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Abstract 
This study explores the relationship amongst school student’s socio economic status does have any influence on 

sustainable lifestyle. The target population was convenience samples of 303 households distributed proportionally 
between both urban and semi-urban areas and were selected from 3 villages under 2 municipalities of south 24 Parganas 
district in West Bengal. The households were chosen randomly and average age of the students was 18-21 years. 
Kuppuswamy’s scale of Socio Economic Status (SES), 2010 was used to find the score of socio economic conditions. The 
scale had seven profiles and every profile contained five alternatives. The standardized sustainable lifestyle scale 
(Sengupta, 2018) was used as instrument to assess the effect of SES on sustainable lifestyle in the three dimensions - 
environmental sustainability, economical sustainability and social sustainability. It is clear from analysis that the different 
classes of SES has effects on sustainable lifestyle, environmental sustainability and economical sustainability but does not 
have any effect on social sustainability. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The sustainable lifestyle is a complex issue and not clearly defined. The sustainable lifestyle as construct implies 
environmental actions to mitigate negative impact on environment. Barr, Gilg and Shaw (2006) used factor analysis and 
found sustainable life style activities comprise mainly three factors –purchase decisions focused around shopping habits, 
habitual behaviour focused around the house and recycling behaviour focused around waste management. They also 
identified the different categories of environmentalists by using cluster analysis and termed them as committed 
environmentalists, mainstream environmentalists, occasional environmentalists and non environmentalists depending on 
their level of lifestyle. A “sustainable lifestyle” is a cluster of habits and patterns of behavior embedded in a society and 
facilitated by institutions, norms and infrastructures that frame individual choice, in order to minimize the use of natural 
resources and generation of wastes, while supporting fairness and prosperity for all (UNEP, 2016). Sustainable lifestyle 
has gained academic importance widely in the late 20th century. In this section, researcher provides an overview of the 
various behaviour theories and models. Researcher noted that many research did not consider any particular theoretical 
model while explaining the sustainable lifestyle phenomenon. On the basis of review of related literature, it is apparent 
that a frequently used theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) followed by cultural theory; self-determination theory; 
theory of reasoned action; economic theory; value-belief-norm theory; intention-purchase gap, attitude-behaviour gap and 
global governance framework. The theory of planned behaviour explores that consumer behaviour is not only determined 
by intention but also by perceived behavioural control.  

However through this study a quest has emerged that lead to identify those demographic variables which are 
strongly associated with pro environmental behaviour (Akehurst et al. 2012). The demographic characteristics mostly vary 
on locality. There are many studies has been conducted, which identified the demographic factors like age, educational 
qualification, gender are related to environmental concern. The size of home is one of the most controversial demographic 
features, related to environmental issues. The notion regarding the association ship between natural environment and 
responsibility varies between urban and village dwellers (Lindén, 2017). Some studies bear the evidence that demographic 
components have similar impact in societies of like affluence (Sierra et al. 2015). In addition, all demographic 
characteristics are thought to be influenced by cultural-historical models for cultural impact or by social differences 
associated with environmental behavior (Kaida and Kaida, 2016; Burtton, R., 2019). However, homes with high and low 
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socio-economic status have positive associations between environmentally friendly behaviors and high neighbourhood 
green space and coastal proximity (Beckage et al., 2018; Paul et al., 2016; Mishra et al., 2014). 

Environmental beliefs and age are inversely related and older people do not frequently engage themselves in 
“active” behaviors but mention about “home-based” PEBs. The impact of age on the consumption of fair trade products is 
negative (Wiernik et al., 2009). However, consistent results come out when age demographics are compared with the level 
of PEB (Sueb, 2019). Younger people are more likely to attach themselves with PEB (Wiernik, Ones, & Dilchert, 2013). 
Younger people might have brought up in an environment where people already engage themselves in PEB such as 
recycle, energy conservation than older people about environment.  When it comes to education of an individual PEB is 
considered as a strongest democratic factor and the higher the level of education the most likely and individual is 
encouraged to perform the eco centric behavior (Lin and Shi, 2014; Lee et al., 2015 ). In an empirical study it has been 
seen that the moon the student paints time on their campus and the higher the education level there more likely to perform 
some specific behavior such as recycling of product and even printing double sided (OECD, 2007; Paço and Lavrador, 
2017). Also higher education helps in increasing PEB and educated people were much more concerned about social 
welfare and environment. So, there is a positive correlation between the level of education and the level of sustainability 
(Boca and Saraçlı, 2019). Undoubtedly education increases our knowledge about any environmental issues such as global 
warming or scarcity of resources or any endangered species (Emanuel and Adams, 2011; Meyer, 2016). Another study has 
confirmed that the women with middle age of 50 are much more concerned and active regarding environmental issues, 
how to solve the problems and whereas young men scored highest in energy consumption (Coertjens et al., 2010). 

Obviously more income means more affordability of product and services also easier to access consumerism for 
future (Bárcena et al., 2018). These determinants are also sometimes encompassed by the peer pressure to live a satisfied 
lifestyle. In general there is no correlation with higher income and pro-environmental behavior but environmentalists 
discovered different types of emissions, greenhouse gases and energy requirements in our household has a direct 
association with income (Mendelsohn et al., 2006). But, it is obvious that the people who are willing to pay green 
electricity bills are necessary has to be high socioeconomic income. But on the other hand there are some cross sectional 
studies was taken place which describes that household income has nothing to do with PEB. As determined by the 
environmentalists that travelling has no such effect with PEB because travelling is considered one of the component of the 
lifestyle and people are not willing to eliminate this essential behavior (Hardoy and Pandiella, 2009). A specific 
household structure always restricts human behaviour irrespective of their value attitude and how the co-ordinate with 
other people's characteristics (Johnson et al., 2004; Shove and Walker, 2010). PEB helps in shipping the structure of the 
household and the council about environment everyone has within them also positively impacts on behaviour like ok 
recycling and participating in pro-environmental movements (Abrahamse and Steg, 2009). An income of a particular 
household has a lot to do with eco-friendly behaviour like adopting green electricity program, reducing harmful gas 
emissions and solve. Some empirical studies have reported that the single women rent highest in PEB followed by the 
couples without children. And on the contrary the couples with children scored lowest in PEB. 

These economic conditions of people are generally characterized by socioeconomic status (SES, hereafter) and 
this status is evaluated as a combination of factors including income, level of education, and occupation. It is a way of 
looking at how individuals or families fit into society using economic and social measures. Income is a commonly used 
measure of SES because it is relatively easy to figure for most individuals. Income refers to wages, salaries, profits, rents, 
and any flow of earnings received. Income can also come in the form of unemployment or workers compensation, social 
security, pensions, interests or dividends, royalties, trusts, alimony, or other governmental, public, or family financial 
assistance. Low income families focus on meeting immediate needs and do not accumulate wealth that could be passed on 
to future generations, thus increasing inequality. Families with higher and expendable income can accumulate wealth and 
focus on meeting immediate needs while being able to consume and enjoy luxuries and weather crises. These people 
should be aware of that. Recent theories on environmental education emphasize on the role of affective factors like 
motivation, attitude, environmental sensitivity and values instead of traditional belief of more knowledge leading to pro-
environmental behaviour. Values have been studied in the context of self reported behaviour, behaviour intention and 
expression of concern for the environment. However, link between self reported behaviour, behaviour intention and actual 
behaviour is far from perfect. There is a growing and important area of research on relationship of values with 
environment related actions. Besides, United Nations has also reiterated the importance of values in sustainable 
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development. The United Nations adopted a set of some sixty goals among which the fundamental values are freedom, 
equality, solidarity, tolerance, respect for nature, and shared responsibility (UN 2002, Johannesburg Declaration of World 
Summit on Sustained Development). The present study seeks to delve into the very important relationship that might exist 
between sustainable lifestyle and socioeconomics statues. From the literatures we have come across various studies which 
deal with environmental awareness, perception, etc with the students, teachers, etc. However the relation between socio 
economic conditions of the people with the environmental degradation is very few in literatures. The current study will 
help to understand the effect of socioeconomics statues on sustainable lifestyle. This is necessary for perspectives in socio 
economic status and sustainability. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
Participants 

The target population was convenience samples of 303 households distributed proportionally between both urban 
and semi-urban areas and were selected from 3 villages under 2 municipalities of south 24 Parganas, district in West 
Bengal. The households were chosen randomly. Empty homes were replaced by their neighbors. In each household we 
interviewed one adult family member (aged 21+ years) who volunteered to participate in the study. A total of 400 samples 
were collected but only 303 households were agreed to participate in the (response rate of 76%). 

 
INSTRUMENTS 
Socio-economic Status Scale-For developing the socio economic status (SES) scales three indicators namely, income, 
education and occupation as proposed in Kuppuswamy’s socio economic status scale of 2010. The scale had seven 
profiles and every profile contained five alternatives. This instrument was prepared on a 7-point scale. Depending on the 
scores these three indicators are classified into five classes- upper (26-29), upper middle (16-25), lower middle (11-15), 
upper lower (5-10) and lower (0-4). The validity and reliability of the scale was established through a tetra choric co-
relation and test-retest methods respectively. 
Sustainable Lifestyle Scale-The scale was developed on the six basic components of addiction proposed by Steg, et.al, 
2014; DEFRA 2007; SPREAD, 2012a; UNEP, 2011; Ali, 2016 and Barr’s, 2011. The items represent the six core 
components of addiction namely consuming, moving, housing, leisure, health and society (regarding social, economical 
and environmental sustainability). The scale was developed and revised by Sengupta, 2018. In the present study this 
revised scale was used which included 28 items. The items are scored on seven points scale. The sample item included “I 
object when someone dumped garbage nears my College” and “I try to protect the cultural heritages in my country”. 
 
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

The descriptive statistics of the three types of sub-variables namely environmental sustainability, economical 
sustainability, social sustainability and also dependent variables sustainable lifestyle are shown in the Table No. 1. 
 
Table No. - -1: N, Showing the Means, Medians, Modes SDs and Skewness and Kurtosis of the scores of 

Environmental Sustainability, Economical Sustainability, Social Sustainability and Sustainable lifestyle 
 Environmental Economical Social Lifestyle 
N 303 303 303 303 
Mean 38.22 35.44 39.05 112.71 
Median 39.00 35.00 39.00 114.00 
Mode 51 33 36a 126 
Std. Deviation 10.527 6.051 7.252 17.960 
Variance 110.822 36.611 52.590 322.579 
Skewness -.501 .136 .202 -.171 
Kurtosis -.784 -.177 -.181 -.357 
Range 46 31 44 92 
Minimum 9 18 17 60 
Maximum 55 49 61 152 
Sum 11581 10737 11832 34150 
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 The descriptive statistics in table no.-1 for sustainable lifestyle (with environmental sustainability, economical 
sustainability and social sustainability) scores of mean, median and mode shows an average performance ranging 
112.71. In case of the sustainable lifestyle (SD-17.96) the scores are more clustered. It is evident that scores of the 
variable asymmetrically distributed with the scores negatively skewed (-0.171).  
 
Table No.--2: N, Mean and S.D. of the scores of Environmental Sustainability, Economical Sustainability, Social 

Sustainability and Sustainable lifestyle 
SES  Environmental Economical Social Lifestyle 
Upper N 17 17 17 17 

Mean 33.71 32.00 34.82 100.53 
SD 11.569 4.541 6.136 15.776 

Upper 
middle 

N 75 75 75 75 
Mean 38.48 34.92 37.72 111.12 
SD 10.091 5.069 6.261 14.749 

Lower 
middle 

N 149 149 149 149 
Mean 38.58 36.05 39.83 114.46 
SD 10.027 6.310 7.218 18.208 

Upper 
lower 

N 19 19 19 19 
Mean 38.37 37.47 40.63 116.47 
SD 11.471 5.471 8.745 18.274 

Lower N 43 43 43 43 
Mean 38.26 34.65 39.63 112.53 
SD 12.123 6.917 8.021 21.170 

Total N 303 303 303 303 
Mean 38.22 35.44 39.05 112.71 
SD 10.527 6.051 7.252 17.960 

 
 Quantitative data on the sustainable lifestyle with its three dimensions (environmental sustainability, economical 
sustainability and social sustainability) are reported in table no.-2 as descriptive statistics for the five classes. From the 
table shows that most of the respondents in the studied area are in the classes of lower middle, upper middle and lower. 
However regarding the three dimensions of sustainable lifestyle i.e environmental sustainability, economical 
sustainability, social sustainability it is evident from the table that the average number of person believing social 
sustainability are little bit lower than the average number of persons who believe in economical sustainability. 
 
Table No.--3: Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on the Scores of Environmental Sustainability, Economical 

Sustainability, Social Sustainability and Sustainable lifestyle 
  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Social Between Groups 370.966 4 92.741 0.835 0.504 

Within Groups 33097.219 298 111.064   
Total 33468.185 302    

Economical Between Groups 382.900 4 95.725 2.673 0.032 
Within Groups 10673.595 298 35.817   
Total 11056.495 302    

Environmental Between Groups 589.394 4 147.348 2.871 0.023 
Within Groups 15292.864 298 51.318   
Total 15882.257 302    

Lifestyle Between Groups 3440.221 4 860.055 2.727 0.030 
Within Groups 93978.637 298 315.365   
Total 97418.858 302    
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The difference of mean score regarding environmental sustainability, economical sustainability, social 
sustainability and sustainable lifestyle value among the five classes- upper, upper middle, lower middle, upper lower and 
lower are further tested by two ways ANOVA and the result are shown in table no.-3. The result indicates that the 
differences among the five classes are significant as far as sustainable lifestyle (F= 2.727), environmental sustainability 
(F= 2.871) and economical sustainability value (F= 2.673) is concerned.  While the difference is not-significant among the 
classes in case of social sustainability value (F=0.835). The statistical figure in table no.-3 indicates that there is 
significant difference of sustainable lifestyle, economical sustainability and environmental sustainability among the 
classes in spite of having the difference in the mean value. But as far as distribution of score of social sustainability value 
alone is concerned, it is observed that the difference in social sustainability value among the classes is not significant.  

 
Table No.-4: Showing the Correlation amongst Socioeconomic Statues, Environmental Sustainability, Economical 

Sustainability, Social Sustainability and Sustainable lifestyle Scores 
    Environmental Economical Social Lifestyle 

SES 
Correlation 0.728 0.309 -.023 0.341 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.012 .398 0.000 
N 303 303 303 303 

 Through the Pearson co-relation table no.-4 shows that there is positive co-relation between SES and environmental 
sustainability in its two dimensions-environmental sustainability and economical sustainability and the results shows that 
the inter correlation among variables are significant except social sustainability.  
 
CONCLUSION  
 The people belonging in the upper class boundary are very much accustomed with those goods the use of which 
causes environmental damages. In this study, the SES is evaluated for the five different classes- upper class, upper middle, 
lower middle, upper lower and lower. The number of people in the upper class and the lower class group are very few in 
number. These literate people want to grab the fruits of development. From the study if we concentrate on those people 
belonging in the middle class we see that the percentage of using electronic goods are very limited in number. Following 
Kuppuswamy’s scale, we have considered income, education and occupation for constructing SES. However there are 
other parameters also in Kuppuswamy’s scale of SES like age, sex, religion, etc. these are not considered in our study. 
They are of the opinion that development means live the life with full of comforts and these will come through high use of 
electronics goods like vehicles, refrigerators, air conditioner, etc. the use of these goods causing global warming. 
Although all the people in this era of electronic age consumes electronic goods but the percentage of consumption varies 
between the classes of people. On the other hand, people in the lower extreme groups depend on the nature for their 
livelihood and in the process they are exploiting the nature. The distinguishing features between the classes are 
knowledge. The educated people being knowledgeable are destroying the environment for their comfortable lifestyle 
whereas poor people being not so knowledgeable depend on the nature for existence.  One can consider these parameters 
to study its effect on sustainable lifestyle. Also in this study, we have considered sustainable lifestyle in its three 
dimensions- environmental sustainability, economical sustainability and social sustainability. Attitude, action, 
competency can also be included in ecological valuation. Moreover, in this study we have taken the responses of those 
people who reside in the South 24 Parganas district of West Bengal. So to generalize the result one can take the response 
of the people who resides in different parts of the country. The ill effects of environmental degradation do not fall only on 
the people belonging on the upper class or on the lower class as they are the prime creator of the sustainability but to all 
the people on this earth. So it is the duty of every person to enjoy the fruits of development but keeping in mind its ill 
effects.  
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