and 52.9% widow/er respondents invested equivalent to their savings 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that majority of the respondents 

i.e.54.1% agriculturist, 55.2% private servants, 52.8% businessmen, 61.6% self-

employed, 67.8% housewives and 56% students invested less than their savings. Only 

slightly more than half of the Government servant respondents i.e.52.2% invested 

equivalent to their savings. On the whole 56.5% respondents invested less than their 

savings. 
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Table No 5.5: Analysis of reasons for underinvestment  

Demographic 

Factors   

 

Reasons for underinvestment 

Total 

Absence of 

Knowledge 

Difficulty 

in accessing 

avenues 

Apprehensi

ons of 

higher tax 

Tax saving 

investment 

reached Others 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 75(34.7) 110(50.9) 4(1.9) 0(.0) 27(12.5) 216(100) 

25 - 35(%) 98(33.6) 159(54.5) 5(1.7) 10(3.4) 20(6.8) 292(100) 

36- 45(%) 82(37.6) 113(51.8) 1(.5) 4(1.8) 18(8.3) 218(100) 

46 - 58(%) 50(29.6) 74(43.8) 2(1.2) 6(3.6) 37(21.9) 169(100) 

59+ (%) 13(21.0) 43(69.4) 0(.0) 2(3.2) 4(6.5) 62(100) 

Total (%) 318(33.2) 499(52.1) 12(1.3) 22(2.3) 106(11.1) 957(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 104(31.6) 180(54.7) 4(1.2) 3(.9) 38(11.6) 329(100) 

Male (%) 214(34.1) 319(50.8) 8(1.3) 19(3.0) 68(10.8) 628(100) 

Total (%) 318(33.2) 499(52.1) 12(1.3) 22(2.3) 106(11.1) 957(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 63(42.3) 74(49.7) 1(.7) 0(.0) 11(7.4) 149(100) 

SSC (%) 60(27.8) 122(56.5) 2(.9) 2(.9) 30(13.9) 216(100) 

HSSC (%) 93(30.8) 183(60.6) 5(1.7) 4(1.3) 17(5.6) 302(100) 

Graduate (%) 82(38.9) 87(41.2) 2(.9) 6(2.8) 34(16.1) 211(100) 

Post Grad (%) 10(17.5) 25(43.9) 2(3.5) 8(14.0) 12(21.1) 57(100) 

Diploma (%) 5(29.4) 8(47.1) 0(.0) 2(11.8) 2(11.8) 17(100) 

Others (%) 5(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 318(33.2) 499(52.1) 12(1.3) 22(2.3) 106(11.1) 957(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 183(31.7) 304(52.6) 7(1.2) 20(3.5) 64(11.1) 578(100) 

Single (%) 130(35.3) 192(52.2) 5(1.4) 2(.5) 39(10.6) 368(100) 

Divorcee (%) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Widow/er (%) 4(40.0) 3(30.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(30.0) 10(100) 

Total (%) 318(33.2) 499(52.1) 12(1.3) 22(2.3) 106(11.1) 957(100) 

Occupation 

Agriculture (%) 30(42.3) 32(45.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(12.7) 71(100) 

Pvt. Service(%) 

(%) 

113(34.2) 197(59.7) 2(.6) 4(1.2) 14(4.2) 330(100) 

Govt. Serv. (%) 36(29.5) 41(33.6) 5(4.1) 12(9.8) 28(23.0) 122(100) 

Business (%) 36(36.4) 49(49.5) 2(2.0) 0(.0) 12(12.1) 99(100) 

S. Emp.(%) 33(34.0) 47(48.5) 1(1.0) 0(.0) 16(16.5) 97(100) 

H. wife (%) 21(31.3) 37(55.2) 2(3.0) 0(.0) 7(10.4) 67(100) 

Student (%) 37(37.0) 47(47.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(16.0) 100(100) 

Others (%) 12(16.9) 49(69.0) 0(.0) 6(8.5) 4(5.6) 71(100) 

Total (%) 318(33.2) 499(52.1) 12(1.3) 22(2.3) 106(11.1) 957(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The reasons for underinvestment across demographic factors among the respondents 

are described in the above Table No. 5.5. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the reasons for underinvestment among the respondents 

reveal that majority across age groups had difficulty in accessing avenues, followed 

by absence of knowledge. In the age group of 18-25, 50.9% respondents had difficulty 

in accessing avenues, followed by absence in knowledge among 34.7% respondents. 

Similarly among the respondents in the age group of 25-35 and 36-45,54.55 and 

51.8% respondents respectively had difficulty in accessing avenues, followed by 

33.6% and 37.6% respondents from then respective age groups had absence in 

knowledge. Majority of the respondents i.e. 43.8%from the age group of 46-58 and 

69.4% from the age group of 59and above also had difficulty in accessing avenues, 

followed by 29.6% and 21% respondents respectively were found to have absence of 

knowledge. Higher the age more was the difficulty observed in accessing the avenues. 

Lesser the age, more was the absence of knowledge. 

Education: Education wise analysis of the reasons for the underinvestment reveals 

that 49.7% Non-Matrics and 56.5% SSC holders had difficulty in accessing avenues, 

followed by 42.3% Non-Matrics and 27.8% SSC holders had less knowledge about 

the avenues. Similarly, 60.6% HSSC holders and 41.2% graduates also had 

difficulties in accessing avenues, followed by 30.8% HSSC holders and 

38.9%graduats were found to have less knowledge about avenues.43.9% post 

graduates and 47.1% diploma holders also had difficulties in accessing, While 17.5% 

post graduates and 29.4% diploma holders had less knowledge. It can be noted that 

across the educational levels, there was difficulty in observed in accessing the 

avenues. Higher the education less was the absence of knowledge. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that, majority of the married as 

well as single respondents i.e.52.6% and 52.2% respectively had difficulty in 

accessing investment avenues, followed by 31.7% married and 35.3% single 

respondents having less knowledge pertaining to investment.  

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that 45.1% agriculturist and 59.7% 

private servants were found to have difficulty in accessing avenues. While 42.3% 

agriculturist and 34.2% private service respondents had absence of knowledge. 

Similarly 33.6% Government servants, 49.5%busisnessmen and 48.5% self-employed 

were found to have difficulty in accessing the avenues. While 29.5% Government 

Servants, 36.4% businessmen and 34% self-employed had no/less knowledge 

pertaining to investment. Another reason for underinvestment for Government 

Servants was, for 9.8% of the Government Servants the investment in tax saving 

schemes was already reached.  Majority of the housewives i.e.55.2% and 47% 

students also had difficulty in accessing Investment Avenue, while 31.3% of the 

housewives and 37% students were found to have absence of knowledge. 

Graph No 5.2 Reasons for Underinvestment 

 
Source: Table No 5.5 

 

On the whole, 52.1% respondents were found to have difficulty in accessing avenues, 

while 33.2% respondents had no or less knowledge about various investments. Only 

33.20% 

52.10% 

1.30% 

2.30% 11.10% 
Absence of Knowledge
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Apprehensions of higher tax

Tax saving investment reached

Others
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1.2% and 2.3% respondents invested less because of apprehension of higher tax and 

investment in tax savings limit was already reached respectively. 

 

Section II Analysis of Investment in Physical Asset 
 

 

In this section an analysis of the number of investors investing in physical assets i.e.  

gold, silver, agricultural investment and real estate has been attempted. The analysis 

of the amount invested by investors in physical assets is undertaken, along with the 

duration for which they have been investing is also dealt with.  

 

5.6: Analysis of Investment in Physical Asset 

 

An attempt has been made to know how many investors have been investing in 

physical assets i.e. gold, silver, agricultural investment and real estate across the 

demographic factors. At the end of the analysis one is able to draw a conclusion about 

which of the physical assets are more invested in by the investors across the age, 

gender, education, marital status and occupations. 

 

Table No 5.6.1: Analysis of investment in Gold 

Demographic Factors   Invest in Gold 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 197 (64.0) 111(36.0) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 150(34.0) 291(66.0) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 51(14.1) 311(85.9) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 76(25.4) 223(74.6) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 15(16.7) 75(83.3) 90(100) 

Total (%) 489(32.6) 1011(67.4) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 101(20.2) 398(79.8) 499(100) 

Male (%) 388(38.8) 613(61.2) 1001(100) 
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Total (%) 489(32.6) 1011(67.4) 1500(100) 

Education 

 

 

 

 

 

 Non Matric(%) 77(31.4) 168(68.6) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 118(36.4) 206(63.6) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 132(32.5) 274(67.5) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 130(33.9) 254(66.1) 384(100) 

Post Grad (%) 20(19.8) 81(80.2) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 11(33.3) 22(66.7) 33(100) 

Others (%) 1(14.3) 6(85.7) 7(100) 

Total (%) 489(32.6) 1011(67.4) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 169(18.2) 760(81.8) 929(100) 

Single (%) 317(57.7) 232(42.3) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 5(100) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 3(17.6) 14(82.4) 17(100) 

Total (%) 489(32.6) 1011(67.4) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 40(36.0) 71(64.0) 111(100) 

Private. Service (%) 180(33.9) 351(66.1) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 61(26.3) 171(73.7) 232(100) 

Business (%) 41(25.2) 122(74.8) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 34(23.3) 112(76.7) 146(100) 

Housewife(%) 6(6.9) 81(93.1) 87(100) 

Student (%) 106(75.2) 35(24.8) 141(100) 

Others (%) 21(23.6) 68(76.4) 89(100) 

Total (%) 489(32.6) 1011(67.4) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

 

The number of respondents investing in gold as an investment avenue across 

demographic factors is depicted in the Table No.5.6.1. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents, investing in gold reveals that, in the age group 

of 18-254, majority i.e. 64% do not invest in gold. While in the age group of 25-35 

and 36-45, 66% and 85.9% respondents respectively invested in gold. Similarly in the 

age group of 46-58 and 59 and above, 74.6% and 83.3% respondents respectively 

invested in gold. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis of respondents investing in gold proves that majority 

of the respondents’ i.e.79.8% females and 62.2% males invested in gold. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of the respondents investing in gold reveals that 

majority of the respondents across educational levels invested in gold. It can be seen 

that 68.6% of the Non Matrics, 63.6% SSC holders, 67.5% HSSC holders, 66.1% 

graduates, 80.2% post graduate and 66.7% diploma holders also were found to invest 

in gold. 

 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of the respondents investing in gold 

shows that majority of the married i.e. 81.8%, 100% divorcee and 82.4% widow 

invested in gold. While among the singles majority i.e.57.5% did not invest, only 

42.3% single respondents invested in gold. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis reveals that majority of agriculturist i.e.64%, 

66% private service respondents, 73.7% Government servants, 74.8% businessmen, 

76.7% self-employed and 93.1% housewives invested in gold .Among the students, 

only 24.8% invested in gold, as an investment avenue. 

On the whole 67.4% respondents across demographic factors were found to invest in 

gold as an investment avenue. 
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Table No 5.6.2: Analysis of investment in Silver 

Demographic Factors   Invest in Silver 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 306 (99.4) 2(.6) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 433(98.2) 8(1.8) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 341(94.2) 21(5.8) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 264(88.3) 35(11.7) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 89(98.9) 1(1.1) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1433(95.5) 67(4.5) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 457(91.6) 42(8.4) 499(100) 

Male (%) 976(97.5) 25(2.5) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1433(95.5) 67(4.5) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 236(96.3) 9(3.7) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 306(94.4) 18(5.6) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 392(96.6) 14(3.4) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 369(96.1) 15(3.9) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 90(89.1) 11(10.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 33(100) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 7(100) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1433(95.5) 67(4.5) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 875(94.2) 54(5.8) 929(100) 

Single (%) 542(98.7) 7(1.3) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 11(64.7) 6(35.3) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1433(95.5) 67(4.5) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 105(94.6) 6(5.4) 111(100) 

Private. Service (%) 515(97.0) 16(3.0) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 218(94.0) 14(6.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 153(93.9) 10(6.1) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 143(97.9) 3(2.1) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 72(82.8) 15(17.2) 87(100) 

Student (%) 141(100) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 86(96.6) 3(3.4) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1433(95.5) 67(4.5) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents across demographic factors, investing in silver as an 

investment avenue is exhibited in the Table No.5.6.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the number of respondents, investing in silver shows that 

only .6% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 1.8% from the age group of 25-53, 

5.8% from 36-45,11.7% respondents from the age group of 59 and above invested in 

silver. Majority of the respondents across age groups i.e. 95.5% did not invest in 

silver. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis reveals that only 8.4% of the female and 2.5% of the 

male respondents invested in silver. 

Education: Education wise analysis shows that the Non Matrics 3.7%, 5.6% of the 

SSC holders, 3.4% of the HSSC holders, 3.9% graduates and 10.9% post graduates 

only invested in silver. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of the number of respondents investing 

in silver reveals that only 5.8% of the married and 1.3% of the single respondents 

invested in silver .Among the widow respondents 35.3% invested in silver. None of 

the divorcee respondents was found to invest in silver. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis shows that very few respondents across the 

occupation i.e.5.4% agriculturist, 3% private service respondents, 2.1% self-employed 

and 17.2% housewives seemed to invest in silver. Across occupation, Housewives 

invested more in silver. No student was found to invest in silver. 

On the whole only 4.5% respondents across demographic factors invested in silver, 

while the rest i.e.95.5% respondents did not invest in silver. 
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Table No 5.6.3: Analysis of investment in Agriculture 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Agriculture 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 298 (96.8) 10(3.2) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 413(93.7) 28(6.3) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 307(84.8) 55(15.2) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 253(84.6) 46(15.4) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 72(80.0) 18(20.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1343(89.5) 157(10.5) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 479(96.0) 20(4.0) 499(100) 

Male (%) 864(86.3) 137(13.7) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1343(89.5) 157(10.5) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 209(85.3) 36(14.7) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 276(85.2) 48(14.8) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 367(90.4) 39(9.6) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 361(94.0) 23(6.0) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 94(93.1) 7(6.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 30(90.9) 3(9.1) 33(100) 

Others (%) 6(85.7) 1(14.3) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1343(89.5) 157(10.5) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 799(86.0) 130(14.0) 929(100) 

Single (%) 525(95.6) 24(4.4) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 14(82.4) 3(17.6) 17(100) 

Total 1343(89.5) 157(10.5) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 58(52.3) 53(47.7) 111(100) 

Private. Service (%) 504(94.9) 27(5.1) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 186(80.2) 46(19.8) 232(100) 

Business (%) 150(92.0) 13(8.0) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 137(93.8) 9(6.2) 146(100) 

Housewives (%) 85(97.7) 2(2.3) 87(100) 

Student (%) 139(98.6) 2(1.4) 141(100) 

Others (%) 84(94.4) 5(5.6) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1343(89.5) 157(10.5) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table No. 5.6.3: depicts the number of respondents investing in 

agriculture across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the number of respondents, investing in agriculture shows 

that only 3.2% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 6.3% from the age group of 

25-35, 15.2% from the age group of 36-45, 15.4% respondents from the age group of 

46-58 and 20% respondents from the age group of 59 and above invested in 

agriculture .Only 10.5% of the respondents across the various age groups invested in 

agriculture. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in agriculture 

shows that only 4% female and 13.7% male respondents invested in agriculture. 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that 14.7% Non-Matrics, 14.8% SSC 

holders and 9.6% HSSC holders invested in agriculture. Similarly 6% of the 

graduates, 6.9% post graduates and 9.1% diploma holders invested in agriculture. 

Lesser the education more was the number of investors in agriculture. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of the number of respondents investing 

in agriculture shows that 14% of the married respondents, 4.4% of the single 

respondents and 17.6% of the widow/er respondents invested in agriculture. None of 

the divorcee respondents was found to invest in agriculture. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in 

agriculture reveals that, only 47.7% of the agriculturist invests in agriculture. Only 

5.1% of the respondents in the private service, 19.8% of the Government Servants, 

8% businessmen invest in agriculture. Only 10.5% of the respondents across 

demographic factors invest in agriculture. 
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Table No 5.6.4: Analysis of investment in Real Estate 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Real Estate 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 308 (100) 0(.0) 308 (100) 

25 - 35(%) 418(94.8) 23(5.2) 441(100) 

36- 45(%) 323(89.2) 39(10.8) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 265(88.6) 34(11.4) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 81(90.0) 9(10.0) 90(100) 

Total (%) 1395(93.0) 105(7.0) 1500(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 481(96.4) 18(3.6) 499(100) 

Male (%) 914(91.3) 87(8.7) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 1395(93.0) 105(7.0) 1500(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 242(98.8) 3(1.2) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 310(95.7) 14(4.3) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 382(94.1) 24(5.9) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 347(90.4) 37(9.6) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 76(75.2) 25(24.8) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 32(97.0) 1(3.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 6(85.7) 1(14.3) 7(100) 

Total (%)  1395(93.0) 105(7.0) 1500(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 837(90.1) 92(9.9) 929(100) 

Single (%) 537(97.8) 12(2.2) 549(100) 

Divorcee (%) 4(80.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 17(100) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 1395(93.0) 105(7.0) 1500(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 110(99.1) 1(.9) 111(100) 

Private Service (%) 518(97.6) 13(2.4) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 190(81.9) 42(18.1) 232(100) 

Business (%) 134(82.2) 29(17.8) 163(100) 

Self Employed (%) 136(93.2) 10(6.8) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 87(100) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 141(100) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 79(88.8) 10(11.2) 89(100) 

Total (%) 1395(93.0) 105(7.0) 1500(100) 

Source: Primary Data 



234 

 

The above Table No.5.6.4: exhibits the number of respondents investing in real estate 

across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in real estates shows 

that, only 5.2% respondents from then age group of 25-35, 10.8% respondents from 

the age group of 36-45, 11.4% from the age group of 46-58 and 10% respondents 

from the age group 59 and above invested in real estate. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in real estate 

reveals that only 3.6% female and 8.7%male respondents invested in real estates. 

Education:  Education wise analysis shows that, only 1.2% Non-Matrics, 4.3% of 

SSC holders and 5.9% of HSSC holders invested in real estate. Similarly, 9.6% 

graduates, 44.8% post graduates and 3% diploma holders invested in real estate. 

Majority of the respondents i.e. 93% did not invest in real estate. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis of the number of respondents investing 

in real estates reveals that, only 9.9% of the married respondents, 2.2 % single 

respondents and one of the divorcee respondents invested in real estate. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in real 

estates shows that only 0.9% agriculturist, 4.4% of the respondents from the private 

sector and 6.8% of the self-employed invested in real estate. Majority to invest in real 

estate were 18.1% of the Government servants and 17.8% of the businessmen. 

Across all the demographic factors only 7% of the respondents invested in real 

estates. 

 

5.7 Amount of investment in Physical Asset 

An attempt has been made to analyse and find out how much amount has been 

invested by respondents in physical assets across demographic factors. 
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Table No 5.7: Amount of investment in Physical Asset 

Demographic 

Factors   

 

Amount of investment in PA 

Less than 

12000 

12000-

24000 

24001-

36000 

36001 - 

50000 

50001 -

100000 

Above 

100000 Total 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 205(66.8) 69(22.5) 23(7.5) 10(3.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 307(100) 

25 - 35(%) 201(45.8) 150(34.2) 53(12.1) 19(4.3) 6(1.4) 10(2.2) 439(100) 

36- 45(%) 158(43.6) 99(27.3) 90(24.9) 7(1.9) 3(.8) 5(1.4) 362(100) 

46 - 58(%) 140(46.8) 104(34.8) 36(12.0) 1(.3) 7(2.3) 11(2.7) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 51(56.7) 25(27.8) 8(8.9) 2(2.2) 1(1.1) 3(3.3) 90(100) 

Total (%) 755(50.4) 447(29.9) 210(14.0) 39(2.6) 17(1.1) 29(1.9) 1497(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 270(54.2) 140(28.1) 70(14.1) 8(1.6) 3(.6) 7(1.6) 498(100) 

Male (%) 485(48.5) 307(30.7) 140(14.0) 31(3.1) 14(1.4) 22(2.2) 999(100) 

Total (%) 755(50.4) 447(29.9) 210(14.0) 39(2.6) 17(1.1) 29(1.9) 1497(100) 

Education 

 N Matric (%) 171(70.4) 50(20.6) 17(7.0) 3(1.2) 0(.0) 2(.8) 243(100) 

SSC (%) 195(60.4) 88(27.2) 33(10.2) 4(1.2) 3(.9) 0(.0) 323(100) 

HSSC (%) 193(47.5) 129(31.8) 62(15.3) 8(2.0) 1(.2) 10(3.2) 406(100) 

Graduate (%) 148(38.5) 135(35.2) 73(19.0) 17(4.4) 8(2.1) 3(.8) 384(100) 

Post Grad (%) 30(29.7) 30(29.7) 19(18.8) 6(5.9) 5(5.0) 11(10.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 15(45.5) 11(33.3) 6(18.2) 1(3.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 3(42.9) 4(57.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 755(50.4) 447(29.9) 210(14.0) 39(2.6) 17(1.1) 29(1.9) 1497(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 417(44.9) 300(32.3) 154(16.6) 19(2.0) 15(1.6) 24(2.6) 929(100) 

Single (%) 320(58.6) 145(26.6) 55(10.1) 19(3.5) 2(.4) 5(.9) 546(100) 

Divorcee (%) 2(40.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 16(94.1) 0(.0) 1(5.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 755(50.4) 447(29.9) 210(14.0) 39(2.6) 17(1.1) 29(1.9) 1497(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 75(67.6) 19(17.1) 17(15.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Pvt. Ser.(%) 248(46.7) 168(31.6) 86(16.2) 21(4.0) 1(.2) 7(1.3) 531(100) 

Govt. Ser.(%) 74(32.2) 80(34.8) 50(21.7) 10(4.3) 10(4.3) 6(2.6) 230(100) 

Business (%) 56(34.4) 56(34.4) 31(19.0) 7(4.3) 3(1.8) 10(6.2) 163(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 78(53.4) 53(36.3) 14(9.6) 0(.0) 1(.7) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 56(64.4) 26(29.9) 5(5.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 117(83.6) 20(14.3) 3(2.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 140(100) 

Others (%) 51(57.3) 25(28.1) 4(4.5) 1(1.1) 2(2.2) 6(6.7) 89(100) 

Total (%) 755(50.4) 447(29.9) 210(14.0) 39(2.6) 17(1.1) 29(1.9) 1497(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The amount invested in physical assets by respondents across demographic factors is 

exhibited in the Table No.5.7. 

Age: Age wise analysis of amount invested in physical assets by respondents showed 

that, in the age group of 18-24, majority of the respondents i.e. 66.8% invested less 

than Rs.12000 p.a, followed by 22.5% investing in between Rs.12000-24000/- p.a.In 

the age group of 25-35, 45.8% respondents invested less than Rs.12000- 24000/-. 

While 43.6% respondents from the age group of 36-45 invested less than Rs.12000, 

27.3% and 24.9% respondents invested Rs.12000- 24000/- and Rs.24000- 36000/- p.a. 

respectively. From the age group of 46-58 and 59 and above, 46.8% and 56.7% 

respondents respectively invested less than Rs.12000, and 34.8% and 27.8% 

respondents respectively invested between Rs.12000- 24000/- p.a.. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of amount invested in physical assets reveals that 

54.2% of the female and 48.5% of the male respondents invested less than 

Rs.12000.While 28.1% female and 30.7% male respondents invested between 

Rs.12000-24000/-. Most of the respondents across gender invested maximum till 

Rs.36000/- p.a. in physical assets. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis reveals that, among the Non Matrics,70.4% 

respondents invested less than Rs.12000 in physical assets,20.6% of them invested in 

between Rs.12000- 24000/-. Among the SSC holders,60.4% respondents invested less 

than Rs.12000, followed by 27.2% respondents investing between Rs.12000-24000/-. 

Only 10.2% of the SSC holders invested between Rs.24000-36000/-. Among the 

HSSC holders, 47.5% respondents invested less than Rs.12000, while 31.8% HSSC 

holders invested between Rs.12000-24000/- p.a. in physical assets, 15.3% of them 
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invested between Rs.24000-36000/-. Investment pattern of graduates showed that, 

38.5% graduate respondents invested less than Rs.12000 p.a. in physical assets.35.2% 

invested between Rs12000-24000/- p.a. and 19% graduates invested between 

Rs.24000- 36000/- p.a. Among the post graduates, 29.7% respondents each invested 

less than Rs.12000 and between Rs.12000- 24000/-. While 18.8% of the post 

graduates invested between Rs.24000- 36000/- p.a. 45.5% of the diploma holders 

invested less than Rs12000, while 33.3% invested between Rs.12000- 36000/- and 

18.2% diploma holders invested between Rs.24000- 36000/-p.a. in physical assets. 

Higher the education more was the amount of investment observed in physical assets. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of amount of investment in physical 

assets shows that, 44.9% of the married respondents invested less than Rs.12000p.a., 

followed by 32.3% investing less than Rs.12000- 24000/- and 16% of the married 

investing between Rs.24000-36000/- in physical assets. Among the single respondents 

58.6% respondents invested less than Rs.12000,while 26.6% invested between 

Rs.12000-24000/- and 10% of the single respondents invested between Rs.24000- 

36000/-. 40% of the divorcee respondents each invested less than Rs.12000 and 

between Rs.12000-24000/- .The remaining 20% of the divorcee respondent invested 

between Rs.36000-50000/- in physical assets. Among the widow majority in 94.1% 

respondents invested less than Rs.12000/- in physical assets. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that majority of the agriculturist 

i.e.67.6% invested less than Rs.12000 in physical assets, 17.1% invested between 

Rs.12000- 24000/- and the rest 15.3% agriculturist invested between Rs.24000- 

36000/-. 46.7% of the respondents working in private sector, invested less than 
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Rs.12000, while 31.6% of them invested between Rs.12000- 24000/- and 16.2% 

invested between Rs24000- 36000/-. Among the Government Servants, 32.2% 

respondents invested less than Rs.12000, while 34.8% invested between Rs.12000- 

24000/-, 21.7%. Government servants invested between Rs.24000- 36000/- and 4.3% 

Government Servants respondents each invested between Rs.36000- 50000/- p.a. and 

Rs.50000- 100000/- p.a. in physical assets. Among the businessmen, equal number of 

respondents’ i.e.34.4% each invested less than Rs.12000 and between Rs.12000- 

24000/- in physical assets. Among the self-employed and housewives, 53.4% and 

64.4% respondents respectively invested less than Rs.12000, and 36.3% self-

employed and 29.9% housewives invested between Rs.12000-24000/-. Majority of the 

respondents i.e. 83.6% invested less than Rs.12000 p.a. in physical assets. 

 

5.8. Duration of investment in Physical asset  

An attempt has been made to find out how long the investors have been investing and 

holding on the investment in physical assets 
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Table No 5.8: Duration of investment in Physical Asset 

Demographic 

Factors   

 

Duration of investment in Physical Asset 

Total < 5 yrs 6 - 10 11 - 15 16-20 21 -25 > 25 

yrs Age 

 18 - 24(%) 174(75.3) 47(20.3) 2(.9) 3(1.3) 0(.0) 5(2.2) 231(100) 

25 - 35(%) 295(76.8) 64(16.7) 9(2.3) 3(.8) 2(.5) 11(2.9) 384(100) 

36- 45(%) 220(62.9) 94(26.9) 17(4.9) 5(1.4) 0(.0) 14(4.0) 350(100) 

46 - 58(%) 197(68.2) 74(25.6) 7(2.4) 0(.0) 3(1.0) 8(2.8) 289(100) 

59+ (%) 63(71.6) 9(10.2) 5(5.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(12.5

) 

88(100) 

Total (%) 949(70.7) 288(21.5) 40(3.0) 11(.8) 5(.4) 49(3.7) 1342 

(100) Gender 

 Female (%) 322(70.2) 103(22.4) 12(2.6) 2(.4) 2(.4) 18(3.9) 459(100) 

Male (%) 627(71.0) 185(21.0) 28(3.2) 9(1.0) 3(.0) 31(3.5) 883(100) 

Total (%) 949(70.7) 288(21.5) 40(3.0) 11(.8) 5(.4) 49(3.7) 1342(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric(%) 173(75.9) 36(15.8) 0(.0) 6(2.6) 0(.0) 13(5.7) 228(100) 

SSC (%) 190(66.7) 67(23.5) 9(3.2) 1(.4) 2(.7) 16(5.6) 285(100) 

HSSC (%) 257(71.4) 71(19.7) 17(4.7) 2(.6) 0(.0) 13(3.6) 360(100) 

Graduate (%) 233(69.6) 80(23.9) 13(3.9) 1(.3) 3(.9) 5(1.5) 335(100) 

Post Grad (%) 70(71.4) 25(25.5) 0(.0) 1(1.0) 0(.0) 2(2.0) 98(100) 

Diploma (%) 20(69.0) 8(27.6) 1(3.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 29(100) 

Others (%) 6(85.7) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 949(70.7) 288(21.5) 40(3.0) 11(.8) 5(.4) 49(3.7) 1342(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 610(67.6) 204(22.6) 38(4.2) 6(.7) 3(.3) 41(4.5) 902(100) 

Single (%) 321(76.6) 81(19.3) 2(.5) 5(1.2) 2(.5) 8(1.9) 419(100) 

Divorcee (%) 4(80.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 14(87.5) 2(12.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Total (%) 949(70.7) 288(21.5) 40(3.0) 11(.8) 5(.4) 49(3.7) 1342(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 67(66.3) 24(23.8) 2(2.0) 0(.0) 2(2.0) 6(5.9) 101(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 335(71.0) 86(18.2) 20(4.2) 8(1.7) 2(.4) 21(4.4) 472(100) 

Govt. Service 

(%) 

134(60.4) 73(32.9) 3(1.4) 3(1.4) 0(.0) 9(4.1) 222(100) 

Business (%) 107(70.9) 33(21.9) 5(3.3) 0(.0) 1(.7) 5(3.3) 151(100) 

Self Emp. (%) 106(79.1) 26(19.4) 2(1.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 134(100) 

Housewives (%) 61(74.4) 13(15.9) 4(4.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(4.9) 82(100) 

Student (%) 78(81.2) 18(18.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 96(100) 

Others (%) 61(72.6) 15(17.9) 4(4.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(4.8) 84(100) 

Total (%) 949(70.7) 288(21.5) 40(3.0) 11(.8) 5(.4) 49(3.7) 1342(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The duration of investment in physical assets by the respondents across demographic 

factors is revealed in the Table No. 5.8. 

Age: Age wise analysis reveals the duration, in terms of number of years for which 

investment in physical assets were made by the respondents across the various age 

groups. 77.6% respondents from the age group of 18-24, invested in physical assets 

since less than 5 years, 20.3% respondents from this age group invested since last 6-

10 years and only 2.1% respondents were found to invest since last 11-15 years. From 

the age group of 25-35, 76.8% respondents invested for less than 5 years,16.7% 

invested since last 6-10 years, few i.e. 5.2% respondents from this age group invested 

for last 11-15 years. Only 0.8% and 0.5% respondents invested in physical assets for 

the last 16-20 years and 21-25 years respectively. From the respondents in the age 

group of 36-45, 62.9% invested for less than 5years, 26.9% respondents invested 

between 6-10 years. Similarly from the age group of 46-58 and 59+ above, 68.2% and 

71.6%, of the respondents respectively invested in physical assets for less than 5 

years. While 25.6% respondents from the age group of 46-58 and 10.2% respondents 

from the age group of 59+ above invested in physical assets since last 6-10 years. As 

the age of respondents increased, the duration of investment also widened. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of duration of investment among respondents showed 

that 70.2% of the female and 71% of the male respondents invested in physical assets 

for less than 5 years. While 22.4% female and 21% male respondents were found to 

invest since last 6-10 years. Very few respondents ranging from 2% - 3.9% only 

across gender invested in physical assets since 11 years to more than 25 years. 

Education: Education wise analysis of duration of investment among respondents 

revealed that 75.9% of the Non Matrics invested in physical assets since less than 

5years, while 15.8% of the Non Matric invested for the last 6-10 years. Only 2.6% 
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and 5.7% Non-Matrics invested for the last 16-20 years and more than 25 years 

respectively.66.7% of the SSC holders and 71.4% of the HSSC holders were found to 

invest in physical assets since less than 5 years. While 23.5% SSC holders and 19.7% 

HSSC holders invested since last 6-10 years. Similarly 69.6% Graduates, 71.4% Post 

Graduates and 69% Diploma holders invested since last 5 years. Only 23.9% 

Graduates, 25.5% Post Graduates and 27.6% Diploma holders were found to be 

investing since last 6-10 years. It can be noted that majority of the respondents across 

education levels invested in physical assets since last 10 years. Very few respondents 

were found to invest for the last 11-25 years and above. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of duration of investment reveals that 

67.6% of the married and 76.6% of the single respondents invested in physical assets 

since less than 5 years. While 22.6% of the married and 19.3% of the single 

respondents invested in physical assets since last 6-10 years.80% of the divorcee also 

were found to invest in physical assets last 5 years and 20% of the divorcee invested 

in physical assets since last 6-10 years. Similarly 87.5% widow respondents also were 

observed to invest in less than 5 years, while the rest 12.5% of the widow/er invested 

in physical assets since last 6-10 years. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the duration of investment in physical 

assets revealed that, among the agriculturist respondents 66.3% invested in physical 

assets since less than 5 years, 23.8% invested since last 6-10 years and 5.9% 

agriculturist were found to invest in physical assets over 25 years. Among the 

respondents in private service 71% respondents invested in physical assets since last 5 

years, 18.2% invested since 6-10 years.0.4% - 4.4% respondents from the private 

sector invested since last 11-25 years and above. Majority of the Government servants 

i.e. 60.4% also invested in physical assets since last 5 years, followed by 32.9% 
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Government servants investing since 6-10 years back.70.9% businessmen  and 79.1% 

self-employed also invested in physical assets since last 5 years. 29.9% businessmen 

and 19.4% self-employed invested since 6-10 years. 

On the whole majority i.e. 70.7% of the respondents across demographic factors 

invested in physical assets since last 5 years. While 21.5% were found to invest since 

last 6-10 years. Only 0.4% - 3.7% of the respondents invested in physical assets since 

11-25 years and above. 

 

Section III Analysis of Investment in Financial Asset 

 
In this section an analysis of the number of investors investing in financial assets i.e. 

bank deposits, postal deposits, Government securities, corporate securities, life 

insurance, mutual fund, commodities and derivatives has been attempted. The 

analysis of the amount invested by investors in financial assets is undertaken, along 

with the duration for which they have been investing is also dealt with.  

 

 

5.9: Analysis of Investment in Financial Asset 

 

 

An attempt has been made to know how many investors have been investing in 

financial assets i.e. bank deposits, postal deposits, Government securities, corporate 

securities, life insurance, mutual fund, commodities and derivatives across the 

demographic factors. At the end of the analysis one is able to draw a conclusion about 

which of the financial assets are more invested in by the investors across the age, 

gender, education, marital status and occupations. 
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Table No 5.9.1: Analysis of Investment in Bank 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Bank 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 8 (2.6) 300 (97.4) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 7 (1.6) 434 (98.4) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 10 (2.8) 352 (97.2) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 9 (3.0) 290 (97.0) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 2 (2.2) 88 (97.8) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 36 (2.4) 1464 (97.6) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 24(4.8)  475 (95.2) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 12 (1.2) 989 (98.8) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 36 (2.4) 1464 (97.6) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 3 (1.2) 242 (98.8) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 5 (1.5) 319 (98.5) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 17 (4.2) 389 (95.8) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 8 (2.1) 376 (97.9) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 3 (3.0) 98 (97.0) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 0 (.0) 33 (100) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 0 (.0) 7 (100) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 36 (2.4) 1464 (97.6) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 23 (2.5) 906 (97.5) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 11 (2.0) 538 (98.0) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 0 (.0) 5 (100) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 2 (11.8) 15 (88.2) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 36 (2.4) 1464 (97.6) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 3 (2.7) 108 (97.3) 111 (100) 

Private Service (%) 7 (1.3) 524 (98.7) 531(100)  

Govt. Service (%) 1 (.4) 231 (99.6) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 6 (3.7) 157 (96.3) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 7 (4.8) 139 (95.2) 146 (100) 

Housewife (%) 3 (3.4) 84 (96.6) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 6 (4.3) 135 (95.7) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 3 (3.4) 86 (96.6) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 36 (2.4) 1464 (97.6) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing in Bank across demographic factor is shown in 

the Table No. 5.9.1. 

Age: Age wise analysis of number of respondents investing in Bank showed that in 

the age group of 18-24, 97.4% of the respondents invested in Bank products. 

Similarly in the age group 25-35 and 36-45, 98.4% and 97.2% respondents 

respectively were found to invest in Bank deposits, 97% respondents from the age 

group of 46-58 and 97.8% respondents from the age group of 59 and above also invest 

in Bank. We can conclude that across the age groups 97.6% respondents invested in 

Bank deposits. No significant difference in the number of respondents across ages 

was noted. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of number of respondents investing in Bank revealed 

that 95.2% female and 98.8% male respondents invested in Banks. 

Education: Education wise analysis shows that 98.8% Non-Matrics, 98.5% SSC 

holders and 95.8% HSSC holders invested in bank deposits. Similarly, 97.9% 

Graduates, 97% Post Graduates and 100% Diploma holders also invested in bank 

deposits. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis reveals that 97.5% married, 98% single. 

100% divorcee and 82.2% widow respondents invested in bank deposits. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that, 97.3% agriculturist, 98.7% 

respondents from the private sectors and 99.6% Government servants invested in 

banks. Similarly, 96.3% businessmen, 95.2% self-employed, 96.6% housewives and 

95.7% students also invested in bank deposits. Majority of the respondents i.e. 97.6% 

across demographic factors invested in bank deposits. 
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Table No 5.9.2: Analysis of Investment in Postal Deposits 

Demographic Factors  

 
Invest in Postal Deposits 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 281 (91.2) 27 (8.8) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 311 (70.5) 130 (29.5) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 226 (62.4) 136 (37.6) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 191 (63.9) 108 (36.1) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 77 (85.6) 13 (14.4) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1086 (72.4) 414 (27.6) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 391 (78.4) 108 (21.6) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 695 (69.4) 306 (30.6) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 1086 (72.4) 414 (27.6) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 206 (84.1) 39 (15.9) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 256 (79.0) 68 (21.0) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 287 (70.7) 119 (29.3) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 251 (65.4) 133 (34.6) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 59 (58.4) 42 (41.6) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 23 (69.7) 10 (30.3) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 4 (57.1) 3 (42.9) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1086 (72.4) 414 (27.6) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 610 (65.7) 319 (34.3) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 460 (83.8) 89 (16.2) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 4  (80.0) 1 (20.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 12 (70.6) 5 (29.4) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1086 (72.4) 414 (27.6) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 98 (88.3) 13 (11.7) 111 (100) 

Private. Service (%) 395 (74.4) 136 (25.6) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 119 (51.3) 113 (48.7) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 87 (53.4) 76 (46.6) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 95 (65.1) 51 (34.9) 146 (100) 

Housewife (%) 78 (89.7) 9 (10.3) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 139 (98.6) 2 (1.4) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 75 (84.3) 14 (15.7) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1086 (72.4) 414 (27.6) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing in Postal deposits across demographic factors is 

depicted in the Table No. 5.9.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis of number of respondents investing in Postal deposits 

revealed that only 8.8% respondents from the age group of 18-24 invested in Postal 

deposits. While 29.5% respondents from the age group of 25-36 and 37.6% 

respondents from the age group of 36-45 invested in Postal deposits. Similarly from 

the age group of 46-58 and 59 and above, 36.1% and 14.4% respondents respectively 

invested in Postal deposits. Most of the respondents investing in Postal deposits were 

between 25-58 years of age. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of respondents investing in Postal deposits showed 

that only 21.6% female and 30.6%, male respondents invested in Postal deposits. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents investing in postal deposits 

showed that only 15.9% Non-Matrics, 21% SSC holders and 29.3% HSSC holders 

invested in postal deposits. One third of the graduates i.e. 34.6%, 41.6% of the post 

graduates and 30.3% diploma holders also invested in postal deposits.  

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis revealed that 34.3% ,married 

respondents,16.2% single respondents, 20% divorcee and 29.4% widow/er 

respondents invested in postal deposits, Respondents who were married seemed to 

invest more in postal deposits compared to others. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis showed that only 1.4% students, 10.3% 

housewives and 11.7% agriculturist invested in postal deposits. While 25.6% 

respondents from the private sector, 34.9% self-employed, 46.6% businessmen and 

48.7% Government servants also invested in postal deposits. On the whole, only 

27.6% of the respondents across demographic factors invested in postal deposits. 
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Table No 5.9.3: Analysis of Investment in Government Securities 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Govt. Securities 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 308 (100) 0 (.0) 308 (100) 

25 – 35(%)  439 (99.5) 2 (.5) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 357 (98.6) 5 (1.4) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 295 (98.7) 4 (1.3) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 90 (100) 0 (.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1489 (99.3) 11 (.7) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 495 (99.2) 4 (.8) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 994 (99.3) 7 (.7) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 1489 (99.3) 11 (.7) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 245 (100) 0 (.0) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 324 (100) 0(.0) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 404(99.5) 2 (.5) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 379 (98.7) 5 (1.3) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 97 (96.0) 4 (4.0) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 33 (100) 0 (.0) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 7 (100) 0 (.0) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1489 (99.3) 11 (.7) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 919 (98.9) 10 (1.1) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 549 (100) 0 (.0) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 4 (80.0) 1 (20.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 17 (100) 0 (.0) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1489 (99.3) 11 (.7) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111 (100) 0 (.0) 111 (100) 

Private Service (%) 531 (100) 0 (.0) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 224 (96.6) 8 (3.4) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 161 (98.8) 2 (1.2) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 145 (99.3) 1 (.7) 146 (100) 

Housewife (%) 87 (100) 0 (.0) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 141 (100) 0 (.0) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 89 (100) 0 (.0) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1489 (99.3) 11 (.7) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing in Government Securities across demographic 

factors is exhibited in the Table No. 5.9.3. 

Age: Age wise analysis of number of respondents investing in Government Securities 

revealed that only 0.5% respondents from the age group of 25-35, 1.4% respondents 

from the age group of 36-45 and only 1.3% respondents from the age group of 46-58 

invested in Government Securities. Very few respondents from the age group of 25-

58 only seemed to invest in Government Securities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of investment revealed that only 0.8% female and 

0.7% male respondents invested in Government Securities. 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that none of the Non-Matrics, SSC 

holders nor diploma holders invested in Government Securities. Only 0.5% HSSC 

holders, 1.3% graduates and 4% post graduates invested in Government Securities. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that only 1.1% of the married 

respondents invested in Government Securities. None of the single nor widow/er 

respondents invested in Government Securities. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that only 3.4% Government 

Servants, 1.2% businessmen and only 0.7% self-employed invested in Government 

Securities. Neither respondent from agriculture, private service, housewives nor 

others were found to invest in Government Securities. On the whole only 0.7% 

respondents invested in Government Securities 
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Table No 5.9.4: Analysis of Investment in Corporate Shares 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Corporate Securities 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 283 (91.9) 25 (8.1) 308 (100) 

25 – 35(%)  388 (88.0) 53 (12.0) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 342 (94.5) 20 (5.5) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 288 (96.3) 11 (3.7) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 90 (100) 0 (.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1391 (92.7) 109 (7.3) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 473 (94.8) 26 (5.2) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 918 (91.7) 83 (8.3) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 1391 (92.7) 109 (7.3) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 241 (98.4) 4 (1.6) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 323 (99.7) 1 (.3) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 394 (97.0) 12 (3.0) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 321 (83.6) 63 (16.4) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 78 (77.2) 23 (22.8) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 27 (81.8) 6 (18.2) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 7 (100) 0 (.0) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1391 (92.7) 109 (7.3) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 877 (94.4) 52 (5.6) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 494 (90.0) 55 (10.0) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 3 (60.0) 2 (40.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 17 (100) 0 (.0) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1391 (92.7) 109 (7.3) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111 (100) 0 (.0) 111 (100) 

Private Service (%) 486 (91.5) 45 (8.5) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 209 (90.1) 23 (9.9) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 147 (90.2) 16 (9.8) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 136 (93.2) 10 (6.8) 146 (100) 

Housewife(%) 87 (100) 0 (.0) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 131 (92.9) 10 (7.1) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 84(94.4)  5 (5.6) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1391 (92.7) 109 (7.3) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing in Corporate Securities across demographic 

factors is exhibited in the Table No. 5.9.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of number of respondents investing in Corporate Securities 

revealed that only 8.1% respondents in the age group of 18-24, 12% from the age 

group of 25-35, 55% from the age group of 36-45 and 3.7% from the age group of 46-

58 invested in Corporate Securities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that only 5.2% female and 8.3% male 

respondents invested in Corporate Securities. 

Education: Education wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in 

Corporate Securities revealed that only 1.6% Non-Matrics, 0.3% SSC holders and 3% 

HSSC holders invested in Corporate Securities. Similarly among the graduates 16.4%, 

22.8% post graduates and 18.2% diploma holders invested in Corporate Securities. 

Higher the education more was the number of respondents investing in Corporate 

Securities. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that 5.6% married, 10% single 

and 40% divorcee respondents were found to invest in Corporate Securities. No 

widow/er was found to invest in Corporate Securities. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis showed that 8.5% respondents from the 

private sector, 9.9% Government Servants, 9.8% businessmen, 6.8% self-employed 

and 7.1% students invested in Corporate Securities. Neither agriculturist nor 

housewife was found to invest in Corporate Securities. 

Only 7.3% respondents across the sample and demographic factors were found to 

invest in Corporate Securities. 
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Table No 5.9.5: Analysis of Investment in Life Insurance 

Demographic Factors   

 

 

Invest in Life Insurance 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 261 (84.7) 47 (15.3) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 260 (59.0) 181 (41.0) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 186 (51.4) 176 (48.6) 362 (100) 

46 – 58(%)  158 (52.8) 141 (47.2) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 54 (60.0) 36 (40.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 919 (61.3) 581 (38.7) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 370 (74.1) 129 (25.9) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 549 (54.8) 452 (45.2) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 919 (61.3) 581 (38.7) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 184 (75.1) 61 (24.9) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 237 (73.1) 87 (26.9) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 272 (67.0) 134 (33.0) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 175 (45.6) 209 (54.4) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate(%) 27 (26.7) 74 (73.3) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 18 (54.5) 15 (45.5) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 6 (85.7) 1 (14.3) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 919 (61.3) 581 (38.7) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 490 (52.7) 439 (47.3) 929  (100) 

Single (%) 413 (75.2) 136 (24.8) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 2 (40.0) 3 (60.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 14 (82.4) 3 (17.6) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 919 (61.3) 581 (38.7) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 99 (89.2) 12 (10.8) 111 (100) 

Private Service (%) 323 (60.8) 208 (39.2) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 51 (22.0) 181 (78.0) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 64 (39.3) 99 (60.7) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 87 (59.6) 59 (40.4) 146(100)  

Housewife(%) 82 (94.3) 5 (5.7) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 135 (95.7) 6 (4.3) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 78 (87.6) 11 (12.4) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 919 (61.3) 581 (38.7) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing in life insurance across demographic factors is 

revealed in the Table No. 5.9.5. 

Age: Age wise analysis of number of respondents investing in life insurance revealed 

that,15.3% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 41% respondents from the age 

group of 25-35, 48.6% respondents from the age group of 36-45, 47.2% from the age 

group of 46-58 and 40% from the age group of 59 and above invested in life 

insurance. More investment in life insurance was seen among respondents between 

the ages of 25 till 58. Across age groups, only 38.7% respondents were found to 

invest in life insurance. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that, 25.9% female and 45.2% male 

respondents invested in life insurance products. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of number of respondents investing in life 

insurance showed that, 24.9% Non-Matric, 26.9% SSC holders, 33% HSSC holders 

and 45% diploma holders invested in life insurance. Among the graduates 54.4% and 

73.3% post graduates were also found to invest in life insurance. Higher the level of 

education of the respondents more was the number of respondents investing in the life 

insurance. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of respondents showed that 47.3% of the 

married respondents, 24.8% single respondents, 60% divorcee and 17.6% widow/er 

respondents invested in life insurance. According to the marital Status, married 

respondents seemed to invest more in life insurance. 
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Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that, majority of the Government 

Servants, i.e. 78% followed by 60.7% businessmen, 40.4% self-employed, 39.2% 

private service respondents invested in life insurance. Very few housewives i.e.5.7% 

and 4.3% students invested in life insurance. On the whole only 38.7% respondents 

across demographic factors invested in life insurance. 

 

Table No 5.9.6: Analysis of Investment in Mutual Fund 

 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Mutual Fund 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 293 (95.1) 15 (4.9) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 415 (94.1) 26 (5.9) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 345 (95.3) 17 (4.7) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 293 (98.0) 6 (2.0) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 90 (100) 0 (.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1436 (95.7) 64 (4.3) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 486 (97.4) 13 (2.6) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 950 (94.9) 51 (5.1) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 1436 (95.7) 64 (4.3) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 244 (99.6) 1 (.4) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 323 (99.7) 1 (.3) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 400 (98.5) 6 (1.5) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 352 (91.7) 32 (8.3) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 80 (79.2) 21 (20.8) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 30 (90.9) 3 (9.1) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 7 (100) 0 (.0) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1436 (95.7) 64 (4.3) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 898 (96.7) 31 (3.3) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 517 (94.2) 32 (5.8) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 4 (80.0) 1 (20.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 17 (100) 0 (.0) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1436 (95.7) 64 (4.3) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 111 (100) 0 (.0) 111 (100) 

Private  Service (%) 503 (94.7) 28 (5.3) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 216 (93.1) 16 (6.9) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 154 (94.5) 9 (5.5) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 142 (97.3) 4 (2.7) 146 (100) 

Housewife(%) 87 (100) 0 (.0) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 137 (97.2) 4 (2.8) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 86 (96.6) 3 (3.4) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1436 (95.7) 64 (4.3) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The number of respondents investing in mutual fund across demographic factors is 

depicted in the Table 5.9.6. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in mutual fund 

revealed that, 4.9% of the respondents from the age group of 18-24, 5.9% respondents 

from the age group of 25-35, 4.7% from the group of 36-45 and 2% respondents the 

age group of 46-58 invested in mutual fund. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of respondents investing in mutual fund showed that, 

2.6% female and 5.1% male respondents invested in mutual fund. Only 4.3% of the 

total respondents were found to invest in mutual fund. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents investing in mutual fund revealed 

that majority of the respondents investing in mutual fund i.e. 20.8% were post 

graduates, followed by 9.1% diploma holders and 8.3% graduates. It was noted that, 

very few i.e. 0.4% Non-Matrics, 0.3% SSC holders and 1.5% HSSC holders invested 

in mutual fund. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that only 3.3% married 

respondents, 5.8% single respondents and 20% divorcee respondents invested in 

mutual fund. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of respondents investing in mutual fund 

revealed that, only 5.3% respondents from the private sector, 6.9% Government 
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servants, 5.5% businessmen and 2.7% self-employed and 2.8% students invested in 

mutual fund. 

Across the demographic factors very few i.e. only 4.3% respondents were found to 

invest in mutual fund. Majority of the investors were male and post graduates who 

invested in mutual fund. 

 

 

Table No 5.9.7: Analysis of Investment in Commodities 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Commodities 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 308 (100) 0 (.0) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 439(99.5) 2 (.5) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 362 (100) 0 (.0) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 296 (99.0) 3 (1.0) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 90 (100) 0 (.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 498 (99.8) 1 (.2) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 997 (99.6) 4 (.4) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 245 (100) 0 (.0) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 324 (100) 0 (.0) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 406 (100) 0 (.0) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 384 (100) 0 (.0) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 96 (95.5) 5 (5.0) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 33 (100) 0 (.0) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 7 (100) 0 (.0) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 926 (99.7) 3 (.3) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 547 (99.6) 2 (.4) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 5 (100) 0 (.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 17 (100) 0 (.0) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 111 (100) 0 (.0) 111 (100) 

Private Service (%) 531 (100) 0 (.0) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 231 (99.6) 1 (.4) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 160 (98.2) 3 (1.8) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 145 (99.3) 1 (.7) 146 (100) 

Housewife(%) 87 (100) 0 (.0) 87 (100) 

Student (%) 141 (100) 0 (.0) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 89 (100) 0 (.0) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The number of respondents investing in commodities across demographic factors is 

shown in the above Table No. 5.9.7. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in commodities showed that only 

0.5% respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 1% respondent from the age group 

of 46-58 invested in commodities. No respondents from the age group of 18-24, 36-45 

and 59 and above were found to invest in commodities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of respondents investing in commodities showed that, 

99.8% female and 99.6% male respondents did not invest in commodities. Only 0.2% 

females and 0.4% males were found to invest in commodities. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents revealed that only 5% of the post 

graduate invested in commodities. Neither of the Non Matrics, SSC holders, HSSC 

holders, diploma holders nor graduates were found to invest in commodities. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of respondents investing in marital 

status showed that only 0.3% and 0.2% single respondents invested in commodities. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis depicted that only 0.4% of the Government 

Servants, 1.8% businessmen and only 0.7% self-employed were found to invest in 

commodities. None of the agriculturist, respondent from the private service, 

housewives nor students were found to invest in commodities. 

On the whole only 0.3% of the respondents were found to invest in commodities. 
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Table No 5.9.8: Analysis of Investment in Derivatives 

Demographic Factors   

 
Invest in Derivatives 

Total No Yes 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 308 (100) 0 (.0) 308 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 439 (99.5) 2(.5) 441 (100) 

36- 45 (%) 362 (100) 0 (.0) 362 (100) 

46 – 58 (%) 296 (99.0) 3 (1.0) 299 (100) 

59+ (%) 90 (100) 0 (.0) 90 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 498 (99.8) 1(.2) 499 (100) 

Male (%) 997 (99.6) 4 (.4) 1001 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 245 (100) 0 (.0) 245 (100) 

SSC (%) 324  (100) 0 (.0) 324 (100) 

HSSC (%) 406 (100) 0 (.0) 406 (100) 

Graduate (%) 384 (100) 0 (.0) 384 (100) 

Post Graduate (%) 96 (95.0) 5 (5.0) 101 (100) 

Diploma (%) 33 (100) 0 (.0) 33 (100) 

Others (%) 7 (100) 0 (.0) 7 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 926 (99.7) 3 (.3) 929 (100) 

Single (%) 547 (99.6) 2 (.4) 549 (100) 

Divorcee (%) 5 (100) 0 (.0) 5 (100) 

Widow/er (%) 17 (100) 0 (.0) 17 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 111 (100) 0 (.0) 111 (100) 

Private Service (%) 531 (100) 0 (.0) 531 (100) 

Govt. Service (%) 231 (99.6) 1 (.4) 232 (100) 

Business (%) 160 (98.2) 3 (1.8) 163 (100) 

Self Employed (%) 145 (99.3) 1 (.7) 146 (100) 

Housewife(%) 87 (100) 0 (.0) 87 (100) 

Students (%) 141 (100) 0 (.0) 141 (100) 

Others (%) 89 (100) 0 (.0) 89 (100) 

Total (%) 1495 (99.7) 5 (.3) 1500 (100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The number of respondents investing in derivatives across demographic factors is 

exhibited in the Table No. 5.9.8. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in derivatives showed that only 0.5% 

respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 1% respondent from the age group of 

46-58 invested in derivatives. No respondents from the age group of 18-24, 36-45 and 

59 and above were found to invest in derivatives. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of respondents investing in derivatives showed that, 

99.8% female and 99.6% male respondents did not invest in derivatives. Only 0.2% 

females and 0.4% males were found to invest in derivatives. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents revealed that only 5% of the post 

graduate invested in derivatives. None of the Non Matrics, SSC holders, HSSC 

holders, diploma holders nor graduates were found to invest in derivatives. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of respondents investing in marital 

status showed that only 0.3% and 0.2% single respondents invested in derivatives. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis depicted that only 0.4% of the Government 

Servants, 1.8% businessmen and only 0.7% self-employed were found to invest in 

derivatives. None of the agriculturist, respondent from the private service, housewives 

nor students was found to invest in derivatives. 

On the whole only 0.3% of the respondents were found to invest in derivatives. 

 

5.10 Amount of Investment in Financial assets 

 

An attempt has been made to analyse and find out how much amount has been 

invested by respondents in financial assets across demographic factors. 

 

 

 

 



259 

 

Table No 5.10: Amount of investment in Financial Asset 

Demographic 

Factors   

 

Amount of investment in Financial Asset 

Less than 

12000 

12000-

24000 

24001-

36000 

36001 – 

50000 

50001 -

100000 

Above 

100000 Total 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 194(63.4

) 

70(22.9) 26(8.5) 11(3.6) 3(1.0) 2(.7) 306 (100) 

25 – 35 (%) 192(43.5

) 

164(37.2) 54(12.2) 15(3.2) 6(1.4) 10(2.3) 441(100) 

36- 45 (%) 126(34.8

) 

139(38.4) 77(21.3) 12(3.3) 4(1.1) 4(1.1) 362(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 135(45.2

) 

98(32.8) 39(13.0) 9(3.0) 4(1.3) 144.7) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 58(64.4) 18(20.0) 8(8.9) 4(4.4) 0(.0) 2(2.2) 90(100) 

Total (%) 705(47.1

) 

489(32.6) 204(13.6) 51(3.4) 17(1.1) 32(2.1) 1498(100

) Gender 

 Female (%) 246(49.5) 157(31.6) 67(13.5) 11(2.2) 6(1.2) 10(2.0) 497(100) 

Male (%) 459(45.9) 332(33.2) 137(13.7) 40(4.0) 11(1.1) 22(2.2) 1001(100

) Total (%) 705(47.1) 489(32.6) 204(13.6) 51(3.4) 17(1.1) 32(2.1) 1498(100

) Education 

 Non Matric (%) 180(73.5) 47(19.2) 14(5.7) 1(.4) 1(.4) 2(.8) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 186(57.4) 89(27.5) 37(11.4) 10(3.1) 2(.6) 0(.0) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 162(40.1) 160(39.6) 56(13.9) 12(3.0) 2(.5) 12(2.9) 404(100) 

Graduate (%) 141(36.7) 150(39.1) 59(15.4) 21(5.5) 9(2.3) 4(1.0) 384(100) 

Post Grad (%) 23(22.8) 26(25.7) 30(29.7) 5(5.0) 3(3.0) 14(13.9) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 10(30.3) 13(39.4) 8(24.2) 2(6.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 3(42.9) 4(57.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 705(47.1) 489(32.6) 204(13.6) 51(3.4) 17(1.1) 32(2.1) 1498(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 391(42.1) 329(35.4

) 

150(16.1) 26(2.8) 7(.8) 26(2.8) 929(100) 

Single (%) 298(54.5) 159(29.1

) 

51(9.3) 24(4.4) 9(1.6) 6(1.1) 547(100) 

Divorcee (%) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 1(20.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 14(82.4) 1(5.9) 2(11.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 705(47.1) 489(32.6

) 

204(13.6) 51(3.4) 17(1.1) 32(2.1) 1498(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 73(65.8) 27(24.3) 11(9.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Pvt. Ser.(%) 232(43.7) 171(32.2

) 

84(15.8) 29(5.5) 9(1.7) 6(1.2) 531(100) 

Govt. Ser.(%) 67(28.9) 91(39.2) 47(20.3) 11(4.7) 5(2.2) 11(5.4) 232(100) 

Business (%) 47(28.8) 61(37.4) 38(23.3) 6(3.7) 2(1.2) 9(5.6) 163(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 75(51.4) 60(41.1) 8(5.5) 2(1.4) 1(.7) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife(%)

%)  

58(66.7) 27(31.0) 2(2.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 109(77.3) 26(18.4) 4(2.8) 2(1.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 141(100) 

Others (%) 44(50.6) 26(29.9) 10(11.5) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 6(6.9) 87(100) 

Total (%) 705(47.1) 489(32.6

) 

204(13.6) 51(3.4) 17(1.1) 32(2.1) 1498(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table No. 5.10: exhibits the amount invested in financial assets by 

respondents across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis showed the , of the respondents in the age group of 18-24, 

63.4% respondents invested less than Rs.12000 p.a., 22.9% respondents invested 

between Rs.12000-24000/- p.a.. While 8.5% respondents invested between Rs.24000-

36000/-p.a. Only 3.6% respondents from this age group invested between Rs.36000-

50000/-p.a. Very few respondents i.e. 1% invested Rs.50001-100000/- and 0.7% 

invested above Rs.100000/-p.a. in financial assets. In the age group of 25-35, 43.5% 

respondents invested less than Rs.12000/-, 37.2% invested between Rs.12000-24000/, 

12.2% respondents invested between Rs.24000-36000/-. Only 3.2% respondents 

invested between Rs.36000-50000/-p.a. Very few respondents from this age group i.e. 

1.4% and 2.3% invested between Rs.50001-100000/- and above Rs.100000/- 

respectively.  34.8% and 38.4% respondents from the age group of 36-45, invested 

less than Rs.12000/- and between Rs.12000-24000/-p.a. respectively in financial 

assets. 21.3% respondents invested between Rs.24000-36000/-p.a. Only 3.3% 

respondents from this age group invested between Rs.36000-50000/-p.a.. While 

45.2% and 64.4% respondents from the age group of 46-58 and 59 and above 

respectively invested less than Rs.12000/- in financial assets. While 32.8% and 13% 

respondents from the age group of 46-58 invested between Rs.12000-24000/- p.a. and 

Rs.24000-36000/- p.a. respectively. Similarly, 20% and 8.9% respondents from the 

age group of above 59 invested between Rs.12000-24000/- p.a. and Rs.24000-36000/- 

p.a. respectively. Majority of the respondents across age groups invested less than 

Rs.12000/-, except for the respondents in the age group of 36-45, wherein, majority 

respondents invested between Rs.12000-24000/-p.a.. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that 49.5% female and 45.9% male 

respondents invested less than Rs.12000/-, followed by 31.6% female and 33.2% male 

respondents investing Rs.12000-24000/-. While 13.5% female and 13.7% male 

respondents invested between Rs.24000-36000/- in financial assets. Only 2.2% female 

and 4% male respondents invested between Rs.36000-50000/- in financial assets. 

Very few respondents across gender invested above Rs.50000/-. Similar number of 

respondents across gender seemed to invest in financial assets. 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that among the Non Matrics majority of 

the respondents i.e.73.5% invested less than Rs.12000/-, followed by 19.2% invested 

between Rs.12000-24000/-. Among the SSC holders, majority i.e. 57.4% respondents 

invested less than Rs.12000/-, followed by 27.5% respondents investing between 

Rs12000-24000/-. Majority of the HSSC holders i.e. 40.1% invested less than 

Rs.12000/-, followed by 39.2% respondents investing between Rs.12000-24000/-. 

Most of the graduates i.e. 39.1% invested between Rs.12000-24000/-, followed by 

36.7% graduate respondents investing less than Rs.12000/- in financial assets. 

Majority of the post graduates i.e. 29.7% invested between Rs.24000-36000/-, 

followed by 25.7% investing between Rs.12000-24000/- in financial assets. While 

majority of the diploma holders i.e. 39.4% also invested between Rs.12000-24000/- in 

financial assets. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that majority of the married as 

well as single i.e. 42.1% and 54.5% respondents respectively invested less than 

Rs.12000/- in financial assets, followed by 35.4% married and 29.1% single 

respondents investing between Rs.12000-24000/- in financial assets. Majority of the 

divorcee respondents i.e. 40% were also found to invest less than Rs.12000/- in 

financial assets, followed by 20% each investing between Rs.24000-36000/-, 
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Rs.36000-50000/- and Rs.50000-100000/- respectively. 82.4% of the widow invested 

less than Rs.12000/- in financial assets. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of amount invested by the respondents in 

financial assets revealed that, majority of the agriculturist i.e. 65.8% invested less than 

Rs.12000/- in financial assets, followed by 24.3% agriculturist investing between 

Rs.12000-24000/-. Similarly, majority of the respondents working in private sector 

i.e. 43.7% invested less than Rs.12000/-, followed by 32.2% respondents investing 

between Rs.12000-24000/-. 39.2% of the Government servants invested between 

Rs.12000-24000/-, followed by 28.9% respondents investing less than Rs.12000/-. 

Similarly majority of the businessmen i.e. 37.4% invested between Rs.12000-24000/- 

in financial assets, followed by 28.8% businessmen investing less than Rs.12000/- in 

financial assets. While 51.4% self-employed, 66.7% housewives and 77.3% students 

less than Rs.12000/- in financial assets. 

On the whole majority of the respondents across demographic factors i.e.47.1% 

invested less than Rs.12000/- in financial assets, followed by 32.6% investing 

between Rs.12000-24000/-. Only 13.6% respondents invested between Rs.24000-

36000/-. While 3.4% and 1.1% respondents invested between Rs.36000-50000/- and 

Rs.50000-100000/- respectively. Only 2.1% respondents were found to invest above 

Rs.100000/- in financial assets. Respondents from the age group of 36-45 and 46-58, 

post graduates, married, respondents from the private sector businessmen, 

Government servant etc. were found to have investment made ranging from less than 

Rs.12000 and above Rs.100000.  
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5.11. Duration of investment in Financial assets 

An attempt has been made to find out how long the investors have been investing and 

holding on the investment in financial assets. 

 

Table No 5.11: Duration of investment in Financial Asset 

 

Demographic 

Factors   

 

Duration of  investment in Financial Asset 

Total < 5 yrs 6-10yrs 11-15yrs 16-20yrs 21-25yrs > 25yrs 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 219(71.6) 54(17.6) 16(5.2) 10(3.3) 2(.7) 5(1.6) 306(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 262(59.4) 130(29.5) 24(5.4) 14(3.2) 7(1.6) 4(.9) 441(100) 

36- 45 (%) 232(64.1) 97(26.8) 16(4.4) 11(3.0) 3(.8) 3(.8) 362(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 200(66.9) 81(27.1) 8(2.7) 3(1.0) 0(.0) 7(2.3) 299(100) 

59+ (%) 57(63.3) 17(18.9) 6(6.7) 3(3.3) 3(3.3) 4(4.4) 90(100) 

Total (%) 970(64.8) 379(25.3) 70(4.7) 41(2.7) 15(1.0) 23(1.5) 1498(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 356(71.6) 109(21.9) 11(2.2) 13(2.6) 1(.2) 7(1.4) 497(100) 

Male (%) 614(61.3) 270(27.0) 59(5.9) 28(2.8) 14(1.4) 16(1.6) 1001(100) 

Total (%) 970(64.8) 379(25.3) 70(4.7) 41(2.7) 15(1.0) 23(1.5) 1498(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 166(67.8) 62(25.3) 7(2.9) 5(2.0) 2(.8) 3(1.2) 245(100) 

SSC (%) 197(60.8) 89(27.5) 22(6.8) 9(2.8) 5(1.5) 2(.6) 324(100) 

HSSC (%) 260(64.4) 110(27.2) 11(2.7) 13(3.2) 4(1.0) 6(1.5) 404(100) 

Graduate (%) 255(66.4) 94(24.5) 18(4.7) 9(2.3) 2(.5) 6(1.6) 384(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 67(66.3) 14(13.9) 9(8.9) 4(4.0) 2(2.0) 5(5.0) 101(100) 

Diploma (%) 19(57.6) 10(30.3) 2(6.1) 1(3.0) 0(.0) 1(3.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 6(85.7) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 970(64.8) 379(25.3) 70(4.7) 41(2.7) 15(1.0) 23(1.5) 1498(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 586(63.1) 254(27.3) 38(4.1) 29(3.1) 6(.6) 16(1.7) 929(100) 

Single (%) 365(66.7) 123(22.5) 32(5.9) 11(2.0) 9(1.6) 7(1.3) 547(100) 

Divorcee (%) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 15(88.2) 2(11.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

Total (%) 970(64.8) 379(25.3) 70(4.7) 41(2.7) 15(1.0) 23(1.5) 1498(100) 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 59(53.2) 38(34.2) 10(9.0) 4(3.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 111(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 310(58.4) 157(29.6) 28(5.3) 17(3.2) 11(2.1) 8(1.5) 531(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 130(56.0) 77(33.2) 10(4.3) 6(2.6) 2(.9) 7(3.0) 232(100) 

Business (%) 105(64.4) 36(22.1) 10(6.1) 5(3.1) 2(1.2) 5(3.1) 163(100) 

Self Emp. (%) 119(81.5) 18(12.3) 6(4.1) 3(2.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 146(100) 

Housewife (%) 67(77.0) 16(18.4) 0(.0) 4(4.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 87(100) 

Student (%) 114(80.9) 19(13.5) 4(2.8) 2(1.4) 0(.0) 2(1.4) 141(100) 

Others (%) 66(75.9) 18(20.7) 2(2.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(1.1) 87(100) 

Total (%) 970(64.8) 379(25.3) 70(4.7) 41(2.7) 15(1.0) 23(1.5) 1498(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The duration for which investment is made by the respondents across demographic 

factors in financial assets is depicted in the Table No.5.11. 

Age: Age wise analysis of number of years for which investment in financial assets 

have been held by respondents showed that, 73.8% respondents from the age group of 

18-24 held financial assets for less than 5 years, while 17.6% respondents held the 

investment for 6-10 years. Similarly 59.4% respondents from the age group of 25-35 

held the investment for less than 5 years, followed by 29.5% of the respondents 

investing for 6-10 years. Majority of the respondents i.e. 64.1% from the age group of 

36-45 held investment for less than 5 years, followed by 26.8% respondents investing 

for 6-10 years. Similarly, 66.9% and 63.3% respondents from the age group of 46-58 

and 58 and above held investments for less than 5 years, followed by 27.1% and 

18.9% respondents respectively investing for 6-10 years in financial assets. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of the duration of investment made in financial assets 

showed that majority of the female, i.e. 71.6% and 61.3% of the male respondents 

invested for less than 5 years, followed by 21.9% females and 27% males invested in 

financial assets for a period of 6-10 years. 
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Education: Education wise analysis revealed that 67.8% of the Non Matrics and 

60.8% SSC holders invested in financial assets for less than 5 years, followed by 

25.3% Non-Matrics and 27.5% SSC holders investing for a period of 6-10 years. 

Similarly, 64.4% HSSC holders and 66.4% graduates also invested for less than 5 

years. Majority of the post graduates and diploma holders i.e. 66.3% and 57.6% 

respondents respectively invested in financial assets for a period of less than 5 years, 

followed by investing for 6-10 years. Very few respondents across education invested 

for more than 11 years. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that majority of the married as 

well as single i.e.63.1% and 66.7% respondents respectively invested for less than 5 

years, followed by 27.3% married and 22.5% single respondents investing for 6-10 

years in financial assets. 80% of the divorcee invested for less than 5 years in 

financial assets, followed by 20% divorcee respondents investing for 16-20 years. 

Among the widow respondents, majority i.e. 88.2% respondents invested for less than 

5 years in financial assets, followed by 11.8% investing for 6-10 years in financial 

assets. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that majority of the agriculturist and 

private service i.e.53.2% and 58.4% respondents respectively invested for less than 5 

years in financial assets, followed by 34.2% agriculturist and 29.6% respondents from 

the private service investing for 6-10 years. Majority of the Government servants and 

businessmen i.e. 56% and 64.4% respondents respectively invested for less than 5 

years, followed by 33.2% and 22.1% businessmen investing for less than 6-10 years. 

Similarly majority of the self-employed, housewives and students i.e. 81.5%, 77% and 
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80.9% respondents respectively invested for less than 5 years, followed by 12.3%, 

18.4% and 13.5% respondent respectively investing for 6-10 years in financial assets. 

64.8% of the respondents across demographic factors invested for less than 5years in 

financial assets, followed by 25.3% respondents investing for 6-10 years in financial 

assets. Very few respondent in invested for more than 10 years. 

 

Section IV - Relation between income, savings and investment. 

Section IV deals with the correlation between income, savings and amount invested in 

physical and financial assets across demographic factors, along with the regression 

analysis. Besides this, as attempt has been made to test the relationship between the 

demographic factors and the following 

1) The source of funds 

2) Reasons for underinvestment 

3) Number of investors investing in physical and financial assets 

4) The amount invested in physical and financial assets, and 

5) The duration of investment in physical and financial assets. 

 

5.12 Correlation 

 

 

Correlation measures the relationship between the two variables. An attempt has been 

made to find the correlation between the demographic factors i.e.age, gender, 

education, marital status and occupation, and the annual income, annual savings of 

investors, the amount they invest in physical and financial assets. 
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Table No 5.12: Correlation between Demographics and Income, Savings and 

Investment in Physical and Financial assets 

                                  Variables 

Demographic  

Factors 

Annual 

income 

Annual 

savings 

Amount of 

investment 

in PA 

Amount of 

investment 

in FA 

Age Pearson 

Correlation 
.211

**
 .104

**
 .094

**
 .076

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .003 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Gender Pearson 

Correlation 
.138

**
 .069

**
 .063

*
 .034 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .007 .014 .186 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Education Pearson 

Correlation 
.294

**
 .333

**
 .239

**
 .276

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Marital 

status 

Pearson 

Correlation 
-.211

**
 -.138

**
 -.140

**
 -.095

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Occupation Pearson 

Correlation 
-.155

**
 -.160

**
 -.113

**
 -.115

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Annual 

income 

Pearson 

Correlation 
1 .702

**
 .573

**
 .555

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Annual 

savings 

Pearson 

Correlation 
.702

**
 1 .763

**
 .738

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 

N 1500 1500 1497 1498 

Source: SPSS 

 

The above Table No. 5.12: exhibits the correlation between the demographic factors 

and annual income, annual savings, amount of investment in physical assets and 

financial assets made by the investors. It can be noted that age had a low positive 

relation with annual income, annual savings, and amount of investment in physical 

assets and amount of investment in financial assets, but the degree of relation differed. 
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Gender also had a slight positive correlation with annual income, annual savings, 

amount of investment in physical assets and financial assets. Compared to other 

variables, age and gender had slightly higher relation with annual income. Similarly 

education also had a positive relation with the variables. Education showed slight 

more relation with annual savings. While marital status and occupation had a negative 

relation with all the variables viz. annual income, annual savings, amount of 

investment in physical assets and financial assets. Income was positively correlated to 

annual savings, while annual savings were positively correlated to investment in 

Physical and Financial assets. 

5.13. Regression 

Regression analysis assesses the relationship between one dependent variable and 

several independent variables. Regression has been attempted to find the movement of 

annual savings based on the annual income of the investors. 

 

Table No 5.13: Regression between income and savings 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .702
a
 .492 .492 .93061 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Annual income  

 

Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 (Constant) .537 .050  10.727 .000 

Annual income .803 .021 .702 38,102 .000 

 a. Dependent Variable: Annual savings 

Source: SPSS 

 

Y= a + b X,     Y =0.573 + 0.803 X 

 

R= 0.702 proves that there is a good amount of positive correlation between annual 
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income and annual savings. R2 and adjusted R2 of 0.492 implies that independent 

variable i.e. annual income account for 49.2% variance in the dependent variable ie 

annual savings. Since the difference between R2 and adjusted R2 =0, we can conclude 

that the sample size of 1500 is adequate enough to predict the behavior. The p value 

for annual income is 0.00<0.05, which means that the annual income is significant at 

5% significance level. Thus we reject the null hypothesis and claim that annual 

income is positively related to annual savings. Thus from the equation Y= a + b X, Y 

=0.537 + 0.803 X, it can be stated that with every increase in X amount of income, 

savings will increase proportionately.  

 

5.14 Testing of Hypothesis  

In this sub section efforts have been put to test the relationship between the 

demographic factors and the following 

1) The source of funds 

2) Reasons for underinvestment 

3) Number of investors investing in physical and financial assets 

4) The amount invested in physical and financial assets, and 

5) The duration of investment in physical and financial assets. 

 

5.14.1 Test of Hypothesis No 8 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the source of funds and the 

demographic factors viz Age, Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation. 

H1: There is significant relationship between the source of funds and the demographic 

factors viz Age, Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation. 
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Table No. 5.14.1 Relationship between the source of funds and the demographic 

factors 

Chi Square Test Age Gender  Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

P Value 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Source: Table No 5.1 and Chi Square Formula SPSS 

Chi Square test was applied to test whether there exist any relationship between the 

source of funds and the demographic factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, Marital 

status and Occupation. From the Table No 5.14.1 it can be noted that the p value for 

all the demographic factors i.e. Age, Gender, Education, Marital Status and 

Occupation was less than the significant value of 0.05. It indicated that, there exist a 

significant relationship between the demographic factors and the source of funds. 

Thus it can be said that the source of funds were found to differ within the age groups, 

gender, educational levels, marital status and the occupation of an investor. 

 

5.14.2: Test of Hypothesis No 9 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the reasons for underinvestment and 

the demographic factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation. 

H1: There is significant relationship between the reasons for underinvestment and the 

demographic factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation  

 

Table No. 5.14.2: Relationship between reasons for underinvestment and the 

demographic factors  

Chi Square Test Age Gender  Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

P Value 0.00 0.255 0.00 0.189 0.00 

Source: Table No 5.5 and Chi Square Formula SPSS 

Chi Square test was applied to test whether there exist any relationship between the 

reasons for underinvestment and the demographic factors viz Age, Education, Gender, 

Marital status and Occupation. 
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The P Value for Age, Education, and Occupation as shown in the Table No. 5.14.2 

was less than the significant value. indicating that there exist a significant relationship 

between the reasons for underinvestment and the demographic factors viz. Age, 

Education, and Occupation. While the P value for Gender and Marital Status was 

more than the significant value, thus it can be said that there exist no relationship 

between the reasons for underinvestment and the demographic factors i.e. Gender and 

Marital Status. Thus it can be concluded that across various age groups, educational 

levels and occupations, the reasons for underinvestment were different. 

 

5.14.3: Test of Hypothesis No 10 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors and the 

number of respondents investing in Physical and Financial Assets. 

H1: There is significant relationship between the demographic factors and the number 

of respondents investing in Physical and Financial Assets  

Table No 5.14.3 Relationship between the demographic factors and the number 

of respondents investing in physical and financial assets. 

Demographic Factors   Age Gender  Education Marital Status Occupation 

Physical Asset 

Gold 0.000 0.000 0.083 0.000 0.000 

Silver 0.000 0.000 0.028 0.000 0.000 

Agricultural Investment 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 

Real Estate. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Financial Assets 

Bank 0.739 0.000 0.158 0.076 0.050 

Postal Deposits 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Govt. Securities 0.136 0.827 0.002 0.000 0.000 

Corporate Securities 0.000 0.030 0.000 0.000 0.004 

Life Insurance 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Mutual Fund 0.026 0.025 0.000 0.029 0.022 

Commodities 0.148 0.528 0.000 0.993 0.036 

Derivatives 0.148 0.528 0.000 0.993 0.036 

Source: Table No 5.6.1 to 5.6.4 and table No 5.9.1 to 5.9.8 and Chi Square Formula 

using SPSS 
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The above Table No 5.14.3. Chi Square test was employed to test the relationship 

between the demographic factors and the number of respondents investing in Physical 

and Financial assets.  

Physical Assets: 1) Age wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in 

physical assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets were less than the 

significant value of 0.05. Thereby, indicating that there is significant difference in the 

number of respondents investing in Physical across age. 

2) Gender wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in physical assets 

revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets were less than the significant value 

of 0.05. Thereby, indicating that there is significant difference in the number of 

respondents investing in Physical across Gender. 

3) Education wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in physical assets 

revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets except for gold, was less than the 

significant value of 0.05. Thus, indicating that there is significant difference in the 

number of respondents investing in Physical across education except for the 

investment in gold, where no significant difference was noticed. 

4) Marital Status wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in physical 

assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets were less than the 

significant value of 0.05. It indicated that there is significant difference in the number 

of respondents investing in Physical across marital status. 

5) Occupation wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in physical 

assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets were less than the 

significant value of 0.05. Thereby, indicating that there is significant difference in the 

number of respondents investing in Physical across occupations. 



273 

 

Financial Assets: 1) Age wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in 

financial assets revealed that, the p value for all the financial assets, except for postal 

deposits, corporate securities life insurance and mutual fund, was more than the 

significant value of 0.05. Thereby, indicating that there is no significant difference in 

the number of respondents investing in financial assets viz bank deposits, Government 

securities, commodities and derivatives. Significant difference in the number of 

respondents investing in financial assets viz postal deposits, corporate securities, life 

insurance and mutual fund, across age. 

2) Gender wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in financial assets 

revealed that, the p value for all the financial assets, except for Government 

Securities, commodities and derivatives, was less than the significant value of 0.05. 

Thereby, indicating that there is significant difference in the number of respondents 

investing in financial assets except for Government Securities, commodities and 

derivatives, across gender. 

3) Education wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in financial assets 

revealed that, the p value for all the financial assets, except for bank deposits was less 

than the significant value of 0.05. Thereby, indicating that there is significant 

difference in the number of respondents investing in financial assets except for bank 

deposits, across educational levels. 

4) Marital status wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in financial 

assets revealed that, the p value for most of the financial assets except bank deposits, 

commodities and derivatives was less than the significant value of 0.05. Thus it 

indicated that there is significant difference in the number of respondents investing in 

financial assets except for bank deposits, commodities and derivatives across marital 

status. 
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5) Occupation wise analysis of the number of respondents investing in financial 

assets revealed that, the p value for all the financial assets studied was less than the 

significant value of 0.05. Thus it indicated that there is significant difference in the 

number of respondents investing in financial assets. 

There is significant difference in the number of respondents investing in Physical 

across demographic factors except for gold investment across gender. 

 No significant difference in the number of respondents investing in bank was noted 

across age, education and marital status. While a significant difference in the number 

of respondents investing postal deposits, corporate securities, life insurance and 

mutual fund was noted across demographic factors. For the number of respondents 

investing in Government securities significant difference was seen across education, 

marital status and occupation. While no significant difference was seen among the 

number of respondents investing in commodities and derivatives across age, gender 

and marital status, the number of investors differed at educational and occupational 

levels. 

 

 

5.14.4. Test of Hypothesis No 11 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors viz Age, 

Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation, and the amount of investment in 

Physical and Financial assets. 

H1: There is significant relationship between the demographic factors viz Age, 

Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation, and the amount of investment in 

Physical and Financial assets. 
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Table No. 5.14.4 Relationship between the demographic factors and the amount 

of investment in physical and financial assets 

Chi Square Test Age Gender  Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

Physical Asset 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Financial Asset 0.00 0.594 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Source: Table No 5.7, Table No 5.10 and Chi Square Formula SPSS 

As shown in the above Table No. 5.14.4 Chi Square test was applied to test whether 

there exist any significant difference in the amount of investment in Physical assets 

and financial assets across the demographic factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, 

Marital status and Occupation.   

Physical Assets: P Value for Age, Education, Marital Status and Occupation was less 

than the significant value. Thus it was concluded that, there exists a significant 

relation with the amount of investment in Physical assets across demographic factors 

except for Gender. Wherein the P value for Gender was more than the significant 

value, thus we accept the Null hypothesis for Gender. Thereby conclude that there 

exist no differences in the amount of investment in Physical assets across gender.  

Financial Assets: P Value for Age, Education, Marital Status and Occupation was 

less than the significant value. Thus it indicated that, there exist significant differences 

in the amount of investment in financial assets across demographic factors except for 

Gender. Wherein the P value for Gender was more than the significant value, thus we 

accept the Null hypothesis for Gender. It can be therefore said that there exist no 

differences in the amount of investment in financial assets across gender. 

Thus it can be concluded that a significant relation existed with the amount invested 

in physical and financial assets across the demographic factors except for gender. 

 

Test of Hypothesis No 12 

H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors viz Age, 

Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation, and the duration of investment in 
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Physical and Financial assets. 

H1: There is significant relationship between the demographic factors viz Age, 

Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation, and the duration of investment in 

Physical and Financial assets. 

Table No. 5.14.5 Relationship between the demographic factors and the duration 

of investment in physical and financial assets 

Chi Square Test Age Gender  Education Marital 

Status 

Occupation 

Physical Asset 0.00 0.831 0.006 0.024 0.001 

Financial Asset 0.002 0.00 0.116 0.077 0.00 

Source: Table No 5.8, 5.11and Chi Square Formula SPSS 

Chi Square test was applied to test whether there exist any significant relation 

between the duration of investment in Physical and Financial assets across the 

demographic factors viz. Age, Education, Gender, Marital status and Occupation. The 

significant values for the same are shown in the Table No. 5.14.5 

Physical Asset: No significant relation was found to exist across gender and the 

duration of investment in physical assets. While a significant difference in duration of 

investment in physical assets was seen across the other demographic factors viz age, 

education, marital status and occupation. 

Financial Assets: No significant relationship was found to exist across educational 

levels and marital status, and the duration of investment in financial assets as the p 

value for education and marital status was more than the significant value of 0.05. 

While a significant relationship was found to exist across various age groups, gender 

and occupational levels, and the duration of investment in financial assets. 

Thus it can be concluded that except for gender, all the other demographic factors 

have an impact on the duration of investment in physical assets. While various age 

groups, gender and occupational levels had an impact on the duration of investment in 

financial assets. 
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Chapter - VI 

Investment Management By Investors 

 

In the previous chapter we have analysed the income earning, saving and investment 

pattern of investors. In this chapter an attempt has been made to find out how the 

management of the investment is done by the investors. This chapter comprises of 

three sections. The first section deals with the analysis of the channels of execution. 

The second section comprises of the frequency of investment by investors. The 

analysis of the period of evaluation of investments by the investors is covered in the 

third section. 

 

Section I- Analysis of the Channels of Execution 

An investor arrives at an investment decision based upon the knowledge he has, or the 

information he has gathered from the various sources of information. He executes his 

investment decisions based upon few channels. The various channels of execution are 

either he takes self-decision, acts upon the spouse advice, family advice, friends 

advice or takes professional advice i.e. advice of an expert while investing in the 

various investment avenues. This section is further sub divided into two parts i) 

Channels of execution for investment in physical assets and ii) Channels of execution 

for investment in financial assets. 

 

6.1. Channels of Execution for investment in Physical Asset 

In this section an attempt has been made to analyse and find out the most prominent 

channels which influence the execution of the investment by the investors in physical 

assets. 
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Table No 6.1.1 Channels of Execution for investment in Gold   

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution  

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Prof 

Advice Others 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 20(18.0) 13(11.7) 73(65.7) 3(2.7) 0(.0) 2(1.8) 111(100) 

25 - 35(%) 55(18.8) 82(28.3) 135(46.4) 6(2.2) 8(2.9) 5(1.4) 291(100) 

36- 45(%) 42(13.5) 162(52.1) 86(27.8) 9(2.8) 12(3.8) 0(.0) 311(100) 

46 - 58(%) 38(16.8) 90(40.5) 83(37.3) 8(3.6) 3(1.4) 1(.5) 223(100) 

59+ (%) 13(17.8) 27(35.6) 31(41.1) 1(1.4) 1(1.4) 2(2.7) 75(100) 

Total (%) 168(16.6) 374(37.0) 408(40.4) 27(2.7) 24(2.4) 10(.9) 1011(100) 

Gender 

 Female(%) 60(15.0) 143(36.0) 170(42.4) 11(2.8) 10(2.6) 4(1.0) 398(100) 

Male (%) 108(17.7) 229(37.3) 240(39.3) 16(2.6) 14(2.2) 6(.9) 613(100) 

Total (%) 168(16.6) 374(37.0) 408(40.4) 27(2.7) 24(2.4) 10(.9) 1011(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 31(18.2) 73(42.9) 62(37.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(1.2) 168(100) 

SSC (%) 31(14.9) 101(48.9) 65(31.9) 7(3.2) 1(.5) 1(.5) 206(100) 

HSSC (%) 35(12.5) 91(33.3) 133(48.5) 7(2.7) 3(1.1) 5(1.9) 274(100) 

Graduate (%) 54(21.2) 84(32.7) 98(38.7) 7(2.9) 11(4.6) 0(.0) 254(100) 

Post Grad (%) 16(19.2) 19(23.1) 35(43.6) 6(7.7) 4(5.1) 1(1.3) 81(100) 

Diploma (%) 2(9.5) 2(9.5) 14(61.9) 0(.0) 4(19.0) 0(.0) 22(100) 

Others (%) 1(16.7) 4(66.7) 1(16.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 168(16.6) 374(37.0) 408(40.4) 27(2.7) 24(2.4) 10(.9) 1011(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 120(15.8) 356(46.8) 234(30.8) 21(2.8) 20(2.8) 7(1.0) 760(100) 

Single (%) 43(18.3) 19(8.3) 161(69.6) 4(1.7) 3(1.2) 2(.9) 232(100) 

Divorcee (%) 3(60.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 2(14.3) 0(.0) 12(85.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(100) 

Total (%) 168(16.6) 374(37.0) 408(40.4) 27(2.7) 24(2.4) 10(.9) 1011(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 18(25.7) 33(47.1) 20(27.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 71(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 44(12.6) 109(31.0) 179(50.9) 6(1.8) 10(2.9) 3(.9) 351(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 34(19.6) 55(32.0) 72(41.8) 6(3.9) 4(2.6) 0(.0) 171(100) 

Business (%) 19(16.0) 58(47.1) 34(27.7) 3(2.5) 5(4.2) 3(2.5) 122(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 17(15.4) 53(47.1) 37(32.7) 2(1.9) 2(1.9) 1(1.0) 112(100) 

Housewife (%) 17(20.5) 47(58.9) 16(19.2) 0(.0) 1(1.4) 0(.0) 81(100) 

Student (%) 7(20.0) 0(.0) 26(74.3) 2(5.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 35(100) 

Others (%) 12(17.6) 19(28.0) 24(35.0) 8(12.0) 2(3.0) 3(4.4) 68(100) 

Total (%) 168(16.6) 374(37.0) 408(40.4) 27(2.7) 24(2.4) 10(.9) 1011(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 6.1 Channels of Execution for investment in Gold   

 
Source: Table NO 6.1.1 

The channel of execution adopted by respondents across demographic factors for 

investment in gold is exhibited in Table No. 6.1.1. 

Age: Age wise analysis of channels of execution adopted by respondents for 

investment in gold revealed that, in the age group of 18-24, majority i.e. 65.7% 

respondents executed the decision of investment in old through family advice, 

followed by self-decision by 18% respondents and spouse advice by 11.7% 

respondents. In the age groups of 25-35 and 59 and above, 46.4% and 41.1% 

respondents respectively invested as per family advice, followed by 28.3% and 35.6% 

respondents respectively investing as per spouse advice, while 18.8% and 17.8% 

respondents respectively took self-decision. While respondents from the age group of 

36-45 and 46-58, 52.1% and 40.5% respondents respectively took spouse advice, 

followed by family advice by 27.8% and 37.3% respondents respectively. Only 13.5% 

and 16.8% respondents took self-decision of investment in gold. Very few 

respondents executed as per friends or professional advice. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis of the channels of execution showed that majority of 

the female and male respondents i.e. 42.4% and 39.3% respectively executed the 

investment in gold upon family advice, followed by 36% and 37.3% respondents 

respectively executed upon spouse advice, followed by 15% female and 17.7% male 

respondents taking self-decision. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of the channels of execution showed that 

majority of the Non Matrics i.e. 42.9% and 48.9% SSC holders executed the decision 

of investment in gold upon spouse advice, followed by family decision by 37.6% 

Non-Matrics and 31.9% SSC holders. While 18.2% Non-Matrics and 14.9% SSC 

holder took self-decision about investment in gold. Majority of the HSSC holders i.e. 

48.5%, 38.7% graduates, 43.6% post graduates and 61.9% diploma holders took 

family advice, followed by 33.3% HSSC holders, 32.7% graduates, and 23.1% post 

graduates taking spouse advice, while 19% diploma holders took professional advice 

before investing in gold. Only 12.5% HSSC holders, 21.2% graduates, 19.2% post 

graduates and 9.5% diploma holders took self-decision before investing in gold. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that 46.8% married respondents 

took spouse advice, followed by 30.8% family advice, followed by 15.8% self-

decision. While 69.6% single respondents took family advice, followed by 18.3% 

self-decision, followed by 8.3% spouse advice indicating fiancée advice. Majority of 

the divorcee respondents, i.e. 60% respondents took friends advice, followed by 40% 

self-advice. Among the widow respondents, majority i.e. 84.7% took family advice, 

followed by 14.3% executing through self-decision. 
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Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that 47.1% agriculturist, 47.1% 

businessmen, 47.1% self-employed and 58.9 % housewives executed the investment 

in gold upon spouse advice, followed by 27.1% agriculturist, 27.1% businessmen and 

32.7% self-employed investing upon family advice. Housewives i.e. 58.9% took 

spouse advice followed by self-decision by 20.5% and 19.2% taking family advice. 

Private service respondents and Government Servants i.e.50.9% and 41.8% took 

family advice, followed by 31% private service and 32% Government Servants, 

taking spouse advice, followed by 12.6% and 19.6% respondents respectively taking 

self-decision.  

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 40.4% took family advice, followed by 37% taking spouse advice and 16.6% took 

self-decision. Very few respondents took friends advice, professional advice etc. 

before investment in gold. Agriculturist, businessmen, self-employed and housewives 

relied heavily on spouse advice for execution for investment in gold. 

Table No 6.1.2. Channels of Execution for investment in Silver 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self 

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Prof. 

Advice Others 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

25 - 35(%) 3(37.5) 2(25.0) 3(37.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 8(100) 

36- 45(%) 5(23.8) 5(23.8) 9(43.0) 2(9.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 21(100) 

46 - 58(%) 9(26.4) 8(22.8) 17(48.0) 1(2.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 35(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 17(25.3) 15(22.3) 32(48.0) 3(4.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 67(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 9(21.4) 7(17.0) 24(57.1) 2(4.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 42(100) 

Male (%) 8(32.0) 8(32.0) 8(32.0) 1(4.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 25(100) 

Total (%) 17(25.3) 15(22.3) 32(48.0) 3(4.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 67(100) 
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Education 

 Non Matric (%) 0(.0) 5(55.0) 4(45.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(100) 

SSC (%) 3(16.7) 3(16.7) 11(61.1) 1(5.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 18(100) 

HSSC (%) 4(28.5) 3(21.5) 7(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(100) 

Graduate (%) 8(53.4) 3(20.0) 2(13.3) 2(13.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(100) 

Post Grad (%) 2(18.0) 3(27.0) 6(55.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(100) 

 Total (%) 17(25.3) 15(22.3) 32(48.0) 3(4.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 67(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 12(22.2) 15(27.7) 24(44.6) 3(5.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 54(100) 

Single (%) 3(43.0) 0(.0) 4(57.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Widow/er (%) 2(33.3) 0(.0) 4(66.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 17(25.3) 15(22.3) 32(48.0) 3(4.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 67(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 2(33.3) 4(66.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 2(12.5) 3(19.0) 10(62.5) 1(6.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 3(21.5) 4(28.5) 6(43.0) 1(7.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(100) 

Business (%) 4(40.0) 3(30.0) 3(30.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Self Employed (%) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Housewife (%) 5(26.3) 2(21.0) 7(46.6) 1(6.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(100) 

Others (%) 2(66.7) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 17(25.3) 15(22.3) 32(48.0) 3(4.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 67(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The channel of execution adopted by the respondents across demographic factors 

while investing silver is exhibited in Table No. 6.1.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis of channels of execution adopted by respondents while 

investing in silver revealed that, one respondent investing in silver from the age group 

of 18-24 took family advice. Similarly 37.5% respondents each from the age group of 

25-35 took self-decision and family advice, followed by the rest 25% taking spouse 

advice. 43% respondents from the age group of 36-45 and 48% from the age group of 

46-58 took family advice, followed by 23.8% each from the age group of 36-45 taking 

spouse advice and self-decision. 26.4% respondents, from the age group of 46-58 took 

self-decision, followed by spouse advice by 22.8% respondents. It can be noted that 
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all respondents from the age group of 59 and above took spouse advice while 

investing in silver.  

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 57% of the females took family advice 

prior to investment in silver, followed by 21.4% females taking self-decision and 17% 

females taking spouse advice. While 32% of the male respondents each took family 

and spouse advice, and self-decision while investing in silver. 

Education: Education wise analysis of the channels of execution adopted by 

respondent revealed that majority of the Non Matrics i.e. 55% took spouse advice, 

followed by 45% taking spouse advice. While majority of the SSC holder, HSSC 

holder and post graduates i.e.61.1%, 50% and 60% respondent respectively took 

family advice, followed by self-decision and spouse advice by SSC and HSSC 

holders.. Majority of the graduates i.e.53.4% took elf decision, followed by 20% took 

spouse advice an 13.3% taking family and friend advice. 

Marital Status: Marital Status analysis showed that majority of the married i.e. 

44.6% took family advice, followed by 27.7% taking spouse advice and 22.2% taking 

elf decision. Among the single respondent 57% each took family advice followed by 

43% single respondent taking self-decision, Majority of the widow respondent i.e. 

66.7% took family advice, followed by 33.3% taking elf decision of investment in 

silver. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of respondents revealed that agriculturist; 

respondents from the private sector, Government Servants and housewives depended 

heavily on family advice while investing in silver followed by spouse advice except 

for housewives taking self-decision. Majority of the businessmen i.e. 40% took self-

decision, followed by 30% each taking spouse and family advice. While the self-
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employed depended equally on family advice, spouse advice and self-decision as 

well. 

Thus it can be concluded that 48% of the respondents across demographic factors 

took family advice, followed by 25.3% taking self-decision and 22.3% taking spouse 

advice while investing in silver. 

 

Table No 6.1.3. Channels of Execution for investment in Agriculture 

Demographic Factor Channels of Execution  

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice 

Others 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 8(80.0) 1(10.0

) 

0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

25 - 35(%) 8(28.6) 1(3.4) 17(61.0) 2(7.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 28(100) 

36- 45(%) 5(9.0) 7(12.8) 37(67.2) 2(3.7) 4(7.3) 0(.0) 55(100) 

46 - 58(%) 4(8.6) 4(8.6) 37(80.0) 0(.0) 1(2.8) 0(.0) 46(100) 

59+ (%) 4(22.4) 0(.0) 12(66.6) 1(5.5) 1(5.5) 0(.0) 18(100) 

Total (%) 22(14.0) 12(7.2) 111(71.0

) 

6(3.8) 6(4.0) 0(.0) 157(100

) Gender 

 Female (%) 4(20.0) 1(5.0) 12(60.0) 1(5.0) 2(10) 0(.0) 20(100) 

Male (%) 18(13.1

) 

11(8.0) 99(72.0) 5(3.6) 4(3.3) 0(.0) 137(100

) Total (%) 22(14.0

) 

12(7.2) 111(71.0

) 

6(3.8) 6(4.0) 0(.0) 157(100

) Education 

 Non Matric (%) 5(14.0) 0(.0) 28(77.8) 2(5.5) 1(2.8) 0(.0) 36(100) 

SSC (%) 5(10.2) 0(.0) 42(87.8) 1(2.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 48(100) 

HSSC (%) 5(12.8) 7(17.0) 26(66.0) 0(.0) 1(4.3) 0(.0) 39(100) 

Graduate (%) 6(26.8) 2(8.6) 10(43.0) 3(13.0) 2(8.6) 0(.0) 23(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 0(.0) 3(43.0) 2(28.5) 0(.0) 2(28.5

) 

0(.0) 7(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Others (%) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 22(14.0

) 

12(7.2) 111(71.0

) 

6(3.8) 6(4.0) 0(.0) 157(100

) Marital Status 

 Married (%) 19(14.0

) 

12(9.2) 89(60.4) 4(3.0) 6(4.8) 0(.0) 130(100

) Single (%) 3(12.6) 0(.0) 19(79.0) 2(8.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 24(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 22(14.0

) 

12(7.2) 111(71.0

) 

6(3.8) 6(4.0) 0(.0) 157(100

) Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 7(13.2) 4(7.5) 40(75.5) 2(3.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 53(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 3(11.1) 3(11.1) 20(74.0) 0(.0) 1(3.8) 0(.0) 27(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 5(10.8) 1(2.1) 35(76.3) 0(.0) 5(10.8

) 

0(.0) 46(100) 

Business (%) 3(23.0) 3(23.0) 7(54.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 0(.0) 1(11.1) 5(55.5) 3(33.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(100) 

Housewife (%) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Student (%) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Others (%) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 3(60.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 22(14.0

) 

12(7.2) 111(71.0

) 

6(3.8) 6(4.0) 0(.0) 157(100

) Source: Primary Data 

Graph No 6.2 Channels of Execution for investment in Agriculture 

 
Source: Table No 6.1.3 

The channel of execution through which investment in agriculture is made by the 

respondents across demographic factors is revealed in Table No. 6.1.3. 

Age: Age wise analysis of channels of execution adopted by the respondents revealed 

that of the respondents investing in agriculture, 80% of the respondents from the age 

group of 18-24 took family advice followed by self-decision and friends advice by 

10% respondent. Similarly 61% respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 66.6% 

respondents from the age group of 59 and above took family advice by 28.6% and 

22.4% respondents respectively while investing in agriculture. 67.2% respondents 

from the age group of 36-45 and 80% respondents from the age group of 46-58 took 
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family advice, followed by spouse advice by 121.8% and 8.6% respondents 

respectively while investing in agriculture. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that majority i.e. 60% female and 72% male 

respondents investing in agriculture depend on family for advice, followed by 20% 

female and 13.1% male respondents taking self-decision about investment in 

agriculture. 

Education: Education wise analysis of channels of execution adopted by respondents 

revealed that majority of Non-Matrics i.e. 77.8%, 87.8% SSC holders and 43% 

graduates depended on family advice for execution of investment followed by 14.1% 

Non-Matrics, 10.2% SSC holders and 26.8% graduates taking self-decision. Majority 

of the HSSC holders took family advice, followed by spouse advice and self-decision 

while investing in agriculture. 

Marital Status: It can be observed from the Marital Status wise analysis of 

respondents that majority of the respondents i.e. 68.4%  married and 79.1% single 

respondents took family advice , followed by 14.6% married and 12.6% single 

respondents taking self-decision. Widow respondents investing in agriculture took 

family advice while investing in agriculture. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of respondents investing in agriculture 

revealed that, 75.5% of the agriculturists invest after taking family advice followed by 

13.2% taking self-decision. Similarly, 74% respondents from the private sector, 

76.3% Government Servants, 54% businessmen, 55.5% self-employed and 50% 

housewives, invested in agriculture after taking family advice, followed by self-

decision. On the whole, majority of the respondents across demographic factors i.e. 

71% took family advice, followed by 14% taking self-decision and 7.2% taking 

spouse advice before executing the investment in agriculture. 
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Table No 6.1.4. Channels of Execution for investment in Real Estate 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 3(13.0) 3(13.0) 12(52.0) 0(.0) 5(22.0) 0(.0) 23(100) 

36- 45(%) 11(28.2) 1(2.6) 15(39.0) 2(5.1) 8(20.0) 2(5.1) 39(100) 

46 - 58(%) 7(20.6) 5(14.7) 8(23.5) 8(23.5) 6(17.7) 0(.0) 34(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(33.3) 0(.0) 6(66.7) 0(.0) 9(100) 

Total (%) 21(20.0) 9(8.5) 38(36.2) 10(9.5) 25(23.9) 2(1.9) 105(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 3(16.6) 1(5.5) 5(28.0) 0(.0) 8(44.4) 1(5.5) 18(100) 

Male (%) 18(20.7) 8(9.2) 33(38.0) 10(11.4) 17(19.5) 1(1.2) 87(100) 

Total (%) 21(20.0) 9(8.5) 38(36.2) 10(9.5) 25(23.9) 2(1.9) 105(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 3(100) 

SSC (%) 4(28.6) 0(.0) 7(50.0) 0(.0) 2(14.3) 1(7.1) 14(100) 

HSSC (%) 3(12.5) 1(4.0) 13(54.5) 0(.0) 6(25.0) 1(4.0) 24(100) 

Graduate (%) 9(24.3) 1(2.7) 9(24.3) 8(21.7) 10(27.0) 0(.0) 40(100) 

Post Grad (%) 4(16.0) 7(28.0) 7(28.0) 1(4.0) 6(24.0) 0(.0) 22(100) 

Diploma (%) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 21(20.0) 9(8.5) 38(36.2) 10(9.5) 25(23.9) 2(1.9) 105(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 20(21.7) 9(9.7) 32(34.7) 9(9.7) 20(21.7) 2(2.5) 92(100) 

Single (%) 1(8.3) 0(.0) 5(41.7) 1(8.3) 5(41.7) 0(.0) 12(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 21(20.0) 9(8.5) 38(36.2) 10(9.5) 25(23.9) 2(1.9) 105(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 4(30.8) 1(7.7) 3(23.1) 0(.0) 3(23.1) 2(15.4) 13(100) 

Govt. Service(%) 11(24.4) 4(9.8) 16(39.0) 5(12.2) 6(14.6) 0(.0) 42(100) 

Business (%) 1(6.2) 3(9.4) 12(40.6) 2(6.2) 11(37.5) 0(.0) 29(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 2(20.0) 1(10.0) 2(20.0) 1(10.0) 4(40.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 3(30.0) 0(.0) 4(40.0) 2(20.0) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Total (%) 21(20.0) 9(8.5) 38(36.2) 10(9.5) 25(23.9) 2(1.9) 105(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 6.3 Channels of Execution for investment in Real Estate 

 
Source: Table No 6.1.4 

 

The channel of execution adopted by respondents across demographic factors while 

investing in Real Estate is depicted in Table No. 6.1.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of channels of execution while investing in real estate 

revealed that majority of the respondents in the age group of 25-35 i.e. 52% , 39.% 

from the age group of 36-45 and 23.5% respondents from the age group of 46-58 took 

family advice, followed by self-decision. But two third of the respondents from the 

age group of 59 and above took professional advice, followed by the rest taking 

family advice before investment in real estate. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 44.4% of female respondents took 

professional advice, followed by family advice by 28% female respondents and 16% 

taking self-decision. Majority of the male respondents i.e. 38% took family advice, 

followed by 20.7% male respondents taking self-decision and 19.5% male 

respondents taking professional advice. 

Education: Education wise analysis of channels of execution adopted by respondents 

while investing in real estate revealed that, equal preference to family advice, friends 
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advice and professional advice was given by Non-Matrics. Among the SSC holders 

50% respondents took family advice, followed by 28.6% taking self-decision. 

Majority of the respondents’ i.e.54.5% HSSC holders and 28% post graduates took 

family advice followed by 25% and 24% respondents respectively taking professional 

advice. Majority of the graduates i.e. 27% took professional advice followed by 

24.3% each taking self-decision and family advice. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that majority of the married 

i.e.34.7% took family advice; followed by 21.7% married respondents taking 

professional advice and self-decision. While equal percentage of single respondents 

i.e. 41.7% took family advice and professional advice followed by 8.3% single each 

taking self-decision and friends advice. Divorcee respondents were found to take 

family decision prior to investment in real estates. 

Occupation: It can be observed from occupation wise analysis that, the agriculturist 

investing in real estate took family advice. Among the respondents from the private 

sector, 30.8% respondents took self-decision, followed by 23.1% respondents each 

taking family advice and professional advice. While majority of the Government 

Servants i.e. 39% took family advice, followed by 24.4% taking self-decision. 40.6% 

businessmen were found to take family advice, followed by 37.5% businessmen 

taking professional advice. While majority of the self-employed i.e. 40% took 

professional advice, followed by 25% taking self-decision before investing in real 

estate. 

It can be concluded that 36.7% respondents across the demographic factors take 

family advice, followed by 23.9% respondents taking professional advice and 20% 

respondents taking self-decision while investing in real estate. 
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6.2. Channels of Execution for Investment in Financial Asset 

In this section an attempt has been made to analyse and find out the most prominent 

channels which influence the execution of the investment by the investors in financial 

assets. The various channels of execution analysed are self-decision, spouse advice, 

family advice, friends advice or professional advice i.e. advice of an expert while 

investing in the various investment avenues. 

 

Table No 6.2.1 Channels of Execution for investment in Bank Deposits 

Demographic 

Factor 
Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 193(64.5) 8(2.7) 89(29.6) 8(2.7) 2(.7) 0(.0) 300(100) 

25 - 35(%) 332(76.6) 22(5.1) 70(16.1) 5(1.1) 5(1.1) 0(.0) 434(100) 

36- 45(%) 225(63.9) 28(8.0) 83(23.6) 9(2.6) 7(2.0) 0(.0) 352(100) 

46 - 58(%) 222(76.7) 14(4.8) 47(16.1) 5(1.7) 1(.3) 1(.3) 290(100) 

59+ (%) 60(68.9) 0(.0) 25(27.8) 3(3.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 88(100) 

Total (%) 1032(70.6) 72(4.9) 314(21.4) 30(2.0) 15(1.0) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 319(67.2) 41(8.5) 105(22.0) 7(1.5) 3(.6) 0(.0) 475(100) 

Male (%) 713(72.1) 31(3.1) 209(21.1) 23(2.3) 12(1.2) 1(.1) 989(100) 

Total (%) 1032(70.6) 72(4.9) 314(21.4) 30(2.0) 15(1.0) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 165(68.3) 12(4.9) 62(25.5) 2(.8) 1(.4) 0(.0) 242(100) 

SSC (%) 211(66.1) 27(8.5) 77(24.1) 3(.9) 1(.3) 0(.0) 319(100) 

HSSC (%) 271(70.0) 7(1.8) 87(22.1) 18(4.6) 6(1.5) 0(.0) 389(100) 

Graduate (%) 280(74.5) 21(5.6) 65(17.3) 5(1.3) 4(1.1) 1(.3) 376(100) 

Post Grad (%) 77(79.0) 5(5.0) 12(12.0) 2(2.0) 2(2.0) 0(.0) 98(100) 

Diploma (%) 23(69.6) 0(.0) 9(27.2) 0(.0) 1(3.2) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 5(71.4) 0(.0) 2(28.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 1032(70.6) 72(4.9) 314(21.4) 30(2.0) 15(1.0) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 621(68.6) 72(7.9) 182(20.1) 19(2.1) 11(1.2) 1(.1) 906(100) 

Single (%) 392(71.8) 0(.0) 132(24.1) 11(2.1) 3(.6) 0(.0) 538(100) 

Divorcee (%) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 15(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(100) 

Total (%) 1032(70.6) 72(4.9) 314(21.4) 30(2.0) 15(1.0) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 88(81.5) 2(1.9) 16(14.8) 1(.9) 1(.9) 0(.0) 108(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 383(73.1) 11(2.1) 119(22.7) 4(.8) 7(1.3) 0(.0) 524(100) 

Govt. Service(%) 161(69.7) 12(5.2) 44(19.0) 9(3.9) 5(2.2) 0(.0) 231(100) 

Business (%) 110(70.0) 6(3.9) 32(20.4) 8(5.1) 0(.0) 1(.6) 157(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 101(72.7) 10(7.2) 26(18.7) 2(1.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 139(100) 

Housewife (%) 38(45.3) 29(34.5) 14(16.6) 3(3.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 84(100) 

Student (%) 83(61.4) 0(0.0) 47(34.8) 3(2.2) 2(1.6) 0(.0) 135(100) 

Others (%) 68(79.0) 2(2.4) 16(19.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 86(100) 

Total (%) 1032(70.6) 72(4.9) 314(21.4) 30(2.0) 15(1.0) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

Graph No 6.4 Channels of Execution for investment in Bank Deposits 

 

Source: Table No 6.2.1 

The channel of execution adopted by the respondents across demographic factors 

while investing in bank deposits is shown in Table No. 6.2.1. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents revealed that majority of the respondents i.e. 

64.5% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 76.6% from the age group of 25-35, 

63.9% from the age group of 36-45, 76.7% from the age group of 46-58 and 68.9% 

respondents from the age group of 59 and above took self-decision, followed by 

family advice by respondents ranging from 16.1% to 29.6%. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

1
8

 –
 2

4
  

2
5

 –
 3

5
 

36
- 

4
5

46
 -

 5
8

59
+

Fe
m

al
e

M
al

e

N
o

n
 M

at
ri

c
SS

C
H

SS
C

G
ra

d
u

at
e

P
o

st
 G

ra
d

D
ip

lo
m

a
O

th
er

s

M
ar

ri
ed

Si
n

gl
e

D
iv

o
rc

ee
W

id
o

w

A
gr

ic
u

lt
u

re
P

vt
. S

er
vi

ce
G

o
vt

. S
er

vi
ce

B
u

si
n

es
s

Se
lf

 E
m

p
lo

ye
d

H
o

u
se

w
iv

e
St

u
d

en
t

O
th

er
s

Age Gender Education Marital
Status

Occupation

P

e

r

c

e

n

t

a

g

e

 

Self-
Decision

Spouse
Advice

Family
Advice

Friends
Advice

Prof Advice

Others



 

292 
 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that majority of the female i.e. 67.2% and 

72.1% male respondents took self-decision, followed by 22.1% female and 21.1% 

male respondents taking family advice. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents showed that majority across 

educational groups take self-decision, followed by family advice i.e. 68.3% Non-

Matrics, 66.1% SSC holders, 70% HSSC holders, 74.5% graduates and 79% post 

graduates took self-decision followed by family advice taken by respondents ranging 

from 12%-28.1%. It can be observed that higher the level of education more was the 

self-decision taken and less of family advice. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that majority i.e. 68.6% 

married and 72.8% single respondents took self-decision followed by 20.1% married 

and 24.5% single respondents taking family advice, followed by spouse advice. While 

majority of the divorcee and widow respondents took family advice before investment 

in bank deposit. 

Occupation: From the occupation wise analysis it can be observed that majority of 

the respondents across occupational levels take self-decision followed by family 

advice. 81.5% of the agriculturist, 73.1% respondents from private sector, 69.7% 

Government Servants, 70% businessmen, 72.7% self-employed, 54% housewives and 

59% students took self-decision about investment in bank deposits. Agriculturist were 

the highest to take self-decision, while students were the highest i.e. 32.8% to take 

family advice. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 70.6% took self-decision, followed by 21.4% taking family advice while investing 

in bank deposits. 
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Table No 6.2.2. Channels of Execution for investment in Postal Deposits 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 22(62.9) 1(3.8) 9(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 27(100) 

25 - 35(%) 79(60.9) 18(13.8) 19(14.6) 9(7.0) 0(.0) 5(3.7) 130(100) 

36- 45(%) 56(40.9) 48(35.8) 27(19.7) 1(.7) 4(2.9) 0(.0) 136(100) 

46 - 58(%) 47(43.7) 25(23.3) 31(28.2) 5(4.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 108(100) 

59+ (%) 6(46.3) 2(15.3) 4(30.7) 1(7.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Total (%) 205(49.7) 94(22.7) 90(21.7) 16(3.8) 4(.9) 5(1.2) 414(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 49(45.2) 23(21.4) 30(27.8) 3(2.8) 2(1.8) 1(.9) 108(100) 

Male (%) 156(51) 71(23.2) 60(19.8) 13(4.2) 2(.6) 4(1.2) 306(100) 

Total (%) 205(49.7) 94(22.7) 90(21.7) 16(3.8) 4(.9) 5(1.2) 414(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 20(51.3) 6(15.4) 13(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 39(100) 

SSC (%) 19(28.2) 27(39.4) 16(23.9) 6(8.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 68(100) 

HSSC (%) 64(53.4) 23(19.0) 24(20.7) 4(3.4) 0(.0) 4(3.4) 119(100) 

Graduate (%) 80(60.8) 28(21.0) 20(15.4) 2(1.4) 2(1.4) 0(.0) 133(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 17(40.4) 9(21.4) 11(26.6) 2(4.7) 2(4.7) 1(2.3) 42(100) 

Diploma (%) 5(50.0) 0(.0) 4(40.0) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(66.7) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 205(49.7) 94(22.7) 90(21.7) 16(3.8) 4(.9) 5(1.2) 414(100) 

Marital Status 

  Married (%) 146(46.1) 94(29.3) 63(19.6) 13(4.0) 3(.9) 0(.0) 319(100) 

Single (%) 58(65.1) 0(.0) 23(25.8) 3(3.5) 0(.0) 5(5.6) 89(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Widow/er (%) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 205(49.7) 94(22.7) 90(21.7) 16(3.8) 4(.9) 5(1.2) 414(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 9(70.0) 0(.0) 3(23.0) 1(7.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 83(61.7) 25(17.7) 21(15.6) 4(2.8) 2(1.4) 1(.7) 136(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 49(43.6) 35(30.0) 20(18.2) 7(6.4) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 113(100) 

Business (%) 32(42.0) 20(27.2) 20(25.9) 4(4.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 76(100) 

Self Employed (%) 25(49.0) 10(19.6) 16(32.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 51(100) 

Housewife (%) 2(22.2) 2(22.2) 5(55.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(100) 

Student (%) 0(0.0) 0(.0) 2(100.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Others (%) 5(35.7) 2(14.3) 3(21.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(28.6) 14(100) 

Total (%) 205(49.7) 94(22.7) 90(21.7) 16(3.8) 4(.9) 5(1.2) 414(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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From the above Table No. 6.2.2: the channels of execution adopted by respondents 

across demographic factors while investing in postal deposits is depicted. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents revealed that majority of the respondents i.e. 

62.9% from the age group of 18-24, 60.9% from the age group of 25-35, 43.7% 

respondents from the age group of 46-58 and 50% from the age group of 59 and 

above took self-decision, followed by 33.3% respondents from the age group of 18-

24, 14.6% from the age group of 25-35, 28.2% respondents from the age group of  46-

58 and 30% from the age group of above 59 took family advice, followed by spouse 

advice. 40.9% respondents from the age group of 36-45 took self-decision, followed 

by 35.8% respondents taking spouse advice. The young and the older respondents 

seemed to take more family advice compared to the other age group. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that majority of the female respondents i.e. 

45.2% took self-decision, followed by 27.8% taking family advice and 21.4% taking 

spouse advice. Majority of the male respondents i.e. 51% took self-decision, followed 

by 23.2% taking spouse advice, followed by 19.8% male respondents taking family 

advice. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that 51.3% Non-Matrics, 53.4% HSSC 

holders, 50% diploma holders and 40.4% post graduates took self-decision, followed 

by 33.3% Non-Matrics, 20.7% HSSC holders, 40% diploma holders and 26.6% post 

graduates took family advice. Majority of the graduates i.e. 60.8% took self-decision, 

followed by 21% taking spouse advice. Majority of the SSC holders i.e. 39.4% took 

spouse advice, followed by 28.2% taking self-decision, followed by family advice. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that majority of the married 

respondents i.e. 46.1% took self-decision, followed by 29.3% married respondents 

taking spouse advice and 19.6% of them taking family advice. Among the single 

65.1% respondents also took self-decision, followed by 25.8% single respondents 

taking family advice. Majority of the widow respondents i.e. 80% took family advice, 

followed by the rest taking self-decision while investing in postal deposits. 

 

Occupation: It can be observed from the occupation wise analysis that majority of 

the agriculturist i.e. 70% and 49% self-employed took self-decision, followed by 23% 

agriculturist and 32.7% self-employed taking family advice. 61.7% respondents from 

private sector, 43.6% Government Servants and 42% businessmen took self-decision 

followed by 17.7% respondents from private sector, 30% Government Servants and 

27.2% businessmen taking spouse advice, followed by family advice. Most of the 

housewives i.e. 55.6% took family advice, followed by spouse advice by 27.3% and 

66.7% students took family advice while investing in postal deposits. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 49.7% took self-decision, followed by 22.7% respondents taking spouse advice 

and 21.7% respondents taking family advice, while investing in postal deposits. 
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Table No 6.2.3. Channels of Execution for investment in Govt. Securities 

 Demographic Factor Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

36- 45(%) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

46 - 58(%) 4(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 7(63.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 1(25.0) 2(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Male (%) 6(86.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(14.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 7(63.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Education 

 HSSC (%) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Graduate (%) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Post Graduate(%) 4(100.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 7(63.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 7(70.0) 2(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 7(63.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Service (%) 4(50.5) 2(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(25.0) 0(.0) 8(100) 

Business (%) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Self Employed (%) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 7(63.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(18.5) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No. 6.2.3: exhibits the channels of execution, adopted by 

respondents across demographic factors while investing in Government Securities. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the respondents investing in Government Securities 

revealed that all respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 46-58 took self-

decision. While 40% each of the respondents from the age group of 36-45 took 

professional advice and spouse advice followed by 20% each respondent taking self-

decision. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 50% female respondents took spouse 

advice, followed by 25% each female respondent taking self-decision and 

professional advice while investing in Government Securities. Among the male 

respondents, majority i.e. 86% took self-decision followed by 14%% taking 

professional advice. 

Education: From the education wise analysis, it can be observed that only HSSC 

holders, graduates and post graduates invested in Government Securities. All HSSC 

holders and post graduates were found to take self-decision while investing in 

Government Securities. Among the graduates, 40% each took professional advice and 

spouse advice followed by 16.7% graduate respondents taking self-decision while 

investing in Government Securities. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 70% married respondents 

took self-decision, followed by 20% taking spouse advice. Only one divorcee 

respondent investing in Government Securities took professional advice. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that 50% of the Government Servants 

took self-decision followed by 25% Government Servants taking professional advice. 

While the businessmen and self-employed took self-decision while investing in 

Government Securities. 

It can be thus concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 63% took self-decision, followed by 18.5% each respondents taking professional 

advice and spouse advice while investing in Government Securities. 
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Table No 6.2.4. Channels of Execution for investment in Corporate Securities 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 2(8.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 23(91.3) 0(.0) 25(100) 

25 - 35(%) 9(17.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(4.3) 41(78.3) 0(.0) 53(100) 

36- 45(%) 3(15.0) 2(10.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(75.0) 0(.0) 20(100) 

46 - 58(%) 3(27.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(27.2) 6(45.6) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Total (%) 17(15.6) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 5(4.6) 85(78.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 4(15.0) 2(8.0) 0(.0) 2(8.0) 18(69.0) 0(.0) 26(100) 

Male (%) 13(16.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(3.8) 67(80.0) 0(.0) 83(100) 

Total (%) 17(15.6) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 5(4.6) 85(78.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(75.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

HSSC (%) 1(8.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(91.7) 0(.0) 12(100) 

Graduate (%) 11(17.7) 2(3.1) 0(.0) 1(1.5) 49(77.7) 0(.0) 63(100) 

Post Graduate (%) 4(17.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(13.0) 16(70.0) 0(.0) 25(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 17(15.6) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 5(4.6) 85(78.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 10(19.6) 2(3.6) 0(.0) 3(5.4) 37(71.4) 0(.0) 52(100) 

Single (%) 7(12.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(2.1) 47(85.1) 0(.0) 55(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(50.0) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Total (%) 17(15.6) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 5(4.6) 85(78.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Occupation 

 Private Service (%) 7(15.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(8.7) 34(76.1) 0(.0) 45(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 5(21.0) 2(8.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(71.0) 0(.0) 23(100) 

Business (%) 4(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 12(75.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Self Employed (%) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(10.0) 8(80.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Student (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 17(15.6) 2(1.8) 0(.0) 5(4.6) 85(78.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Graph No 6.5 Channels of Execution for investment in Corporate Securities 

 
Source: Table No 6.2.4 

The channel of execution adopted by the respondents across demographic factors 

while investing in Corporate Securities is exhibited in the Table No. 6.2.4 and the 

Graph No 6.5 

 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents revealed that majority of the respondents 

across age group took professional advice followed by self-decision and friend’s 

advice. 91.3% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 78.3% from the age group of 

25-35, 75% from the age group of 36-45 and 53.8% respondents from the age group 

of 46-58 took professional advice, followed by 8.7%, 17.4%, 15% and 27.2% 

respondents respectively taking self-decision while investing in Corporate Securities. 

It can be observed that, younger the respondent more was the professional advice 

sought, while making investment in Corporate Securities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that, majority of the female respondents i.e. 

69% took professional advice, followed by 15% taking self-decision and 8% female 
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respondents each taking spouse advice and friend’s advice while investing in 

Corporate Securities. It was observed that 80% of the male respondents took 

professional advice, followed by self-decision by 16.2% male respondents. 

Dependents on professional advice were more among the male respondents as 

compared to female respondents while investing in Corporate Securities. 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that 75% of the Non-Matrics took self-

decision and all diploma holders took professional advice, while majority of the SSC 

holders i.e. 66.7% took friends advice and the rest 33.3% took professional advice 

while investing in Corporate Securities. Majority of the other respondents i.e. 85.7% 

HSSC holders, 78.6% graduates and 72% post graduates took professional advice, 

followed by 14.3%, 17.9% and 17% respondents respectively taking self-decision 

about investment in Corporate Securities. 

Marital Status: It can be observed from the Marital Status wise analysis that, among 

the married respondents investing Corporate Securities, 71.4% respondents took 

professional advice, followed by 19.6% taking self-decision. Similarly, 85.1% of the 

single respondents investing in Corporate Securities took professional advice, 

followed by 12.8% taking self-decision about investment. Divorcee respondents 

investing in Corporate Securities took advice equally from professionals and friends 

regarding investment in Corporate Securities. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis also revealed that majority of the respondents 

across occupation took professional advice, followed by self-decision. 100% students 

were found to seek professional advice. While 76.1% respondents from the private 

sector, 71% Government Servants, 75% businessmen and 80% self-employed took 

professional advice, followed by 15.2%, 21%, 25% and 10% respondents respectively 

took self-decision.  
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Thus, it can be concluded that 78% respondents across demographic factors took 

professional advice, followed by 15.6% respondents taking self-decision while 

investing in Corporate Securities. Younger respondents, male respondents and single 

respondents were found to seek more professional advice while investing in Corporate 

Securities. 

 

Table No 6.2.5. Channels of Execution for investment in Life Insurance 

 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice 

Others 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 22(47.2) 2(3.8) 10(22.6) 7(15.1) 6(11.3) 0(.0) 47(100) 

25 - 35(%) 588(32.0) 13(7.4) 32(17.1) 47(26.2) 31(17.6) 0(.0) 181(100) 

36- 45(%) 38(21.4) 24(13.9) 27(15.6) 47(26.0) 40(23.1) 0(.0) 176(100) 

46 - 58(%) 36(25.2) 8(5.6) 28(19.6) 41(29.4) 28(20.3) 0(.0) 141(100) 

59+ (%) 11(28.6) 0(.0) 9(25.7) 8(22.9) 8(22.9) 0(.0) 36(100) 

Total (%) 165(28.4) 47(8.1) 106(18.2) 150(25.8) 113(19.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 29(22.2) 22(17.4) 30(22.9) 23(18.1) 25(19.4) 0(.0) 129(100) 

Male (%) 136(30.3) 25(5.3) 86(16.8) 127(28.2) 88(19.5) 0(.0) 452(100) 

Total (%) 165(28.4) 47(8.1) 106(18.2) 150(25.8) 113(19.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 15(22.7) 1(1.5) 11(18.2) 25(40.9) 9(16.7) 0(.0) 61(100) 

SSC (%) 17(20.0) 7(8.2) 18(20.0) 26(29.4) 19(22.4) 0(.0) 87(100) 

HSSC (%) 35(26.3) 5(3.6) 23(17.5) 47(35.0) 24(17.5) 0(.0) 134(100) 

Graduate (%) 66(31.5) 27(12.9) 44(20.7) 39(18.7) 33(16.2) 0(.0) 209(100) 

Post Grad (%) 23(30.7) 6(8.0) 9(12.0) 10(14.7) 26(34.7) 0(.0) 74(100) 

Diploma (%) 9(56.2) 0(.0) 1(6.2) 3(25.0) 2(12.5) 0(.0) 15(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 165(28.4) 47(8.1) 106(18.2) 150(25.8) 113(19.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 106(24.1) 47(10.8) 76(17.2) 116(26.5) 94(21.4) 0(.0) 439(100) 

Single (%) 59(43.3) 0(.0) 28(20.5) 33(24.2) 16(12.0) 0(.0) 136(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 2(66.7) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 165(28.4) 47(8.1) 106(18.2) 150(25.8) 113(19.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Occupation 
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 Agriculture (%) 4(35.7) 0(.0) 1(7.1) 5(42.9) 2(14.3) 0(.0) 12(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 66(31.9) 9(4.4) 42(20.4) 50(23.9) 41(19.5) 0(.0) 208(100) 

Govt. Service 

(%) 

51(28.3) 25(13.9) 31(17.2) 40(21.7) 34(18.9) 0(.0) 181(100) 

Business (%) 26(26.2) 4(3.7) 11(11.2) 34(34.6) 24(24.3) 0(.0) 99(100) 

Self Emp. (%) 14(23.1) 7(12.3) 11(18.6) 16(27.5) 11(18.5) 0(.0) 59(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Student (%) 2(33.3) 1(16.6) 1(16.7) 1(16.7) 1(16.7) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Others (%) 2(18.2) 1(9.0) 4(36.4) 4(36.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Total (%) 165(28.4) 47(8.1) 106(18.2) 150(25.8) 113(19.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

Graph No 6.6 Channels of Execution for investment in Life Insurance 

 
Source: Table No 6.2.5 

The channel of execution adopted by respondents across demographic factors, while 

investing in life insurance is depicted in the Table No. 6.2.5 and Graph No 6.6. 

 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents revealed that 47.2% of the respondents from 

the age group of 18-24 took self-decision, followed by 22.6% taking family advice, 

followed, followed by friends advice, professional advice and spouse advice. 32% 

respondents from the age group of 25-35 took self-decision, followed by 26.2% taking 

friends advice, followed by professional and family advice and spouse advice. 

Majority of the respondents from the age group of 36-45 i.e. 26% took friends advice, 

followed by 23.1% taking professional advice, followed by self-decision, family 
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advice and spouse advice. 29.4% respondents from the age group of 46-58 took 

friends advice, followed by 25.2% taking self-decision, followed by professional 

advice, family advice and spouse advice. While majority of the respondents i.e. 28.6% 

from the age group of 59 and above took self-decision, followed by 25.7% taking 

family advice, followed by 22.9% respondents each taking friends and professional 

advice. It can be noted that there was a mixed response among respondents; younger 

respondents took self-decision followed by family advice, or friend’s advice. 

Respondents from middle age groups of 36-45 and 46-58 took friends advice, 

followed by either professional advice or self-decision. The older respondents took 

self-decision followed by family advice. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that 22.9% of the female respondents took 

family advice, followed by 22.2% female respondents taking self-decision. Among 

the male respondents, 30.3% respondents took self-decision, followed by 28.2% 

taking friends advice. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that majority of the Non-Matrics, i.e. 

40.9%, 29.4% SSC holders and 35% HSSC holders took friends advice, followed by 

22.7% Non-Matrics and 26.3% HSSC holders taking self-decisions, while 22.4% SSC 

holders taking professional advice. Most of the graduates i.e. 31.5% took self-decision 

followed by 20.7% graduates taking family advice. 34.7% of the post graduates took 

professional advice, followed by 30.7% post graduates taking self-decision. Diploma 

holders took self-decision followed by family advice. It can be noted that the post 

graduates took professional advice while investing in life insurance. 
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Marital Status: From the marital status wise analysis, it can be observed that 

majority of the married respondents i.e. 26.5% took friends advice, followed by 

24.1% taking self-decision and 21.4% taking professional advice. Majority of the 

single respondents i.e. 43.3% took self-decision, followed by 24.2% taking friends 

advice and 20.5% taking family advice. Equal number of divorcee respondents took 

family, friends and professional advice. The widow respondents i.e. 66.7% took 

professional advice, followed by family advice by 33.3% respondents while investing 

in the life insurance. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that, of the respondents investing in 

life insurance, 42.9% of the agriculturist and 34.6% businessmen took friends advice, 

followed by 35.7% agriculturist and 26.2% businessmen taking self-decision. The 

respondents from the private sector and Government Servants i.e. 31.9% and 28.3% 

took self-decision, followed by 23.9% respondents from the private sector and 21.7% 

Government Servants taking friend’s advice while investing in the life insurance. 

Majority of the self-employed i.e. 27.5% also took friend’s advice followed by 23.1% 

self-employed taking self-decision. All the housewives were observed to take family 

advice while investing in life insurance.  

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 28.4% took self-decision, followed by 25.8%, respondents taking friends advice 

and 19.5% taking professional advice while investing in life insurance. Spouse advice 

was taken by very few i.e. 8.1% respondents only while investing in life insurance. 
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Table No 6.2.6 Channels of Execution for investment in Mutual Fund 

 

Demographic 

 Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

 Advice 

Others 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 1(7.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(92.3) 0(.0) 15(100) 

25 - 35(%) 3(11.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(7.4) 21(81.5) 0(.0) 26(100) 

36- 45(%) 1(5.8) 2(12.6) 0(.0) 1(5.8) 13(76.4) 0(.0) 17(100) 

46 - 58(%) 3(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(50.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 8(12.7) 2(3.1) 0(.0) 3(4.6) 51(79.6) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 1(7.6) 2(15.5) 0(.0) 1(7.6) 9(69.3) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Male (%) 7(13.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(3.9) 42(82.3) 0(.0) 51(100) 

Total (%) 8(12.7) 2(3.1) 0(.0) 3(4.6) 51(79.6) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

SSC (%) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Graduate (%) 1(3.1) 2(6.3) 0(.0) 2(6.3) 27(84.3) 0(.0) 32(100) 

Post Grad (%) 6(28.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(4.7) 14(66.6) 0(.0) 21(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 8(12.7) 2(3.1) 0(.0) 3(4.6) 51(79.6) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 6(19.3) 2(6.9) 0(.0) 2(6.5) 21(67.3) 0(.0) 31(100) 

Single (%) 2(6.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(3.2) 29(90.6) 0(.0) 32(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 8(12.7) 2(3.1) 0(.0) 3(4.6) 51(79.6) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Occupation 

 Pvt. Service (%) 1(4.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(4.0) 26(92.0) 0(.0) 28(100) 

Govt. Service 

(%) 

4(25.0) 2(12.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(62.5) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Business (%) 3(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(11.1) 5(55.6) 0(.0) 9(100) 

Self Employed 

(%) 

0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 3(75.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Student (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 8(12.7) 2(3.1) 0(.0) 3(4.6) 51(79.6) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No. 6.2.6 exhibits the channels of execution adopted by respondents 

across demographic factors while investing in mutual funds. 
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Age: Age wise analysis revealed that majority i.e. 92.3% respondents from the age 

group of 18-24, 81.5% respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 76.4% 

respondents from the age group of 36-45 took professional advice, followed by 

respondents from the age group of 18-24 and 25-35 taking self-decision and 

respondents from the age group of 36-45 i.e. 12.6% taking spouse advice. While 50% 

respondents each from the age group of 46-58 were found to take self-decision and 

professional advice. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 69.3% of the female respondents 

investing in mutual funds took professional advice, followed by 15.5 % female taking 

spouse advice. While majority of the male respondents i.e. 82.3% took professional 

advice, followed by 13.7% male respondents taking self-decision, while investing in 

mutual funds. 

Education: From the education wise analysis it can be observed that all the Non-

Matrics, HSSC holders and diploma holders respondents took professional advice. 

While SSC holder respondents were found to take self-decision while investing in 

mutual funds. 84.3% of the graduates were observed to take professional advice, 

followed by 6.3% graduate respondents taking spouse advice and friends advice, 

while 3.7% graduate respondent each taking self-decision. 66.6% of the post graduate 

also took professional advice followed by 28.7% taking self-decision about 

investment in mutual funds. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that 67.3% married respondents 

took professional advice, followed by 19.3% married respondents taking self-

decision. It was seen that 90.6% of the single respondents took professional advice, 

followed by self- decision by 6.2% single respondents. Divorcee respondents were 

found to seek professional advice 
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Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that 92% of the respondents from the 

private sector, 62.5% of the Government Servants and 55.6% businessmen took 

professional advice. 75% of the self-employed respondents were found to take 

professional advice, followed by the rest self-employed taking friend’s advice. Thus it 

can be concluded that 79.6% of the respondents across demographic factors took 

professional advice, followed by 12.7% respondents taking self-decision and 4.6% 

respondents taking friends advice while investing in mutual funds. 

 

Table No 6.2.7. Channels of Execution for investment in Commodities 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Gender 

 Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Education 

 Post Grad (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Single (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Service (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The channel of execution adopted by respondents across demographic factors while 

investing in commodities is depicted in the Table No. 6.2.7. 
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Age: Age wise analysis revealed that respondents from the age group of 25-36, 36-45 

and 46-58 investing in commodities took professional advice while investing in 

commodities. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that only male respondents invested in 

commodities by taking professional advice. 

Education: Among the various educational levels only the post graduate respondents 

were found to invest in commodities by taking professional advice. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that four married and one 

single respondent invested in commodities taking professional advice. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis also revealed that one Government Servant 

and four businessmen respondents invested in commodities taking professional 

advice. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that only five respondents invested in commodities taking 

professional advice across all the demographic factors. Most of the respondents 

investing in commodities were between the age groups of 25-58. All the respondents 

investing in commodities were male, post graduate respondent, working either in 

Government Sector or are businessmen. 

 

Table No 6.2.8. Channels of Execution for investment in Derivatives 

Demographic 

Factor 

Channels of Execution 

Total 

Self-

Decision 

Spouse 

Advice 

Family 

Advice 

Friends 

Advice 

Profess 

Advice Others 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Gender 
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 Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Education 

 Post Grad (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Single (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Service (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The channel of execution adopted by the respondents across demographic factors 

while investing in Derivatives is depicted in the Table No. 6.2.8. 

Age: Age wise analysis revealed that respondents from the age group of 25-36, 36-45 

and 46-58 investing in Derivatives took professional advice while investing in 

Derivatives. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that only male respondents invested in 

Derivatives by taking professional advice. 

Education: Among the various educational levels only the post graduate respondents 

were found to invest in Derivatives by taking professional advice. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that four married and one 

single respondent invested in Derivatives taking professional advice. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis also revealed that one Government Servant 

and four businessmen respondents invested in derivatives taking professional advice. 

Thus it can be concluded that only five respondents invested in Derivatives taking 

professional advice across all the demographic factors. Most of the respondents 

investing in Derivatives were between the age groups of 25-58. All the respondents 
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investing in Derivatives were male, post graduate respondent, working either in 

Government Sector or are businessmen. 

 

Section II Analysis of Frequency of Investment 

 

In the previous section, an analysis of the channels of execution adopted by the 

respondents across the demographic factors while investing in both physical and 

financial assets has been made. In this section effort has been put to analyse the 

frequency with which respondents invest in both the physical and financial assets. 

This section comprises of two parts i.e i) Analysis of frequency of investment in 

Physical assets and ii) Analysis of frequency of investment in Financial assets. 

 

6.3. Analysis of Frequency of Investment in Physical Asset 

 

While studying the behavior of investors, it becomes necessary to analyse the 

frequency of investments among the respondents. At the end of this analysis one will 

be able to understand, the frequency with which one invests in a particular physical 

asset. The frequencies for investment in physical asset analysed are Yearly 

investment, investment in 1-2 years, 2- 3 years, 3 -4 years, 4 – 5 years or more than 5 

years 

Table No 6.3.1. Frequency of investment in Gold 

Demographi

c Factor 

Frequency of investment 

Total Yearly 1-2 yr 2-3yr 3-4 yr 4-5yr > 5yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 9(8.1) 18(16.2) 48(43.2) 21(18.9) 14(12.6) 1(.9) 111(100) 

25 - 35(%) 13(4.4) 30(10.2) 108(37.5) 69(23.5) 59(20.1) 12(4.1) 291(100) 

36- 45(%) 24(7.7) 32(10.3) 108(34.5) 74(23.9) 59(19.0) 14(4.5) 311(100) 

46 - 58(%) 24(10.9

) 

20(9.0) 75(33.0) 44(19.9) 45(20.4) 15(6.8) 223(100) 

59+ (%) 8(10.4) 7(9.1) 23(31.2) 16(22.1) 13(16.9) 8(10.4) 75(100) 

Total (%) 78(7.7) 107(10.6

) 

362(35.8) 224(22.2

) 

190(18.8

) 

50(4.9) 1011(100

) 
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Gender 

 Female(%) 31(7.9) 47(12.0) 161(41.0

) 

80(19.1) 66(16.8) 13(3.3) 398(100) 

Male (%) 47(7.6) 60(9.7) 201(32.5

) 

144(24.2) 124(20.0) 37(6.0) 613(100) 

Total (%) 78(7.7) 107(10.6) 362(35.8

) 

224(22.2) 190(18.8) 50(4.9) 1011(100

) 

 
Education 

 Non 

Matric(%)(%) 
10(6.0) 20(11.9) 61(36.3) 36(21.4) 27(16.1) 14(8.3) 168(100) 

SSC (%) 15(7.2) 11(5.3) 70(34.0) 52(25.2) 42(20.1) 16(7.7) 206(100) 

HSSC (%) 19(7.0) 36(13.2) 85(31.2) 80(28.7) 44(16.2) 10(3.7) 274(100) 

Graduate 

(%) 

23(9.0) 31(12.1) 111(43.4

) 

34(14.1) 49(19.1) 6(2.3) 254(100) 

Post Grad (%) 8(9.8) 7(8.6) 32(39.5) 13(16.0) 19(23.4) 2(2.7) 81(100) 

Diploma (%) 2(9.1) 1(4.5) 3(13.6) 8(36.4) 8(36.4) 0(.0) 22(100) 

Others (%) 1(16.7) 1(16.7) 0(.0) 1(16.7) 1(16.7) 2(33.3) 6(100) 

Total (%) 78(7.7) 107(10.6) 362(35.8

) 

224(22.2) 190(18.8) 50(4.9) 1011(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 49(6.4) 78(10.2) 266(35.0

) 

169(22.3) 155(20.4) 43(5.7) 760(100) 

Single (%) 26(11.2

) 

29(12.5) 92(39.7) 52(22.4) 29(12.5) 4(1.7) 232(100) 

Divorcee (%) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(60.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er(%) 1(7.1) 0(.0) 4(28.6) 3(21.4) 3(21.4) 3(21.4) 14(100) 

Total (%) 78(7.7) 107(10.6) 362(35.8

) 

224(22.2) 190(18.8) 50(4.9) 1011(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 4(5.6) 4(5.6) 25(35.2) 12(16.9) 14(19.7) 12(16.9

) 

71(100) 

Pvt. Service(%) 26(7.4) 33(9.4) 120(34.1

) 

97(27.8) 67(19.0) 8(2.3) 351(100) 

Govt. Ser.(%) 19(11.2) 20(11.8) 53(31.2) 38(21.8) 34(20.0) 7(4.1) 171(100) 

Business (%) 9(7.4) 13(10.7) 48(39.3) 20(16.4) 30(24.6) 2(1.6) 122(100) 

Self Emp. (%) 10(9.1) 14(12.7) 49(44.5) 23(19.1) 11(10.0) 5(4.5) 112(100) 

Housewife (%) 4(4.9) 8(9.8) 27(32.9) 15(19.5) 17(20.7) 10(12.2

) 

81(100) 

Student (%) 1(2.8) 6(16.7) 12(33.3) 7(22.2) 7(19.4) 2(5.6) 35(100) 

Others (%) 5(7.2) 9(13.0) 28(40.6) 12(18.8) 10(14.5) 4(5.8) 68(100) 

Total (%) 78(7.7) 107(10.6

) 

362(35.8

) 

224(22.2) 190(18.8) 50(4.9) 1011(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The frequency of investment in gold across demographic factors is exhibited in the 

Table No. 6.3.1. 

Age: Age wise analysis of frequency of investment in gold revealed that, from the age 

group of 18-24, majority of the respondent i.e. 43.2% invested in gold in 2-3 years, 

followed by 18.9% respondents invested in 3-4 years. Majority respondents i.e. 37.5% 

were also found to invest in a frequency of 2-3 years in gold, followed by 23.5% 
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respondents investing in a gap of 3-4 years in gold. Similarly majority of the 

respondents i.e. 34.5% and 31.2% from the age group of 36-45 and 59 and above 

respectively invested in a span of 2-3 years, followed by 23.9% and 22.1% 

respondents respectively investing with a gap of 3-4%. 33% respondents also from the 

age group of 46-58 invested in 2-3 years’ time, followed by 20.4% respondents from 

this age group in 4-5 years time. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of frequency of investment in gold showed that 

majority of the female and male respondents i.e. 41% and 32.5% invested in every 2-3 

years in gold, followed by 20% females and 24.2% males investing in every 3-4 years 

in gold. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that majority of the Non-Matrics i.e. 

36.3%, 34% SSC holders, 31% HSSC holders, 43.4% graduates and 39.5% post 

graduates also invested in every 2-3 years in gold, followed by 21.4% Non-Matrics, 

25.2% SSC holders and 29% HSSC holders investing in 3-4 years. While 19.1% 

graduate and 23.4% post graduates investing in every 4-5 years in gold. Equal number 

of diploma holders i.e. 36.4% each invested in every 3-4 years and 4-5 years in gold. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that majority i.e. 35% married 

and 39.7% single respondents invested in every 2-3 years in gold. Followed by, 

22.3% of the married respondents and 22.4% single respondents investing for 3-4 

years in gold. 60% of the divorcees were found to invest in 4-5 years, followed by 

40% respondents investing yearly in gold. Majority of the widow i.e. 28.6% invested 

in gold in 2-3 years, followed by 21.4% each respondents investing for 3-4 years, 4-5 

years and more than 5 years respectively. 
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Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that majority of the agriculturist 

businessmen and housewives i.e. 35.2%, 39.3% and 32.9% respondents respectively 

invested every 2-3 years in gold, followed by 19.7% agriculturist, 24.6% businessmen 

and 20.7% housewives invested in every 4-5 years. While 34.1% respondents from 

the private sector, 31.2% Government Servants and 44.5% self-employed also 

invested in a span of 2-3 years, followed by 27.8% respondents from private sector, 

21.8% Government Servants and 19.1% self-employed investing in a span of 3-4 

years in gold. 

 

On the whole, majority of the respondents across demographic factors i.e. 35.8% 

invested in gold every 2-3 years, followed by 22.2% respondents investing in every 3-

4 years, while 18.8% respondents invested in every 4-5 years. Very few respondents 

across the demographic factors invested yearly or in a frequency of 1-2 years. Most of 

the investment in gold was seen to made in 2-3 years, 3-4 years or 4-5 years. 

 

Table No 6.3.2. Frequency of investment in Silver 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of investment 

Total Yearly 1-2 yr 2-3yr 3-4 yr 4-5yr > 5yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

25 - 35(%) 2(25.0) 2(25.0) 1(12.5) 1(12.5) 2(25.0) 0(.0) 8(100) 

36- 45(%) 2(10.0) 2(10.0) 0(.0) 7(35.0) 10(45.0) 0(.0) 21(100) 

46 - 58(%) 4(10.5) 0(.0) 7(18.4) 9(26.3) 12(36.8) 3(7.9) 35(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 10(14.9) 5(6.0) 8(12.0) 18(26.8) 24(36.2) 3(4.1) 67(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 5(12.0) 3(7.2) 2(4.7) 16(38.0) 14(33.4) 2(4.7) 42(100) 

Male (%) 5(20.0) 1(4.0) 6(24.0) 2(8.0) 10(40.0) 1(4.0) 25(100) 

Total (%) 10(14.9) 4(6.0) 8(12.0) 18(26.8) 24(36.2) 3(4.1) 67(100) 
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Education 

 Non Matric (%) 2(18.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(63.6) 1(18.2) 0(.0) 9(100) 

SSC (%) 1(5.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(22.3) 10(55.5) 3(16.7) 18(100) 

HSSC (%) 3(21.4) 1(7.2) 4(28.5) 5(35.7) 1(7.2) 0(.0) 14(100) 

Graduate (%) 2(13.3) 3(20.0) 1(6.7) 3(20.0) 6(40.0) 0(.0) 15(100) 

Post Grad (%) 2(18.1) 0(.0) 3(27.2) 0(.0) 6(54.7) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Total (%) 10(14.9) 4(6.0) 8(12.0) 18(26.8) 24(36.2) 3(4.1) 67(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 5(9.6) 4(7,6) 8(14.8) 14(25.9) 22(40.1) 1(1.8) 54(100) 

Single (%) 5(71.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(28.6) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(66.7) 0(.0) 2(33.3) 6(100) 

Total (%) 10(14.9) 4(6.0) 8(12.0) 18(26.8) 24(36.2) 3(4.1) 67(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(33.3) 4(66.7) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Priv. Service(%) 2(12.5) 0(.0) 1(6.25) 1(6.25) 12(75.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Govt. Servic (%) 2(14.3) 3(21.4) 4(28.6) 4(21.4) 2(14.3) 0(.0) 14(100) 

Business (%) 2(20.0) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 1(10.0) 5(50.0) 1(10.0) 10(100) 

Self Emp (%) 2(66.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Housewife (%) 2(13.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(66.7) 1(6.7) 2(13.3) 15(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 10(14.9) 4(6.0) 8(12.0) 18(26.8) 24(36.2) 3(4.1) 67(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No. 6.3.2: depicts the frequency with which respondents invest in 

silver. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in silver revealed that only one 

respondent in the age group of 18-24 invested yearly; there was no respondent 

investing in other frequency bands. Majority of the respondents i.e. 45% and 36.8% 

from the age group of 36-45 and 46-58 respectively, invested in silver in a span of 4-5 

years. While 25% respondents each from the age group of 25-35 investing yearly , 1-2 

years or in a gap of 4 – 5 years. While 35% respondents from the age group of 36-45 

and 26.3% respondents from the age group of 46-58 invested in a gap of 3-4 years. 

Similarly all the respondents from the age group of 59 and above invested in 3-4 years 

in silver.  
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Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that majority of the females i.e. 38% invested 

in 3-4 years, followed by 33.4% female respondents investing in silver in 4-5 years. 

Among the male respondents, majority i.e. 40% males invested in 4-5 years in silver. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents investing in silver revealed that 

majority of the Non-Matric i.e. 63.6% and 35.7% HSSC holders invested in silver in 

every 3-4 years. While 55.5% SSC holders, 40% graduates and 54.7% Post graduates 

invested in silver in 4-5 years. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 40% married and 28.6% 

single respondents invested in silver in 4-5 years. While the rest single respondents 

invested yearly. Majority of the widow respondents i.e. 66.7% respondents invested in 

a span of 3-4 years in silver. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of respondents revealed that majority of the 

agriculturist i.e. 66.7% agriculturist and 73.7% respondents from private sector and 

50% businessmen invested in silver in 4-5 years. While almost similar number of 

Government Servants invested in a span of 1-2 years, 2-3 years and 3-4 years. 66.7% 

self-employed investing in silver was found to invest on yearly basis. Majority of the 

housewives were found to invest in silver in a span of 3-4 years. 

Thus, it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 36.2% respondents invested in silver in 4 -5 years time, followed by investment in 

3 -4 years by 26.8% respondents. 
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Table No 6.3.3. Frequency of investment in Agriculture 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of investment 

Total Yearly 1-2 yr 2-3yr 3-4 yr 4-5yr > 5yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 2(27.3) 2(18.2) 4(36.4) 2(18.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

25 - 35(%) 2(7.1) 7(25.0) 7(25.0) 2(7.1) 10(35.8) 0(.0) 28(100) 

36- 45(%) 5(9.0) 12(21.8) 12(21.8) 15(27.2) 4(7.3) 7(12.9) 55(100) 

46 - 58(%) 2(4.3) 12(26.0) 16(34.7) 9(19.5) 4(8.6) 3(6.5) 46(100) 

59+ (%) 2(11.1) 0(.0) 9(50.0) 3(16.7) 3(16.7) 1(5.5) 18(100) 

Total 13(8.1) 33(21.0) 48(30.5) 31(20.0) 21(13.4) 11(7.0) 157(100) 

Gender 

 Female(%) 4(20.0) 1(5.0) 5(25.0) 6(30.0) 4(20.0) 0(.0) 20(100) 

Male (%) 9(6.5) 32(23.3) 43(31.3) 25(18.2) 17(12.4) 11(8.3) 137(100) 

Total 13(8.1) 33(21.0) 48(30.5) 31(20.0) 21(13.4) 11(7.0) 157(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric(%) 2(5.5) 2(5.5) 17(47.2) 9(25.0) 5(13.9) 1(2.9) 36(100) 

SSC (%) 2(4.1) 12(25.0) 23(47.9) 4(8.4) 6(12.6) 1(2.0) 48(100) 

HSSC (%) 3(7.6) 14(35.9) 4(10.2) 9(23.0) 4(10.2) 5(13.1) 39(100) 

Graduate (%) 6(26.0) 3(13.0) 2(8.7) 6(26.0) 2(9.0) 4(17.3) 23(100) 

Post Grad (%) 0(.0) 1(14.3) 1(14.3) 2(28.6) 3(42.9) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total 13(8.1) 33(21.0) 48(30.5) 31(20.0) 21(13.4) 11(7.0) 157(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 6(4.8) 33(25.3) 39(30.0) 26(20.0) 15(12.0) 11(7.9) 130(100) 

Single (%) 7(29.0) 0(.0) 6(25.0) 5(21.0) 6(25.0) 0(.0) 24(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total 13(8.1) 33(21.0) 48(30.5) 31(20.0) 21(13.4) 11(7.0) 157(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 9(16.4) 19(36.1) 14(26.2) 6(11.5) 5(9.8) 53(100) 

Priv. Service (%) 1(4.0) 13(48.0) 2(7.4) 5(18.5) 6(22.1) 0(.0) 27(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 2(4.1) 9(19.5) 24(52.0) 9(19.5) 1(4.1) 1(2.0) 46(100) 

Business (%) 3(23.0) 2(15.3) 1(7.6) 2(15.3) 4(30.2) 1(8.6) 13(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 3(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(11.1) 1(11.1) 4(44.5) 9(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Student (%) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Others (%) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total 13(8.1) 33(21.0) 48(30.5) 31(20.0) 21(13.4) 11(7.0) 157(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table No. 6.3.3: exhibits the frequency with which respondents across 

demographic factors invested in agriculture. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the 157 respondents investing in agriculture revealed that, 

36.4% respondents from the age group of 18-24 invested in agriculture in 2-3 years. 

While 35.8% respondents from the age group of 25-35 invested in agriculture in 4-5 

years. 27.2% of the respondents from the age group of 36-45 were found to invest in 

span of 3-4 years. 34% respondents from the age group of 46-58 and 50% respondents 

from the age group of 59 and above were found to invest in agriculture in a span of 2-

3 years. Frequent investment in agriculture was seen among the respondents from 

higher age groups. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis of the 157 respondents investing in agriculture showed 

that, of the female respondents investing in agriculture, 30% females invested in a 

span of 3-4 years, followed by 25% of female respondents investing in agriculture in a 

span of 2-3 years. Among the male respondents investing in agriculture, 31.3% 

invested in agriculture in a span of 2-3 years, followed by 23.3% male respondents 

investing in a gap of 1-2 years. Male respondents were found to be more frequent 

compared to female respondents in investment in agriculture. 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that, of the respondents investing in 

agriculture, 47.2% Non-Matric, 47.9% SSC holders and 33.3% diploma holders were 

found to invest in agriculture in a span of 2-3 years. While 26% graduates invested in 

agriculture in a span of 3-4 years. While majority of the post graduates i.e. 42.9% 

invested in agriculture in a span of 4-5 years. It can be noted that higher the education 

of respondents investing in agriculture, they were less frequent in the investment. It 

can be concluded that more educated respondents invested in agriculture as an 

additional investment. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 30% married respondents 

invested in agriculture in 2-3 years. While 29.1% single respondents were found to 

invest in yearly basis. Widow respondents were found to invest in 2-3 years. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that majority of the agriculturist i.e. 

36.1% invested in agriculture in a span of 2-3 years, followed by 26.2% agriculturist 

investing in 3-4 years’ time. It can be noticed that 48% of the respondents from the 

private sector were found to invest in 1-2 years. 52% of the Government Servants 

were found to invest in 2-3 years’ time. Almost similar number of businessmen i.e. 

15.3% invested in agriculture in 1 -2 years and 3 -4 years each. While majority of the 

businessmen ie 23% invested in agriculture yearly. Most of the self-employed were 

found to invest in more than 5 years, followed by yearly investment. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

ie 30.5% invested in agriculture in 2 -3 years, followed by 21% and 20% respondents 

investing in 1 -2 years and in a span of 3 -4 years respectively. 

 

Table No 6.3.4. Frequency of investment in Real Estate 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment 

Total Yearly 1-2 yr 2-3yr 3-4 yr 4-5yr > 5yrs 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 1(4.3) 1(4.3) 0(.0) 5(21.7) 11(47.8) 5(21.7) 23(100) 

36- 45(%) 4(10.3) 3(7.8) 7(17.9) 4(10.3) 14(35.8) 7(17.9) 39(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(8.8) 1(2.9) 22(64.7) 8(23.5) 34(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 2(22.2) 0(.0) 1(11.1) 2(22.2) 4(44.4) 9(100) 

Total (%) 5(4.7) 6(5.7) 10(9.4) 11(10.4) 49(47.2) 24(22.6) 105(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 3(16.6) 0(.0) 3(16.6) 0(.0) 7(38.9) 5(27.7) 18(100) 

Male (%) 2(2.5) 6(6.8) 7(8.1) 11(12.6) 42(48.2) 19(21.8) 87(100) 

Total (%) 5(4.7) 6(5.7) 10(9.4) 11(10.4) 49(47.2) 24(22.6) 105(100) 

Education 
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 Non Matric (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 3(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(14.3) 9(64.3) 3(21.4) 14(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 3(12.5) 4(16.6) 7(29.1) 5(20.1) 5(17.9) 24(100) 

Graduate (%) 3(8.1) 1(2.7) 6(16.2) 2(5.4) 18(48.6) 7(19.0) 37(100) 

Post Grad (%) 2(8.0) 2(8.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(64.0) 5(20.0) 25(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 5(4.7) 6(5.7) 10(9.4) 11(10.4) 49(47.2) 24(22.6) 105(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 2(2.1) 3(3.2) 10(10.8) 11(11.9) 42(45.6) 24(26.0) 92(100) 

Single (%) 3(25.0) 3(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(50.0) 0(.0) 12(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 5(4.7) 6(5.7) 10(9.4) 11(10.4) 49(47.2) 24(22.6) 105(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

 Pvt. Service (%) 1(7.6) 0(.0) 3(23.0) 3(23.0) 4(30.0) 2(16.4) 13(100) 

Govt. Ser.(%) 1(2.4) 0(.0) 4(9.5) 2(4.7) 26(62.0) 9(21.4) 40(100) 

Business (%) 2(6.9) 3(10.3) 1(3.4) 5(17.2) 12(41.4) 6(20.8) 29(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 2(20.0) 0(.0) 1(10.0) 6(60.0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 3(30.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(60.0) 1(10.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 5(4.7) 6(5.7) 10(9.4) 11(10.4) 49(47.2) 24(22.6) 105(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The frequency with which respondents across demographic factors invest in real 

estate is exhibited in the Table No. 6.3.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the respondents investing in real estate revealed that, most 

of the respondents from the age group of 25-35 i.e. 21.7%, 47.8% and 21.7% 

respondents invested in real estate in 3-4 years, 4-5 years and more than 5 years 

respectively. Majority of the respondents in the age group of 36-45 and 46-58 i.e. 

35.8% and 64.7% respondents respectively invested in real estate in a span of 4-5 

years, followed by respondents investing in more than 5 years. Majority of the 

respondents in the age group of 59 and above were also found to invest in real estate 

in a gap of more than 5 years. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that almost similar percentages of females i.e. 

38.9% and 48.2% males invested in real estate in a span of 4-5 years followed by 

27.7% of females and 21.8% males investing in a period of more than 5 years. 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that most of the respondents across all 

the educational sections, i.e. 64.35 SSC holders, 48.6% graduates and 64% post 

graduates invested in real estate in span of 4-5 years. Most of the HSSC holders i.e. 

29.1% invested in real estate in 3 – 4 years, followed by 20.1% HSSC holders 

investing 4 -5 years time. While the diploma holders and Non Matriculates were 

found to invest in a span of more than 5 years.  

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that most of the married 

respondents, i.e. 45.6% respondents invested in real estate in 4-5 years, followed by 

26% respondents investing in a span of over 5 years. While majority of the singles i.e. 

50% invested in 4-5 years. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of respondents investing in real estate 

revealed that 30% of the respondents from the private sector invested in real estate in 

4-5 years, followed by 23% investing in 2- 3 years and 3-4 years. Majority of the 

Government Servants i.e. 62.5% and businessmen i.e. 41.4% were found to invest in 

real estate in a span of 4-5 years, followed by 21.4% Government Servants and 17.2% 

businessmen investing in a span of more than 5 years. Most of the self-employed i.e. 

60% were also found to invest in more than 5 years. 

It can be thus inferred that most of the respondents across demographic factors ie 

47.2% invested in real estate in a span of 4-5 years, followed by 22.6% respondents 

investing in a span of over 5 years. 
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6.4. Analysis of Frequency of investment in Financial Assets 

In this part of the sub section, analysis of frequency of investment in the Financial 

assets has been undertaken. The various frequencies of investment analysed are 

whether investments are made in financial assets on a daily basis, weekly basis, 

fortnightly, monthly, quarterly, semiannually, annually, one in 5 years period or in a 

period of more than 5 years. At the end of this analysis one would be able to 

understand the frequency with which one invests in a particular financial asset. 

Table No 6.4.1 Frequency of Investment in Bank 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment  

Total 

Daily 

 

Wee 

kly 
Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi An 

nually 

Ann 

ually 

Once in 

5 yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 2(.7) 0(.0) 1(.3) 209(69.5) 35(11.8) 11(3.6) 36(12.1) 6(2.0) 0(.0) 300(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(.9) 298(68.7) 48(11.1) 11(2.5) 68(15.7) 5(1.2) 0(.0) 434(100) 

36- 45 (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(.3) 202(57.5) 49(14.0) 22(6.3) 71(20.2) 5(1.4) 1(.3) 352(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(1.4) 190(65.5) 34(11.7) 13(4.5) 47(16.2) 2(.7) 0(.0) 290(100) 

59+  (%) 2(2.2

) 
0(.0) 1(1.1) 50(55.6) 20(22.2) 2(2.2) 14(15.6) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 88(100) 

Total (%) 4(.3) 0(.0) 10(.7) 949(64.8) 186(12.7) 59(4.0) 236(16.1) 19(1.9) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(1.1) 270(56.9) 68(14.3) 24(5.0) 96(20.2) 11(2.3) 1(.2) 475(100) 

Male (%) 4(.4) 0(.0) 6(.6) 679(68.5) 118(12.0) 34(3.5) 141(14.2) 8(.8) 0(.0) 989(100) 

Total (%) 4(.3) 0(.0) 10(.7) 949(64.8) 186(12.7) 59(4.0) 236(16.1) 19(1.9) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Education 

 N.Matric(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 143(59.1) 38(15.7) 21(8.7) 36(14.9) 4(1.7) 0(.0) 242(100) 

SSC (%) 2(.6) 0(.0) 3(.9) 220(69.0) 39(12.2) 13(4.1) 41(12.9) 1(.3) 0(.0) 319(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(1.3) 246(63.1) 44(11.4) 16(4.3) 67(17.2) 10(2.5) 1(.3) 389(100) 

Grad (%) 2(.5) 0(.0) 1(.3) 245(65.1) 49(13.1) 7(1.9) 68(18.0) 4(1.1) 0(.0) 376(100) 

Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 64(65.3) 15(15.3) 1(1.0) 18(18.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 98(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(3.0) 28(84.8) 1(3.0) 0(.0) 3(9.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 33(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(42.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(57.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 4(.3) 0(.0) 10(.7) 949(64.8) 186(12.7) 59(4.0) 236(16.1) 19(1.9) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 2(.2) 0(.0) 9(1.0) 548(60.5) 132(14.6) 44(4.9) 163(18.0) 7(.8) 1(.1) 906(100) 

Single (%) 2(.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 390(72.2) 52(9.8) 13(2.4) 71(13.3) 10(1.8) 0(.0) 538(100) 

Divorce (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(60.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Widow/er 

(%) 

0(.0) 0(.0) 1(6.7) 8(53.3) 0(.0) 2(13.3) 2(13.3) 2(13.3) 0(.0) 15(100) 
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Total (%) 4(.3) 0(.0) 10(.7) 949(64.8) 186(12.7) 59(4.0) 236(16.1) 19(1.9) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 27(25.0) 46(42.6) 21(19.4) 13(12.0) 1(.9) 0(.0) 108(100) 

Pvt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 413(78.9) 37(7.0) 2(.4) 70(13.3) 1(.2) 1(.2) 524(100) 

Govt.Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 181(78.4) 16(6.9) 1(.4) 31(13.4) 2(.9) 0(.0) 231(100) 

Business (%) 2(1.3

) 
0(.0) 5(3.8) 98(62.3) 15(9.4) 1(.6) 32(20.1) 4(2.5) 0(.0) 157(100) 

Self Emp(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(2.2) 76(54.0) 20(14.6) 3(2.2) 35(25.5) 2(1.5) 0(.0) 139(100) 

Housewife(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(1.2) 25(29.4) 22(26.5) 14(16.9) 20(23.6) 2(2.4) 0(.0) 84(100) 

Student (%) 2(1.4

) 
0(.0) 0(.0) 86(63.6) 20(15.0) 7(5.0) 15(11.4) 5(3.6) 0(.0) 135(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(1.2) 43(50.0) 10(11.6) 10(11.6) 20(23.3) 2(2.3) 0(.0) 86(100) 

Total (%) 4(.3) 0(.0) 10(.7) 949(64.8) 186(12.7) 59(4.0) 236(16.1) 19(1.9) 1(.1) 1464(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The frequency with which respondents invest in bank is exhibited in the Table No. 

6.4.1  

Age: Age wise analysis of frequency with which respondents invest in bank revealed 

that majority of the respondents across the age group i.e. 69.5% from the age group of 

18-24, 68.7% from the age group of 25-35, 57.5% from the age group of 36-45, 

65.5% from the age group of 46-58 and 55.6% from the age group of above 59 

invested on a monthly basis. It can be thus noted that, most of the respondents 

invested monthly, followed by annual and quarterly investment in bank. Very few 

respondents across age groups invested daily, weekly, fortnightly and more than 5 

years. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed majority of the females i.e. 56.9% and 

668.5% males invested monthly, followed by 20.2% females and 14.2% males 

investing annually. 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that majority of the Non Matrics i.e. 

59.1% invested in banks on monthly basis, followed by 15.7% investing quarterly. It 

was noticed that majority of the SSC holders and HSSC holders i.e. 69% and 63.1% 

invested in banks on monthly basis, followed by 12.9% SSC holders and 17.2% 
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HSSC holders investing annually. A similar trend was seen among the graduates, post 

graduates and diploma holders wherein 65.1% graduates, 65% post graduates and 

84.8% diploma holders invested monthly, followed by annual investment in banks. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that majority of the married i.e. 

60.5%, 72.2% single, 60% divorcee and 53.3% widow were found to invest monthly 

in bank, followed by 18% married, 13.3% single and 13.3% widow investing 

annually. It can be noted that investment in bank ranged from monthly to annually. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the respondent’s investment in bank 

revealed that 25% of the agriculturist invested monthly, 42.6% invested in banks 

quarterly, 19.4% agriculturist invested semiannually and 12% invested annually. It 

can be noted that majority of the agriculturist invested in banks quarterly. It can be 

inferred that majority of the respondents from the private service invested in banks on 

monthly basis, followed by 13.3% respondents from the private sector investing 

annually in the bank. Similarly, majority of the Government Servants i.e. 78.4% 

invested in banks on monthly basis, followed by 13.4% investing annually. Majority 

of the businessmen and self-employed i.e. 62.3% and 54% respectively were found to 

invest in banks on monthly basis. Followed by 20.1% businessmen and 25.5% self-

employed investing annually. It can also be noted that 3.8% businessmen and 2.2% 

self-employed invested fortnightly in banks. 29.4% housewives were found to invest 

in banks monthly, 26.5% quarterly, 16.9% semiannually and 23.6% housewives 

annually. Majority of the students i.e. 63.6% also invested in banks on monthly basis 

followed by 15% students investing quarterly. On the whole, 64.8% of the 

respondents across demographic factors were found to invest in banks on monthly 

basis, followed by 16.1% respondents investing annually and 12.7% investing 

quarterly. Very few respondents invested daily, once in 5 years or more than 5 years. 



 

324 
 

Table No 6.4.2 Frequency of Investment in Postal Deposits 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment 

Total 

Daily 

 

Wek 

lly 

kly 

Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quar

t 

erly 

Semi 

Annually 

Ann 

ually 

Once in 

5 yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(17.6) 0(.0) 1(2.9) 21(79.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 27(100) 

25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 12(8.6) 6(5.0) 2(1.4) 109(84.3) 1(.7) 0(.0) 130(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(10.6) 2(1.4) 2(1.4) 118(86.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 136(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(15.6) 2(1.8) 1(.9) 88(81.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 108(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(19.0) 2(9.5) 0(.0) 8(66.7) 1(4.8) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 50(12.1) 12(2.9) 6(1.3) 344(83.1) 2(.4) 0(.0) 414(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(10.2

) 

2(1.8) 1(.9) 94(87.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 108(100) 

Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 39(12.8

) 

10(3.4) 5(1.5) 250(81.7) 2(.6) 0(.0) 306(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 50(12.1

) 

12(2.9) 6(1.3) 344(83.1) 2(.4) 0(.0) 414(100) 

Education 

 N. Matric(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(18.6) 3(7.0) 1(2.3) 26(67.4) 2(4.7) 0(.0) 39(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(10.3) 4(5.1) 1(1.3) 56(83.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 68(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(13.5

) 

1(.8) 3(2.4) 99(83.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 119(100) 

Grad (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(11.2

) 

4(3.2) 1(.7) 112(84.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 133(100) 

Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(11.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 37(88.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 42(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 50(12.1

) 

12(2.9) 6(1.3) 344(83.1) 2(.4) 0(.0) 414(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 39(12.2

) 

10(3.3) 5(1.5) 263(82.5) 2(.6) 0(.0) 319(100) 

Single (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(11.8

) 

2(2.0) 1(1.0) 76(85.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 89(100) 

Divorce (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 50(12.1

) 

12(2.9) 6(1.3) 344(83.1) 2(.4) 0(.0) 414(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(15.4) 1(7.7) 0(.0) 8(61.5) 2(15.4) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Pvt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(12.9

) 

4(2.6) 2(1.3) 113(83.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 136(100

) Govt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 18(15.8

) 

0(.0) 0(.0) 95(84.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 113(100

) Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 8(10.5) 4(5.2) 0(.0) 64(84.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 76(100) 

Self Emp(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(9.8) 3(5.9) 3(5.9) 40(78.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 51(100) 

Housewife(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(100) 

Student (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(50.0) 1(50.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 50(12.1

) 

12(2.9) 6(1.3) 344(83.1) 2(.4) 0(.0) 414(100

) Source: Primary Data 
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The above Table No. 6.4.2: depicts the frequency of investment by respondents in 

postal deposits across demographic factors. 

 

Age: Age wise analysis of frequency of investment in postal deposits revealed that, 

79.4% of the respondents from the age group of 18-24, and 84.3% respondents from 

the age group of 25-35 invested annually in postal deposits, followed by 17.6% and 

8.6% respondents respectively investing monthly. Similarly majority of the 

respondents from the age group of 36-45, 46-58 and 59 and above i.e. 86.5%, 81.7% 

and 66.7% respondents respectively invested annually in postal deposit, followed by 

monthly investment. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that majority of the respondents i.e. 87.1% 

females and 81.7% males invested annually in postal deposits, followed by 10.2% 

females and 12.8% males investing on a monthly basis. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents revealed that majority of the Non-

Matric i.e. 67.4%, 83.3% of the SSC holders, 83.3% HSSC holders, 84.9% graduates, 

88.1% post graduates and 100% diploma holders invested annually in postal deposits, 

followed by investment on a monthly basis. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis also showed that, 82.5% married and 

85.3% single respondents invested annually in postal deposits, followed by 12.2% 

married and 11.8% single respondents investing monthly. While 100% of the divorcee 

respondents were found to invest monthly and 100% widow respondents invested 

annually. 
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Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the respondents revealed that majority of 

the agriculturist i.e. 61.5% invested annually, followed by 15.4% agriculturist each 

investing monthly and once in 5 years. 83.2% of the respondents from the private 

sector, 84.2% Government Servants, 84.3% businessmen and 78.4% self-employed 

were also found to invest annually in postal deposits. Followed by 12.9% respondents 

from the private sector,15.8% Government Servants, 10.5% businessmen and 7.8% 

self-employed investing in postal deposits on monthly basis. Housewives and others 

were found to invest annually. While 50% of the students invested annually and 

semiannually. 

 

On the whole, 83.1% of the respondents across demographic factors invested 

annually, followed by 12.1% respondents investing on a monthly basis in postal 

deposits. 
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Table No 6.4.3 Frequency of Investment in Government Securities 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment 

Total 

Dail

y 

 

Weekl

y 
Fort 

nightly 

Mont

hly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi 

Annuall

y 

Ann 

ually 

Once 

in 5 

yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(60.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 2(50.0) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(9.3) 4(36.3) 4(36.3) 2(18.1) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(.0)) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 1(25.0) 2(50.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(14.4) 3(42.8) 3(42.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 7(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(9.3) 4(36.3) 4(36.3) 2(18.1) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Education 

 HSSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Graduate (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 2(40.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(9.3) 4(36.3) 4(36.3) 2(18.1) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(10.0) 4(40.0) 3(30.0) 2(20.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(9.3) 4(36.3) 4(36.3) 2(18.1) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Ser.(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(25.0) 4(50.0) 2(25.0) 0(.0) 8(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Self Emp. (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(9.3) 4(36.3) 4(36.3) 2(18.1) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The frequency of investment by respondents across demographic factors in 

Government Securities is exhibited in the Table No. 6.4.3. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the respondents investing in Government securities 

revealed that, majority of the respondents investing in Government securities 

belonged to the age group of 36-45, of which majority of the respondents i.e. 60% 

invested annually, followed by 40% respondents from this age group investing in 

Government securities once in 5 years. Of the respondents in the age group of 46-58, 
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majority i.e. 50% respondents invested semiannually, followed by the rest 25% each 

respondents investing quarterly and annually. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that equal number of female respondents i.e. 

25% invested semiannually and annually. Among the male respondents 42.8% each 

respondents invested semiannually and annually, followed by 14.4% investing 

quarterly. 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that only the HSSC holders, graduates 

and post graduates invested in Government securities. Majority of the graduates i.e. 

40% each were found to invest annually, and once in 5 years. While 100% of the 

HSSC holders invested annually and majority i.e. 80% of the post graduates were 

found to invest semiannually in Government securities. 

Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis revealed that majority of the married 

respondents i.e. 40% invested semiannually, followed by 30% married respondents 

investing annually in Government securities. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that only Government servants, 

businessmen and self-employed were found to invest in Government securities. 

Majority of Government Servants i.e. 50% invested annually in Government 

securities, followed by semiannual and once in 5 years investment by 25% 

Government servant respondents investing in Government securities. While 100% of 

the businessmen investing in Government securities, made semiannual investment and 

the Self-employed respondents made quarterly investments. 

On the whole across all the demographic factors majority of the respondents i.e 36.3% 

invested semiannually and annually in Government securities. It can be inferred that 

only the educated respondents and the respondents belonging to the occupation like 



 

329 
 

Government Servants, businessmen and self-employed invested in Government 

Securities. 

Table No 6.4.4 Frequency of Investment in Corporate Securities 

Demograph

ic Factor 

Frequency of  investment 

Total 

Daily 

 

Week 

ly 

 

Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi  

Annu 

Ann 

ually 

Once 

in 5 

yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 0(.0) 7(28.0) 14(56.0) 3(12.0) 1(4.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 25(100) 

25 - 35(%) 1(1.8) 15(28.3) 27(50.9) 10(18.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 53(100) 

36- 45(%) 3(15.0) 10(50.0) 4(20.0) 2(10.0) 0(.0) 1(5.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 20(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 4(26.4) 1(9.1) 2(18.1) 1(9.1) 3(27.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Total (%) 4(3.8) 36(32.7) 46(42.3) 17(15.4) 2(1.9) 4(3.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(.0) 9(34.6) 9(34.6) 7(26.9) 1(3.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 26(100) 

Male (%) 4(4.8) 27(32.5) 37(44.5) 10(12.0) 1(1.4) 4(4.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 83(100) 

Total (%) 4(3.8) 36(32.7) 46(42.3) 17(15.4) 2(1.9) 4(3.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Education 

 N Matric(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(75.0) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 3(25.0) 7(58.4) 1(8.3) 1(8.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 12(100) 

Graduate(%) 3(4.7) 25(39.6) 29(46.0) 5(7.9) 1(1.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 63(100) 

Post Grad (%) 1(4.3) 5(21.7) 4(17.3) 8(34.6) 0(.0) 4(17.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 23(100) 

Diploma%) 0(.0) 1(16.7) 3(50.0) 2(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 4(3.8) 36(32.7) 46(42.3) 17(15.4) 2(1.9) 4(3.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 3(5.7) 18(34.6) 21(40.3) 5(9.6) 1(2.2) 4(7.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 52(100) 

Single(%) 1(1.8) 18(32.7) 25(45.4) 10(18.1) 1(2.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 55(100) 

Divorce(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(100) 

Total (%) 4(3.8) 36(32.7) 46(42.3) 17(15.4) 2(1.9) 4(3.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Occupation 

 Pvt. Ser.(%) 0(.0) 11(24.) 23(51.2) 11(24.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 45(100) 

Govt.Ser.(% 3(13.) 2(8.6) 14(60.1) 3(13.5) 0(.0) 1(4.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 23(100) 

Business(%) 1(6.2) 6(37.7) 4(25.0) 1(6.2) 1(6.2) 3(18.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 0(.0) 8(80.0) 0(.0) 2(20.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Student(%) 0(.0) 4(40.0) 4(40.0) 1(10.0) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 5(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 4(3.8) 36(32.7) 46(42.3) 17(15.4) 2(1.9) 4(3.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 109(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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From the above Table No. 6.4.4 the frequency of investment in Corporate Securities 

by respondents across demographic factors is depicted. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in corporate securities revealed that 

majority of the respondents i.e. 56% from the age group of 18-24 and 50.9% from the 

age group of 25-35 invested fortnightly. While, 50% respondents from the age group 

of 36-45 and 36.4% from the age group of 46-58 invested on a weekly basis. Very 

few respondents were found to invest daily, quarterly or semiannually. No respondent 

across age group were found to invest annually or once in 5 years or more than 5 

years. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 34.6% each of the female respondents 

invested weekly and fortnightly in corporate securities, followed by 26.9% of the 

females investing monthly. While majority of the male respondents i.e. 44.5% were 

found to invest fortnightly, followed by 32.5% male respondents investing on a 

weekly basis. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis of the respondents revealed that only 75% Non-

Matric respondents investing in corporate securities on fortnightly basis and  SSC 

holders’ respondents invested on weekly basis. It was noticed that majority of the 

HSSC holders i.e. 58.4% and 46% graduates were found to invest on fortnightly basis, 

followed by weekly investment by 25% HSSC holders and 39.6% graduates. 34.6% 

of the post graduates invested in corporate securities on monthly basis, followed by 

21.7% post graduate respondents investing on a weekly basis. Majority of the diploma 

holders investing in corporate securities i.e. 50% also invested on fortnightly basis. 
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Marital Status: Marital status wise analysis showed that 40.3% of the married and 

45.4% single respondent also invested in corporate securities on fortnightly basis, 

followed by 34.6% married and 32.7% single respondent investing on a weekly basis. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that 51.2% of the respondents from  

the private sector investing in corporate securities, invested on a fortnightly basis, 

followed by 24.4% of them investing on a weekly basis. Among the Government 

Servants investing in corporate securities, 60% invested on a fortnightly basis, 

followed by 13.5% respondents investing on a daily basis. One 37.7% of the 

businessmen were found to invest in shares on a weekly basis, followed by 25% 

investing on a fortnightly basis and 18.7% of the businessmen investing on a 

semiannual basis. While majority of the self-employed respondents investing in 

securities i.e. 80% were found to invest on a weekly basis, followed by 20% investing 

on a monthly basis. It was also observed that 40% of the student respondents each 

invested on weekly and fortnightly basis, followed by 10% each students investing on 

monthly and quarterly basis. 

 

It can be concluded that of the 109 respondents investing in corporate securities 

42.3% respondents across the demographic factors invested in corporate securities on 

a fortnightly basis, followed by 32.7% respondents investing in corporate securities 

on a weekly basis. Very few respondents invested on a daily basis. No respondent was 

found to invest annually or in time span above a year.  Of the total sample only 6.93% 

respondents were found to invest in corporate securities, of which majority of the 

respondents were found to invest on a fortnightly basis. 
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Table No 6.4.5 Frequency of Investment in Life Insurance 

Demograph

ic Factor 

Frequency of  investment  

Total 

Dail

y 

 

Wee 

kly 
Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi Ann 

ually 

Ann 

ually 

Once in 

5 yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 12(25.6) 27(57.4) 3(6.3) 4(8.5) 1(2.2) 0(.0) 47(100) 

25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 35(19.4) 112(62.1) 14(7.8) 19(10.2

) 

1(.5) 0(.0) 181(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 50(28.6) 76(43.0) 28(15.8) 22(12.5

) 

0(.0) 0(.0) 176(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 36(25.7) 75(53.2) 20(14.1) 9(6.3) 1(.7) 0(.0) 141(100) 

59+ (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(16.7) 17(47.2) 6(16.7) 7(19.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 36(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 139(24.0) 307(52.8) 71(12.2) 61(10.5

) 

3(.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Gender 

 Female(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 21(16.3) 63(48.9) 27(20.9) 16(11.4

) 

2(1.5) 0(.0) 129(100) 

Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 118(26.1) 244(53.9) 44(9.9) 45(9.9) 1(.2) 0(.0) 452(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 139(24.0) 307(52.8) 71(12.2) 61(10.5

) 

3(.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Education 

 N Matric(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 21(35.1) 27(44.3) 5(7.4) 8(13.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 61(100) 

SSC(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 39(44.9) 36(41.6) 5(5.6) 6(6.7) 1(1.1) 0(.0) 87(100) 

HSSC(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 41(31.2) 64(47.1) 15(11.6) 13(9.4) 1(.7) 0(.0) 134(100) 

Grad (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 27(13.0) 122(58.4) 33(16.0) 26(12.1

) 

1(.4) 0(.0) 209(100) 

Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(12.1) 49(66.2) 10(13.6) 6(8.1) 0(.0) 0(.0) 74(100) 

Diploma(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(13.3) 8(53.3) 3(20.0) 2(13.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(100) 

Others(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 139(24.0) 307(52.8) 71(12.2) 61(10.5

) 

3(.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 110(25.2) 214(48.7) 62(14.1) 52(11.8

) 

1(.4) 0(.0) 439(100) 

Single(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 28(20.5) 88(64.7) 9(6.6) 9(6.6) 2(1.4) 0(.0) 136(100) 

Divorcee(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 2(66.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Widow/er(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 139(24.0) 307(52.8) 71(12.2) 61(10.5

) 

3(.5) 0(.0) 581(100) 

Occupation 

 Agri(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(25.0) 4(33.3) 3(25.0) 2(16.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 12(100) 

Pvt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 40(19.4) 117(56.3) 30(14.9) 20(9.0) 1(.5) 0(.0) 208(10

0) Govt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 57(31.6) 91(50.3) 16(8.8) 16(8.8) 1(.5) 0(.0) 181(10

0) Business(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 24(24.3) 56(57.0) 10(10.3) 9(8.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 99(100) 

Self Emp(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(25.4) 30(50.8) 4(6.7) 10(16.9

) 

0(.0) 0(.0) 59(100) 

H wife(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(40.0) 3(60.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Student(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(66.7) 1(16.7) 0(.0) 1(16.6) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Others(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(7.7) 5(45.4) 5(45.4) 1(9.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 11(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 139(24.0) 307(52.8) 71(12.2) 61(10.5

) 

3(.5) 0(.0) 581(10

0) Source: Primary Data 
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Frequency of investment in life insurance by respondents across demographic factors 

is exhibited in Table No. 6.4.5. 

Age: Age wise analysis of frequency of investment in life insurance revealed that 

majority of the respondents in the age group of 18-24 i.e. 57.4% invested in life 

insurance on a quarterly basis, followed by 25.5% respondents investing from this age 

group invested on a monthly basis. Similarly 62.1% respondents from the age group 

of 25-35, 42.9% from the age group of 36-45, 53.2% from the age group of 46-58 and 

47.2% respondents from the age group of 59 and above, were found to invest in life 

insurance on quarterly basis followed by monthly investment across all age groups. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that majority i.e. 48.9% female and 53.9% 

male respondents invested in life insurance on quarterly basis, followed by 20.9% 

females investing semiannually and 26.1% male respondents investing monthly in life 

insurance. 

Education: Education wise analysis of respondents investing in life insurance showed 

that majority of the respondents i.e. 44.3% Non-Matrics, 47.1% HSSC holders, 58.4% 

graduates, 66.2% post graduates and 53.3% diploma holders invested on a quarterly 

basis in life insurance, followed by monthly investment by Non Matrics and HSSC 

holders and semi- annual investment by graduates and post graduates. While majority 

of the SSC holders i.e. 44.9% invested on monthly basis, followed by 41.6% 

respondents investing on quarterly basis in life insurance. 

Marital Status: From the marital status wise analysis it can be observed that of the 

respondents investing in life insurance, 48.7% of the married, 64.7% of the single and 

66.7% divorcee respondents invested in life insurance on a quarterly basis, followed 

by 25.2% married, 20.8% single and 33.3% divorcee respondents investing on a 

monthly basis. 100% of the widow respondents invested on a quarterly basis. 



 

334 
 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that, majority of the agriculturist i.e. 

33.3% invested in life insurance on a quarterly basis, followed by 25% agriculturist 

each investing monthly, semiannually and annually in life insurance. 56.3% 

respondents from the private sector, 50.3% Government Servants, 57% businessmen 

and 50.8% self-employed invested on a quarterly basis in life insurance. It was 

followed by 19.4% respondents from the private sector, 31.6% Government Servants, 

24.3% businessmen and 25.4% self-employed investing on a monthly basis. Two third 

of the housewives were found to invest annually, followed by the rest of them 

investing semiannually in life insurance. Majority of the students also invested on 

quarterly basis. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that, on the whole 52.8% respondents across demographic 

factors invested on a quarterly basis, followed by 24.% investing on a monthly basis 

in life insurance. It can be noted that, though majority of the male and female 

respondents invested on a quarterly basis, a sector of female respondents invested 

semiannually, while a sector of male respondents invested on a monthly basis. Higher 

the level of education more was the investment on quarterly basis. It can also be 

inferred that the agriculturist preferred to invest in a span of time ranging from 

monthly to annually. While for other occupations except for housewives, much of the 

investment in life insurance was made on quarterly followed by monthly basis. 
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Table No 6.4.6 Frequency of Investment in Mutual Fund 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment MF 

Total 

Dail

y 

 

 

Wee 

kly 

Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi 

Annuall

y 

Ann 

ually 

Once  

in 5 yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 18 - 24(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(26.6) 11(73.4) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(100) 

25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 1(3.8) 2(7.6) 23(88.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 26(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 15(88.2) 1(5.9) 0(.0) 1(5.9) 0(.0) 0(.0) 17(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(66.6) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 1(1.6) 6(9.4) 51(79.6) 1(1.6) 0(.0) 5(7.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(.0) 1(7.7) 0(.0) 12(92.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 13(100) 

Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(11.8) 39(76.4) 1(2.0) 0(.0) 5(9.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 51(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 1(1.6) 6(9.4) 51(79.6) 1(1.6) 0(.0) 5(7.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Education 

 N Matric (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

SSC(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(16.7) 5(83.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(100) 

Graduate (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(15.6) 27(84.) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 32(100) 

Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 1(4.7) 0(.0) 15(71.) 1(4.7) 0(.0) 4(19.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 21(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 1(1.6) 6(9.4) 51(79.) 1(1.6) 0(.0) 5(7.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 25(80.6) 1(3.2) 0(.0) 5(16.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 31(100) 

Single (%) 0(.0) 1(3.1) 6(18.7) 25(78.2) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 32(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 1(1.6) 6(9.4) 51(79.6) 1(1.6) 0(.0) 5(7.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Occupation 

 Pvt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(17.8) 22(78.5) 1(3.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 28(100) 

Govt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 14(87.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 2(12.5) 0(.0) 0(.0) 16(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 6(66.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(33.3) 0(.0) 0(.0) 9(100) 

Self Emp(%) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 3(75.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Student (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(33.3) 2(66.7) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 1(1.6) 6(9.4) 51(79.6) 1(1.6) 0(.0) 5(7.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 64(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The frequency of investment in mutual funds by respondents across demographic 

factors is exhibited in the Table No. 6.4.6. 

Age: Age wise analysis of the 64 respondents investing in mutual funds revealed that, 

majority of the respondents i.e. 73.4% from the age group of 18-24, 88.5% 

respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 88.2% respondents from the age group 

of 46-58 invested on a monthly basis in mutual fund. 66.7% of the respondents from 

the age group of 46-58 invested annually. It can be noted that majority of the 

respondents across age groups i.e. 79.6% invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis also revealed that majority of the female respondents 

i.e. 92.3% and 76.4% male respondents invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. 

Education: From the education wise analysis it can be observe that only one Non 

Matric and five HSSC holders invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. While 

among the others, 84.4% graduates, 71.6% post graduates and 100% diploma holders 

also invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 80.6% of the married 

respondents, 78.2% of the single respondents and 100% divorcee respondents also 

invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that neither agriculturist nor 

housewives invested in mutual funds. It can be noted that majority of the respondents 

working in private sector i.e. 78.5%, 87.5% Government Servants, 66.7% 

businessmen and 75% self-employed invested in mutual funds on monthly basis. 

Students and majority from the others investing in mutual fund were also found to 

invest on a monthly basis. 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across age groups i.e. 

79.6% invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. No respondents from the age 
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group of 59 and above, nor agriculturist neither housewives were found to invest in 

mutual fund. 

Table No 6.4.7 Frequency of Investment in Commodities 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment Commodities 

Total 

Dail

y 

 

Wee 

kly Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi  

Annually 

Ann 

ually 

Once in 

5 yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Gender 

 Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Education 

 Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Single (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Ser (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 3(75.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No. 6.4.7: depicts the frequency of investment in commodities 

among respondents across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents revealed that no respondents from the age 

group of 18-24 and 59 and above invested in commodities. Only one respondent from 

the age group of 25-35 and the age group of 36-45 invested quarterly and annually 

respectively in commodities. 



 

338 
 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 805 of the male respondents invested in 

commodities annually, while the remaining 20% invested quarterly. No female 

respondent was found to invest in commodities. 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that no respondents from the educational 

groups viz. Non Matrics, SSC holders, HSSC holders graduates nor diploma holders 

invested in commodities. Only post graduate respondents were found to invest in 

commodities. 80% of the post graduates i.e. four invested in commodities annually, 

while the rest 20% i.e. one invested quarterly. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that all of the four married 

respondents investing in commodities invested annually, while the rest i.e. one 

respondent invested quarterly. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that only 1 Government Servant 

invested in commodities annually. While among the businessmen 4 respondents 

invested in commodities, of which 75% of the respondents invested annually and 25% 

invested quarterly in commodities. 

Thus it can be concluded that only five respondents from the entire sample i.e. only 

0.33% respondents invested in commodities. Of which 80% invested annually and the 

rest 20% invested quarterly. No respondent from the younger age group of 18-24 or 

older age group of above 59 invested in commodities. Similarly, only male post 

graduates were found to invest in commodities. Across occupations only businessmen 

and Government Servant were found to invest in commodities. 
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Table No 6.4.8 Frequency of Investment in Derivatives 

Demographic 

Factor 

Frequency of  investment Derivatives 

Total 

Dail

y 

 

 

Wee 

kly 

Fort 

nightly 

Mon 

thly 

Quart 

erly 

Semi 

Annually 

Ann 

ually 

Once 

in 5 yrs 

> 5 

yrs 

Age 

 25 - 35(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

46 - 58(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Gender 

 Male (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Education 

 Post Grad(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Single(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Ser(%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Business (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(25.0) 0(.0) 3(75.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(20.0) 0(.0) 4(80.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 5(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No. 6.4.8: depicts the frequency of investment in derivatives among 

respondents across demographic factors. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents revealed that no respondents from the age 

group of 18-24 and 59 and above invested in derivatives. Only one respondent from 

the age group of 25-35 and the age group of 36-45 invested quarterly and annually 

respectively in derivatives. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 805 of the male respondents invested in 

derivatives annually, while the remaining 20% invested quarterly. No female 

respondent was found to invest in derivatives. 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that no respondents from the educational 

groups viz. Non Matrics, SSC holders, HSSC holders graduates nor diploma holders 

invested in derivatives. Only post graduate respondents were found to invest in 

derivatives. 80% of the post graduates i.e. 4 invested in derivatives annually, while 

the rest 20% i.e. 1 invested quarterly. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that all of the 4 married 

respondents investing in derivatives invested annually, while the rest i.e. 1 respondent 

invested quarterly. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that only 1 Government Servant 

invested in derivatives annually. While among the businessmen 4 respondents 

invested in derivatives, of which 75% of the respondents invested annually and 25% 

invested quarterly in derivatives. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that only 5 respondents from the entire sample i.e. only 

0.33% respondents invested in derivatives. Of which 80% invested annually and the 

rest 20% invested quarterly. No respondent from the younger age group of 18-24 or 

older age group of above 59 invested in derivatives. Similarly, only male post 

graduates were found to invest in derivatives. Across occupations only businessmen 

and Government Servant were found to invest in derivatives. 
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Section III Evaluation of Investment Avenues 

An investment activity does not end with investment of funds, but the investment 

activity actually begins with it. As long as the funds are invested, the investor has to 

manage it portfolio of his investments. One not only channelizes the information from 

various sources, but also has to evaluate the investment. Thus the need arises to 

analyse the period when a particular investment is evaluated. 

6.5: Analysis of Evaluation of Physical Assets 

In this sub section an attempt has been made to study the period when the investments 

in physical assets are evaluated by the respondents across the demographic factors. 

Table No 6.5.1. Evaluation of Investment in Gold 

 

Demographic 

 Factors 

 

Evaluation of Gold 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi 

Annually 

Annually 

Age 

 18 – 24(%) 0(0) 0(0) 5(4.5) 106(95.5) 111(100) 

 25 – 35(%) 5(1.8) 1(0.4) 10(3.6) 275(94.3) 291(100) 

 36- 45(%) 2(0.7) 7(2.3) 15(5.0) 287(92.1) 311(100) 

 46 – 58(%) 2(0.9) 1(0.5) 13(6.0) 207(92.6) 223(100) 

 59+ (%) 1(1.0) 3(4.0) 2(3.0) 60(92.0) 75(100) 

 Total (%) 10(1.0) 12(1.2) 45(4.5) 944(93.3) 1011(100) 

Gender 

Male (%) 2(0.5) 4(1.0) 18(4.6) 374(93.9) 398(100) 

Female (%) 8(1.3) 8(1.3) 28(4.6) 569(92.8) 613(100) 

Total (%) 10(1.0) 12(1.2) 45(4.5) 944(93.3) 1011(100) 

Education 

Non Matric (%) 1(0.6) 0(0) 2(1.1) 165(98.3) 179(100) 

SSC (%) 3(1.5) 0(0) 4(2.0) 199(96.5) 206(100) 

HSSC (%) 2(0.7) 6(2.2) 18(6.6) 245(90.5) 274(100) 

Graduate (%) 4 (1.5) 5 (2.0) 15(6.0) 230(90.5) 254(100) 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 1(1.3) 8(9.2) 72(89.5) 81(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 22(100) 22(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(100) 5(100) 

Total (%) 10(1.0) 12(1.2) 45(4.5) 944(93.3) 1011(100) 
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Marital Status 

 Married (%) 5(0.6) 12(1.6) 40(5.3) 703(92.5) 760(100) 

 Single (%) 5(2.3) 0(0) 6(2.7) 221(95.0) 232(100) 

 Divorcee (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(100) 5(100) 

 Widow/er (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 14(100) 14(100) 

 Total (%) 10(1.0) 12(1.2) 45(4.5) 944(93.3) 1011(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(0) 0(0) 6(8.4) 65(91.6) 71(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 7(2.0) 6(1.7) 17(4.8) 321(91.5) 351(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 0(0) 2(1.3) 11(6.4) 158(92.3) 171(100) 

Business (%) 1(0.8) 0(0) 7(5.8) 114(93.4) 122(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 1(0.9) 0(0) 1(0.9) 110(98.2) 112(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(0) 1(1.3) 0(0) 80(98.7) 81(100) 

Student (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(2.8) 34(97.2) 35(100) 

Others (%) 1(1.5) 3(4.4) 4(5.8) 60(88.3) 61(100) 

Total (%) 10(1.0) 12(1.2) 45(4.5) 944(93.3) 1011(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

 

The above Table No. 6.5.1: exhibits the period of evaluation for investment in gold, 

by respondents across demographic factors. 

 

Age: Age wise analysis of period of evaluation or investment in gold revealed that 

majority of the respondents across the various age group i.e. 93.3% evaluated their 

investment in gold on annual basis 95.5% respondents from  the age group of 18-24, 

94.3% respondents from the age group of 25-35, 92.1% and 92.6% respondents from 

the age group of 36-45 and 45-58 and 92% respondents from the age group of 59 and 

above, were found to evaluate their investment in gold annually, followed by 4.6% 

respondents. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that majority i.e. 93.9% female and 92.8% 

male respondents evaluated their investment in gold annually, followed by 4.6% male 

and female respondents each evaluating their gold investment semi-annually. 
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Education: From the education wise analysis it can be observed that 98.3% Non-

Matrics, 96.5% SSC holders, 90.5% HSSC holders, 90.5% graduates, 89.5% post 

graduates and 100% diploma holders also evaluated their investment in gold on an 

annual basis, followed by only 4.5% respondents across educational levels evaluating 

investments on a semiannual basis. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis revealed that majority i.e. 92.5% 

married and 95% single respondents, along with 100% divorcee and widow 

respondents evaluating the investment in gold annually. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis also showed that majority of the respondents 

across various occupational levels evaluated their investments in gold annually. 

91.6% agriculturist, 91.5% respondents from the private sector, 92.3% Government 

Servants, 93.4% businessmen and 98.2% self-employed evaluated their investment 

annually, followed by semiannual evaluation of investments. 98.7% of the 

housewives also evaluated their investments annually, followed by the rest i.e. 1.3% 

housewives evaluating their investment quarterly. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that, 93.3% of the respondents across demographic factors 

evaluated their investment in gold annually, followed by 4.5% respondents evaluating 

their investment semiannually. 
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Table No 6.5.2. Evaluation of Investment in Silver 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Silver 

Total Monthly Quarterly 

Semi 

Annually Annually 

Age  

 18 – 24(%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 2(100) 

25 – 35(%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 8(100) 8(100) 

36- 45(%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(9.0) 19(91.0) 21(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 35(100) 35(100) 

59+ (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.9) 65(97.1) 67(100) 

Gender  

 Female (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(4.8) 51(95.2) 42(100) 

Male (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 25(100) 25(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.9) 65(97.1) 67(100) 

Education   

 Non Matric (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 9(100) 9(100) 

SSC (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 18(100) 18(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 14(100) 14(100) 

Graduate (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(13.3) 13(86.7) 15(100) 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 11(100) 11(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.9) 65(97.1) 67(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(3.0) 52(97.0) 54(100) 

Single (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 7(100) 7(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 6(100) 6(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.9) 65(97.1) 67(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 6(100) 6(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 16(100) 16(100) 

Govt. Ser(%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(14.5) 12(85.8) 14(100) 

Business (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 10(100) 10(100) 

Self Emp.(%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 15(100) 15(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.9) 65(97.1) 67(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The period of evaluation for investment in silver by respondents across demographic 

factors is exhibited in the Table No. 6.5.2. 

Age: Age is analysis of period of evaluation for investment in silver revealed that all 

the respondents across all age groups evaluated their investment in silver annually, 

except for 9% respondents from age group of 36-45 who evaluated their investments 

semiannually. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 95.2% of the female and all the male 

respondents evaluated their investments in silver annually, followed by 4.8% females 

evaluating their investments semiannually. 

Education: From the education wise analysis, it can be inferred that all respondents 

from the various educational groups also evaluated their investment in silver annually, 

except for 13.3% graduates who were found to evaluate their investments 

semiannually. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 97% married and all single 

and widow/er respondents evaluated their investment in silver annually, followed by 

3% married respondents evaluating their investment semiannually. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis also revealed that all the respondents across 

the various occupations evaluated their investments annually, except for 14.2% 

Government Servants who evaluated their investments semiannually. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that 97.1% of the respondents across demographic factors 

evaluated their investment in silver annually, followed by 2.9% respondents 

evaluating their investments semiannually. 
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Table No 6.5.3. Evaluation of Investment in Agriculture 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Agriculture 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi Annually Annually 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 10(100) 10(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 4(14.2) 24(85.8) 28(100) 

36- 45 (%) 0(0) 2(3.6) 1(1.8) 60(94.6) 55(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 46(100) 46(100) 

59+ (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 18(100) 18(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 2(1.2) 5(3.2) 150(95.6) 157(100) 

Gender  

 Female (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(10.0) 18(90.0) 20(100) 

Male (%) 0(0) 2(1.4) 3(2.2) 132(96.4) 152(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 2(1.2) 5(3.2) 150(95.6) 157(100) 

Education  

 Non Matric (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 36(100) 36(100) 

SSC (%) 0(0) 0(0) 3(6.2) 45(93.8) 48(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 39(100) 39(100) 

Graduate (%) 0(0) 2(8) 2(8.6) 21(91.4) 23(100) 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 7(100) 7(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 2(1.2) 5(3.2) 150(95.6) 157(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(0) 2(1.5) 3(2.3) 125(96.2) 130(100) 

Single (%) 0(0) 0(0) 3(8.3) 21(91.7) 24(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 2(1.2) 5(3.2) 150(95.6) 157(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(1.8) 52(98.2) 53(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(4.0) 26(96.0) 37(100) 

Govt. Ser. (%) 0(0) 2(4.3) 0(0) 44(95.7) 46(100) 

Business (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 13(100) 13(100) 

Self-Emp (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(11.11) 8(88.9) 9(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 2(100) 

Student (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 2(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(40.0) 3(60.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 2(1.2) 5(3.2) 150(95.6) 157(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The period of evaluation for investments in agriculture by respondents across 

demographic factors is depicted in the Table No. 6.5.3. . 

Age: Age wise analysis of investment in agriculture revealed that respondents in the 

age group of 18-24, 46-58 and 59 and above evaluated their investments annually.  

85.8% respondents from the age group of 25-35 and 94.6% respondents from the age 

group of 36-45 evaluated their agricultural investments annually, followed by 14.2% 

respondents from the age group of 25-35 evaluating semiannually and 3.6% 

respondents from the age group of 36-45 evaluating quarterly. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that majority of the respondents i.e. 90% 

female and 96.4% male respondents evaluated their agricultural investments annually, 

followed by semiannual evaluation. 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that, 100% of the Non Matrics, HSSC 

holders, post graduates and diploma holders evaluated their agricultural investments 

annually. It was found that 93.8% SSC holders and 91.4% graduates also evaluated 

their agricultural investments annually, followed by the rest of the SSC holders and 

graduates evaluating their investments semiannually. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of evaluation of agricultural investment 

by respondents showed that majority of the respondents i.e. 96.2% married and 91.7% 

single respondents evaluated their agricultural investment annually, followed by 2.3% 

married and 8.3% single respondents evaluating the investments semiannually. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that all the businessmen, housewives 

and student respondents evaluated their agricultural investment annually. It was 

noticed that majority of the agriculturist i.e. 98.2%, 96% respondents from the private 

sector, 88.9% self-employed and 95.7% Government Servants investing in 

agriculture, evaluated their investment annually, followed by the rest of the 
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agriculturist, private sector respondents and self-employed evaluating semiannually. 

Only 4.3% Government Servants evaluated their agricultural investments quarterly. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

i.e. 95.6% evaluated their agricultural investments annually, followed by 3.2% 

respondents evaluating semiannually and the rest evaluating quarterly. 

 

 

Table No 6.5.4. Evaluation of Investment in Real Estate 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Real Estate 

Total Monthly Quarterly 

Semi 

Annually Annually 

Age 

 25 – 35 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 23(100) 23(100) 

36- 45 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(5.1) 37(94.9) 39(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 34(100) 34(100) 

59+ (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 9(100) 9(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.0) 103(98.0) 105(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(6.7) 17(94.3) 18(100) 

Male (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(1.2) 86(98.8) 87(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.0) 103(98.0) 105(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

SSC (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 14(100) 14(100) 

HSSC (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(8.0) 22(92.0) 24(100) 

Graduate (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 37(100) 37(100) 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 25(100) 25(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.0) 103(98.0) 105(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.0) 92(98.0) 92(100) 

Single 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 12(100) 12(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.0) 103(98.0) 105(100) 
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Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

 Pvt. Service (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(7.6) 12(92.4) 14(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 42(100) 42(100) 

Business (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(3.4) 28(96.6) 29(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 10(100) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 10(100) 10(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.0) 103(98.0) 105(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The above Table No. 6.5.4: exhibits the period of evaluation for investment in real 

estate adopted by respondents cross demographic factors. 

 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in real estate revealed that all the 

respondents from the age groups of 25-35, 46-58 and 59 and above evaluated their 

investments in real estate annually. 94.9% of the respondents from the age group of 

36-45 also evaluated their investments annually, followed by the rest respondents 

from the age group evaluating semiannually. No respondents from the age group of 

18-24, were found to invest in real estate. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis also showed that majority i.e. 94.3% female and 98.85 

male respondents evaluated their investments in real estate annually followed by the 

rest respondents across gender evaluating the investment semiannually. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that all the 100% of the Non Matrics, 

SSC holders, graduates, post graduates and diploma holders investing in real estate, 

evaluated their investment annually. While majority i.e. 92% HSSC holders evaluated 

their real estate investments annually, followed by the rest (HSSC holders) evaluating 

the investment semiannually. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 98% of the married and 

100% of the single and divorcee respondents evaluated the investment annually. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of the evaluation of real estate investments 

made by the respondents revealed that, 92.4% of the respondents from the private 

sector and 19.6% businessmen evaluated the investment annually, followed by 

semiannual evaluation. While 100% of the agriculturist, Government Servants and 

self-employed respondents investing in real estate, were found to evaluate their 

investment annually. No housewives or students were found to invest in real estate.  

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority 98% respondents across demographic factor 

evaluated the investment in real estate annually, followed by the rest of the 

respondents evaluating semiannually. 

 

 

6.6. Analysis of Evaluation of Financial Assets 

In this sub section an attempt has been made to study the period when the investments 

in financial assets are evaluated by the respondents across the demographic factors. 
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Table No 6.6.1. Evaluation of Investment in Bank 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Bank 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi Annually Annually 

Age 

18 – 24 (%) 180(60) 48(16) 11(3.7) 61(20.3) 300(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 251(58) 52(11.9) 15(3.4) 116(26.6) 434(100) 

36- 45 (%) 200(56.8) 27(7.6) 15(4.3) 110(31.3) 352(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 134(46.4) 30(10.6) 9(3.1) 117(39.9) 290(100) 

59+ (%) 42(47.2) 21(23.8) 5(5.6) 20(23.4) 88(100) 

Total (%) 807(55.1) 178(12.2) 55(3.8) 424(29) 1464(100) 

Gender 

Female (%) 226(47.7) 55(11.5) 33(7) 161(33.8) 475(100) 

Male (%) 581(58.7) 123(12.6) 22(2.2) 263(26.5) 989(100) 

Total (%) 807(55.1) 178(12.2) 55(3.8) 424(29) 1464(100) 

Education 

Non Matric (%) 112(46.3) 38(15.7) 9(3.7) 83(34.3) 242(100) 

SSC (%)  196(61.4) 38(11.9) 17(5.3) 68(21.3) 319(21.3) 

HSSC (%) 233(59.9) 48(12.3) 11(2.8) 97(24.9) 389(100) 

Graduate (%) 202(53.7) 42(53.5) 17(4.5) 115(30.6) 376(100) 

Post Grad (%) 45(46.0) 8(8.2) 1(1.0) 44(44.8) 98(100) 

Diploma (%) 17(51.5) 4(12.1) 0(0) 12(36.4) 33(100) 

Others (%) 2(28.6) 0(0) 0(0) 5(71.4) 7(100) 

Total (%) 807(55.1) 178(12.2) 55(3.8) 424(29) 1464(100) 

Marital Status 

Married (%) 481(53.2) 92(10.2) 35(3.9) 298(32.8) 906(100) 

Single (%) 321(59.6) 85(15.7) 17(3.2) 115(21.5) 538(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(100) 5(100) 

Widow/er (%) 5(33.3) 1(6.7) 3(20.0) 6(40.0) 15(100) 

Total (%) 807(55.1) 178(12.2) 55(3.8) 424(100) 1464(100) 

Occupation 

Agriculture (%)  40(37) 23(21.3) 10(9.3) 35(32.4) 108(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 346(66.1) 43(8.2) 9(1.7) 126(24.0) 524(100) 

Govt. Service (%)  135(58.4) 22(9.5) 2(.9) 72(31.2) 231(100) 

Business (%) 88(56.2) 20(12.7) 4(2.5) 45(28.6) 157(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 60(43.2) 18(12.9) 4(2.9) 57(41.0) 139(100) 

Housewife (%) 29(34.5) 12(14.4) 13(15.4) 30(35.7) 84(100) 

Student (%) 72(53.3) 25(18.5) 9(6.7) 29(21.5) 135(100) 

Others (%) 37(43.0) 15(17.5) 4(4.7) 30(34.8) 86(100) 

Total (%) 807(55.1) 178(12.2) 55(3.8) 424(29.0) 1464(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The period of evaluation adopted by respondents across demographic factors for 

investing in bank is exhibited in the Table No 6.6.1. 

Age: Age wise analysis of evaluation made by respondents revealed that majority of 

the respondents across age groups i.e. 60% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 

58% from the age group of 25-35, 56.8% from the age group of 36-45, 46.2% from 

the age group of 46-58 and 47.2% respondents from the age group of 59 and above 

evaluated the bank investment on a monthly basis, followed by 29% respondents 

across age evaluating the bank investment annually and 12.2% respondents across age 

evaluating the bank investment quarterly. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 47.7% of female and 58.7% male 

respondents evaluated the bank investment monthly, followed by 33.8% female and 

26.5% male respondents evaluating their bank investments annually. 

 

Education: From the education wise analysis, it can be inferred that 46.3% of the 

Non Matric, 61.4% SSC holders and 59.9% HSSC holders evaluated their bank 

investment monthly, followed by 34.3% Non-Matrics, 21.3% SSC holders and 24.9% 

HSSC holders evaluating their bank investment annually. Similarly, 53.7% graduate, 

46% post graduates and 51.5% diploma holders also evaluated their bank investments 

monthly, followed by 30.6%, 44.8% and 36.4% respondents respectively evaluating 

the bank investments annually. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis of the period of evaluation adopted by 

respondents for investment in bank showed that 53.2% married respondents and 

59.6% single respondents evaluated their investments monthly followed by 32.8% and 



 

353 
 

21.5% respondents respectively evaluating annually. While 40% of the widow 

respondents were found to evaluate the bank investment annually, followed by 

monthly evaluation by 33.3% of the widow respondents. Divorcee respondents were 

found to evaluate their bank investments annually. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis of period of evaluation adopted by 

respondents for investment in bank revealed that 37% if the agriculturist, 66.1% 

respondents from the private sector, 58.4% Government Servants and 56.2% 

businessmen investing in bank evaluated their investment monthly, followed by 

32.4%, 24%, 31.2% and 28.6% respondents respectively evaluating the investment 

annually. 43.2% of the self-employed 53.3% of the students also evaluated their bank 

investment monthly, followed by the annual evaluation. Only majority of the 

housewives i.e. 35.7% evaluated their investment annually, followed by 34.5% 

housewives, evaluating the investment monthly. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that, majority of the respondents across demographic factors 

investing in bank i.e. 55.1% evaluated the bank investment monthly, followed by 29% 

respondents evaluating the investment annually, followed by quarterly and 

semiannually. 
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Table No 6.6.2. Evaluation of Investment in Postal Deposits 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Post Office 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi 

Annually 

Annually 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 6(20.7) 0(.0) 2(6.9) 19(72.4) 27(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 18(14.0) 5(3.9) 6(4.7) 101(77.5) 130(100) 

36- 45 (%) 29(21.3) 6(4.4) 4(3.0) 97(71.3) 136(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 19(17.5) 14(12.8) 3(2.0) 72(67.0) 108(100) 

59+ (%)  4(30.7) 1(7.7) 0(.0) 8(61.6) 13(100) 

Total (%) 76(18.5) 26(6.2) 15(3.6) 297(71.7) 414(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 21(19.4) 2(1.8) 8(7.4) 77(71.4) 108(100) 

Male (%) 55(18.0) 24(7.9) 7(2.3) 220(72.8) 306(100) 

Total (%) 76(18.5) 26(6.2) 15(3.6) 297(71.7) 414(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 6(15.8) 6(15.8) 3(7.9) 24(60.5) 39(100) 

SSC (%) 6(8.8) 8(11.8) 3(4.4) 51(75.0) 68(100) 

HSSC (%) 24(20.1) 2(1.7) 3(2.6) 90(75.6) 119(100) 

Graduate (%) 36(27.0) 4(3.0) 6(4.6) 87(65.4) 133(100) 

Post Grad (%) 4(9.8) 6(14.2) 0(0) 32(76.0) 42(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 10(100) 10(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Total (%) 76(18.5) 26(6.2) 15(3.6) 297(71.7) 414(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 58(18.1) 25(7.8) 5(1.6) 231(72.5) 319(100) 

Single (%) 18(20.2) 1(1.1) 6(6.8) 64(71.9) 89(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(0) 0(0) 4(80.0) 1(20.0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 76(18.5) 26(6.2) 15(3.6) 297(71.7) 414(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 2(15.3) 1(7.6) 0(0) 10(76.9) 13(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 27(19.9) 3(2.2) 1(.7) 105(77.2) 136(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 24(21.2) 8(6.0) 7(5.2) 74(67.6) 113(100) 

Business (%) 11(14.4) 11(14.4) 3(4.1) 51(67.1) 76(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 7(14.0) 3(6.0) 1(2.0) 40(78.0) 51(100) 

Housewife (%) 2(18.2) 0(0) 3(27.3) 4(54.5) 9(100) 

Student (%)   1(50.0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(50.0) 2(100) 

Others (%) 2(14.3) 0(0) 0(0) 12(85.7) 14(100) 

Total (%) 76(18.5) 26(6.2) 15(3.6) 297(71.7) 414(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The period of evaluation adopted by the respondents investing in postal deposits 

across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No. 6.6.2. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in postal deposits, revealed that 

majority of the respondents across demographic factors, evaluated the investment 

annually, followed by monthly investment. 72.4% respondents from the age group of 

18-24, 77.6% from 25-35, 71.3% from the age group of 36-45, 67% from the age 

group of 46-58 and 61.6% respondents from the age group of 59 and above evaluated 

their postal deposits annually, followed by monthly evaluation by 18.5% respondents. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 71.4% female and 71.8% male 

respondents evaluated their investments in post annually, followed by 19.4% female 

and 18% male respondents evaluating their postal investments monthly. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that 60% Non-Matric, 75% of the SSC 

holders and 76% post graduates evaluated their postal investments annually, followed 

by 15.8%, 11.8% and 12% respondents respectively evaluating quarterly. It was 

noticed that 75.6% HSSC holders and 65.4% graduates evaluated their postal 

investments annually, followed by 20.1% and 27% respondents respectively 

evaluating their investment monthly. All the diploma holders were found to evaluate 

their postal investments annually. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 72.5% of the married 

respondents evaluated their postal investments annually, fooled by 18.1% married 

respondents evaluating the investments monthly, followed by quarterly and 
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semiannual evaluation. While 71.9% of the single respondents evaluated their postal 

investment annually, followed by 20.2% single respondents evaluating monthly, 6.8% 

respondents evaluate semiannually and 1.1% respondents evaluating quarterly. One of 

the divorcee respondents investing in postal deposits also evaluated the investment 

annually. It was observed that 80% of the widow respondents evaluated their 

investment semiannually, followed by the rest evaluating on an annual basis. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that majority of the respondents i.e. 

76.9% agriculturist, 77.2% respondents from private service, 67.6% Government 

Servants and 78% self-employed, evaluated their postal investment annually, 

followed by monthly evaluation. Among the businessmen, 67.1% respondents 

evaluated their postal investment annually, followed by 14.4% respondents each 

evaluating monthly and quarterly. Though majority of the housewives i.e. 54.5% 

evaluated their postal investment annually, 27.3% housewives evaluated the 

investment semiannually, followed by 18.2% of the housewives, evaluating the postal 

investment monthly. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that, majority i.e. 71.7% respondents across demographic 

factors, evaluated the postal investments annually, followed by 18.5% respondents 

evaluating monthly, followed by quarterly and semiannual evaluation of the postal 

investment. 
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Table No 6.6.3. Evaluation of Investment in Govt. Securities 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Govt. Securities 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi Annually Annually 

Age 

 25 – 35 (%) 2(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 

36- 45 (%) 2(40.0) 0(0) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 5(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 0(0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 4(36.3) 0(0) 5(45.5) 2(18.2) 11(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 4(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 

Male (%) 0(0) 0(0) 5(71.4) 2(28.6) 9(100) 

Total (%) 4(36.3) 0(0) 5(45.5) 2(18.2) 11(100) 

Education 

 HSSC (%) 2(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 

Graduate (%) 2(40.0) 0(0) 1(20.0) 2(40.0) 5(100) 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 0(0) 4(100) 

Total (%) 4(36.3) 0(0) 5(45.5) 2(18.2) 11(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 4(40.0) 0(0) 5(50.0) 1(10.0) 10(100) 

Single (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Total (%) 4(36.3) 0(0) 5(45.5) 2(18.2) 11(100) 

Occupation 

 Govt. Service (%) 4(50) 0(0) 2(25.0) 2(25.0) 8(100) 

Business (%) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 0(0) 2(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 4(36.3) 0(0) 5(45.5) 2(18.2) 11(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The period of evaluation of Government securities by respondents investing in it 

across demographic factors is depicted in the Table No. 6.6.3. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in Government securities revealed 

that no respondent from the age group of 18-24 and 59 and above invested in 

Government Securities. Respondents from the age group of 25-35 were found to 

evaluate their investment monthly. While 40% respondents each from the age group 

of 36-45 evaluated their investment in Government Securities monthly and annually. 



 

358 
 

While respondents from the age group of 46-58 evaluated their investment 

semiannually. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that all the female respondents evaluated their 

Government securities monthly, while 71.4% of the male respondents evaluated 

semiannually, followed by the rest male respondents evaluating annually. 

Education: Education wise analysis showed that all the HSSC holders evaluated the 

investment monthly. While 40% each of the graduates evaluate their investments in 

Government securities monthly and annually. All the post graduates were found to 

evaluate their investments semiannually. 

Marital Status: From the marital status wise it can be observed that majority of the 

married respondents investing in Government securities i.e. 50% evaluated the 

investments semiannually, followed by 40% respondents investing monthly and the 

rest 10% married respondents evaluating annually. The single respondents were found 

to evaluate the investment annually. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that 50% of the Government 

Servants investing in Government Securities, evaluated their investment in monthly, 

followed by 25% each Government Servants evaluating the investment semiannually 

and annually. While the businessmen were found to evaluate semiannually, the self-

employed evaluated the investment annually. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that, majority of the respondents i.e. 45.5% evaluated the 

investments semiannually, followed by 36.3% respondents evaluating monthly and 

the rest 18.2% evaluating the investment in Government Securities annually. 
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Table No 6.6.4. Evaluation of Investment in Corporate Securities 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Corporate Securities 

Total Monthly Quarterly 

Semi 

Annually Annually 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 24(95.0) 1(5.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 25(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 46(86.7) 4(7.5) 0(.0) 3(5.8) 53(100) 

36- 45 (%) 17(85.0) 2(10.0) 0(.0) 1(5.0) 20(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 8(73.0) 3(27.0) 0(.0) 0(0) 11(100) 

Total (%) 95(87.0) 10(9.3) 0(0) 4(3.7) 109(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 21(80.6) 1(4.0) 0(.0) 3(15.4) 26(100) 

Male (%) 74(89.2) 9(10.8) 0(.0) 0(.0) 83(100) 

Total (%) 95(87.0) 10(9.3) 0(0) 4(3.7) 109(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 4(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 

SSC (%) 0(.0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

HSSC (%) 11(91.7) 1(8.3) 0(0) 0(0) 12(100) 

Graduate (%) 58(92.1) 4(6.3) 0(0) 1(1.6) 63(100) 

Post Grad (%) 16(69.6) 5(21.7) 0(0) 2(8.7) 23(100) 

Diploma (%) 6(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 95(87.0) 10(9.3) 0(0) 4(3.7) 109(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 42(81.0) 6(11.5) 0(0) 4(7.5) 52(100) 

Single (%) 51(92.7) 4(7.3) 0(0) 0(0) 55(100) 

Divorcee (%) 2(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(100) 

Total (%) 95(87.0) 10(9.3) 0(0) 4(3.7) 109(100) 

Occupation 

 Pvt. Service (%) 39(87.0) 4(8.8) 0(.0) 2(5.0) 45(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 20(87.0) 2(8.7) 0(.0) 1(4.3) 23(100) 

Business (%) 13(81.0) 3(18.8) 0(.0) 0(0) 16(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 9(90.0) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(10.0) 10(100) 

Student (%) 9(90.0) 1(10.0) 0(.0) 0(0) 10(100) 

Others (%) 5(100) 0(0) 0(.0) 0(0) 5(100) 

Total (%) 95(87.0) 10(9.3) 0(.0) 4(3.7) 109(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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The period of evaluation adopted by respondents investing in corporate securities 

across demographic factors is exhibited in the Table No. 6.6.4. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in corporate securities revealed that, 

95% respondents from the age group of 18-24, 86.7% respondents from the age group 

of 25-35, 85% respondents from the age group of 36-45 and 73% respondents from 

the age group of 46-58, evaluated their investment in corporate securities monthly, 

followed by 10% respondents across age groups, evaluated their investment quarterly 

and only 3.7% respondents evaluated the investment in corporate securities annually. 

It can be observed that majority of the respondents investing in corporate securities 

were between the age group of 18-24 and 25-35. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 80.6% female and 89.2% male 

respondents evaluated their investment in corporate securities monthly. It was found 

that 4% female and 10.8% male respondents evaluated the investment in corporate 

securities quarterly. 15.4% of the female respondents were found to evaluate the 

investment annually. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that the Non-Matrics and the diploma 

holders evaluated their investment in corporate securities monthly. The SSC holder 

respondents were found to evaluate their investment annually. 91.7% of HSSC 

holders, 92.1% graduates and 69.6% pot graduate respondents evaluated their 

investment monthly, followed by 8.3%, 6.3% and 21.7% respondents respectively 

evaluating their investments in corporate securities quarterly. 
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Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 81% married and 92% 

single respondents evaluated their investments monthly, followed by 11.5% and 7.3% 

respondents respectively evaluating their investment in corporate securities quarterly. 

While all the divorcee respondents were found to evaluate their investment in shares 

monthly. 

 

Occupation: From the occupation wise analysis, it can be observed that 87% of the 

respondents from the private sector, 87% Government Servants, 81.2% businessmen, 

90% of the self-employed and the students evaluated their investment in shares on a 

monthly basis, followed by 9.3% respondents evaluating the investment quarterly and 

the rest 3.7% respondents evaluating their investments annually. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents across demographic actors 

i.e. 87% evaluated their investments in shares monthly, followed by 9.3% respondents 

evaluating the investment on a quarterly basis, while the rest of the 3.7% respondents 

evaluating their investment annually. It can be noted that majority of the respondents 

investing in shares were between the age groups of 18-24 and 25-35. Most of the 

respondents were male, married and from the private sector or Government Servants. 
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Table No 6.6.5. Evaluation of Investment in Life Insurance 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Life Insurance 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi 

Annually 

Annually 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 6(13.0) 18(38.3) 12(25.5) 11(23.2) 47(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 19(10.5) 64(35.3) 38(21.2) 60(33.0) 181(100) 

36- 45 (%) 12(6.8) 61(34.6) 42(24.0) 61(34.6) 176(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 15(10.5) 41(29.0) 41(29.0) 44(31.5) 141(100) 

59+ (%) 3(8.3) 12(33.3) 6(16.8) 15(41.6) 36(100) 

Total (%) 55(9.5) 196(34) 139(23.7) 191(32.8) 581(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 15(11.5) 36(27.9) 41(32.0) 37(28.6) 129(100) 

Male (%) 40(8.9) 160(35.5) 98(21.6) 154(34.0) 452(100) 

Total (%) 55(9.5) 196(34) 139(23.7) 191(32.8) 581(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 6(10.0) 20(30.8) 10(16.7) 25(41.5) 61(100) 

SSC (%) 9(9.8) 26(30.1) 13(15.1) 39(45.2) 87(100) 

HSSC (%) 15(11.2) 47(35.1) 36(26.9) 36(26.9) 134(100) 

Graduate (%) 20(10.0) 80(38.2) 48(23.0) 61(28.8) 209(100) 

Post Grad (%) 5(6.8) 21(28.4) 21(28.4) 27(36.5) 74(100) 

Diploma (%) 0(.0) 2(13.3) 10(66.7) 3(20.0) 15(100) 

Others (%) 0(.0) 0(.0) 1(100) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 55(9.5) 196(34) 139(23.7) 191(32.8) 581(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 38(8.5) 146(32.7) 101(23.7) 154(35.1) 439(100) 

Single (%) 17(12.5) 50(37.5) 33(23.5) 36(26.5) 136(100) 

Divorcee (%) 0(.0) 0(0) 2(66.7) 1(33.3) 3(100) 

Widow/er (%) 0(0) 0(.0) 3(100) 0(0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 55(9.5) 196(34) 139(23.7) 191(32.8) 581(100) 

Occupation 

 Agriculture (%) 2(16.7) 4(33.3) 3(25.0) 3(25.0) 12(100) 

Pvt. Service (%) 25(12.0) 73(35.0) 56(26.8) 54(26.3) 208(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 16(8.8) 56(30.9) 46(25.3) 63(35.0) 180(100) 

Business (%) 3(3.0) 40(40.0) 20(20.0) 36(37.0) 99(100) 

Self-Employed 

(%) 

9(15.3) 19(32.2) 9(15.3) 22(37.2) 59(100) 

Housewife (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(100) 5(100) 

Student (%) 0(0) 2(33.3) 1(16.7) 3(50.0) 6(100) 

Others (%) 0(0) 2(18.2) 4(36.4) 5(45.4) 11(100) 

Total (%) 55(9.5) 196(34) 139(23.7) 191(32.8) 581(100) 

Source: Primary Data 
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Table No. 6.6.5: exhibits the period of evaluation adopted by respondents across 

demographic factors while investing in life insurance. 

Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in life insurance revealed that 

majority of the respondents i.e. 38.3% from the age group of 18-24 and 35.3% from 

the age group of 25-35, evaluated their investment in life insurance on a quarterly 

basis, followed by 25.5% respondents from the age group of 18-24 evaluating 

semiannually. 34.6% respondents each from the age group of 36-45 evaluated their 

investments quarterly and annually. While 29% respondents from the age group of 

46-58 evaluating the investments quarterly and semiannually. It was seen that of the 

respondents from the age group of 59 and above i.e. 41.6% respondents evaluating 

annually, followed by 33.3% respondents evaluating quarterly. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis revealed that majority of the female respondents i.e. 

32% evaluated the investment in life insurance on semiannual basis, followed by 

basis, followed by 28.6% females evaluating annually, 27.9% evaluating quarterly. It 

was observed that 35.5% male respondents evaluated the life insurance quarterly, 

followed by 34% male respondents annually, 21.6% respondents evaluating 

semiannually. Female respondents were found to evaluate semiannually, while male 

respondents evaluated quarterly their investments in life insurance. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that 41.5% of the Non-Matrics and 

45.2% SSC holders, evaluated their life insurance investments annually, followed by 

30.8%, Non-Matrics and 30.1% SSC holders evaluating quarterly. It was noted that 

35.1% HSSC holders and 38.2% graduates were found to evaluate the life insurance 

quarterly, followed by 26.9% and 28.8% respondents respectively evaluating the 
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investment annually. While the post graduates i.e. 36.5% evaluated annually, 

followed by 28.4% each evaluating quarterly and semiannually. Majority of the 

diploma holders evaluated their investment semiannually, followed by annual 

evaluation. The less educated i.e. Non-Matrics and SSC holders and the highly 

educated i.e. post graduate evaluate their life insurance investment annually, while the 

respondents from other educational backgrounds were found to evaluate their 

investments quarterly. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that majority of the respondents 

i.e. 35.1% married respondents evaluated their life insurance investment annually, 

followed by quarterly investment. 37.5% single respondents evaluated their 

investments quarterly. While majority of the widow and divorcee respondents were 

found to evaluate the investment semiannually. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that majority of the respondents i.e. 

33.3% agriculturist, 35% respondents from the private sector and 40% businessmen 

evaluated the life insurance quarterly, followed by annual evaluation. While 35% of 

the Government Servants, 37.2% self-employed, 100% housewives and 37.5% 

students were found to evaluate their investment annually. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that 34% respondents across demographic factors evaluated 

their life insurance investments quarterly, followed by 32, 8% respondents evaluating 

the investment annually, followed by semiannual and monthly evaluation. It can be 

noted that respondents across demographic factors either evaluate their life insurance 

investment quarterly or annually. 
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Table No 6.6.6. Evaluation of Investment in Mutual Fund 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Mutual Fund 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi Annually Annually 

Age 

 18 – 24 (%) 15(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 15(100) 

25 – 35 (%) 17(65.0)  3(12.0) 0(0) 6(23.0) 26(100) 

36- 45 (%) 13(76.0) 1(6.0) 0(0) 3(18.0) 17(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 3(50.0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(50.0) 6(100) 

Total (%) 48(75.0) 4(6.2) 0(0) 12(18.8) 64(100) 

Gender 

 Female (%) 10(76.0) 1(7.7) 0(0) 2(15.3) 13(100) 

Male (%) 38(75.0) 3(6.0) 0(0) 10(19.0) 51(100) 

Total (%) 48(75.0) 4(6.2) 0(0) 12(18.8) 64(100) 

Education 

 Non Matric (%) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 

SSC (%) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 

HSSC (%) 5(83.3) 0(0) 0(0) 1(16.7) 6(100) 

Graduate (%) 28(88.0) 2(6.0) 0(0) 2(6.0) 32(100) 

Post Grad (%) 11(52.0) 2(9.5) 0(0) 8(38.5) 21(100) 

Diploma 2(66.7) 0(0) 0(0) 1(33.3) 3(100) 

Total (%) 48(75.0) 4(6.2) 0(0) 12(18.8) 64(100) 

Marital Status 

 Married (%) 17(55.0) 3(10.0) 0(0) 11(35.0) 31(100) 

Single (%) 31(97.0) 1(3.0) 0(0) 0(.0) 32(100) 

Divorcee (%) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(.0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 48(75.0) 4(6.2) 0(0) 12(18.8) 64(100) 

Occupation 

 Pvt. Service (%) 24(86) 2(7.0) 0(0) 2(7.0) 28(100) 

Govt. Service (%) 13(81) 0(0) 0(0) 3(19) 16(100) 

Business 3(33.3) 1(11.1) 0(0) 5(55.6) 10(100) 

Self-Employed (%) 2(50.0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(50.0) 4(100) 

Student (%) 3(75) 1(25) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 

Others (%) 3(100) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 

Total (%) 48(75.0) 4(6.2) 0(0) 12(18.8) 64(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

Table No. 6.6.6: exhibits the period of evaluation for investment in mutual funds by 

respondents across demographic factors. 
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Age: Age wise analysis of respondents investing in mutual fund revealed that 100% 

of the respondents from the age group of 18-24 evaluated their investments monthly. 

65% respondents from the age group of 25-35, 76% respondents from the age group 

of 36-45 and 50% respondents from the age group of 46-58, were found to evaluate 

their investment in mutual fund monthly, followed by 23%, 18% and 50% 

respondents respectively evaluating their investments annually. 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that 76% of the female and 75% male 

respondents evaluated their investments monthly, followed by 15.3% female and 19% 

male respondents evaluating their mutual fund investment annually. 

Education: From the education wise analysis it can be observed that Non-Matrics and 

SSC holders investing in mutual funds evaluated their investments monthly. 83.3% 

HSSC holders, 88% graduates, 52% post graduates and 66.7% diploma holders were 

found to evaluate their investments monthly, followed by 16.7% HSSC holders, 6% 

graduates, 38.5% post graduates and 33.3% diploma holders evaluating their 

investments annually. 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that 55% of the married 

respondents and 97% single respondents evaluated their mutual funds monthly, 

followed by 35% married respondents valuating annually and 3% single respondents 

evaluating their mutual fund investment quarterly. 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that 86% respondents from the 

private sector, 81% respondents from the Government Sector and 50% self-employed 

evaluated their investment in mutual fund on a monthly basis, followed by annual 

evaluation. While the 55.6% businessmen evaluated the mutual fund investment 

annually, while the rest businessmen evaluated the investment monthly. Thus it can be 

concluded that majority of the respondents i.e. 75% evaluated their mutual fund 
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investments on a monthly basis, followed by 18.8% respondents evaluating the 

investments annually. 

Table No 6.6.7. Evaluation of Investment in Commodities 

Demographic  

Factor 

Evaluation of Commodities 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi Annually Annually 

Age      

25 – 35 (%) 0(0) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 

36- 45 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Gender 

Male (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Education 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Marital Status 

Married (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 4(100) 

Single (%) 0(0) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Occupation 

Govt. Service (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Business (%) 0(0) 1(25) 0(0) 3(75) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

The period of evaluation adopted by the respondents across demographic factors 

while investing in commodities is depicted in the Table No. 6.6.7. 

 

Age: Age wise analysis revealed that one respondent from the age group of 25-35 

evaluated their investment in commodities quarterly. While all the respondents from 

the age group of 36-45 and 46-58 evaluated their investments in commodities 

annually. 
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Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that only male respondents invested in 

commodities, of which 80% male respondent evaluated the investment annually, 

followed by the 20% respondents evaluating the investment in commodities quarterly. 

 

Education: Education wise analysis revealed that, only post graduates invested in 

commodities, of which majority i.e. 80% respondents evaluated the investments 

annually, followed by the rest post graduates evaluating the investments on a 

quarterly basis. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that all the married respondents 

evaluated the investments annually, while all the single respondents evaluated the 

investment in commodities quarterly. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that of the respondents investing in 

commodities i.e. only one evaluated the investment annually. It was noticed that  

majority of the businessmen i.e. 75% evaluated the investment annually, followed by 

the rest businessmen i.e. 25% evaluating the investment quarterly. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that 80% of the respondents across demographic factors 

investing in commodities, evaluated the investments annually, followed by 20% of the 

respondents evaluating the investment quarterly. Only male, post graduate 

respondents, working either n Government Sector or business were found to invest in 

commodities. 
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Table No 6.6.8. Evaluation of Investment in Derivatives 

Demographic 

Factors 

Evaluation of Derivatives 

Total Monthly Quarterly Semi 

Annually 

Annually 

Age 

25 – 35 (%) 0(0) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 

36- 45 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

46 – 58 (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 3(100) 3(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Gender 

Male (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Education 

Post Grad (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Marital Status 

Married (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4(100) 4(100) 

Single (%) 0(0) 1(100) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Occupation 

Govt. Service (%) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(100) 1(100) 

Business (%) 0(0) 1(25) 0(0) 3(75) 4(100) 

Total (%) 0(0) 1(20) 0(0) 4(80) 5(100) 

Source: Primary Data 

Table No. 6.6.8: depicts the period of evaluation adopted by the respondents across 

demographic factors while investing in derivatives. 

 

Age: Age wise analysis revealed that one respondent from the age group of 25-35 

evaluated their investment in derivatives quarterly. While all the respondents from the 

age group of 36-45 and 46-58 evaluated their investments in derivatives annually. 

 

Gender: Gender wise analysis showed that only male respondents invested in 

commodities, of which 80% male respondent evaluated the investment annually, 

followed by the 20% respondents evaluating the investment in derivatives quarterly. 
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Education: Education wise analysis revealed that, only post graduates invested in 

derivatives, of which majority i.e. 80% respondents evaluated the investments 

annually, followed by the rest post graduates evaluating the investments on a 

quarterly basis. 

 

Marital Status: Marital Status wise analysis showed that all the married respondents 

evaluated the investments annually, while all the single respondents evaluated the 

investment in derivatives quarterly. 

 

Occupation: Occupation wise analysis revealed that of the respondents investing in 

derivatives i.e. only one evaluated the investment annually. It can be seen that 

majority of the businessmen i.e. 75% evaluated the investment annually, followed by 

the rest businessmen i.e. 25% evaluating the investment quarterly. 

 

Thus it can be concluded that 80% of the respondents across demographic factors 

investing in derivatives, evaluated the investments annually, followed by 20% of the 

respondents evaluating the investment quarterly. Only male, post graduate 

respondents, working either n Government Sector or business were found to invest in 

derivatives. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

371 
 

6.7 Testing of Hypothesis 

Testing of Hypothesis No.13 

1. H0: There is no significant relationship between the demographic factors and the 

Channels of Execution for Physical and Financial Assets. 

Table No 6.7.1. Relationship between demographic factors and channels of 

execution for investment in physical and financial assets.(p value) 

Asset Age Gender Education Marital Status Occupation 

Physical Assets 

Gold 0.000 0.918 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Silver 0.832 0.685 0.025 0.262 0.420 

Agricultural Investment  0.069 0.546 0.000 0.843 0.000 

Real Estate 0.039 0.100 0.012 0.934 0.093 

Financial Assets 

Bank Deposits 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 

Postal Deposits 0.000 0.427 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Government Securities 0.068 0.099 0.070 0.229 0.457 

Corporate Securities 0.010 0.058 0.000 0.044 0.352 

Life Insurance 0.008 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 

Mutual Fund 0.039 0.077 0.261 0.416 0.134 

Commodities N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Derivatives N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Source: Table No 6.1.1 to 6.1.4, 6.2.1 to 6.2.8 and Chi Square test using SPSS. 

The above Table No 6.7.1 exhibits the Chi Square test for the relationship between 

demographic factors and channels of execution for physical and financial assets. 

A. Physical Assets: 1) From the age wise analysis of physical assets, it can be noted 

that the p value for gold and real estate was less than the significant value of 0.05, 

while the p value for silver and agricultural investment was more than the significant 

value. This indicates that there is significant relationship between age and the 

channels of execution adopted for investment in gold and real estate. 

2) From the gender wise analysis of physical assets, it can be noted that the p value 

for all the physical assets was more than the significant value of 0.05, thereby 

indicating that there exist no significant relationship between gender and the 

channels of execution of physical assets. 
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3) From the education wise analysis of physical assets, it can be noted that the p 

value for all the physical assets was less than the significant value of 0.05, thereby 

indicating that there exist a significant relationship between education and the 

channels of execution of physical assets. 

4) From the marital status wise analysis of physical assets, it can be noted that the p 

value for all the physical assets except for gold was more than the significant value 

of 0.05. This indicates that there exist no significant relationship between marital 

status and the channels of execution adopted for all physical assets except gold. 

5) From the occupation wise analysis , it can be noted that the p value for silver and 

real estate was more than the significant value of 0.05, thus indicating that there exist 

no significant relationship between occupation and the channels of execution adopted 

by respondents for investment in silver and real estate, while a significant 

relationship between occupation and the channels of execution for investment in gold 

and agricultural investment was noticed. 

The test proved that there was significant relationship between channels of execution 

for gold across all demographic factors except gender. While no significant 

relationship was observed with the channels of execution for investment in silver and 

the demographic factors except for education. Similarly, no significant relationship 

was observed between the channels of execution for investment in agricultural 

investment and the demographic factors except for education and occupation. No 

significant relationship was also observed between the demographic factors except 

for age and education and the channels of execution for investment in real estate. 

B. Financial Assets: Chi Square test was not applicable for commodities and 

derivatives as the channels or demographic factor was constant. 



 

373 
 

1.From the age wise analysis of financial assets, it can be noted that the p value for 

all the financial assets except Government securities was less than the significant 

value of 0.05.This indicates that there is significant relationship between age and the 

channels of execution for investment in financial assets except for investment in 

Government Securities. 

2. From the gender wise analysis of financial assets, it can be noticed that the p 

value for all the financial assets except for bank and life insurance was more than the 

significant value of 0.05. This indicates that there is no significant relationship 

between gender and the channels of execution for investment in financial assets 

except for bank and life insurance. 

3. From the education wise analysis of financial assets, it can be seen that the p 

value for most of the financial assets except for Government securities and mutual 

fund was less than the significant value of 0.05. This indicates that there is 

significant relationship between education and the channels of execution for 

investment in financial assets except for Government securities and mutual fund. 

4. From the marital status wise analysis of financial assets, it can be seen that the 

that the p value for most of the financial assets except for Government securities and 

mutual fund was less than the significant value of 0.05. This indicates that there is 

significant relationship between marital status and the channels of execution for 

investment in financial assets except for Government securities and mutual fund. 

5. From the occupation wise analysis of financial assets, it can be noticed that the p 

value for Government securities, corporate securities and mutual fund was more than 

the significant value of 0.05, while for bank deposits, postal deposits and life 

insurance the p value was less than the significant value. Thus we can say that there 

is no significant relationship between occupation and the channels of execution for 
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investment in financial assets like Government securities, corporate securities and 

mutual fund. While a significant relationship between occupation and bank deposits, 

postal deposits and life insurance was noticed. 

A significant relationship was seen to exist between all the demographic factors and 

the channels of execution in bank deposits and life insurance. Similarly, a significant 

relationship was found to exist between the demographic factors except gender and 

the channels of execution postal deposits. No relation between demographic factors 

and the channels of execution for Government securities was noted. Significant 

relation was also seen to exist between the channels of execution for corporate 

securities and the demographic factors except for gender and occupation. Channels 

of execution for Mutual funds seemed to have no significant relationship across the 

demographic factors except for age. 

Testing of Hypothesis No.14 

2. H0: There is no significant relationship between the frequency of investment in 

Physical and Financial Assets across demographic factors. 

Table No 6.7.2. Relationship between the frequency of investment in Physical 

and Financial Assets across demographic factors 

Asset Age Gender Education Marital Status Occupation 

Physical Assets 

Gold 0.074 0.017 0.000 0.000 0.001 

Silver 0.088 0.119 0.002 0.000 0.000 

Agricultural Investment  0.002 0.011 0.000 0.004 0.000 

Real Estate 0.000 0.077 0.088 0.018 0.000 

Financial Assets 

Bank Deposits 0.002 0.000 0.007 0.000 0.000 

Postal Deposits 0.080 0.632 0.083 0.655 0.000 

Government Securities 0.072 0.250 0.100 0.001 0.002 

Corporate Securities 0.001 0.383 0.058 0.096 0.000 

Life Insurance 0.090 0.000 0.000 0.041 0.000 

Mutual Fund 0.001 0.153 0.404 0.180 0.022 

Commodities 0.082 N.A. N.A 0.025 0.576 

Derivatives 0.082 N.A. N.A 0.025 0.576 

Source: Table No 6.3.1 to 6.3.2, 6.4.1 to 6.4.8 and Chi Square formula using SPSS. 
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The frequency of investment in Physical and Financial Assets across demographic 

factors was tested using Chi Square. The relationship is exhibited in the Table No 

6.7.2. 

A. Physical assets: 1) Age wise analysis of the physical assets revealed that the p 

value for gold and silver was more than the significant value of 0.05, while the p 

value for agricultural investment and real estate was less than the p value. This 

indicates that there is no significant difference between the frequency of investment in 

gold and silver across age. While a significant relationship between the frequency of 

investment in agricultural investment and real estate across age was noticed. 

2) Gender wise analysis of the physical assets revealed that the p value for silver and 

real estate was more than the significant value, while the p value for gold and 

agricultural investment was less than the significant value. This indicates that there is 

no significant relationship between the frequency of investment in silver and real 

estate across gender. While a significant relationship was found to exist between the 

frequency of investment in gold and agricultural investment across gender was 

noticed. 

3) Education wise analysis of the physical assets showed that the p value for all the 

physical assets except for real estate was less than the significant value of 0.05. Thus 

it indicates that there is significant relation between the frequency of investment in 

physical assets except for real estate and education. 

4) Marital Status wise analysis of the physical assets proved that the p value for all 

the physical assets was less than the significant value of 0.05. Thus it indicates that 

there is significant relation between the frequency of investment in physical assets 

across marital status. 
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5) Occupation wise analysis of the physical assets proved that the p value for all the 

physical assets was less than the significant value of 0.05.Thereby indicating that 

there is significant relationship between the frequency of investment in physical assets 

across occupations. 

 

The test proved that, there existed significant relationship between the frequencies of 

investment of bank deposits across demographic factors except for age. Similarly, a 

significant relationship existed in the frequency of investment of postal deposits 

across demographic factors except for age and gender. A significant relationship in 

the frequency of investment across demographic factors was observed for agricultural 

investment. While a significant relationship was found to exist between the  frequency 

of investment in real estate was noted across demographic factors except for gender 

and education. 

 

B. Financial Assets: 1) Age wise analysis of the financial assets revealed that the p 

value for all the financial assets except for bank deposits, corporate securities and 

mutual fund was more than the significant value of 0.05. This indicates that there was 

no significant relationship between the frequency of investment in financial assets 

except for bank deposits, corporate securities and mutual fund across gender. 

2.) Gender wise analysis of the financial assets showed that the p value for all the 

financial assets except for bank and life insurance was more than the significant value 

of 0.05. This indicates that there is no significant relationship between the frequency 

of investment in financial assets except for bank deposits and life insurance across 

gender. Chi square test was not applicable for commodities and derivatives across 

gender as the frequency of investment and gender was constant. 
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3) Education wise analysis of the financial assets proved that the p value for all the 

financial assets except for bank and life insurance was more than the significant value 

of 0.05. This indicates that there is no significant relationship between the frequency 

of investment in financial assets except for bank deposits and life insurance across 

education. Chi square test was not applicable for commodities and derivatives across 

education as the frequency and level of education was constant. 

4) Marital Status wise analysis of the financial assets showed that the p value for 

most of the financial assets except for postal deposits, corporate securities and mutual 

fund was less than the significant value of 0.05. This indicates that there is significant 

relationship between the frequency of investment in financial assets except for postal 

deposits, corporate securities and mutual fund across marital status. 

5) Occupation wise analysis of the financial assets revealed that the p value for all 

the financial assets except for derivatives and commodities was less than the 

significant value of 0.05. Thus it indicates that there is significant relationship 

between the frequency of investment in financial assets except for derivatives and 

commodities across occupation. 

 

A significant relationship between the frequencies of investment in bank deposits was 

noted across the demographic factors. While no significant relationship was observed 

in the frequency of investment in postal deposits across the demographic factors 

except for occupation. No significant relationship was found to exist between the 

frequencies of investment of Government securities was also noted across the 

demographic factors except for marital status and occupation. Corporate securities 

and mutual funds also had no relationship between the frequency of investment across 

the demographic factors except for age and occupation. While a significant 
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relationship between the frequencies of investment of life insurance was noted across 

the demographic factors except for age. 

 

Testing of Hypothesis No.15 

3. H0: There is no significant relationship between the period of evaluation of 

Physical and Financial Assets by respondents across demographic factors. 

Table No 6.7.3 Relationship between the period of evaluation of Physical and 

Financial Assets by respondents across demographic factors 

Asset Age Gender Education Marital Status Occupation 

Physical Assets 

Gold 0.081 0.640 0.055 0.108 0.062 

Silver 0.313 0.281 0.264 0.913 0.330 

Agricultural Investment  0.006 0.311 0.029 0.441 0.028 

Real Estate 0.639 0.184 0.500 0.567 0.693 

Financial Assets 

Bank Deposits 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Postal Deposits 0.064 0.017 0.002 0.000 0.004 

Government Securities 0.028 0.002 0.006 0.420 0.067 

Corporate Securities 0.386 0.036 0.114 0.399 0.742 

Life Insurance 0.323 0.038 0.014 0.225 0.05 

Mutual Fund 0.131 0.971 0.369 0.007 0.114 

Commodities 0.082 N.A N.A. 0.025 0.576 

Derivatives 0.082 N.A N.A 0.025 0.576 

Source: Table No 6.5.1 to 6.5.4, 6.6.1 to 6.6.8 and Chi Square test using SPSS 

The above Table No 6.7.3 exhibits the Chi Square test for the period of evaluation of 

Physical and Financial Assets made by respondents across demographic factors. 

Physical Assets: 1) Age wise analysis of the period of evaluation of  investment in 

physical assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets except for 

agricultural investment was more than the significant value of 0.05. Thus it can be 

stated that there is no significant relationship between the period evaluation of 

Physical Assets except for agricultural investments by respondents across age. 
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2) Gender wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in physical assets 

revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets analyzed was more than the 

significant value of 0.05, thus indicating that there is no significant relationship 

between the period of evaluation of Physical Assets across gender. 

3) Education wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in physical 

assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets except for agricultural 

investment was more than the significant value of 0.05. Thus it can be stated that 

there is no significant relationship between the period of evaluation of Physical Assets 

except for agricultural investments by respondents across education. 

4) Marital Status wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in physical 

assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets analyzed was more than the 

significant value of 0.05, thus indicating that there is no significant relationship 

between the period of evaluation of Physical Assets across marital status. 

5) Occupation wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in physical 

assets revealed that, the p value for all the physical assets except for agricultural 

investment was more than the significant value of 0.05. Thus it can be stated that 

there is no significant relationship between the period of evaluation of Physical Assets 

except for agricultural investments by respondents across occupation. 

It was proved that there existed no significant relationship between the period of 

evaluation of the investment in gold, silver and real estate across the demographic 

factors, except for education for real estate. While a significant relationship in the 

period of evaluation was noted for investment in agriculture across demographic 

factors except for gender and marital status. 

Financial Assets:1) Age wise analysis of the period of evaluation of the investment 

in financial assets revealed that , the p value for all the financial assets except for bank 
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deposits and Government Securities was more than the significant value of 0.05. Thus 

it indicates that there is no significant relationship between the period of evaluation of 

financial assets except for bank deposits and Government Securities, across age. 

2) Chi square test was not applicable for commodities and derivatives across gender 

as the investment and evaluation was made only by male respondents. Gender wise 

analysis revealed that the p value for all the financial assets except for mutual fund 

was less than the significant value of 0.05. This indicates that there is significant 

relationship between the period of evaluation of investments in financial assets across 

gender except for investment in mutual fund, wherein no significant relationship was 

noticed. 

3) Education wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in financial 

assets revealed that, the p value for most of the variables except for corporate 

securities and mutual fund was less than the significant value of 0.05. This indicates 

that there is significant relationship between the period of evaluation of investment in 

financial assets across education except for corporate securities and mutual fund. Chi 

square test was not applicable for commodities and derivatives across education as the 

investment and evaluation was made only by post graduate respondents. 

4) Marital Status wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in financial 

assets revealed that, the p value for most of the variables except for Government 

securities, corporate securities and life insurance was less than the significant value of 

0.05. This indicates that there is significant relationship between the period of 

evaluation of investment in financial assets across marital status except Government 

securities, corporate securities and life insurance.  

5) Occupation wise analysis of the period of evaluation of investment in financial 

assets revealed that, the p value for most of the variables except for bank deposits, 
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postal deposits and life insurance was more than the significant value of 0.05. This 

indicates that there is no significant relationship between the period of evaluation of 

investment in financial assets across occupation except for investment and evaluation 

of financial assets viz bank deposits, postal deposits and life insurance. 

 

Significant relationship between the period of evaluation of bank deposits and postal 

deposits was noted across the demographic factors, except across age for postal 

deposits. Similarly, a significant relationship between the period of evaluation was 

noted for investment in Government securities across demographic factors except for 

marital status and occupation. No significant relationship between the period of 

evaluation of corporate securities was observed across the demographic factors except 

for gender. For period of evaluation of life insurance, significant relationship was 

observed across the demographic factors except for age and marital status. While no 

relationship between the period of evaluation of mutual fund was noted across the 

demographic factors except across marital status. 

 

Conclusion 

At the end of this chapter one is able to understand the channels adopted by the 

investors while investing in both physical and financial assets. It was found that 

family advice was the mostly adopted channel for execution of physical assets, while 

self-decision was sought while investing in bank and postal deposits, while 

professional advice was the channel of execution while investing in corporate 

securities, mutual funds, commodities and derivatives. The frequency of investment 

was found to differ across the physical and financial assets and the demographic 

factors. Age had no significant relationship with the frequency of investment in most 
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of the physical assets except, the frequency of investment in agriculture and real 

estate. Similarly except for the frequency of investment in bank deposits, corporate 

securities and mutual fund, age had no significant relationship with the frequency of 

the financial assets.  Gender also had no significant relationship with the frequency of 

investment except for investment in agriculture, bank deposits and life insurance. 

Occupation was proved to have a significant relationship with the frequency of 

investment in the physical and financial assets except for investment in commodities 

and derivatives. It was noted that the period of evaluation of physical assets had no 

relation across the demographic factors except for evaluation of investment in 

agriculture across age, education and occupation. 
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  Chapter VII  

Findings, Conclusions and Suggestions 

A. Findings 

I. Demographic Profile 

1. From the analysis of the demographic profile, it was noted that, majority i.e. 29.4% 

respondents belonged to the age group of 25-35, 66.7% of the respondents were male, 

while 33.3% respondents were females. It was observed that among the total respondents 

majority were HSSC holders followed by graduates. Majority of the respondents i.e. 

61.9% were married. Occupation wise analysis proved that majority of the respondents 

i.e. 35.4% belonged to the private sector, followed by 15.5% Government servants. While 

the least among the respondents i.e. 5.8% were housewives. It can be observed that 

majority of the respondents i.e. 36.7% earned less than Rs.120000/- pa, followed by 

33.6% respondents earning between Rs.120000-240000/- p.a.  While 68.6% of the 

respondents, had 4 – 6 members in the family, 

 

II. Analysis of Purpose of Savings 

2. Analysis of the purpose of savings revealed that majority of the respondents across 

demographic factors i.e. 42.2% respondents saved for the purpose of child education, 

followed by 19.5% saving as provision for contingency. Majority respondents from the 

age group of 18 -24 saved for provision for contingency, while respondents from the age 

group 25-35 saved for the purpose of marriage. The respondents from the other older age 

groups mainly saved with the purpose of child education. Majority i.e. 66.2% of the 

married respondents saved for child education, while majority of the single i.e. 34% 
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respondents saved for the purpose of marriage. 

 

3. Majority of the respondents i.e.49.1% across demographic factors invested in physical 

assets with safety as an objective, followed by 15.3% respondents investing with an 

objective to earn additional income. While 43.8% respondents invested in financial assets 

with an objective of safety, followed by 15.9% respondents investing with an objective to 

meet future uncertainties. 

 

4. Most of the respondents i.e. 48.4% were found to prefer gold, followed by real estate 

by 27.7%, agriculture by 18.5% respondents and silver by 5% of the respondents only.  

Of the 1500 respondents, across age, gender, education, marital status and occupation, 

bank was the first preference for 69.8% respondents, followed by preference for life 

insurance by 21.3%, followed by postal deposits for 7.4% respondents. Government 

securities were the fourth preference for 0.9%, followed by preference for corporate 

securities by 0.3% and mutual fund for 0.2% respondents. None of the respondents 

preferred commodities and derivatives over other financial assets. 

 

5. It was found that there existed a significant relationship between the purpose of 

savings and the demographic factors except Gender. Similarly, a significant relationship 

existed between the Objective of investment in Physical assets and the demographic 

factors viz. Age, Gender, Education, Marital Status and Occupation. A significant 

relationship was also found to exist between the Objective of investment in financial 

assets and the demographic factors except marital status.  
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III. Awareness  

6. The analysis of the level of awareness proved that maximum i.e 99% respondents were 

aware about gold. Age wise analysis proved that more awareness about silver existed 

among the middle aged respondents. Level of awareness about silver differed across 

educational groups, marital status as well as the occupations. Across demographic factors 

respondents were slightly aware about agriculture as an investment avenue; the level 

differed across demographic factors. Male respondents were slightly more aware than 

female.88.4%respondents were aware about real estate. Younger, males, single, 

respondents working in the private and Govt. sector were more aware about real estate 

than the rest. Family members formed a major source of information for investing in 

Physical Assets for 54.8% respondents, followed by 20.1% depending on friends, 

 

7. All the respondents were found to be aware about bank deposits, though 89.4% 

respondents across the demographic factors were very much aware, 10.6% respondents 

were slightly aware about bank deposits. Similarly, 72% of the respondents were aware 

about postal deposits, of which 58.7% and 13.3% respondents were slightly aware and 

very much aware respectively. No much difference within the gender was seen about the 

level of awareness of postal deposits. But the degree of awareness varied across the age 

groups, educational groups, marital status and the various occupations. 

 

8. Only 10% respondents across demographic factors were found to be slightly aware 

about Government Securities. Across the age groups respondents in the age groups of 36-

45 and 46 -58 were found to be slightly aware. Across gender no much of difference was 
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seen. Within the educational groups, few of the HSSC holders, graduates, post graduates 

and diploma holders were slightly aware about it. Lot of difference in the awareness 

about Government securities was observed across marital status and the various 

occupations. 

 

9. It was observed that 78.2% respondents from the age group of 18 -24 were unaware 

about shares. Comparatively slight awareness was seen among respondents till the age of 

45. Neither of the Non-Matric, nor SSC holders neither HSSC holders were very much 

aware about shares. Among the graduates, post graduates and diploma holders, 58.3%, 

52.5% and 57.6% respondents respectively were unaware. None of the agriculturist were 

aware about shares. Among the self-employed, housewives, students and others none 

were very much aware. Among the student, Government servants, businessmen and other 

respondents working in the private sector were 20% - 27% aware about shares. It can be 

noted that only 19.7% respondents were aware about shares.66.1% of respondents were 

found to be aware about life insurance, of which only 18.1% were found to be very much 

aware about insurance as an investment avenue. Almost one third i.e. 33.9% respondents 

were still found to be unaware about insurance. 

 

10. On the whole 88.9% respondents were found to be not aware about mutual fund, 

10.7% were slightly aware and only 0.3% were found to be very much aware about 

mutual fund as an investment avenue. The younger respondents were slightly more aware 

about mutual fund. No difference in the level of awareness was seen across the gender. 

The more educated respondents i.e. diploma holders, graduates and post graduates were 
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also more aware than the other respondents. On the occupation front, the student 

respondents, the respondents from the private sector and the Government Servants were 

also found to be more aware than the others. Housewives and the agriculturist were found 

to be the most unaware about mutual fund as an investment avenue. Majority of the 

respondents i.e. almost 97.5% were found to be unaware about commodities and 

derivatives 

 

11. Family members were the source of information with regards to investments in 

financial assets for majority i.e. 54.2% respondents, followed by 17.6% depending on 

friends. A significant difference in the level of awareness of Physical Assets across 

demographic factors except for silver was noticed. Significant difference in the level of 

awareness of Financial Assets was noted across demographic factors except for gender. A 

significant difference between the sources of information for Physical Assets across 

demographic factors except for marital status was noted. While, significant difference 

between the sources of information for Financial Assets was also noticed across 

demographic factors. 

 

IV. Perception 

It was proved that savings and investment increase income, savings and investment 

improve standard of living. Slight agreement was noticed for the variable savings help 

acquire assets. 

 

12. Age wise no significant difference in the perception of respondents towards gold, 
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earning income, capital appreciation, tax benefits, minimum cost and liquidity was 

noticed. Gender wise also no difference was seen in perception for capital appreciation, 

liquidity, flexibility, availability of information and risk involved. Education wise 

significant difference in the perception of respondents towards all variables except for 

availability of information was noted. Marital status wise no significant difference in the 

perception of respondents was seen towards all the variables except for accessibility, 

flexibility, availability of information and statutory protection. Occupation wise 

significant difference was noted in the perception except towards the variables capital 

appreciation, availability of information and low risk. 

 

13. A significant difference was observed in the perception of respondents towards silver 

across age towards all the variables except for income, capital appreciation, low risk and 

statutory protection. While no significant difference in the perception was observed 

across gender towards all variables except for the variable regular income. Significant 

difference in the perception was noted towards all variables except for the variable easy 

accessibility, low risk and statutory protection. Similarly significant difference in the 

perception was noted towards the variables across marital status and occupation except 

for regular income and statutory protection across marital status and statutory protection 

across occupation. 

 

14. Respondents were found to be in high agreement that agricultural investment yields 

regular income, capital appreciation and investors avail subsidy. Age wise no difference 

in perception was found towards the variables regular income, minimum cost, liquidity, 
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flexibility and availability of information. Gender wise no difference in perception was 

noted towards the perception of regular income, tax benefits, easy accessibility, 

flexibility, availability of information and low risk. Education wise significant difference 

in the perception was seen towards various variables except for liquidity. Marital Status 

wise no significant difference in the perception was noted towards regular income, capital 

appreciation, liquidity, accessibility, availability of information and statutory protection 

towards investment in agriculture Occupation wise significant difference in the 

perception of variables was noted except for the variables minimum cost, easy 

accessibility and availability of information. 

 

15. Respondents were in high agreement of having regular and steady income, capital 

appreciation and availing of tax benefits from investment in real estate. Respondents also 

agreed of having low risk and statutory benefits. Analysis of variance in the perception of 

respondents revealed that significant difference in the perception of respondents across 

age and marital status was observed except for minimum cost availability of information 

and low risk, across age and marital status, while statutory protection across age only. 

Significant difference in the perception across gender was noted across variables towards 

investment in real estate except for liquidity, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection. 

Similarly significant difference in the perception of respondents towards variables except 

for statutory protection was noticed across educational and occupational levels 

 

16. Highest agreement was seen for low risk involved in investment in bank deposits. 

Age wise no significant difference in the perception of respondents was noted across age 
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of almost all variables except for regular and steady income, capital appreciation and tax 

benefits. Gender wise, significant difference in the perception of respondents for the 

variables like regular and steady income, tax benefits, minimum cost, liquidity and 

availability of information was observed. Education wise significant difference in the 

perception of respondents was noted, except capital appreciation and easy accessibility. 

Marital Status wise no significant difference was noticed in the perception of respondent 

except for regular and steady income and tax benefits variables. Occupation wise 

significant difference in the perception of respondents was noted for variables like regular 

and steady income, tax benefits, minimum cost, liquidity and availability of information 

about bank deposits. 

 

17. Respondents were in agreement that there is capital appreciation and tax benefit 

associated with investment in postal deposits. Agreement was also seen for low risk 

statutory protection and regular and steady income. Thus it can be concluded that for the 

variables like tax benefits from postal deposits, liquidity, easy accessibility, flexibility, 

availability of information, low risk and statutory protection for postal deposits, there was 

no significant difference in the perception of respondents across age groups. No 

significant difference in the perception across gender was observed except for the 

variables ie. regular and steady income, minimum cost, liquidity and easy availability of 

information. No significant difference in the perception of respondents across education 

for the variables like regular income, tax benefits, easy accessibility, low risk and 

statutory protection was noticed. Significant difference in perception across marital status 

was found only for the variables tax benefits and availability of information. Significant 
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difference in the perception of respondents across occupation was observed for most of 

the variables except for tax benefits, liquidity and low risk. 

 

18. Respondents strongly believed that there is regular and steady income and tax 

benefits respectively associated with investment in Government securities. No significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across age was seen for investment in 

Government securities except for two variables viz easy accessibility and statutory 

protection. No significant difference was observed in the perception of respondents 

across gender and educational levels. Except for tax benefits and easy accessibility, there 

was no significant difference observed in the perception of respondents across married 

status. Similarly, except for regular and steady income and easy accessibility there was 

no significant difference observed in the perception of respondents across occupation 

towards investment in Government securities. 

 

19. Respondents were in agreement that there is regular and steady income, capital 

appreciation, liquidity and flexibility in investment associated with investment in 

corporate securities. Except for regular and steady income, capital appreciation and 

statutory protection, there was significant difference in the perception of respondents 

across age towards investment in corporate securities. While no significant difference in 

the perception of respondents across gender was observed for most of the variables 

except for tax benefits and minimum cost. Perception towards variables viz regular and 

steady income, tax benefits, easy accessibility and flexibility associated with corporate 

securities were found to have no significant difference across education. A significant 
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difference in the perception of respondents across married status towards investment in 

corporate securities was noted except for the variables regular income and statutory 

protection. For the variables like capital appreciation, tax benefits, minimum cost, 

liquidity, accessibility and availability of information about corporate securities, a 

significant difference in the perception of respondents across occupation was noticed. 

 

20. Respondents strongly agreed of having tax benefits with investment in life insurance. 

Agreement was also seen for having capital appreciation, minimum cost, and 

accessibility, availability of information, low risk and statutory protection associated with 

investment in life insurance. Significant difference in the perception towards life 

insurance across age was noticed for variables like minimum cost, easy accessibility, 

flexibility availability of information and low risk involved. A significant difference in 

the perception of respondents across gender existed towards life insurance for variables 

like minimum cost, liquidity, accessibility, flexibility, availability of information and low 

risk. No significant difference in the perception of respondents toward insurance across 

educational levels was observed for most of the variables viz. tax benefits, liquidity, 

accessibility, flexibility, low risk and statutory protection. While no difference in 

perception was noted towards tax benefits, minimum lost, flexibility, low risk and 

statutory protection, across the married status. Most of the variables except liquidity and 

statutory protection had a significant difference in the perception towards insurance 

across occupation. 
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21. High agreement was seen among respondents towards earning regular income, having 

capital appreciation and with flexibility of investments in mutual fund. Majority of the 

variables viz regular income, tax benefits, liquidity, accessibility, low risk and statutory 

protection had significant difference in the perception towards mutual fund across age. 

Significant difference was found to exist in the perception of respondent across gender 

except for the variables tax benefits for which no difference in perception was noted.  

While for the variables like liquidity, accessibility, low risk and statutory protection in 

mutual fund a significant difference in the perception of respondent across education was 

noted. A significant difference in the perception across marital status was noted for the 

variables like capital appreciation, tax benefits, minimum cost and flexibility, in the 

investment in mutual fund. Similarly, significant difference in the perception towards 

mutual fund was also noticed for the variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits, 

flexibility, availability of information and statutory protection across occupational levels. 

 

22. Strong agreement among respondents was noticed for flexibility in investment in 

commodities. No significant difference in the perception of respondents across age 

towards investment in commodities except for liquidity and accessibility was noticed. 

Similarly, no significant difference in the perception of respondents across gender 

towards investment in commodities was noticed. No significant difference in the 

perception of respondents was also observed for most of the variables except for capital 

appreciation and minimum cost. No significant difference in the perception of 

respondents across marital status except for tax benefits associated with commodities for 

which significant difference perception was noticed. While no difference in perception 
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was noticed across occupations for variables viz. regular income, liquidity, accessibility, 

availability of information and low risk in investment in commodities. 

 

23. Except for the perception of the 3 variables i.e. capital appreciation, liquidity and 

accessibility, there was no significant difference found in the perception of respondents 

across age towards investment in derivatives. No significant difference in the perception 

of respondents across gender was also noted. While there was significant difference 

observed in the perception of respondents across educational levels towards investment in 

derivatives. No significant difference in the perception of respondents across marital 

status except for the variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits and minimum cost, 

where in significant difference in perception was noted. Similarly, no significant 

difference in the perception of respondents across occupation towards investment in 

derivatives except for the variables viz. capital appreciation, tax benefits and statutory 

protection associated with investment in derivatives was observed. 

 

V. Income and Savings of Investors 

24. Majority i.e. 76.7% of the respondents had occupational income as their source of 

funds for savings and investments, followed by 18.9% saving and investing through 

borrowings. Majority of the respondents i.e.36.7% earned less than Rs.120000/-p.a. 

followed by 33.6% earning between Rs.120000-24000/-p.a. Majority of the respondents 

across demographic factors i.e.37.8% saved less than Rs.12000, followed by 27.7% 

respondents saved between Rs.12000-24000 p.a. 52.1% respondents were found to have 

difficulty in accessing avenues, while 33.2% respondents had no or less knowledge about 



395 

 

various investments. Most i.e. 67.4% respondents across demographic factors were found 

to invest in gold as an investment avenue. Only 4.5% respondents across demographic 

factors invested in silver, while the rest i.e.95.5% respondents did not invest in silver. 

10.5% of the respondents across demographic factors invest in agriculture. Only 7% of 

the respondents invested in real estates.70.7% of the respondents across demographic 

factors invested in physical assets since last 5 years. While 21.5% were found to invest 

since last 6-10 years. 

 

25. Maximum i.e. 97.6% respondents invested in bank deposits. 27.6% of the respondents 

invested in postal deposits. 0.7% respondents invested in Government Securities 7.3% 

respondents invested in Corporate Securities. 38.7% respondents invested in life 

insurance. Majority of the respondents investing in life insurance were male, married and 

belonged to the age group of 36-45. Most of the Government servants invested in life 

insurance, followed by the businessmen. Very few i.e. only 4.3% respondents were found 

to invest in mutual fund. Majority of the investors were male and post graduates who 

invested in mutual fund On the whole only 0.3% of the respondents was found to invest 

in commodities and derivatives. 

 

26. It was found that, 47.1% invested less than Rs.12000/- in financial assets, followed by 

32.6% investing between Rs.12000-24000/-. Only 13.6% respondents invested between 

Rs.24000-36000/-. Respondents from the age group of 36-45 and 46-58, post graduates, 

married, respondents from the private sector businessmen, Government servant etc. were 

found to have investment made ranging from less than Rs.12000/- and above Rs.100000/-
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. A slight positive relation with annual income, annual savings, and amount of investment 

in physical assets and amount of investment in financial assets was noticed, but the 

degree of relation differed. Gender also had a slight positive correlation with annual 

income, annual savings, amount of investment in physical assets and financial assets. 

Compared to other variables, age and gender had slightly higher relation with annual 

income.  Education showed slightly more relation with annual savings. While marital 

status and occupation had a negative relation with all the variables viz. annual income, 

annual savings, amount of investment in physical assets and financial assets. 

 

27.  The null hypothesis was rejected and it is claimed that annual income is positively 

related to annual savings. The regression equation Y= a + b X, Y =0.573 + 0.803 X, was 

framed on the basis of regression analysis. Thus it can be stated that with every increase 

in X amount of income, savings will increase proportionately. Significant relationship 

existed between the source of funds and the demographic factors. Similarly, a significant 

relationship existed between the reasons for underinvestment and the demographic 

factors except for gender and marital status. While no significant relationship was found 

to exist between the reasons for underinvestment and the factors viz. Gender and Marital 

Status. A significant difference was noticed in the number of respondents investing in 

Physical across demographic factors except for gold investment across gender.  

 

28. No significant difference in the number of respondents investing in bank was noted 

across age, education and marital status. While a significant difference in the number of 

respondents investing postal deposits, corporate securities, life insurance and mutual 
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fund, was noted across demographic factors. For the number of respondents investing in 

Government securities significant difference was seen across education, marital status 

and occupation. While no significant difference was seen among the number of 

respondents investing in commodities and derivatives across age, gender and marital 

status, the number of investors differed at educational and occupational levels. A 

significant difference was observed in the amount of investment in physical and financial 

assets across demographic factors except for gender. Similarly, a significant difference in 

the duration of investment in physical assets was observed except for gender, wherein no 

difference in the duration was noted. While, a significant difference was noted in the 

duration of investment in financial assets was observed across age, gender and 

occupation, except across education and marital status. 

 

VI.A. Channel of execution 

29. Younger and single respondents relied heavily on family advice, while older and 

married respondents depended on spouse advice. Higher the level of education more was 

the family advice sought. Agriculturist, businessmen, self-employed and housewives 

relied heavily on spouse advice for execution for investment in gold. 48% of the 

respondents across demographic factors took family advice, followed by 25.3% taking 

self-decision and 22.3% taking spouse advice while investing in silver. While majority of 

the respondents across demographic factors i.e. 71% took family advice, followed by 

14% taking self-decision and 7.2% taking spouse advice before executing the investment 

in agriculture. 36.7% respondents across the demographic factors take family advice, 

followed by 23.9% respondents taking professional advice and 20% respondents taking 
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self-decision while investing in real estate. Majority of the respondents across 

demographic factors took self-decisions while investing in bank deposits (70.6%), postal 

deposits (49.7%), Government Securities (63%), life insurance (28.4%). 78% and 79.6% 

respondents were found to take professional advice while investing in corporate securities 

and mutual fund respectively. 

 

VI.B Frequency 

30. Majority i.e. 35.8% respondents invested in gold every 2-3 years, 36.2% respondents 

invested in silver in 4 -5 years’ time. While 30.5% respondents invested in agriculture in 

2 -3 years, Most of the respondents across demographic factors i.e. 47.2% invested in real 

estate in a span of 4-5 years, followed by 22.6% respondents investing in a span of over 5 

years. Most of the respondents i.e. 83.1% across demographic factors invested annually 

in postal deposits. 36.3% respondents invested semi-annually and annually in 

Government securities. It can be inferred that only the educated respondents and the 

respondents belonging to the occupation like Government Servants, businessmen and 

self-employed invested in Government Securities. Only 6.93% respondents were found to 

invest in corporate securities, of which majority of the respondents i.e. 42.3% were found 

to invest on a fortnightly basis, followed by 32.7% respondents investing in corporate 

securities on a weekly basis. On the whole 52.8% respondents across demographic 

factors invested in life insurance on a quarterly basis, followed by 24% investing on a 

monthly basis in life insurance. It can be noted that, though majority of the male and 

female respondents invested on a quarterly basis, a section of female respondents 

invested semi-annually, while a sector of male respondents invested on a monthly basis. 
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Higher the level of education more was the investment on quarterly basis. It can also be 

inferred that the agriculturist preferred to invest in a span of time ranging from monthly 

to annually. While for other occupations except for housewives, much of the investment 

in life insurance was made on quarterly followed by monthly basis.  

 

31. Majority i.e. 79.6% invested in mutual funds on a monthly basis. No respondents 

from the age group of 59 and above, nor agriculturist neither housewives were found to 

invest in mutual fund. Only five respondents from the entire sample i.e. only 0.33% 

respondents invested in commodities and derivatives. Of which 80% invested annually 

and the rest 20% invested quarterly. No respondent from the younger age group of 18-24 

or older age group of above 59 invested in commodities as well as derivatives. Similarly, 

only male post graduates were found to invest in commodities and derivatives. Across 

occupations only businessmen and Government Servant were found to invest in 

commodities and derivatives 

 

VI.C. Evaluation 

32. It was observed that 93.3% and 97.1% the respondents across demographic factors 

evaluated their investment in gold and silver annually. Majority of the respondents across 

demographic factors i.e. 95.6% and 98% also evaluated their agricultural and real estate 

investments annually. It can be concluded that, majority of the respondents across 

demographic factors investing in bank i.e. 55.1% evaluated the bank investment monthly, 

While 71.7% respondents evaluated the postal investments annually. While 45.5% of the 

respondents evaluated the investments in Government securities semi-annually and 87% 
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respondents evaluated their investments in shares monthly. Majority of the respondents 

investing in shares were between the age groups of 18-24 and 25-35. Most of the 

respondents were male, married and from the private sector or Government Servants. 

Majority i.e. 34% respondents evaluated their life insurance investments quarterly. It can 

be noted that respondents across demographic factors either evaluate their life insurance 

investment quarterly or annually. It can be observed that majority of the respondents i.e. 

75% evaluated their mutual fund investments on a monthly basis, followed by 18.8% 

respondents evaluating the investments annually. 80% of the respondents across 

demographic factors investing in commodities and derivatives, evaluated the investments 

annually,  

 

33. The Chi Square test proved that there was significant relationship between the 

channels of execution adopted for gold across all demographic factors except gender. 

While no significant relationship was observed with the channel of execution for 

investment in silver and the demographic factors except for education. Similarly, no 

significant relationship was observed between the channel of execution for investment in 

agricultural investment and the demographic factors except for education and occupation. 

No significant relationship was also observed between the demographic factors except for 

age and education and the channel of execution for investment in real estate. A 

significant relationship was seen to exist between all the demographic factors and the 

channel of execution in bank deposits and life insurance. Similarly, a significant 

relationship was found to exist between the demographic factors except gender and the 

channel of execution postal deposits. No relation between demographic factors and the 
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channel of execution for Government securities was noted. Significant relation was also 

seen to exist between the channel of execution for corporate securities and the 

demographic factors except for gender and occupation. Channel of execution for Mutual 

funds seemed to have no significant relationship across the demographic factors except 

for age.  

 

34. The test proved that, there existed significant difference in the frequency of 

investment of bank deposits across demographic factors except for age. Similarly, a 

significant difference existed in the frequency of investment of postal deposits across 

demographic factors except for age and gender. A significant difference in the frequency 

of investment across demographic factors was observed for agricultural investment. A 

significant difference in the frequency of investment in real estate was noted across 

demographic factors except for gender and education. A significant difference in the 

frequency of investment in bank deposits was noted across the demographic factors. 

While no significant difference was observed in the frequency of investment in postal 

deposits across the demographic factors except for occupation. No difference in the 

frequency of investment of Government securities was also noted across the demographic 

factors except for marital status and occupation. Corporate securities and mutual funds 

also had no difference in the frequency of investment across the demographic factors 

except for age and occupation. While a significant difference in the frequency of 

investment of life insurance was noted across the demographic factors except for age. 
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35. It was proved that there existed no significant difference in the period of evaluation of 

the investment in gold, silver and real estate across the demographic factors, except for 

education for real estate. While significant difference in the period of evaluation was 

noted for investment in agriculture across demographic factors except for gender and 

marital status. Significant difference in the period of evaluation of bank deposits and 

postal deposits was noted across the demographic factors, except across age for postal 

deposits. Similarly, a significant difference in the period of evaluation was noted for 

investment in Government securities across demographic factors except for marital status 

and occupation. No significant difference in the period of evaluation of corporate 

securities was observed across the demographic factors except for gender. For period of 

evaluation of life insurance, significant difference was observed across the demographic 

factors except for age and marital status. While no difference in the period of evaluation 

of mutual fund was noted across the demographic factors except across marital status. 

 

B. Conclusion 

Thus it can be concluded that majority of the respondents i.e. 29.4% belonged to the age 

group of 25 -35. Most of the respondents were employed in the Private sector. Young 

respondents were found to save for contingency, singles saved for the purpose of 

marriage and the married and the elder respondents saved for the purpose of child 

education. Safety was the prime objective for respondents while investing in both 

physical and financial assets. Among physical assets gold was the most preferred, while 

bank deposits were the most preferred avenue among the financial assets. 
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Purpose of savings had a significant relationship with the demographic factors except 

gender. A significant relationship also existed between objective of investment in 

physical and financial assets across demographic factors except marital status for 

financial assets. Respondents were found to be aware about the physical assets studied. 

Good amount of awareness was seen for bank and postal deposits. Only 10% respondents 

were aware abut Govt. Securities and only 19.7% respondents were aware about 

corporate securities. No agriculturist was found to be aware about corporate securities. 

Slight awareness about corporate securities was seen among self-employed, housewives 

and students. Family members were the major source of information. Significant 

difference was seen in the level of awareness of physical assets except silver and 

financial assets except across gender. Occupational income formed the major source of 

fund for savings and investment. Almost half of the respondents underinvesting had 

difficulty in accessing the avenues, while one third of the respondents had less knowledge 

about various investment avenues. 97.6% respondents invested in bank, 27.6% in postal 

deposits, 0.7% in Govt. Securities and 38.7% in life insurance. Only 0.3% respondents 

were found to invest in commodities and derivatives.  

 

A slight positive relation was seen to exist with income, savings and investment in 

physical and financial assets. Age and gender was found to have a slight higher 

relationship with income, while education was more correlated to savings. Gender and 

marital status had no relationship with reasons for underinvestment. Young and single 

respondents were found to rely heavily on family advice, while the older and married 

respondents depended on spouse advice while executing physical assets. Self-decision 
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was taken while investing in bank deposits, postal deposits, Govt. securities and life 

insurance. Professional advice was sought while investing in corporate securities and 

mutual funds.   

 

C. Suggestions 

1. Increase in tax incentives  

Investments must be made more attractive. The incentives attached to the investments 

such as tax benefits must be increased. The tax qualifying limit under 80C for various 

investments must be enhanced. 

 

2. Provide education and training to investors 

Investors need to be imparted with education and training on the various investment 

avenues and the do’s and don’ts about investment. As it was seen in the study the 

investors had less knowledge about the investment avenues available. Even if they had 

knowledge it was not sufficient for accessing the investment related decisions 

independently, except for investment in bank deposits. 

 

3. Attract investors towards securities, commodities and derivatives 

Though investors were aware about the traditional investment avenues, very little 

awareness was seen among the investors towards securities, commodities and derivatives. 

Special training and awareness drives must be undertaken in order to attract the investors 

towards these investments. Institutions like SEBI must come up with schemes to attract 

the investors towards these investments.  
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4. Organise seminars and workshops 

Financial institutions dealing with the channelizing of the funds of investors into various 

investments like bank deposits, insurance, postal deposits, mutual funds, securities, 

commodities and derivatives must organise seminars and workshops for the investors.   

 

5. Inculcating the savings and investment habits in the children from their school or 

college days 

The habit of savings and investing must be inculcated among the children from the young 

age of school days or college days. Subjects on savings and investment must not be 

taught only to commerce or management students, but this must be a part of the syllabus 

of the students from the school days, as this forms part and parcel of every individual’s 

life. This will help the future generation be financially literate about the investment 

scenario around them. 

 

6. Design investment schemes and trainings for different segments of investors  

As observed from the study that the single investors saved for the purpose of marriage, 

the married respondents saved for the purpose of child education. But safety of their 

investments was the major objective while investing in both physical and financial assets 

for all the investors. Hence, investment schemes must be designed to cater to the needs of 

different segments of investors, while ensuring the safety of their principal investments.  

 

The major cause of less or no participation in the investment activity is the lack of 

awareness about the avenues. As per the study majority of the agriculturist, self-
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employed and the housewives were very little or not at all aware about investments like 

shares, commodities and derivatives. They were found to be very much aware about the 

physical assets but lacked the knowledge of financial investments. Segment wise training 

and education of investors must be undertaken. 

 

7.  Inculcate the habit of financial planning 

Investors must develop the habit of financial planning. This will help the investors plan 

and meet their investment requirements. 

 

D. Scope for Future Research 

Due to certain constraints, the study was restricted to the state of Goa and only 

few of the physical and financial assets. After completing the study, it was felt that there 

is a scope for further research in the following areas. 

1. Savings and Behavior of investors can be studied at a different geographical 

area. 

2. A comparative study of the savings and investment behavior of male and 

female investors can be undertaken, inorder to study the difference in the 

behaviour across and within gender. 

3. The intra comparison of investors within each of the demographic factors can 

be undertaken. 

4. The investment behaviour of investors across the salaried class or 

professionals can be conducted. 



407 

 

5. The study of working women in Goa or women entrepreneurs in Goa can also 

be conducted to get insights into their savings and investment pattern. 

6. Study of the investment behaviour of Government servants can also be 

undertaken. 

 

*********************************************************************** 
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Questionnaire 
Dear Sir/Madam,  

 
I have enrolled for PhD. Programme at the Dept. of Commerce, Goa University on 

the topic: Savings and Investment Behavior of Investors in Goa: An Empirical Study:. In this 

regard I need to collect primary data on savings and investment behavior of investors in Goa. 

I therefore request you to spare your valuable time in filling the questionnaire. I further assure 

you that the information collected will be used only for academic purpose and confidentiality 

would be maintained. 

I thank you for your time and cooperation.  

 

                                                                                     Ms. Roshan Naik 

                                                                                       Asst. Professor in Commerce, 

Govt. College of Arts & Commerce, Pernem, Goa 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

I. Socio-Economic Profile 

1. Name:__________________________________________________________ 

2. Address:________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________

______________________________ 

3. Age in years:   

        18 – 24        25 – 35       36 – 45         46 – 58       59 and above 

4. Gender :       Male        Female 

5. Educational Qualification : 

 Non Matriculate     SSC    HSSC    Graduate     Post Graduate 

  Diploma holder    Others  

6. Marital status:   

            Married              Single         Divorcee       Widow/Widower 

7. Occupation:   

         Agriculturist       Private Service    Govt Service     Business      

        Self Employed    Housewife            Students           Others 

8. Annual Income in Rs:      

        Less than 120000       120000 – 240000        240000 – 360000     

         360000-500000         500000 – 1000000      Above 1000000 
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9. Annual Savings in Rs.:  

         Less than 12000       12000-24000          24000-36000 

        36000-50000             50000-100000         Above 100000 

10. Purpose of Savings: 

   Children education                 Marriage         Provision for contingency   

  Purchase of physical assets        To lend locally     To earn interest     

  To earn stable and regular income 

11. Number of family members:  

   Upto 3          4 – 6           7- 10       More than 10 

12. What is the source of funds for your investment? 

  Occupational Income                          Postponing Expenses     

  Disposing Off Existing Assets            Borrowings 

13. Do you invest less than you save?         Yes        No.  

i. If yes what are the reasons for underinvestment? 

 Absence of knowledge of investment       Difficulty in accessing investment 

avenues      Apprehensions of higher income tax      Investment in tax 

savings limits reached       Others 

 

II. Investment in Physical Assets 

14. Approximately how much do you invest in physical assets annually? 

         Less than 12000       12000-24000          24000-36000 

        36000-50000            50000-100000         Above 100000 

a. Which of the following Physical assets do you invest in? 

   Gold     Silver      Agricultural land       Real Estate     

b. Rank your preference of physical assets ( 1 to 5 ) 

    Gold     Silver      Agricultural land       Real Estate      Others 

c. The reasons why you prefer to invest in the above investment avenues. 

 Local accessibility    Easy manageability    Simple procedures  

 More satisfying than financial assets. 

d. How long do you remain invested in physical assets? 

 Less than 5 years      6 -10 years     11-15 years     16- 20 years   

 21 – 25 years           Above 25 years  
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e. What is your frequency of investment in physical assets? 

 Yearly       1 - 2 years   2 - 3 years    3- 4years     4 - 5 years   

  More than 5 years 

    e.     What is your source of information before investing in a physical asset? 

            Family members    Friends    Media    Professional Advice    Others 

f. What is your objective in investing in a physical Asset? 

  Earn additional income      Safety                 Liquidity    

  Capital Appreciation          Tax Benefits      Provision for Contingency   

           Avail Subsidy                       Others, (Please Specify) ___________ 

 

III. Investment in Financial Assets 

15. Approximately how much do you invest in financial assets annually? 

          Less than 12000           12000-24000             24000-36000 

          36000-50000                50000-100000           Above 100000 

a. Which of the following financial assets do you invest in? 

   Bank Deposits                  Postal savings         Govt Securities       

            Corporate Securities       Life insurance          Mutual funds           

  Derivatives                      Commodities              

b. Rank your preference in financial assets(1-9) 

  Bank Deposits                   Postal savings           Govt Securities       

  Corporate Securities       Life insurance               Mutual funds     

  Derivatives                      Commodities                Others 

c.  How long do you remain invested in financial assets? 

  Less than 5 years            6 -10 years               11-15 years       

  16- 20 years                    21 – 25 years            Above 25 years  

d. What is your frequency of investment in financial assets? 

  Daily        Weekly        Fortnightly        Monthly       Quarterly   

 Semi-Annually            Annually      Once in 5 years      More than 5 years 

e. What is your source of information before investing in financial assets? 

  Family members     Friends               Electronic Media            Broker  

  Professionals          Print Media        Investment Company     Others 
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f. What is your objective for investing in financial assets? 

  Regular returns                Safety                    Liquidity           

 Capital Appreciation        Tax Benefits          To meet future uncertainties  

 

   IV. Perception of Investors relating to savings and investment 

16. Express your perception for the following indicators relating to savings and 

investment 
 

a) Savings and investment increase income of the family. 

     Strongly Agree    Agree    Neutral     Disagree      Strongly Disagree 

 

b) Savings and investment help to improve one’s standard of living. 

     Strongly Agree    Agree    Neutral     Disagree      Strongly Disagree 

 

c) Savings and investment are mainly made with the purpose of tax 

exemption. 

     Strongly Agree    Agree    Neutral     Disagree      Strongly Disagree 

 

d) Savings help acquire more of financial and physical assets. 

     Strongly Agree    Agree    Neutral     Disagree      Strongly Disagree 

 

V. Execution and Evaluation of Investment Plan 

17.How do you execute your plan (    Tick Mark your Option) 

     Mode of 

Execution  

Avenues 

Self 
decision  

Spouse 

advice 

Institutio

nal advice 

Friends 

advice 

Professional 

advice 

Other 

Financial Assets 

Bank       

Post Office       

Govt 

Securities 

      

Corporate 

Securities 

      

Life Insurance       

Mutual 

Funds 

      

Commodities       

Derivatives       

Physical Assets 

Gold       

Silver        

Agriculture       

Real Estate       

Others       
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18. How often do you evaluate your investment? (    Tick Mark your Option) 

            Frequency 

Avenues  

Monthly  Quarterly Semi annually  Annually 

Financial Assets 

Bank     

Post     

Govt Securities     

Corporate Securities     

Life Insurance     

Mutual Funds     

Commodities     

Derivatives     

Physical Assets 

Gold     

Silver      

Agricultural Land     

Real Estate     

Others     

 

 

VI. Perception of Investors towards investment in Financial and 

Physical Assets. 
 

19. State your perception towards investment in Physical Assets (Please fill in 

your option) 

 SA = Strongly Agree,    A   = Agree,    N = Neutral,     D = Disagree,     SD = 

Strongly Disagree 

Sr. 

No 

       Avenue 

Perception 

Gold 

 
Silver 

 
Agricultural 

Land 

Real 

Estate 

Others 

1 Provides additional 

income 

     

2 Helps in the 

appreciation of capital 

     

3 Gives tax benefits      

4    Helps avail subsidy      

5 Allow premature 

withdrawal 

     

6 Is easily accessible      

7 Provides flexibility in 

timing the investment 

     

8 Information on 

investment is easily 

available 

     

9 Low risk involved      

10 Benefit of statutory 

protection 
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  20. State your perception towards investment in Financial Assets (Please fill in 

your option)  

        SA = Strongly Agree,    A   = Agree,    N = Neutral,     D = Disagree,     SD = 

Strongly Disagree 
 

S Sr.  

   No 

    Avenue 

 

Perception 

Bank Postal 

Saving 

Govt 

Securities 

Corporate 

Securities 

Life 

Insur

ance 

Mutu

al 

Funds 

Comm

odities 

Deriv

ative 

1 Provides 

regular & 

steady 

income 

        

2 Helps in 

Capital 

appreciati

on. 

        

3 Gives tax 

benefits 

        

4 Minimize 

cost 

        

5 Allow 

premature 

withdrawal 

        

6 Is easily 

accessible 

        

7 Provides 

flexibility 

in timing 

the 

investment 

        

8 Informatio

n on 

investmen

t is easily 

available 

        

9 Low risk 

involved 

        

10 Benefit of 

statutory 

protection 
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