
INTRODUCTION

Risk is an unavoidable part of our everyday lives. Life is full of risk. In fact, every decision
contained in every moment necessitates an element of risk (Yates, 1992). Everything we do involved
risk. Risk taking is a fairy normal part of youth, and most adolescent won’t take to it extreme. Risk
taking, stress seeking, thrill seeking, sensation seeking, action seeking, impulsiveness, and looking
for kicks all generally refer to behaviors that take people closer to the edge, heighten emotions,
raise arousal levels, or require one to use one’s skills in an attempt to control the potentially
uncontrollable (Johnson et al., 2004; Lopes, 1987; Heimer, 1988; Neihart, 1999; Leith and Baumeister,
1996; Baumrind, 1987; Rolison, 2002; Daly and Wilson, 2001; Bell and Bell, 1993). Risk is defined
as a situation or an event in which something of human value has been put at stake and where the
outcome is uncertain (Jaeger et al., 2001). Risk taking behavior is refer to the tendency to engage
in behaviors that have the potential to be harmful or dangerous, yet at the same time provide the
opportunity for some kind of outcome that can be perceived as positive (Gray and Jenning, 1999).
Various factors affect the risk taking behaviour in youth including individual factor, family factor,
peer factor, school factor, and community factor. Among them a family plays the most important
role in the risk taking behaviour of a person at every stage of life. A family is the most primary and
immediate environment in which a child exposed. It is the basic unit of a society (Adhiambo et al.,
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ABSTRACT
“Risk taking as an experience of human behaviour can be defined as an action with an unclear outcome;
It is an action with a chance of loss or negative outcome”. Risk taking behavior as a dependent
variable is determine by a number of socio-psychological variables. In this connection the role of
family composition in risk taking behavior cannot be underrated. The objective of the present research
work was to find out whether there is significant difference between youths of joint and nuclear
families in terms of their score on risk taking behavior?. The sample size consisted of 200 male students
out of which 100 students belonged to joint families and 100 students belonged to nuclear families.
Data was collected through “Risk Taking Questionnaire” developed by P.N. Arora and V. Sinha.
Results show that there is no significant difference between the youths belonging to the joint and
nuclear families in terms of their score on risk taking behavior. It indicates that the youth of joint as well
as nuclear families are more or less equally risk taker.
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2011; Raju and Rahmalullah, 2012). A child learns the strategy of dealing various situations in his
life from his family. In present days many types of family have come in existence such as joint
family, nuclear family, divorced and single parent. The environment of a family affects a child’s life
at a large extent. Family structure is an important aspect of the family context that has been linked
with many child development outcomes. Family structured is conceptualized as the configuration of
role, power, status and relationships in the family. In India, the structure/pattern of family can be
seen broadly as two types, nuclear family and joint family. Azmawati et al. (2015) found no statistically
significant association between family structure, parent occupations, parental income and also mother’
education level in both rural and urban areas and the involvement in adolescent risk taking behavior.
Raj (2011) found that there is no significant difference between nuclear and joint family Ho tribe
students in their risk taking behavior. Haslinda et al. (2009) found that 85% of adolescent who have
risk live in nuclear family and it show no association.

To find out the risk taking behavior between students belonging to joint family and students
belonging to nuclear family, this study is conducting.

Objective:
To study the risk taking behavior between students belonging to joint family and students

belonging to nuclear family.

Hypothesis:
There will be no significant difference between student belonging to joint family and student

belonging to nuclear family in respect to their level of risk taking behaviour.

METHODOLOGY
Sample:

The sample of the present study consist of 200 students out of which 100 students were
belonging to joint family and 100 students were belonging to nuclear family. Sample were selected
from different colleges in Meerut City proper, the age range of the sample 18 to 25.

Variable :
IV – Family Structure
DV – Risk Taking Behaviour

Tool used :
Risk taking questionnaire developed and standardized by Dr. P.N. Arora and Dr. V. Sinha was

used for measuring the risk taking behavior/ tendency in student of joint and nuclear family. It is a
five point rating questionnaire. This questionnaire consists of 40 items related to the eight areas of
the risk taking behavior i.e. Hill, Space, Sea, Commercial trades, Police and Intelligence service,
Fire, Professional trades and Military services. Five items from each area. It takes about 30 minutes
on an average. In Risk taking questionnaire, the five learning categories i.e., very much, much,
moderate, less and very less carry the 5,4,3,2, and 1 scores, respectively. The sum of the scores in
all the eight areas gives the total extent of risk- tendency in the subject/ testee. High score is
indicative of high risk taking behavior in the subject and vice- versa.
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Procedure of data collection:
 Risk taking questionnaire was used to measure the risk taking behaviour. Prior to the

administration of the risk taking questionnaire to the students in different colleges, the researcher
sought the permission and cooperation to the heads of the institutions and teachers. First of all, the
purpose of research was clarified to the students and rapport was established with them and
necessary direction were given comprehensively to them. After explaining the instructions, the
questionnaire were distributed to the subjects. Questionnaire was taken back from all the subjects,
it was completed by them. Whole data were collected from all students following the same procedure.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the difference between student belonging

to joint family and student belonging to nuclear family in terms of their score on risk taking behavior.
To examine the framed hypothesis ‘t’ test was applied and the obtained result are presented in the
Table 1.

Table 1 : Comparison between the joint and nuclear family’s students in terms of their score on risk taking 
behaviour 

Groups N Mean SD df ‘t’ Sig. 

Joint family student 100 148.07 20.76 

Nuclear family student 100 144.77 20.93 
198 0.79 

Not significant 

 
Table 1 show that students belonging to joint family have high risk taker as compared to the

students belonging to nuclear family. Mean value of student belonging to joint and nuclear family is
148.07 and 144.77, respectively and ‘t’ value is 0.79 which is not significant even at .05 level of
significance. Mean value show that students belonging to joint family have more risk taker as
compared to nuclear family. However ‘t’ value show that there is no significant difference between
two groups. Statistical analysis indicate that family structure does not contribute significantly to the
level of risk taking among college students. The youths of joint as well as nuclear families are more
or less equally risk taker. Therefore, the hypothesis formulated in the present context “There will
be no significant difference between students belonging to joint family and students belonging to
nuclear family in respect to their level of risk taking behaviour” gains supported from the present
findings.
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