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Abstract 

The present study aimed to identify the effects of demographic variables on psychological well-being among 

young seniors and Senior citizens. The present study explores the factors that contribute to the differences in 

psychological wellbeing between male and female groups, age ranging from 45 - 65 and above groups, with 

various yearly incomes below Two lakh to above four lakhs of young seniors and senior citizens. The world’s 

population is aging rapidly, and as the people live longer, maintaining the psychological wellbeing becomes 

increasingly important for ensuring a good quality of life. Psychological well-being is a critical aspect of healthy 

aging, and it encompasses various aspects including life satisfaction, positive affect, and psychological distress 

(Ryff,1989). The quantitative method will be administered for the data collection and analysis. Ryff’s 

psychological wellbeing scale will be administered to a sample of young seniors and Senior Citizens to measure 

the level of psychological wellbeing. The total sample size for the study was 162, purposive unequal stratified 

random sampling method will be followed, including 101 males and 61 females consisting of young seniors and 

senior citizens with respective age 45 to 65, and above and yearly income. It is assumed that the demographic 

effects indicated partially significantly differed at well-being among middle age and senior citizens. 

Keywords: Psychological Wellbeing, Young seniors, Senior citizens, Gender, age, yearly income  

Introduction 

The world’s population is aging rapidly, and as the people live longer, maintaining the psychological wellbeing 

becomes increasingly important for ensuring a good quality of life. Well-being plays a crucial role in determining 

the overall quality of life, particularly among older adults. Psychological well-being, a multidimensional construct 

encompassing emotional, social, and cognitive health, becomes particularly significant during midlife and later 

stages of life. With increasing life expectancy and changing social dynamics, understanding how well-being 

differs between men and women in the age groups of 45–65 years (young seniors) and 65+ (senior citizens) is 

essential. 

With the increasing life expectancy and advancements in healthcare, people are now experiencing longer post-

retirement years, making well-being as an essential area of study. As individuals age, their well-being is influenced 

by various factors, including gender, social roles, health status, financial security, and emotional resilience. 

However, there may be notable differences in well-being between young seniors, (those in their early senior years, 

typically 45years to < 65years) and senior citizens (age 65 years and above). Furthermore, gender differences may 

contribute to variations in well-being within these age groups, given the distinct biological, social, and 

psychological experiences of men and women. 

Existing research indicates notable gender differences in psychological wellbeing during aging. Women often face 

more psychological stressors but benefit from stronger relational and emotional support systems. Men typically 

enjoy greater autonomy and financial stability but may suffer more from role loss and social isolation in older age. 

However, a clear comparative understanding of these patterns between the 45–65 and 65+ age groups remain 

underexplored, justifying the need for the present study. While there is significant research on psychological 

wellbeing in older adults, comparative studies between the 45–65 (young seniors) and 65+ (senior citizens) groups 

are limited, especially within the Indian context. Additionally, many studies generalize gender effects without 

considering the transitions that occur between midlife and late life, which can be distinct for men and women. 

Understanding these differences is essential for healthcare professionals, and social organizations to develop 

targeted interventions that enhance the well-being of both young seniors and senior citizens. Despite the growing 

general interest in research on aging and well-being, limited research has specifically examined gender differences 

in well-being among young seniors and senior citizens. Most of the studies either focus on older adults as a single 

group or explore well-being without distinguishing between different phases of senior life. This gap in research 

has motivated for a focused examination into this aspect. 
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Objectives of the Study 

To assess the demographic effects on psychological wellbeing among young seniors (45–65 years) and senior 

citizens (65 years and above). 

Research Questions: 

1) Is there a significant difference in psychological well-being between male and female elders? 

2) Do psychological well-being levels vary significantly across different age groups (45-<55, 55-<65, 

and 65+ years) among elders? 

3) Is there a significant difference in psychological well-being among elders from different socio-

economic groups (yearly income Rs. <2 lakhs, 2-<4 lakhs, and 4 lakhs+)? 

Hypotheses 

1) Null Hypothesis (H₀₁): There will not be any significant difference on psychological wellbeing among 

gender group of young seniors (45–65 years) and senior citizens (65 years and above). 

2) Null Hypothesis (H₀₂): There will not be any significant difference on psychological wellbeing among age 

groups of young seniors (45–65 years) and senior citizens (65 years and above). 

3) Null Hypothesis (H₀3): There will not be any significant difference on psychological wellbeing among 

yearly income of young seniors (45–65 years) and senior citizens (65 years and above). 

Scope of the Study: 

The study will focus on individuals aged 45 and above <65 years, categorizing them into young seniors and 

senior citizens (65 and above years). The gender differences in level of psychological well-being across these 

groups will be examined. 

Definition of Key Terms 

• Well-being: A holistic state of physical, mental, emotional, and social health. 

• Young Seniors: Individuals aged 45 years and above up to 64years, transitioning into senior adulthood. 

• Senior Citizens: Individuals aged 65 and above, typically associated with retirement. 

• Gender Differences: Variations in level of psychological well-being based on biological and social 

differences between men and women. 

Previous Research Findings: Psychological Wellbeing: Ryff (1989) defined psychological wellbeing 

through six core dimensions: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, 

purpose in life, and self-acceptance. These components are influenced by age, gender, life experiences, health, 

and socio-economic status. PERMA model: (Seligman, 2011), also emphasized Positive emotion, Engagement, 

Relationships, Meaning, and Accomplishment, offering a broader framework for studying wellbeing in older 

populations. Pinquart & Sörensen (2001) conducted a meta-analysis showing that older women are more prone 

to depression than men but often have stronger social support networks. McDonough & Walters (2001) 

suggested that lifelong social disadvantages and caregiving roles impact women’s later-life wellbeing more than 

men’s. Warr & Butcher (2017) found that while men reported greater autonomy and financial security, women 

displayed higher emotional and relational wellbeing, especially in collectivist cultures. Lachman et al. (2015) in 

the MIDUS study found that psychological wellbeing in young seniors (45–65 years) stage often involves career 

transitions, caregiving responsibilities, and physical health changes, which differ by gender. women in this age 

group report more stress but also demonstrate greater emotional resilience. Thoits (2011) highlighted that 

middle-aged women often face dual caregiving roles (children and aging parents), affecting their wellbeing but 

also enhancing their sense of purpose. In contrast, men in this stage may experience a sense of loss or identity 

crisis upon retirement, leading to decreased self-worth if not balanced with meaningful activities. Windsor, 

Anstey & Rodgers (2015) found that older men are at higher risk of social isolation, especially after spousal loss 

or retirement. Fiori et al. (2006) observed that women in the 65+ group maintain stronger social ties, which 

buffers against loneliness and depression. Chao (2022), in a more recent longitudinal study, reported that gender 

gaps in wellbeing tend to widen in late life, with older women showing greater adaptability but also higher 

levels of anxiety about physical decline. Chadha & Misra (2006) noted that in Indian families, older women 

often retain caregiving roles, enhancing their sense of purpose, while men’s roles shrink after retirement. Lee & 

Smith (2020) found that gender differences are magnified in lower-income populations, with older women 

disproportionately affected by poverty and healthcare inaccessibility. Huang et al. (2023) investigated digital 

engagement among senior citizens and found that women benefited more in terms of social connectivity, 

improving psychological wellbeing. Sarkar & Banerjee (2022) conducted a comparative study in urban and rural 

India and reported that older women in urban settings had better psychological outcomes due to better access to 
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support networks and healthcare. 

 

Methodology: 

1) Research design: The present study is based on a quantitative research approach, for the objective 

measurement and analysis of variables and for exploring statistically significant gender-based 

differences in psychological wellbeing across two age groups: young seniors and senior citizens. 

2) Variables of the Study: 

i) Independent Variables: 

(1) Gender (Male/Female) 

(2) Age Group (Young Seniors: 45years to<65 years, Senior Citizens: 65years and above 

(3) Yearly income (below two lakhs, two to <four lakhs, four lakh and above) 

ii) Dependent Variable: 

Psychological Wellbeing  

3) Sample size and Sampling Technique: The total sample size for the study was 162 samples. A 

Purposive Unequal Stratified Random Sampling technique was employed. The population was 

stratified based on age (two groups) and gender (male/female), ensuring equal representation. 

Participants were purposively selected based on inclusion criteria, and within each stratum, random 

sampling was applied to select the samples. 

4) Inclusion Criteria: 

i) Individuals aged 45 years and above 

ii) Willingness to participate in the study 

iii) Ability to understand and respond to the questionnaire 

5) Exclusion Criteria: 

i) Individuals with severe cognitive impairment or psychiatric illness 

ii) Institutionalized elderly (nursing homes, hospitals) 

iii) Unwilling or unable to provide informed consent 

6) Tools for Data Collection: Psychological Wellbeing Scale: Ryff’s Psychological Wellbeing Scale 

(1989), the tool consists of 42 items rated on a Likert-type scale and measures dimensions such as  

autonomy, purpose in life, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations and self-

acceptance. 

7) Procedure: Participants were approached at community centres, clubs, and residential areas. After 

explaining the purpose of the study and obtaining informed consent, the questionnaire was 

administered individually. Data collection was done over a period of 4 weeks. 

8) Statistical analysis: Data was coded and entered statistical software (SPSS -27). The following 

statistical methods were used: Descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation) to describe sample 

characteristics and wellbeing scores Inferential statistics such as Independent Samples t-test or ANOVA 

to compare psychological wellbeing across gender and Pearson correlation analysis done to find the 

demographic variables association as on psychological wellbeing among senior citizens. 

9) Ethical considerations: 

i) Informed consent was obtained from all participants. 

ii) Confidentiality and anonymity were ensured. 

iii) Participants were given the right to withdraw at any point. 

iv) The study adhered to ethical guidelines prescribed for research involving human subjects. 

TABLE-1: Descriptive statistics of demographic variables among elderly people as on well being 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Group IV N Frequency Mean SD 

Gender Male 101 62.3 1.3765 .48602 

Female 61 37.7 

Age 45-55 41 25.3  

2.0617 

 

.75339 55-65 70 43.2 

65 and above 51 31.5 

Income < 2 Lakhs 10 6.2  

2.7901 

 

.53952 2-4 lakhs 14 8.6 

4 lakhs and above 138 85.2 
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Interpretation: 

Table- 1 shows descriptive details of sample population that as it was clearly indicated a total of 162 respondents 

of various demographic groups   frequency distributions indicated that gender group was 101 male (62.3%), 

female group 61 (37.3%), with Descriptive statistics were (M=1.3765, SD= .48602) respectively. Majority of the 

male group was participated in the present study. As on age group was 45-55 years age group 41 sample (25.3%), 

55-65 years age group 70 sample (43.2%), 65 and above years age group 51 sample (31.5%), with Descriptive 

statistics were (M=2.0617, SD= .75339) respectively. Majority of the population sample 55-65 years age was 

participated in the present study. Regarding yearly income group was less than two lakhs 10 sample (6.2%), two 

lakhs to four lakhs 14 sample (8.6%), four lakhs and above group 138 sample (85.2%), with Descriptive statistics 

were (M=2.7901, SD= .53952) respectively. Majority of the population was identified above four lakhs yearly 

income group participated for the present study. 

TABLE-2: Descriptive statistics of Ryffs scale wellbeing dimensions among elderly people   

 

Table-2 shows the details of 162 samples administered Ryff’s Scale Dimensions, descriptive results identified as 

on dimension: Autonomy (M=1.9444,SD= .22977), Environmental mastery (M=1.9568,SD=.20396), Personal 

Growth (M=1.9630,SD=.18944), Positive Relations (M=1.9383, SD= .24141), Purpose in Life (M=1.9444, SD= 

.22977), Self-acceptance (M=1.9691, SD= .17349), Overall being (M=1.42136, SD= .49400) respectively. 

TABLE-3: Descriptive statistics independent sample t-test for wellbeing of elderly people on gender 

 

Dimension Gender N Mean SD t-value p-value r- value p-value 

Autonomy Male 101 1.9505 .21800 .430 

 

.668 

 

-.034 .668 

Female 61 1.9344 .24959 

Environmental 

Mastery 

Male 101 1.9505 .21800 -.504 

 

.615 

 

.040 .615 

Female 61 1.9672 .17956 

Personal Growth Male 101 1.9604 .19600 -.221 .825 

 

.017 .825 

Female 61 1.9672 .17956 

Positive Relations Male 101 1.9109 .28632 -1.872* .028 

 

.146* .028 

Female 61 1.9836 .12804 

Purpose in Life Male 101 1.9406 .23756 -.274 

 

.780 

 

.022 .785 

Female 61 1.9508 .21804 

Self-Acceptance Male 101 1.9703 .17061 .109 

 

.913 

 

-.009 .913 

Female 61 1.9672 .17956 

Overall Well-Being Male 101 1.4158 .49532 .075 .941 -.006 .941 

Female 61 1.4098 .49588 

P<0.05 *.  P<0.01 * *. 

From the above table of Gender, Male and Female obtained the Mean, SD values on wellbeing dimensions. 

Regarding the wellbeing dimension, Autonomy obtained results was that for Female [M=1.9344, SD=.24959], 

Male [M=1.9505, SD=.21800] t-value is 0.430 which is non-significant in nature. indicated r value (r=-.034, 

p=.668>0.01,0.05) non correlated with both genders. Hence there was no significant difference identified among 

male and female as on autonomy of well-being. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Environmental mastery 

obtained results was that for Female [M=1.9672, SD=.17956], Male [M=1.9505, SD=.21800] t-value is -0.504 

Dimension N Mean Std. Deviation 

Autonomy 162 1.9444 .22977 

Environmental mastery 162 1.9568 .20396 

Personal growth 162 1.9630 .18944 

positive relations 162 1.9383 .24141 

Purpose in life 162 1.9444 .22977 

self-acceptance 162 1.9691 .17349 

over all well being 162 1.4136 .49400 
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which is non-significant in nature. indicated r value (r=-.040, p=.615>0.01,0.05) non correlated with both genders. 

Hence there was no significant difference identified among male and female as on Environmental mastery of well-

being. Regarding the wellbeing dimension, Personal growth obtained result was that for Female [M=1.9672, 

SD=.17956], Male [M=1.9604, SD=.19600] t-value is -0.221 which is non-significant in nature. indicated r value 

(r=-.017, p=.825>0.01,0.05) non correlated with both genders. Hence there was no significant difference identified 

among male and female as on personal growth of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Positive relations 

obtained results was that for Female [M=1.9836, SD=.12804], Male [M=1.9109, SD=.28632] t-value is -1.872 

which is significant in nature. indicated r value (r=.146, p=.028>0.01, <0.05) correlated with both genders. Hence, 

there was significant difference identified among male and female as on Positive relations of wellbeing. Regarding 

the wellbeing dimension Purpose in life obtained results was that for Female [M=1.9508, SD=.21804], Male 

[M=1.9406, SD=.23756] t-value is -0.274 which is non-significant in nature. indicated r value (r= .022, 

p=.785>0.01,0.05) non correlated with both genders. Hence there was no significant difference identified among 

male and female as on Purpose in life of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Self-acceptance obtained 

result was that for Female [M=1.9672, SD=.17956], Male [M=1.9703, SD=.17061] t-value is 0.109 which is non-

significant in nature. indicated r value (r=-.009, p=.913>0.01,0.05) non correlated with both genders. Hence there 

was no significant difference identified among male and female as on Self-acceptance of wellbeing. Regarding 

the Overall wellbeing obtained result was that for Female [M=1.4098, SD=.49588], Male [M=1.4158, 

SD=.49532] t-value is 0.075 which is non-significant in nature. indicated r value (r=-.006, p=.941>0.01,0.05) non 

correlated with both genders. Hence there was no significant difference identified among male and female as on 

Overall wellbeing. 

TABLE-4: Descriptive statistics Anova for wellbeing of elderly people on Age groups. 

Dimension Groups N Mean SD F-value p-value r- value p-value 

Autonomy Between 

Groups 

.033 2 .017 .311 

 

.733 

 

.020 

 

.801 

Within Groups 8.467 159 .053 

Total 8.500 161  

Environmental 

Mastery 

Between 

Groups 

.140 2 .070 1.695 

 

.187 

 

-.144 

 

.067 

Within Groups 6.558 159 .041 

Total 6.698 161  

Personal 

Growth 

Between 

Groups 

.149 2 .074 2.099* 

 

.045 

 

-.158* 

 

.045 

Within Groups 5.629 159 .035 

Total 5.778 161  

Positive 

Relations 

Between 

Groups 

.242 2 .121 2.101 

 

.126 

 

-.150 

 

.057 

Within Groups 9.141 159 .057 

Total 9.383 161  

Purpose in Life Between 

Groups 

.145 2 .072 1.379 

 

.255 

 

-.088 

 

.267 

Within Groups 8.355 159 .053 

Total 8.500 161  

Self-

Acceptance 

Between 

Groups 

.174 2 .087 2.956* 

 

.045 

 

-.175* 

 

.026 

Within Groups 4.672 159 .029 

Total 4.846 161  

Overall Well- 

Being 

Between 

Groups 

.727 2 .364 1.499 

 

.226 

 

-.136 

 

.085 

Within Groups 38.563 159 .243 

Total 39.290 161  

P<0.05 *.  P<0.01 * *.   

 

From the above Anova table of demographic age groups, obtained the Mean, SD values on wellbeing dimensions. 

Regarding the wellbeing dimension Autonomy obtained results was that for between the groups 45-55 years ,55-

65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.017], obtained F-value is 0.311 which is non-significant at 
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.733>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.020, p=.801>0.01,0.05) non correlated with age groups 

Hence there was no significant difference identified among age groups as on autonomy of well-being. 

Regarding the wellbeing dimension Environmental mastery obtained results was that for between the groups 45-

55 years ,55-65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.070], obtained F-value is 1.695 which is non-

significant at .187>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.144, p=.067>0.01,0.05) non correlated 

with age groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among age groups as on Environmental 

mastery of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Personal growth obtained results was that for between 

the groups 45-55 years, 55-65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.074], obtained F-value is 2.099 

which is non-significant at .045>0.01 and <0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.158, p=.045>0.01,0.05) 

non correlated with age groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among age groups as on 

Personal growth of wellbeing Regarding the wellbeing dimension Positive relations obtained results was that for 

between the groups 45-55 years ,55-65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.121], obtained F-value is 

2.101 which is non-significant at .126>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.150, 

p=.057>0.01,0.05) non correlated with age groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among age 

groups as on Positive relations of well-being. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Purpose in life obtained results 

was that for between the groups 45-55 years ,55-65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.072], obtained 

F-value is 1.379 which is non-significant at .255>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. Indicated r value (r=-.088, 

p=.267>0.01,0.05) non correlated with age groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among age 

groups as on Purpose in life of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Self-acceptance obtained results 

was that for between the groups 45-55 years ,55-65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.087], obtained 

F-value is 2.956 which is significant at .045>0.01 and <0.05 levels in nature. Indicated r value (r=-.175, 

p=.026>0.01, <0.05) correlated with age groups Hence there was significant difference identified among age 

groups as on Self-acceptance of wellbeing. Regarding the Overall wellbeing obtained result was that for between 

the groups 45-55 years ,55-65 years and 65 and above age groups [M=2, SD=.364], obtained F-value is 1.499 

which is non-significant at .226>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.136, p=.085 0.01,0.05) non 

correlated with age groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among age groups as on overall 

well-being. 

TABLE-5: Descriptive statistics Anova for wellbeing of elderly people on income groups. 
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P<0.05 *.  P<0.01 * *.   

From the above Anova table of income groups obtained the Mean, SD values on wellbeing dimensions. Regarding 

the wellbeing dimension Autonomy obtained results was that for between the groups < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs 

to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 lakhs and above groups [M=2, SD=.018], obtained t-value is 0.311 which is non-

significant at .733>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.045, p=.574>0.01,0.05) non correlated 

with income groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among income groups as on autonomy 

of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Environmental mastery obtained results was that for between 

the income < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 lakhs and above groups [M=2, SD=.015], 

obtained t-value is 1.695 which is non-significant at .187 >0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-

.026, p= .738 >0.01,0.05) non correlated with income groups Hence there was no significant difference identified 

among income groups as on Environmental mastery of wellbeing. Regarding the well-being dimension Personal 

growth obtained results was that for between the income < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 

lakhs and above groups [M=2, SD=.033], obtained t-value is 2.099 which is significant at .045 <0.05 levels in 

nature. indicated r value (r=-.026, p= .038 <0.05)   correlated with various income groups Hence there was a 

significant difference identified among income groups as on Personal growth of wellbeing. Regarding the 

wellbeing dimension Positive relations obtained results was that for between the groups < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 

lakhs to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 lakhs and above groups [M=2, SD=.018], obtained t-value is 2.101 which is non-

significant at .126>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-.043, p=.587>0.01,0.05) non correlated 

with income groups Hence there was no significant difference identified among income groups as on Positive 

relations of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Purpose in life obtained results was that for between 

the groups < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 lakhs and above groups [M=2, SD=.032], 

obtained t-value is 1.379 which is non-significant at .255>0.01 and 0.05 levels in nature. indicated r value (r=-

.006, p=.944>0.01,0.05) non correlated with income groups Hence there was no significant difference identified 

among income groups as on Purpose in life of wellbeing. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Self-acceptance 

obtained results was that for between the groups < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 lakhs and 

above groups [M=2, SD=.031], obtained t-value is 2.956 which is significant at .045>0.01 and <0.05 levels in 

nature. indicated r value (r=-.063, p=.026>0.01, <0.05) correlated with income groups Hence there was significant 

difference identified among income groups as on Self-acceptance of wellbeing. Regarding the overall wellbeing 

obtained results was that for between the groups < Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs to <4.00 lakhs and Rs 4 lakhs and 

Dimension Groups N Mean  SD t-value p-value r- value p-value 

Autonomy Between 

Groups 

.035 2 .018 .311 

 

.733 

 

-.045 

 

.574 

Within Groups 8.465 159 .053 

Total 8.500 161  

Environmental 

Mastery 

Between 

Groups 

.030 2 .015 1.695 

 

.187 

 

-.026 

 

.738 

Within Groups 6.668 159 .042 

Total 6.698 161  

Personal 

Growth 

Between 

Groups 

.065 2 .033 2.099* 

 

.045 

 

-.026* 

 

.038 

 

Within Groups 5.713 159 .036 

Total 5.778 161  

Positive 

Relations 

Between 

Groups 

.018 2 .009 2.101 

 

.126 

 

.043 

 

.587 

 

Within Groups 9.365 159 .059 

Total 9.383 161  

Purpose in Life Between 

Groups 

.064 2 .032 1.379 

 

.255 

 

.006 

 

.944 

Within Groups 8.436 159 .053 

Total 8.500 161  

Self-

Acceptance 

Between 

Groups 

.062 2 .031 2.956* 

 

.045 

 

.063* 

 

.026 

Within Groups 4.784 159 .030 

Total 4.846 161  

Overall Well- 

Being 

Between 

Groups 

1.737 2 .868 1.499* 

 

.026 

 

.188* 

 

.017 

Within Groups 37.553 159 .236 

Total 39.290 161  
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above groups [M=2, SD=.868], obtained t-value is 1.499 which is non-significant at .026>0.01 and <0.05 levels 

in nature. indicated r value (r=-.188, p=.017>0.01, <0.05) non correlated with income groups Hence there was no 

significant difference identified among income groups as on overall well-being. 

Discussion and Conclusion: 

The present study aimed to identify the effects of demographic variables on psychological wellbeing among young 

seniors and Senior citizens. The present study explores the factors that contribute to the differences in 

psychological wellbeing between male and female groups age range from 45-65 and above groups with various 

yearly income below two lakh, two lakhs to four lakhs, above four lakhs of young seniors and senior citizens to 

objectives and research questions. As a result, the first part dealt with the Frequencies of sample distributions for 

various demographic variables and psychological wellbeing. The current study also examined the mean difference 

among psychological well-being in terms of demographic variables i.e. gender, age, yearly income. Based on the 

order of questions, the discussion as follows:  The sample 55-65 years age males along with above four lakhs 

yearly income group was participated in the present study.  The present study revealed gender is significantly 

differed and correlated with positive relations as on psychological wellbeing. It shows that gender played an 

important role in individuals experiencing the stronger and closer interpersonal relationships, social support 

connections. Previous research works also supported the same concept. In general women tend to maintain 

stronger social support networks, hence the domain positive relations have shown the significant difference among 

gender groups. Regarding the wellbeing dimension Self-acceptance obtained results was that for between the 

groups 45-55 years ,55-65 years and 65 and above age groups. Post hoc identified 65 years age group shown more 

Stroger self-acceptance than the 45 years age group. Probable reason might be Self-acceptance level indicates 

about the correct knowledge about own strengths and weaknesses and having no regrets about past and present 

life situations, which will help in developing positive attitude, and being compassionate about self. Higher levels 

of self-acceptance may be due to the accumulated life experiences and increased sense of self, developed over 

time with the process of aging. Present study identified income groups< Rs2.00 lakhs, Rs2.00 lakhs to <4.00 lakhs 

and Rs 4 lakhs and above groups significantly correlated with various income groups. Hence there was a 

significant difference identified among income groups as on Personal growth of wellbeing. Post hoc results found 

that above four lakh income group significantly differed on Personal growth with below two lakh income group. 

High income levels are associated with better health care accessibility, improved self-worth, higher connectivity 

to social support system. Whereas for low-income levels, people with poor financial base have got reduced access 

to the necessary health facilities, poor education levels reduction of self-efficacy, low self-esteem, resulting in 

lower psychological wellbeing as on personal growth. 

Implications of the present study on “A demographic study in psychological wellbeing among young seniors 

and Senior citizens “The results of this research are relevant for healthcare providers and policy-makers interested 

in promoting successful aging and increasing the well-being of older people. To improve the psychological well-

being of older people, programs and strategies aimed at increasing their self-esteem could be implemented. The 

development and practice of instrumental characteristics, such as agency, independence, and self-confidence, and 

expressive characteristics, such as empathy, affection, or tenderness, as well as supportive social relationships, 

should also be promoted in older women and men. Furthermore, it should be borne in mind that women are at 

higher risk of having less psychological well-being than men, and that this risk is higher in women with a lower 

economic status. 

Limitations of the Study 

• Small sample size-Unequal sample sizes may affect the generalizability of the findings. 

• Use of Unequal Purposive stratified sampling, may result in selection bias. 

• Younger population not made part of the study. 

• This study may not be generalizable for other cultural, socioeconomic, geographic situations 

• Ryffs psychological well-being scale – not capturing all the aspects of wellbeing. 

• Self-report may have the social desirability effect. 

• All socioeconomic categories not covered in the study, hence cannot be taken for full generalizability. 

Implications for Future research 

• Larger and diverse samples are to be collected for more generalizability. 

• Include for all age groups and all income levels. 

• Random sampling method can be used to reduce sampling selection bias. 

• To include other variables like Marital status, Education level, physical health status etc.  
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