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 The present generation faces new problems in their life due to new technology and high 

life-style. Teachers  need to be equipped with skills to help them to tackle these new and 

more complex problems regarding students unrest, colleagues as well as authorities and 

the  responsibility towards his/her families. The teachers have to face innumerable 

challenges and play different roles in their institutions. Socio-Economic Status (SES) is 

an individual part of social system, body, mind and well-being, also refers to the ability to 

perceive, control and evaluate. If the teacher educator of high SES then it enables him to 

recognize problems, cure, solve, manage and make them adjusts. This paper deals with 

the relationship of well-being and socio-economic status of teacher educators teaching in 

the colleges of education in Haryana. The sample consists of 500 teacher educators 

serving in the colleges of education in Haryana state which includes 250 males and 250 

females selected at random from 175 institutions the sample was sub divided on the basis 

of their marital status. The tools used are General Well-Being Measure by Dr. Santosh 

Verma and Ms Amita Verma and Socio-Economic Status Scale by Dr. Ashok K. Kalia 

and Dr. Sudhir Shahu. The result shows that there is significant difference between the 

well-being of teacher educators (male and female) having high and low socio-economic 

status. Thus the teacher educators who are the made-up of constructive mind of future 

teachers should be high SES so that they may be of high character and well-balanced 

personality by solving and managing various types of problem inside the class-room and 

side by side in the society. 

KEYWORDS:  well-being, socio-economic status, teacher educators 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 Population is one of the most significant characteristics of the 21st century and is one of 

the most pressing issues faced by all regions of the world.  India is the second populous 

country in the world and to educate all of them is a great issue for the government. We 

need money and manual power to achieve this goal and the teacher educator can play a 

vital role as he guides and address the future teachers to maximize their opportunities to 

fulfill their potential and minimize a whole of risks but it is only possible when the 

teacher must have of high socio-economic status.    

 Addressing the issues of teacher educators in their socioeconomic arena and factors 

related to their satisfaction with life has significant research implications.  

 It is known that the nature of socio-economic and cultural background of teacher 

educators   in India are different.  Different social and cultural settings could help to 

understand the similarities and differences of human behaviour against these back 

grounds and to come up with innovative strategies for human welfare while learning from 

each other. It is extremely intriguing and important in the changing social environment of 
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the present world, to acquire, understand and expand the knowledge of people of various 

social set up and cultures through research and thus broadening the possibilities of social 

research towards gaining newer insights into various phenomena. 

Factors affecting the life satisfaction of teachers operate at distinctive socioeconomic and 

cultural factors of individuals in their life course. 

Education could also have a positive effect on health through better knowledge in health 

care. Similar findings were observed in studies conducted by Kumar et al (2005) and 

Mudey et. al (2011). They revealed that education is an important variable contributing 

significantly towards the wellbeing and quality of life among Indian elderly. However, 

Rayanagoudar et. al (2001) showed a non-significant difference in life satisfaction 

according to the elderly people’s educational level. In India, being financially dependent 

on the children in old age is a culturally accepted norm. The elderly in India generally 

expect their children to look after them in old age, the absence of which could lead to 

lower satisfaction in the cultural context of India. Another explanation is that the Indian 

elderly may derive greater satisfaction by attaching more values to other factors like close 

family knit and exchange of support through it more than their economic condition. 

Teacher’s marital status either affected their socio-economic status but their well-being 

also. Das and Satsangi (2007) found a significant positive effect of companionship of 

spouse upon life satisfaction of elderly Indians. 

Significant association was found between social support and life satisfaction. The closer 

ties with friends as revealed in the convoy composition and higher role of friends in the 

social support components indicates that friends are gaining value in the life 

Social support assures greater security and assurance at times of adversities. Elderly 

person’s levels of satisfaction could be elevated when he/she receives caring support 

from their convoys. This is particularly valuable in old age when one experiences 

increased physical and mental deterioration. 

Significant association was found between leisure activities and life satisfaction of 

teacher educators.  Those with higher involvement in leisure activities had higher levels 

of life satisfaction. According to Shah et al (2007), recreation associated with leisure 

activities have therapeutic value as it helps an individual ailing person to preserve and 

maintain mobility, social interaction and mental agility. Both recreation and leisure thus 

have the effect of enhancing one’s quality of life. 

Findings of Jain and Sharma (2004) also indicated that active engagement in various 

activities contributes to enhance psychological and emotional well- being and in turn a 

better quality of life among Indian elderly. 

In India reported higher levels of leisure satisfaction (51%). ‘Interacting with 

grandchildren’ was one of the leading leisure activities among Indian elderly teacher 

educators. This activity might be enhancing the old age experience to higher level of 

satisfaction while keeping the elderly closely embedded in the family through 

intergenerational interactions. This clearly indicates the influence of cultural differences 

and its impact on the life satisfaction across nations. 

A person’s levels of satisfaction could be elevated when he/she receives caring support 

from their convoys. This is particularly valuable in old age when one experiences 

increased physical and mental deterioration. 
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SOCIO- ECONOMIC STATUS: 

The term status is the recognition given to an individual by his group relations. As a rule 

of conservation, in term of the sense of belonging, it is the result of the ranking of a role 

by the group that determines for its possession of a degree of respect, prestige and 

influence. They are thus, the ancient powers and privileges of the family bestowing 

prestige, authority and power. Thus it includes both social and economic status of an 

individual.  

 Social status :  A social person is one who confirms to the criteria of social 

development. He behaves in approved manner, plays the role which society prescribes for 

him and possess favorable attitude towards people and social activity. 

Herlock (1964) described social status, as an indication of one’s position of respect, 

prestige and influence in the social structure apart from his personal attributes, which 

may either inhibit or enhance an individual access to sources of information and his 

willingness to deviate from group norms and may even very with the groups. 

 Economic Status : The word ‘Economic’ is used generally for studying the material 

welfare of a person. It deals with the resources of the environment and the economic 

good which satisfy the wants of the man. Thus economic status tells about the amount 

and the source of the income which is usually derived from a set of occupational activity, 

the ownership of property or both. 

 Socio-Economic Status: - Socio-economic status is the position that an individual or 

family occupies related to culture, possession, effective income material possessions and 

participation in group activities of the community. It is an indicative of both the social 

and economic level of an individual in a group. Social status is the position on a scale of 

social prestige. Economic status depends upon the income of the family. It can be divided 

into different categories as – High, Medium and Low.  

Chapin (1928) defines socio economic status as, “the position that an individual or family 

occupies with reference to the prevailing average standards of cultural possessions and 

participation into group activities.” 

The World Health Organisation declared positive mental health to be the 'foundation for 

well-being and effective functioning for both the individual and the community' and 

defined it as a state 'which allows individuals to realise their abilities, cope with the 

normal stresses of life, work productively and fruitfully, and make a contribution to their 

community.' 

Good (1973) defines socio economic status as, “the level indicative of both the social and 

economic position of an individual or a group.” 

Especially important for present purposes, Amato et al. (2007) showed that lower 

levels of income, educational attainment, and occupational prestige were associated with 

higher rates of marital problems, less marital happiness, and greater instability. These 

investigators reported on two broad surveys conducted with couples, one in 1980 and the 

other in 2000. As part of their analyses, they created a typology of couples based on their 
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social class standing. The types of relationships included couples described as: (a) 

disadvantaged, young, single earners, (b) working-class, young, dual earners, (c) 

working/middle-class, traditional single earner, (d) middle-class, dual earner, egalitarian, 

and (e) upper middle-class, prosperous, mostly dual earner. In their analyses, they 

demonstrated that the dimensions of marriage discussed earlier conformed in expected 

ways with SES. In terms of reported divorce proneness, for example, the two most 

disadvantaged groups reported the greatest marital instability whereas the most 

prosperous couples reported the lowest probability of risk for divorce. The upper middle 

class couples also reported the lowest levels of marital conflict and relationship problems. 

In addition, the most prosperous group reported the greatest marital happiness and the 

two most disadvantaged groups reported the lowest levels of happiness with their unions. 

These findings capture very well the basic message from related research during the past 

decade. On average, higher economic, educational and occupational status is associated 

with greater marital stability and quality. 

The theories and findings reviewed thus far assume that SES should have a major 

influence on family functioning and the lives of individual family members, consistent 

with the social causation perspective. An alternative line of reasoning, however, assumes 

that the characteristics of individuals will shape both their socioe-conomic attainments 

and the quality of their family relationships. According to this view, connections between 

SES and family functioning result from a process of social selection (e.g., Lerner 2003; 

Mayer 1997; Rowe & Rodgers, 1997). 

Schools in low-SES communities suffer from high levels of unemployment, migration of 

the best qualified teachers and low educational achievement (Muijs, Harris, Chapman, 

Stoll, & Russ, 2009). 

 A teacher’s years of experience and quality of training is correlated with children’s 

academic achievement (Gimbert, Bol, & Wallace, 2007). Yet, children in low income 

schools are less likely to have well-qualified teachers. In fact, of high school math 

teachers in low income school districts 27 percent majored in mathematics in colleges as 

compared to 43 percent of teachers who did so in more affluent school districts 

(Ingersoll, 1999). 

Socio Economic status is defined differently by different authors as stated above, but in 

the study the investigator has decided to take only areas which are taken by Dr. Ashok 

Kalia and Dr. Sudhir Sahu. SES Scale is designed to measure social position of a person 

in Urban and Rural areas according to the lifestyle prevailing in both the regions. Socio-

economic-status of a person in this scale refers to the “status of his/her family in relation 

to their level of socio-cultural participation, ability to influence mass, level of education, 

kind of occupation, financial position, health-well-being, lifestyle, level of aspiration, 

kind of gadgets, services and leisure facilities that the family enjoys.” 

Chapin (1928) defines socio economic status as, “the position that an individual or family 

occupies with reference to the prevailing average standards of cultural possessions and 

participation into group activities.”  Good (1973) defines socio economic status as, “the 

level indicative of both the social and economic position of an individual or a group.” 
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WELL-BEING: 

Well-being is most usefully thought of as the dynamic process that gives people a sense 

of how their lives are going through the interaction between their circumstances, 

activities and psychological resources or 'mental capital.   The subjective feeling of 

contentment, happiness, satisfaction with life’s experiences and of one’s role in the world 

of work, sense of achievement, utility, belongingness and no distress, dissatisfaction or 

worry, etc. Well-being is a positive outcome that is meaningful for people and for many 

sectors of society, because it tells us that people perceive that their lives are going well. 

Good living conditions (e.g., housing, employment) are fundamental to well-being. 

Tracking these conditions is important for public- policy. However, many indicators that 

measure living conditions fail to measure what people think and feel about their lives, 

such as the quality of their relationships, their positive emotions and resilience, the 

realization of their potential, or their overall satisfaction with life—i.e., their “well-

being.” 

Well-being generally includes global judgments of life satisfaction and feelings ranging 

from depression to joy. For example, higher levels of well-being are associated with 

decreased risk of disease, illness, and injury; better immune functioning; speedier 

recovery; and increased longevity. Individuals with high levels of well-being are more 

productive at work and are more likely to contribute to their communities. 

NEED OF THE STUDY: 

The hope of a nation lies in the proper education of its youth, in preparing the young to 

face better in life. Proper education is not only instruction in school subjects and cannot 

take place in isolation from the emotions of the child.  Secondly, the socio-economic 

status is one of the significant global phenomenon ever since the human evolution and is 

considered an important issue for the teacher educators of modern era. Also, as our social 

system and economic system are inter-relatable, which eventually is based upon our 

resources responsible for human well- being and nation-development. Teacher’s marital 

status either affected their socio-economic status but their well-being also. Das and 

Satsangi (2007) found a significant positive effect of companionship of spouse upon life 

satisfaction of elderly Indians. 

Significant association was found between social support and life satisfaction. The closer 

ties with friends as revealed in the convoy composition and higher role of friends in the 

social support components indicates that friends are gaining value in the life. 

Keeping all this in mind, the paper examines the socio-economic status, level of life 

satisfaction and factors associated with well- being of teacher educators of Haryana state, 

India. Also we find out whether the marital status of an individual affects the socio-

economic life and their well-being. 

 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM: 

“A STUDY OF WELL-BEING AMONG TEACHER EDUCATORS IN RELATION TO 

SOCIO- ECONOMIC STATUS”. 

 



Online International Interdisciplinary Research Journal, {Bi-Monthly}, ISSN 2249-9598, Volume-V, Issue-VI, Nov-Dec 2015 Issue 

 

 
w w w . o i i r j . o r g                      I S S N  2 2 4 9 - 9 5 9 8  

 
Page 188 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Scheidt (1986) measured the subjective well-being of 989 residents of small towns and 

found that subjects generally expressed satisfaction with living conditions, social 

relations and functional health. O’Rurke (1986) observed no significant relationships 

between psychological well-being, age, ethnicity, marital status of sex of a person in a 

household.    Teacher’s marital status either affected their socio-economic status but their 

well-being also. Das and Satsangi (2007) found a significant positive effect of 

companionship of spouse upon life satisfaction of elderly Indians. An exploratory study 

of the relationship between emotional intelligence and socio economic status was done by 

Holmes (2007) in which emotional intelligence was considered as criterion variable and 

SES as predictor, and measured by household income, parent education and occupation. 

Bivariate and multivariate correlation analysis revealed significant positive relationship 

except mother’s occupation and household income. Further Namdar, Sahebihagh, 

Ebrahimi and Rahmani (2008) have found a significant relationship between emotional 

intelligence score and the student’s satisfaction of their family socioeconomic status 

among nursing students. In order to find out the effect of monthly income on the level of 

emotional intelligence among B.Ed. teacher trainees (N=300) Gowdhaman and 

Murugan (2009) executed on empirical study and results showed that the socio 

economic status or monthly income do not have any significant effect on the emotional 

intelligence. The relationship between emotional intelligence and socio economic status 

was studied by Jacques (2009) among 221 college students and the study reported that 

socio economic status is not the predictor of emotional intelligence. 

 

OBJECTIVES: 

1. To study the well-being of married and unmarried male teacher educators having 

high socio-economic status. 

2. To study the well-being of married and unmarried male teacher educators having 

low socio-economic status. 

3. To study the well-being of married and unmarried female teacher educators 

having high socio-economic status. 

4. To study the well-being of married and unmarried female teacher educators 

having low socio-economic status. 

 

HYPOTHESES: 

1. There is no significant difference between the well-being of married and 

unmarried male teacher educators having high socio-economic status. 

2. There is no significant difference between the well-being of married and 

unmarried male teacher educators having low socio-economic status. 

3. There is no significant difference between the well-being of married and 

unmarried female teacher educators having high socio-economic status. 

4. There is no significant difference between the well-being of married and 

unmarried female teacher educators having low socio-economic status. 
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DESIGN OF THE STUDY: 

                                       The design of the study is as follows : 

                     Teacher Educators (500) 

 

  

                             Male Teacher Educators                                            Female Teacher Educators 

                   (250)       (250) 

 

 

 

Married Unmarried               Married           Unmarried                                             

                  ( 125)                                                 ( 125)                    ( 125)                                              ( 125) 

 

 

METHOD USED: 

The method used for this research work is generally known as Survey Method. In 

this study the information and data were collected through survey because it provides the 

relevant information and data on which decisions and improvements are based.  

DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY:  

The present study is delimited to: 

a. 500 teacher educators serving in Colleges of Education in Haryana state 

which includes 250 males and 250 females out of which 125 married 

males and 125 married females. 

b. Only 2 variables i.e. well-being and socio-economic status. 

c. Well-being as dependent variable and socio-economic status as the 

independent variable. 

d. 175 college of education in Haryana state. 

 

  POPULATION : 

 In the present study, the target population was all the Teacher Educators serving 

in Colleges of Education of Haryana State.   

SAMPLE:  

 At the first stage the 175 colleges of education were selected out of 460 colleges in 

Haryana State with the help of stratified sampling technique. At the second stage 500 

Teacher Educators (250 Male and 250 Female) were selected from 175 colleges of 
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education.  In the third stage the sample was sub divided on the basis of their marital 

status. 

 

TOOLS USED:  

 

The present study under the domain of survey method demands more reliable, valid and 

practicable tool. The investigator has selected the following tools, for the present study. 

                                                                     Table-1 

Sr. No. Name of the Tool Constructed By Year of 

Publication 

1 GENERAL WELL 

-BEING MEASURE 

 

Dr. Santosh K. Verma,  

and. 

 Ms. Amita Verma,  

  

 

2009 

2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

SCALE 

 

 

 

Prof. Ashok K. Kalia,  

             and 

 Dr. Sudhir Sahu,   

 

2012 

 

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

RESULT OF HYPOTHESIS ONE  

There is no significant difference between the well-being of married and unmarried male 

teacher educators having high socio-economic status. 

Table-2 

Mean, Standard deviation, and ‘t’ value of well-being of married and unmarried 

male teacher educators having high socio-economic status. 

Groups N Mean S.D. S.ED ‘t’ Level of 

Significance 

Married Male Teacher 

Educators serving in 

Colleges of Education of 

Haryana State having High 

Socio-Economic Status. 

34 16.20 2.12  

 

 

.417 

 

 

 

.143 

 

 

 

Not significant 

at .05 level of 

significance Unmarried Male Teacher 

Educators serving in 

Colleges of Education of 

Haryana State having high 

Socio-Economic Status. 

34 16.14 1.20 

      Degree of Freedom= 34+34-2=66  
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 Findings 

1. There is no effect of marital status among male teacher educators on their well 

being on the basis of their high socio-economic status. 

2. There is significant difference in the well being of the married and unmarried 

male teacher educators on the basis of their low socio-economic status. 

3. There is significant difference in the well being of the married and unmarried 

female teacher educators on the basis of their high socio-economic status. 

4. There is no effect of marital status among female teacher educators on their well 

being on the basis of their low socio-economic status. 

 

  EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS: 

• It is the need of the hour that quality of education should be high so that it 

can attract people to the teaching profession. Talented and well balanced 

young men and women who can take up their work with zeal, devotion 

and enthusiasm, fits best. On the other hand discontented fellows who 

have no interest in their work and who do it haphazardly are a danger to 

Nation. 

•  It has been proved through the research that Socio-Economic Status is one 

of  the key factors for the development of well-being among teacher 

educators. It is also universally accepted that a teacher is a hologram of 

whole education system and the personality of a teacher is bound to have a 

great effect on his/her students. Therefore only a well -balanced teacher 

can be helpful to provide a better environment and may try to develop all 

the positive attributes among the prospective teachers.  

• The system of teacher training in practice suffers from traditional 

development and has failed to keep pace with present requirements. 

Education and training programme should take care of developing needs 

and should try to develop the life skill in the pupil teachers. 

• The present system of teacher education needs to be changed suitably so 

that it may be able to inculcate among the trainees - professional, moral, 

secular, and nationality respected values. Only the well balanced teachers 

may play the vital role to inculcate these values. 

• The findings indicate that the foremost lesson that could be learned is to 

ensure economic security for teacher educators in self-finance colleges 

also.       

 Conclusion 

  Thus we can conclude that socio-economic status of teacher educators plays an 

important role in their well-being. So our government and self finance management 

should make all possible efforts to ensure economic security for their happy well-being. 

If the teacher educators in different specifically self-financed colleges are well paid, their 

socio-economic status will be good, as a result their well being will be high and all this 

will help in raising the standard of education because they are the makers of future 

teachers. Teacher is the kingpin of the whole education system.  
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