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Abstract- This study examines the socio-economic impact of the Tamil Pudhalvan Scheme a state-funded educational 

welfare initiative introduced by the Government of Tamil Nadu on low-income families residing in the Coimbatore district. 

A structured questionnaire was administered to 151 beneficiary respondents selected using simple random sampling. Data 

were analyzed using percentage analysis and one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to test whether statistically significant 

differences exist in perceived financial relief, educational motivation, and dropout-prevention effectiveness across 

educational level groups (school, diploma, undergraduate, and postgraduate). ANOVA results indicate significant between-

group differences in financial impact (F(3, 147) = 4.82, p = .003) and educational motivation (F(3, 147) = 3.61, p = .015), 

while dropout prevention did not reveal statistically significant variation (F(3, 147) = 2.14, p = .097). The findings suggest 

that the scheme delivers differentiated benefits depending on the student's level of education. Post hoc Turkey HSD tests 

revealed that postgraduate students perceived significantly greater financial relief compared to school-level beneficiaries. 

Policy recommendations include increasing the monthly stipend, expanding digital outreach, and integrating the scheme 

with vocational skill programmes. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
Social welfare schemes are a cornerstone of equitable 

governance, designed to address systemic inequalities 

in access to education, healthcare, and livelihood. In 

India, state-level interventions have increasingly 

targeted educational financing as a lever for breaking 

inter-generational poverty cycles (Tilak, 2023). The 

Tamil Pudhalvan Scheme, launched by the 

Government of Tamil Nadu under Chief Minister M. 

K. Stalin, exemplifies this approach by providing 

eligible male students from government schools a 

monthly financial incentive of Rs. 1,000 to pursue 

higher education. 

  

The rationale underlying the scheme is well-grounded 

in human capital theory: investment in education 

yields long-term economic returns for individuals and 

society (Dreze & Sen, 2024). However, empirical 

evidence on the differentiated impact of such schemes 

across student demographic subgroups remains scarce. 

Most existing studies have employed descriptive 

statistics, limiting their inferential power (Kumar, 

2024; Anitha & Prabhu, 2024). This article addresses 

this gap by applying one-way Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA) to assess whether the scheme's perceived 

impact on financial stability, educational motivation, 

and dropout prevention differs significantly across 

four educational-level groups. 

The study was conducted in Coimbatore district, 

Tamil Nadu, with a sample of 151 beneficiary 

respondents. The findings aim to provide data-driven 

insights for policymakers, scheme administrators, and 

educational researchers. 

 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 

Kumar (2024) documented that the Tamil Pudhalvan 

Scheme significantly increased higher education 

enrollment among male students from rural and 

economically weaker sections, attributing this 

outcome to the consistent Rs. 1,000 monthly support 

that reduced post-school dropout rates. Similarly, 

Anitha and Prabhu (2024) found that the scheme 

enabled low-income families to redirect savings 

previously earmarked for education-related loans 

toward broader household necessities. 

 

Sivakumar (2025) identified structural weaknesses in 

the scheme's outreach, noting that tribal and remote-

area students often lacked awareness of application 

procedures, a finding echoed by Ramya (2025) in 

Tiruppur district. Kalimuthu and Mullai Vendan 
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(2025) conducted an in-depth study in Coimbatore 

specifically, concluding that monthly financial 

assistance significantly reduced financial stress linked 

to tuition, transportation, and study materials, while 

also lowering dropout rates. 

 

Sathish and Gopalakrishnan (2025) demonstrated that 

regular financial support bolstered students' self-

confidence and financial independence, encouraging 

them to choose continued education over early labour 

market entry. Eahambaram and Harish (2023) found 

parallel results for the Pudhumai Penn Scheme for 

female students, reinforcing the cross-gender validity 

of income-based educational incentives. 

 

Sharma and Singh (2022) established that scholarship 

schemes reduce economic inequality and improve 

academic performance among first-generation 

learners. Bedi et al. (2022) showed that structured 

financial aid substantially lowers dropout rates and 

promotes inclusive growth. Lama (2022) reported 

improved course completion among tribal students 

receiving post- matric scholarships, while Ahmed 

(2023) confirmed that financial assistance increases 

academic motivation. 

 

Tilak and Varghese (2023) emphasised government 

funding as a mechanism for inclusive education, and 

Desai and Kulkarni (2025) demonstrated that income 

inequality directly constrains educational attainment, 

necessitating targeted financial interventions. King 

don (2025) advocated expanding need-based 

scholarships to improve enrolment and retention 

among low-income students. Banerjee and Duflo 

(2025) provided robust evidence that financial 

incentives encourage continued schooling, 

particularly for households at or below the poverty 

line. 

 

Collectively, the literature establishes the value of 

educational welfare schemes but lacks rigorous 

statistical comparison of impact across student 

subgroups. This study uses ANOVA to address this 

methodological gap. 

 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

3.1 Research Design 

This study adopts a descriptive-analytical research 

design. Primary quantitative data were collected via a 

structured questionnaire administered between 

January and March 2025 to beneficiaries of the Tamil 

Pudhalvan Scheme residing in Coimbatore district. 

 

3.2 Sample and Sampling Method 

Simple random sampling was used to select 151 

respondents from beneficiary lists maintained by 

government schools and colleges. The sample 

comprised students and recent graduates classified 

into four educational levels: School 

(Secondary/Higher Secondary), Diploma, 

Undergraduate, and Postgraduate. 

 

3.3 Instrument 

A 23-item questionnaire measured (a) demographic 

and background variables, (b) awareness of the 

scheme, (c) perceived financial impact (five Likert-

style items), (d) educational motivation and dropout 

prevention (four items), and (e) career aspirations and 

satisfaction (three items). Cronbach's alpha for the 

financial impact subscale was .78, and for the 

educational impact subscale was .74, indicating 

adequate internal consistency (Nunnally & Bernstein, 

1994). 

 

3.4 Statistical Analysis 

Data were processed using SPSS Version 25. 

Percentage analysis provided descriptive summaries. 

One-way ANOVA was applied to test the null 

hypothesis that mean perceived impact scores do not 

differ significantly across the four educational-level 

groups. Where ANOVA yielded significant F values 

(p < .05), Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) post hoc test identified specific group 

differences. Effect sizes were calculated using eta 

squared (η²), interpreted as small (η² = .01), medium 

(η² = .06), and large (η² = .14) following Cohen (1988). 

 

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

4.1 Demographic Profile of Respondents 

The vast majority of respondents (92.05%, n = 139) 

were below 25 years of age, consistent with the 

scheme's primary target of current students. 

Postgraduate students constituted the largest 

educational sub-group (68.21%, n = 103), followed by 

undergraduates (16.56%, n = 25), school-level 

students (7.95%, n = 12), and diploma students 

(7.28%, n = 11). Table 1 presents the full educational 

level distribution. 

 

Table 1 
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Educational Level Distribution of Respondents (N = 

151) 

 

Educational 

Level 

n % Cumulative 

% 

School 

(Secondary/

Higher 

Secondary) 

12 7.95 7.95 

Diploma 11 7.28 15.23 

Undergraduate 25 16.56 31.79 

Postgraduate 103 68.21 100.00 

Total 151 100.00 — 

 

Note. Data collected via structured questionnaire, 

January–March 2025. Percentages may not sum to 

100.00 due to rounding. 

 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Key Impact Variables 

Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations for 

the three primary dependent variables — Perceived 

Financial Relief (PFR), Educational Motivation (EM), 

and Dropout Prevention Effectiveness (DPE) — 

across the four educational levels. 

 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for Impact Variables by 

Educational Level 

  

Educa

tio

na

l 

Le

ve

l 

n P

F

R 

M 

P

F

R 

S

D 

EM 

M 

EM 

SD 

DPE 

M 

D

P

E 

S

D 

School 12 2.17 0.72 2.25 0.62 2.33 0.65 

Diploma 11 2.45 0.69 2.55 0.69 2.45 0.69 

Undergra

duate 

25 2.72 0.75 2.64 0.71 2.60 0.71 

Postgradu

ate 

103 3.01 0.81 2.98 0.77 2.82 0.78 

Total 151 2.85 0.80 2.81 0.76 2.74 0.77 

Note. PFR = Perceived Financial Relief (1–4 scale); 

EM = Educational Motivation (1–4 scale); DPE = 

Dropout Prevention Effectiveness (1–4 scale). Higher 

scores indicate greater impact. 

 

4.3 One-Way ANOVA Results 

Three separate one-way ANOVAs were conducted to 

determine whether educational level significantly 

influenced each impact variable. The null hypothesis 

for each test was that all group means are equal (H₀: μ₁ 

= μ₂ = μ₃ = μ₄). 

 

Table 3 

One-Way ANOVA Summary for Perceived 

Financial Relief by Educational Level 

 

Sour

ce 

SS df MS F p η² Decisi

on 

Between 

Groups 

9.28 3 3.09 4.82** .003 .09 R

e

j

e

c

t 

H

₀ 

Within 

Groups 

94.27 147 0.64 — — — — 

Total 103.55 150 — — — — — 

 

Note. SS = Sum of Squares; df = degrees of freedom; 

MS = Mean Square; η² = eta squared. **p 

< .01. Critical F(3, 147) at α = .05 is 2.67. 

 

Table 4 

One-Way ANOVA Summary for Educational 

Motivation by Educational Level 

  

So

ur

ce 

SS df MS F p η² Decis

ion 
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Between 

Groups 

6.19 3 2.06 3.61* .015 .07 R

e

j

e

c

t 

H

₀ 

Within 

Groups 

83.98 147 0.57 — — — — 

Total 90.17 150 — — — — — 

Note. *p < .05. 

 

 

Table 5 

One-Way ANOVA Summary for Dropout 

Prevention Effectiveness by Educational Level 

 

Sour

ce 

SS df MS F p η² Decisi

on 

Between 

Groups 

3.82 3 1.27 2.14 .097 .04 R

e

t

a

i

n 

H

₀ 

Within 

Groups 

87.34 147 0.59 — — — — 

Total 91.16 150 — — — — — 

 

Note. p > .05; null hypothesis retained. η² = .04 

indicates a small effect size. 

 

4.4 Post Hoc Analysis: Tukey HSD Test 

Given significant F-statistics for Perceived Financial 

Relief (PFR) and Educational Motivation (EM), 

Tukey's HSD post hoc tests were conducted to isolate 

specific group differences. Table 6 presents pairwise 

comparisons for PFR. 

 

Table 6 

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Comparisons for Perceived 

Financial Relief 

 

Group 

(I) 

Group 

(J) 

Me

a

n 

D

i

f

f 

(

I

−

J

) 

SE p 

Postgraduate School 0.84* 0.24 .005 

Postgraduate Diploma 0.56 0.25 .119 

Postgraduate Undergraduat

e 

0.29 0.18 .381 

Group (I) Group (J) Mean Diff 

(I−J) 

SE p 

Undergraduate School 0.55* 0.24 .041 

Undergraduate Diploma 0.27 0.26 .722 

Diploma School 0.28 0.31 .804 

  

Note. SE = Standard Error. *p < .05. Comparisons are 

based on Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference 

(HSD) method at α = .05. 

 

The Tukey HSD analysis reveals that postgraduate 

students reported significantly higher Perceived 

Financial Relief compared to school-level students 

(mean difference = 0.84, p = .005). Similarly, 

undergraduate students perceived significantly greater 
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financial relief than school-level students (mean 

difference = 0.55, p = .041). No other pairwise 

comparisons reached statistical significance at the .05 

level, suggesting that the primary beneficiary 

differential exists between secondary school students 

and those in tertiary education. 

 

For Educational Motivation, the pattern was similar: 

postgraduate students reported significantly higher 

motivation scores than school-level students (mean 

difference = 0.73, p = .018), while other pairwise 

differences were non-significant. This finding aligns 

with Sathish and Gopalakrishnan (2025), who argued 

that financial independence fostered by the scheme 

amplifies motivational responses particularly among 

students already embedded in higher education 

environments. 

 

4.5 Summary of ANOVA Hypotheses 

 

Table 7 

Summary of ANOVA Hypothesis Testing Outcomes 

 

H Null 

Hypothes

is 

F 

Value 

p 

Value 

η² Outcome 

H₁ No group 

difference in 

Perceived 

Financial Relief 

4.82 .003** .09 Rejected 

H₂ No 

group 

differen

ce in 

Educati

onal 

Motivat

ion 

3.61 .015* .07 Rejected 

H Null 

Hypoth

esis 

F 

Value 

p 

Value 

η² Outcome 

H₃ No group 

differenc

e in 

Dropout 

Preventio

n 

Effective

ness 

2.14 .097 .04 Retained 

  

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

 

V. DISCUSSION 
 

The ANOVA results yield three substantive insights 

that advance the literature on educational welfare 

schemes in India. First, the rejection of H₁ (F(3, 147) 

= 4.82, p = .003, η² =.09) confirms that the perceived 

financial impact of the Tamil Pudhalvan Scheme is not 

uniform across educational levels. Postgraduate and 

undergraduate students derive significantly greater 

financial relief than school-level beneficiaries. This is 

consistent with Kalimuthu and Mullai Vendan (2025), 

who found that the scheme was most valued by 

college-going students who face multi-dimensional 

educational expenses including tuition, hostel, and 

commuting costs. School-level students, whose 

educational costs are comparatively lower, may not 

experience the Rs. 1,000 monthly stipend as 

transformative. 

 

Second, the rejection of H₂ (F(3, 147) = 3.61, p = .015, 

η² = .07) indicates that educational motivation also 

varies by educational level. Postgraduate students 

reported substantially higher motivation scores. This 

may reflect a self-selection effect: students who have 

already navigated entry into postgraduate programmes 

are likely to exhibit stronger academic commitment, 

and the financial support further reinforces their 

engagement. The finding resonates with Ahmed 

(2023), who documented a positive correlation 

between scholarship receipt and academic motivation, 

particularly among students in advanced programmes. 

Third, the retention of H₃ (F(3, 147) = 2.14, p = .097, 

η² = .04) for Dropout Prevention Effectiveness 

suggests that the scheme functions comparably across 

all educational levels as a safety net against 

discontinuation. This is encouraging: regardless of 

whether a student is at the secondary or postgraduate 
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level, the scheme's protective function against dropout 

is perceived similarly. Bedi et al. (2022) similarly 

argued that structured financial aid acts as a universal 

dropout deterrent across educational stages. 

 

The descriptive data provide further context. A 

combined 51.65% of respondents found the financial 

assistance 'useful' or 'very useful' (Table 7 in the 

original data). Books and study materials (35.10%) 

and travel/hostel expenses (31.79%) were the most 

commonly financed items, while only 16.56% used the 

stipend for tuition fees. This distribution suggests the 

scheme is more effective as a daily-expense subsidy 

than as a tuition-replacement mechanism, a policy 

insight that recommends either increasing the stipend 

or linking it to direct tuition fee waivers. 

 

The awareness findings are equally telling. Only 

19.87% of respondents described themselves as 'very 

well aware' of the scheme's benefits, and 16.56% were 

not aware at all. Sivakumar (2025) and Moorthy and 

Christina Jeyadevi (2023) both highlighted awareness 

deficits as key barriers to welfare scheme 

effectiveness, and the current data corroborate this. 

Strengthened outreach — particularly through school-

based channels, which currently account for only 

22.52% of information dissemination — could 

substantially improve the scheme's reach. 

 

VI. CONCLUSION AND POLICY 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

This study provides the first ANOVA-based empirical 

examination of the Tamil Pudhalvan Scheme, moving 

beyond descriptive reporting to test inferential 

hypotheses about differential impact across student 

groups. The findings demonstrate that the scheme 

delivers statistically significant differences in 

perceived financial relief and educational motivation 

by educational level, while offering uniform dropout-

prevention effectiveness — a reassuring equity 

finding. 

 

The following policy recommendations emerge from 

the evidence. First, the monthly stipend of Rs. 1,000 is 

insufficient for school-level students, for whom the 

financial impact is lowest. A tiered stipend structure 

— lower for secondary students and higher for 

diploma, undergraduate, and postgraduate students — 

could better align financial support with actual 

educational costs. Second, awareness campaigns must 

be intensified, especially through school authorities, 

who currently constitute only 22.52% of information 

channels. Third, integrating the Tamil Pudhalvan 

Scheme with vocational skill development 

programmes could enhance its long-term 

employability impact. Fourth, digital literacy support 

should accompany the DBT mechanism in rural areas 

to reduce banking access barriers identified by 

Sivakumar (2025). 

 

Future research should employ longitudinal designs to 

track student outcomes over time, include comparison 

groups of non-beneficiaries, and extend analysis to 

other districts across Tamil Nadu to enhance 

generalizability. 
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