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B ABSTRACT : Resilience is the capacity to bounce back from adversity. Protective factors
increase resilience, whereas risk factors increase vulnerability. The present study examined
socio-economic status effect on resiliency and vulnerability of childrenin late childhood. The
sample consisted of 310 children i.e., 145 from Dharwad, Karnataka and 165 from Tura,
Meghalaya regions. The samples were drawn by sociometric technique. Child’s resiliency was
assessed by using Embury’s (2006) scale, whereas socio-economic status was measured by
using socio-economic statusscale by Aggarwal et al. (2005). Resultsreveal ed positive significant
correlation between resiliency and socio-economic status. Further, children from low socio-
economic status were found to be vulnerable than high and medium level of socio-economic
status children.
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prevent, minimize or overcomethe damaging effects
of adversity. Despite their exposure to severe risk
factorschildren who areresilient thrive and excel under
such circumstances. Resilience and adversity are
distributed unequally acrossthe population and arerelated
to broader socio-economic inequalities which have
common causes—the inequities in power, money and
resourcesthat shape the conditionsin which peoplelive
and their opportunities, experiences and rel ationships.
Good housing and a standard of living reasonably
above poverty levels are major resilient factors in
children’s lives. Poor families face many challenges
besidestheir standard of living. It touches all aspects of

I t is a universal capacity that allows a person to

human life: the quality of housing and health care, access
to education and recreational facilities, and even one’s
own safety as one walks along the street. This has
consistently been implicated as a risk factor for many
of the problems that plague children. Families of high
socio-economic status families afford their children an
array of services, goods, parental actions, and social
connections that potentially redound to the benefit of
children and a concern that many low socio-economic
status children lack access to those same resources and
experiences, thus, putting them at risk for various
problems. So, with these a connotation is attached that
children from economically disadvantaged familiesare
at an elevated risk for various problems compared with
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children who are from higher socio-economic class.
However, not al poor children encounter problemsand
some of these resilient children function better than
expected. Despite of living under high-risk
circumstances, a significant proportion of adolescents
growing up in urban slums show resilience, i.e., they
manage to stay in and do well in school and avoid
engagement in risk behaviours Kabiru et al. (2012).
Many children “make it that is, progress successfully
through despite living in such adverse conditions. In
other words, they areresilient in spite of the odds against
them. The present study was taken up with an objective
to know the influence of socio-economic factor on
resiliency.

B RESEARCH METHODS

The sample of present investigation conducted
during (2013-2014) consisted of 310 children (145 from
Dharwad, Karnataka and 165 from Tura, Meghalaya)
who were studying in third, fourth, fifth and sixth
standard from government and private schools. Two each
government and private school swere selected randomly
from each region. Five accepted and five rejected were
selected through sociometry from the four selected
schools. Thus, a total of twenty accepted and twenty
rejected children from each school comprised the sample
for the study. The age of the subjects ranged from 8-12
yearswho arein late childhood.

Child’s resiliency and was assessed using
“Resiliency scale for children and adolescents” by
Embury (2006). A four point likert style format inwhich
students were asked to rate 64 items as never(0), rarely
(1), sometimes (2), often (3) and almost aways(4). It
assessesresilienceof anindividua throughitssub scales
namely: (i) Sense of Mastery with 20 items which
includes 3 sub scales : Optimism, self efficacy and
adaptability. (ii) Sense of Relatedness with 24 items
which has 4 sub scales viz,, trust, support, comfort and
tolerance. (iii) Emotional reactivity with 20 itemswhich
includes sensitivity, recovery and impairment. The socio-
economic status was ascertained by using socio-
economic status scale by Aggarwal et al. (2005) which
consists of 22 statements. The pretesting of resiliency
and socio-economic status tool on a sample of 32 was
done by the split half method. Reliability was 0.72 for
resiliency and 0.71 for socio-economic statustool which
wasfound to be statistically significant. Chi-squaretest
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of association, Karl Pearson correl ation co-efficient and
one way ANOVA was used to know the influence of
socio-economic factor on resiliency in late childhood.

B RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
The comparison is made component wise and on
total resiliency and vulnerability which isasfollows:

Sense of mastery and socio-economic factor:

Asdepictedin Table 1, with sub component of sense
of mastery, higher number of children from Dharwad
who are from high socio-economic status were in
average level with 45.5 per cent, respectively. Whilein
below average and low level childrenfrom low economic
status showed higher number of 57.1 per cent and 28.6
per cent, respectively. Among medium socio-economic
status, children were found in higher percentage in
average category with 35 per cent. But with Turaregion,
children from high soci o-economi ¢ status showed higher
number in high and average level with 3 per cent and
39.4 per cent, respectively. Whereas, in below average
and low level, children from medium socio-economic
status had 35.4 per cent and 26.3 per cent, respectively.
But, statistical analysis revealed no significant
associ ation between optimism and socio-economic status
in both the regions.

Values in Table 1 showed second sub component
viz., self efficacy, where children from high socio-
economic status reported 63.6 per cent in average level,
while medium socio-economic status children showed
higher percentages in high level with 0.8 and 6.7 per
cent in above average. In low level, 42.9 per cent were
observed among children who had low socio-economic
status.

With Tura region, children from medium socio-
economic status showed 3 per cent in high level and
31.3 per cent in low level. Whereas, among high socio-
economic status children, higher number were observed
in above average with 7.6 per cent and 25.8 per cent in
average category. However, no significant association
was observed between self efficacy and socio-economic
status in both the regions.

Sense of relatedness and socio-economic factor :
With regard to trust it was depicted that higher

number of children from Dharwad who are from high

socio-economic status had above average and average
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level of trust with 9.1 per cent, 45.5 per cent, respectively.
While in below average and low level children from
low economic status showed higher number of 35.7 per
cent and 57.1 per cent, respectively. Whereas, with Tura
children, medium socio-economic status had higher
number in above average with 3 per cent and 40.4 per
cent in below average, while children from high socio-
economic status had average with 39.4 per cent and 28.8
per cent inlow level (Table 2). However, no significant
association was observed between self efficacy and
socio- economic status in both the regions.

With support among children of Dharwad, similar
trend was observed, where, high socio-economic status
had above average and average level with 18.2 per cent,
45.5 per cent, respectively. Whilein below average and
low level children from low economic status showed
higher number of 28.6 per cent and 71.4 per cent,
respectively. With children from medium socio-
economic status, higher per centages were noticed in
averagewith 22.5 per cent and 49.2 per centin low level.
While in Tura region, in above average and average
levels, children from high socio-economic status had

12.1 per cent and 40.9 per cent, respectively, while in
below average and low levels, children from medium
socio-economic status had 26.3 per cent and 35.4 per
cent, respectively. Chi-square revealed no significant
associ ation, whereas, mean scores showed that children
from higher socio-economic status had higher support
at 1 per cent level of probability but negative relation
was observed which indicates with high level of socio-
economic status decreases their support.

A perusal of Table 2 explored the association of
comfort and socio-economic status, in Dharwad region,
where children from medium socio-economic status
showed higher number in above average with 11.7 per
cent, while higher socio-economic status children had
45.5 in average levels. Whereas, in low level, 57.1 per
cent were noticed among children who belonged to low
socio-economic status. Among Turachildren, thosewho
hailed from high socio-economic statushad averagelevel
of comfort with 37.9 per cent, while, children from
medium level of socio-economic status had higher per
centages of 32.3in below averageand 29.3inlow level.
Further, statistical analysis revealed no significant

Tablel: Sense of mastery and socio-economic status among children of Dharwad and Tura region

Dharwad Tura

Category Optimism

High (n=11) Medium (n=120) Low (n=14) Tota (n=145)  High (n=66) Medium (n=99) Low Total (n=165)
High 1(9.2) 6(5.0) 7(4.8) 2(3.0) 1(1.0) 3(1.8)
Above average 2(18.2) 11(9.2) 13(9.0) 4(6.1) 8(8.1) 12(7.3)
Average 5(45.5) 42(35.0) 2(14.3) 49(33.8) 26(39.4) 29(29.3) 55(33.3)
Below average 2(18.2) 33(27.5) 8(57.1) 43(29.7) 20(30.3) 35(35.4) 55(33.3)
Low 1(9.2) 28(23.3) 4(28.6) 33(22.8) 14(21.2) 26(26.3) 40(24.2)
Modified x? 10.84 NS 3.04NS
Mean(SD) 18.36(6.34) 15.84(6.18) (12.79) 15.86(5.09) 15.46(5.14)
F-value 2.65NS 0.24 NS
r 0.19* -0.03NS
SE+ 0.71 7.2
Self efficacy
High - 1(0.8) 1(0.7) - 3(3.0) 3(1.8)
Above average - 8(6.7) - 8(5.5) 5(7.6) 6(6.1) 11(6.7)
Average 7(63.6) 36(30.0) 4(28.6) 47(32.4) 17(25.8) 22(22.2) 39(23.6)
Below average 1(9.1) 40(33.3) 4(28.6) 45(31.0) 25(37.9) 37(37.4) 62(37.6)
Low 3(27.3) 35(29.2) 6(42.9) 44(30.3) 19(28.8) 31(31.3) 50(30.3)
Modified x2 8.21 NS 243 NS
Mean(SD) 22.45(7.17) 20.87(7.43) 17.86(7.07) 20.83(6.72) 20.80(7.25)
F-value 1.37NS 0.00 NS
r 0.11NS -0.00NS
SE.+ 0.86 0.7

* and ** indicate significance of values at P<0.05 and 0.01, respectively NS=Non-significant
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associ ation between comfort and soci o-economic status
in both the regions.

Emotional reactivity and socio-economic factor :
With regard to sensitivity the first dimension of
emotional reactivity among Dharwad children, in
averagelevel, thefrequency distribution of percentages
were similar across al the three categories of socio-
economic statuswith 72.7 per cent (high socio-economic
status), 73.3 per cent (medium socio-economic status)
and 71.4 per cent ( low socio-economic status). But in

low level, children from higher socio-economic status
showed higher percentage of 27.3 (Table 3).With regard
to Tura region, children from medium level of socio-
economic status were observed in above average with
11.1 per cent and 73.7 per cent in average category.
While, those who belonged to high socio-economic
status had higher number in below average with 22.7
per cent and 1.5 per cent in low level of sensitivity. On
comparison of mean scores, result depicted that children
from lower socio-economic status had higher level of
sensitivity in Dharwad region and it was found significant

Table 2: Sense of relatedness and socio-economic status among children of Dharwad and Turaregion

Dharwad Tura

Category Trust

High(n=11) Medium (n=20) Low (n=14) Tota (n=145)  High (n=14) Medium (n=99) Low Total (n=165)
High -
Above average 1(9.1) 7(5.8) 8(5.5) - 3(3.0) 3(1.8)
Average 5(45.5) 20(16.7) 1(7.1) 26(17.9) 26(39.4) 30(30.3) 56(33.9)
Below average 1(9.1) 37(30.8) 5(35.7) 43(29.7) 21(31.8) 40(40.4) 61(37.0)
Low 4(36.4) 56(46.7) 8(57.1) 68(46.9) 19(28.8) 26(26.3) 45(27.3)
Modified x2 9.08 NS 3.84NS
Mean(SD) 14.91(7.48) 13.43(6.29) 12.43(3.81) 15.64(4.53) 15.62(5.15)
F-value 0.49 NS 0.00 NS
r 0.09NS -0.00 NS
SE.+(CD)) 0.7 054
Support
High - - - - - -
Above average 2(18.2) 3(10.8) 5(10.3) 8(12.1) 1(1.0) 9(5.5)
Average 5(45.5) 27(22.5) 32(22.1) 27(40.9) 37(37.4) 64(38.8)
Below average 2(18.2) 21(17.5) 4(28.6) 27(18.6) 15(22.7) 26(26.3) 41(24.8)
Low 2(18.2) 59(49.2) 10(71.4) 71(49.0) 16(24.2) 35(35.4) 51(30.9)
Modified x2 12.35 NS 10.87 NS
Mean(SD) 17.00(6.75) 13.99(6.33) 11.93(3.68) 17.14(4.93) 15.03(5.13)
F-value 2.08NS 6.87**
r 0.17* -0.20**
SE. +(CD.) 0.72 0.3(0.77)
Comfort
High - -
Above average - - - - - - 21(12.7)
Average 5(45.5) 38(31.7) 5(35.7) 48(33.1) 25(37.9) 23(23.2) 48(29.1)
Below average 2(18.2) 16(13.3) 1(7.1) 19(13.1) 20(30.3) 32(32.3) 52(31.5)
Low 4(36.4) 52(43.3) 8(57.1) 64(44.1) 15(22.7) 29(29.3) 44(26.7)
Modified x2 4.83NS 4.75NS
Mean(SD) 7.91(3.78) 8.19(4.24) 6.93(3.40) 8.68(3.96) 8.43(3.95)
F-value 0.59NS 0.15NS
r 0.08 NS -0.03NS
SE.+ 0.48 0.43

* and ** indicate significance of values at P<0.05 and 0.01, respectively
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at one per cent level of probability.

A glance at Table 3 highlights the association of
recovery and socio-economic statusin Dharwad region,
where children from|ow socio-economic status showed
14.3 per centin highlevel, while 81.8 per cent of children
from high socio-economic status were observed in
average category. In below average and low level, 15
per cent and 0.8 per cent, respectively were noticed for
children who are from medium socio-economic status.

Whereas, in Turaregion, children who had medium
level of socio-economic status, had higher number in

highwith 7.1 per cent and 14.1 per cent in above average
level. While, for those who belonged to high socio-
economic status, showed higher number in averagewith
66.7 per cent and 18.2 per cent in below average
category. But, on comparison of mean scores, children
from lower socio-economic status had higher level of
recovery in Dharwad region and it was found significant
at five per cent level of probability.

Regarding impairment among Dharwad children,
in average level 81.8 per cent was noticed for children
who had high socio-economic status, while 16.7 per cent

Table 3: Emotional reactivity and socio-economic status among children of Dharwad and Tura region (n=310)
Dharwad Tura

Category Sensitivity

High(n=11) Medium (n=120) Low (n=14) Tota (n=145) High (n=14) Medium (n=99) Low  Tota (n=165)

High - - - - - -

Above average - 9(7.5) 1(7.1) 10(6.9) 4(6.1) 11(11.1) 1509.1)

Average 8(72.7) 88(73.3) 10(71.4) 106(73.1) 46(69.7) 73(73.7) 119(72.1)

Below average 3(27.3) 23(19.2) 3(21.4) 29(20.0) 15(22.7) 15(15.2) 30(18.2)

Low 1(1.5) - 1(0.6)

Modified x? 117NS 3.95NS

Mean(SD) 6.73(2.86) 8.72(3.32) 10.36(3.93) 8.27(3.41) 8.90(3.46)

F-value 3.60* 131NS

r -0.21* 0.08 NS

S.E. +(CD.) 0.39(0.77) 0.37

Recovery

High - 8(6.7) 2(14.3) 10(6.9) 3(4.5) 7(7.1) 10(6.1)

Above average 1(9.1) 19(15.8) 2(14.3) 22(15.2) 7(10.6) 14(14.1) 21(12.7)

Average 9(81.8) 74(61.7) 10(71.4) 93(64.1) 44(66.7) 64(64.6) 108(65.5)

Below average 1(9.1) 18(15.0) 19(13.1) 12(18.2) 13(13.1) 25(15.2)

Low - 1(0.8) 1(0.7) - 1(1.0) 1(0.6)

Modified x? 5.46 NS 216 NS

Mean(SD) 1.91(1.97) 3.68(3.32) 5.50(3.45) 2.94(2.96) 3.89(3.68)

F-value 3.78* 3.06 NS

r -0.13NS 0.13NS

SE.+ 0.39(0.38) 0.37

I mpair ment

High - - 2(3.0) 2(2.0) 4(2.4)

Above average - 20(16.7) 2(14.3) 22(15.2) 9(13.6) 13(13.1) 22(13.3)

Average 9(81.8) 71(59.2) 9(64.3) 89(61.4) 43(65.2) 66(66.7) 109(66.1)

Below average 2(18.2) 29(24.2) 3(21.4) 34(23.4) 12(18.2) 18(18.2) 30(18.2)

Low - - - - -

Modified y2 2.89NS 0.18NS

Mean(SD) 11.00(5.62) 12.78(6.12) 13.57(5.76) 13.59(6.27) 14.06(6.76)

F-value 0.58 NS 0.20NS

r -0.03NS 0.03NS

SE.+ 0.71 0.72

* and ** indicate significance of values at P<0.05 and 0.01, respectively
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were observed in above average and 24.2 per cent in
low level for children who had medium socio-economic
status. Children from low socio-economic status had
14.3 per cent in above average and 64.3 per cent in
average category.

With regard to Turaregion, across al the levels of
socio-economic statusi.e. from high to below average,
it was noticed that the frequency distribution of
percentages was found similar between children from
high and medium socio-economic status as depicted in
Table 3.

Tolerance and socio-economic factor among 12 year
olds:

Among children from medium level of socio-
economic status, 5.3 per cent werein aboveaveragelevel
and 39.5 per cent were in low level. The frequency
distribution of percentageswas similar with 50 per cent
for children from high socio-economic statusin average
and below average levels (Table 4).

With Tura region, in average and low levels,
children of high socio-economic status were noticed in
higher number with 40 per cent, while, 54.5 per cent
were in below average for children who were from
medium level of socio-economic status. However, Chi-
square indicates non-significant association between
tolerance and socio-economic status.

Resiliency and socio-economic factor :

With regard to resiliency among Dharwad children,
in high and above average level, 2.5 per cent and 0.8
per cent were observed for children who had medium
socio-economic status. While, children from high socio-

economic status had higher percentagesof 9.1 in average
in 18.2 per cent in below average category. Inlow level,
100 per cent was observed among children who had low
socio-economic status. Further, statistical analysis
revealed no significant association between resiliency
and socio-economic status in Dharwad region. But,
positivesignificant correlation was observed asindicated
inthe Table 5 among Dharwad children.When resiliency
was observed in Tura region, it was found that in low
level, 92.4 per cent of children who had high level of
socio-economic status were noticed. Whereas, among
medium level of socio-economic status, 4 per cent were
noticed in average and 5.1 per cent in below average
category. Further, statistical analysis revealed no
significant association between resiliency and socio-
economic statusin Turaregion.

Vulner ability and socio-economic factor :

With respect to vulnerability among Dharwad
children, 92.9 per cent were observed in high level for
children who had low socio-economic status. In above
average and average level, children from high socio-
economic status showed 27.3 per cent and 36.4 per cent,
respectively. Whereas, medium socio-economic status
children had 3.3 per cent in below average and low
levels. The association between vulnerability and socio-
economic status was found to be non-significant in
Dharwad region. But, on comparison of mean scores,
the result revealed that children from lower socio-
economic status are found to be more vulnerable in
Dharwad region. Further, therewas a negative significant
correlation asindicated (r = -0.27) (Table 5).

Whereas, in Turaregion, children who had medium

Table4 : Tolerance and socio-economic status among 12 year old children of Dharwad and Tura region (n=310)

Category _ _ . l?harwad _ _ _ _ ' _ Tura _
High (n=2) Medium (n= 38) Low (n=2) Tota (n=42) High (n=14) Medium (n=24) Low Total (n=38)

High -

Above average - 2(5.3) 2(4.8) - - - -

Average 1(50.0) 6(15.8) 7(16.7) 6(42.9) 4(16.7) - 10(26.3)

Below average 1(50.0) 15(39.5) 2(100) 18(42.9) 3(21.4) 8(33.3) - 11(28.9)

Low - 15(39.5) 15(35.7) 5(35.7) 12(50.0) - 17(44.7)

Modified x2 5.12NS 3.14NS

Mean(SD) 17.00(0.00) 13.34(6.10) 15.00 (0.00) 15.36(4.58) 12.62(4.53)

F-value 0.41NS 3.18NS

r -0.05NS 0.30NS

SE.+ 1.29 1.04

* and ** indicate significance of values at P<0.05 and 0.01, respectively
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level of socio-economic statushad 77.8 per centin high
level of vulnerability, while, for those who had high level
of socio-economic status, showed 18.2 per cent in above
average, 12.1 per cent in average and 1.5 per cent in
below average category. Statistical analysisrevealed no
significant association between socio-economic status
and vulnerability in Turaregion.

With regard to socio-economic status and resiliency
the study revealed that Turachildren from higher socio-
economic status were significantly higher but negative
relation was observed which indicates with high level
of socio-economic status decreases their support. With
Dharwad region, positive significant relation was noticed
between optimism, support and resiliency but negative
significant relation was observed with sensitivity and
vulnerability. Further, significant difference was found
with children from low income and sub component of
emotional reactivity i.e. recovery.

Findings are consistent with Kabiru et al. (2012),
who reported that children from high socio-economic
status receive and support protection from peer, family,

school and other social environment that promotes
prosocia or healthy enhancing behaviours. However,
Kabiru et al. (2012), indicated that despite living under
high risk circumstances, a significant portion of urban
slums showed resilience. Jessor et al. (1998), also
reported that under conditions of high risk, adolescents
with higher level of protective factorswerelikely to be
resilient.

Similar findings are reported by Olatunji et al.
(2010), who found that African American parents had
coping mechanisms and demonstrated resilience despite
systemic and personal stressors, such as poverty. Their
coping mechanisms may be rooted in cultural patterns
and through, intergenerational support received from
grandparents. But, Devine and Wright (1993), indicated
that living in poverty constitutes significant risks along
a number of dimensions. The findings are in line with
Egeland et al. (1993), who suggested that poverty and
factors associated with poverty have a pervasively
negative effect on child’s adaptation. Children living in
poverty function poorly in a number of areas. Further,

Table5: Resiliency-vulnerability and socio-economic status among children of Dharwad and Turaregion (n=310)

Dharwad Tura
Category Resiliency

High(n=11) Medium (n=120) Low (n=14) Tota (n=145) High(n=14) Medium (n=99) Low Total (n=165)
High 3(25) 3(2.1)
Above average - 1(0.8) 1(0.7) - -
Average 1(9.1) 4(3.3) 5(3.4) 2(3.0) 4(4.0) 6(3.6)
Below average 2(18.2) 7(5.8) 9(6.2) 3(4.5) 5(5.1) 8(4.8)
Low 8(72.7) 105(87.5) 14(100) 127(87.6) 61(92.4) 151(91.5)
Modified x2 6.29 NS 0.14 NS
Mean(SD) 30.09(13.47) 27.00(11.66) 21.75(5.90) 27.51(9.37) 26.55(9.95)
F-value 1.84NS 0.62 NS
r 0.18* -0.04 NS
SE+ 1.33 1.07
Vulnerability

High 4(36.4) 88(73.3) 13(92.9) 105(72.4) 45(68.2) 77(77.8) 122(73.9)
Above average 3(27.3) 12(10.0) 1(7.1) 16(11.0) 12(18.2) 12(12.1) 24(14.5)
Average 4(36.4) 12(10.0) 16(11.0) 8(12.1) 9(9.1) 17(10.3)
Below average - 4(3.3) 4(2.8) 1(1.5) 1(1.0) 2(1.2)
Low 4(3.3) 4(2.8) - -
Modified x2 15.45NS 1.92NS
Mean(SD) 14.82(13.57) 23.23(15.45) 33.43(8.25) 23.18(13.65)  25.90(12.90)
F-value 5.05** 1.29 NS
r -0.27** 0.10NS
SE. + 1.73(1.73) 1.45

* and ** indicate significance of values at P<0.05 and 0.01, respectively
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NS=Non-significant
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Egeland et al. (1993), revealed that asaresult of adverse
effectsof poverty children showed mal adaptive patterns
of development in a number of areas. Their decline in
functioning observed at each developmental period
seemed to have been related to adverseliving conditions,
not inherent factors and traits within the child.

There are some indications available in this
direction for instance by Barbarin and Soler (1993), who
reported that poverty hasbroad empirical support asrisk
factors for behavioural and emotional difficulties.
Further, Barbarin (1999) confirmed poverty to be risk
factor. Poor children scored significantly higher on
immaturity, hyperactivity, and social problemsthan non
poor children.

Conclusion:

Exposureto social and economic disadvantageisa
risk factor where children from low socio-economic
status were found to be more vulnerable. This suggest
need for programmes to help low socio-economic
families on parenting issues so that children could
receive protection and support from parents even in such
adverse conditionsand family relations. Anintersystem
collaboration can aso be made at the community level
where intense network of protection can be provided
for disadvantaged children and families.
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