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Background: In the field of mental health, religiosity and spirituality have 

gained particular attention in recent decades. However, only a few studies 

to date have investigated the effects of different types of religiosity and 

spirituality. In association with the recent introduction of a Swedish version of 

the multidimensional inventory of religious/spiritual well-being (MI-RSWB-S), 

the present study aimed to identify possible types of Religious/Spiritual Well-

Being by using cluster analyses and to examine the extracted groups for 

differences in the sense of coherence (SOC), the Big Five personality factors, 

and central aspects of religiosity. Additionally, the study design was intended 

to further contribute to the validation of the MI-RSWB-S.

Methods: Based on a convenience sample of Swedish students (N = 1,011), 

initially obtained for the development of the MI-RSWB-S, the study included the 

MI-RSWB-S, the 13-items sense of coherence scale, the 10-item personality 

inventory, and the centrality of religiosity scale. For the statistical analysis, 

cluster analyses and one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted.

Results: The cluster analyses yielded the following four groups: Religiosity 

and spirituality high (n = 124), religiously oriented (n = 200), spiritually oriented 

(n = 149), and religiosity and spirituality low (n = 538). The groups differed in 

most aspects of well-being, in the personality dimensions agreeableness and 

openness to experience, as well as in central aspects of religiosity. In contrast, 

no differences were found for SOC, extraversion, conscientiousness, and 

emotional instability.

Conclusion: Our results suggest that different types of religious/spiritual 

well-being are associated with mental health and personality dimensions in 

substantially different ways, thus offering an interesting potential for future 

research.
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Introduction

The study of the relationship between religiosity and 
spirituality on the one hand and (mental) health on the other is 
the most extensive element of research in the field of psychology 
of religion (Saroglou, 2021). Yet, the results are overall mixed and 
complex: While religiosity and spirituality are frequently 
associated with positive mental health (e.g., lower rates of 
depression, anxiety, and substance use as well as higher subjective 
well-being and sense of purpose), they are also associated with 
certain negative outcomes (e.g., cognitive rigidity, delayed 
professional consultation, faith related struggles, obsessionality, 
and sexual repression; for a review, see Koenig et  al., 2012; 
Saroglou, 2021). To explain the contradictory findings, several 
authors have argued that the results strongly depend on the 
definition of these constructs (e.g., Hall et al., 2008; Hodapp and 
Zwingmann, 2019). The great research interest in the interface 
between mental health and the psychology of religion therefore 
underlines the need for specialized instruments that capture the 
complexity of immanent as well as transcendent aspects of 
mental health.

The multidimensional inventory of religious/spiritual 
well-being (MI-RSWB; Unterrainer et  al., 2010a) was 
developed within a European religious-sociological 
background to capture self-reported well-being in a 
comprehensive way by combining an immanent area as well as 
a transcendent area of well-being. The former compromises 
the variables Forgiveness (FO), Hope Immanent (HI), 
representing optimistic attitudes towards one’s future, and 
Experience of Sense and Meaning (SM). Although these 
variables do not necessarily have a transcendent connotation, 
they are often the subject of research in the psychology of 
religion and are frequently associated with religious and 
spiritual facets in a positive way (e.g., Emmons, 2005; 
Ciarrocchi et al., 2008; Fincham et al., 2020). The transcendent 
area consists of General Religiosity (GR), Connectedness 
(CO), and Hope Transcendent (HT). GR is hereby defined as 
a traditional and institutionalized religious faith, whereas CO 
is described as an undogmatic form of belief and the feeling of 
being immersed in something bigger than oneself, 
compromising the main elements of a common definition for 
spirituality (see Saroglou, 2021). Additionally, HT extracts 
ideas of a life beyond death and focuses on this belief 
in particular.

The explicit distinction between GR and CO, is meant to 
reflect the observation that modern conceptions of religiosity 
and spirituality diverge in research as well as in society (Saucier 

and Skrzypińska, 2006). For example, many people who feel 
connected to everything are inclined to see themselves as 
spiritual but not necessarily religious (Diebels and Leary, 2019). 
This phenomenon is particularly true in modern secular 
societies, where religiosity and spirituality are interconnected 
rather than interchangeable, as is the case in traditional 
communities (Saroglou, 2021). Consistently, a number of 
studies using the MI-RSWB in a European context have shown 
that GR and CO are each frequently associated with different 
facets of mental health as well as different dimensions of 
personality, while being constantly interrelated (Unterrainer 
et al., 2010b, 2012, 2013, 2014; Kämmerle et al., 2014; Hiebler-
Ragger et al., 2018). Considering the well documented distinct, 
though in some respects intertwined, nature of religiosity and 
spirituality, it can be  argued that their interaction could 
be captured in a typology. Accordingly, Unterrainer et al. (2011) 
identified four types of Religious/Spiritual Well-Being in a 
sample of the Austrian general population using a cluster 
analytical approach that focused on the dimensions of the 
MI-RSWB. Subsequently, they concluded that different types of 
Religious/Spiritual Well-Being are associated with mental 
health and personality in different ways. However, research on 
different types of religiosity and spirituality seems to remain 
marginal and there is little literature focusing on their 
interaction in general (Kao et al., 2020).

In a recent project, the MI-RSWB was translated into 
Swedish (MI-RSWB-S; Wenzl et al., 2021), shifting the focus to 
one of the most secular countries in the world (Esmer and 
Pettersson, 2007). In the course of the validation process, the 
instrument was thoroughly examined for its statistical 
properties, resulting in a minor adaptation of its factorial 
structure (Wenzl et  al., 2021). Briefly, the division into a 
transcendent and existential area of well-being was rejected and 
a new general factor was introduced to the revised MI-RSWB 
(MI-RSWB-R), that is, the revised religious/spiritual well-being 
(RSWB-R). The general factor comprises the dimensions GR 
and CO, which, according to theoretical considerations, can 
also be named religious well-being (RWB) and spiritual well-
being (SWB). As in previous studies with a European 
background, Wenzl et al. (2021) subsequently found that GR 
(RWB) and CO (SWB) had similarly different correlates in 
Swedish participants, while still being strongly interrelated 
(r = 0.66, p < 0.01). Along with the recent advances in the 
development of the MI-RSWB and the theoretical as well as 
empirical findings of Unterrainer et  al. (2011), these results 
provide a suitable basis for introducing a novel typology of 
Religious/Spiritual Well-Being.
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Study aims

The present study intends to (a) complement the general lack 
of research on different types of religiosity and spirituality and to 
(b) additionally contribute to the validation of the MI-RSWB-S 
(Wenzl et  al., 2021). To this end, two consecutive steps were 
conceived, following the approach of Unterrainer et al. (2011): 
First, cluster analyses are conducted to identify possible types of 
Religious/Spiritual Well-Being in a convenience sample of Swedish 
students. The participants were originally recruited for the 
development of the Swedish version of the MI-RSWB (for further 
details see Wenzl et al., 2021). Second, the extracted clusters are 
examined for differences in the well-being dimensions of the 
MI-RSWB, the sense of coherence (SOC), the Big Five personality 
factors, and key aspects of religiosity.

Materials and methods

Participants and procedure

Swedish students were approached by announcements on 
social media (Facebook and Instagram). Before being given access 
to the online survey, participants were directed to download a 
PDF providing detailed information about the study. After 
indicating their consent, participants received access to the online 
survey. The survey and all the questionnaires included were 

presented in Swedish and data were collected by using the survey 
program SoSci Survey. Between March 8, 2021 and April 5, 2021, 
1,051 people completed the entire survey, qualifying for 
consideration of the following inclusion criteria: (1) Swedish 
citizenship, (2) Swedish fluency, (3) student enrolment at a 
Swedish university or university college, (4) age between 18 and 
40 years, and (5) a minimum of 4 min to complete the survey (time 
criterion). After excluding participants who did not match these 
criteria, the final sample consisted of 1,011 participants. Table 1 
summarizes selected sociodemographic characteristics of the 
study sample (for a comprehensive presentation of the sample and 
procedure, see Wenzl et al., 2021). Ethical approval was granted by 
the Ethics Committee of the University of Vienna.

Measurements

Multidimensional inventory for religious/
spiritual well-being

The MI-RSWB (Unterrainer et al., 2010a) consists of 48 items 
which are equally distributed across six subscales. According to the 
new structure of the Swedish version of the instrument 
(MI-RSWB-S), the subscales RWB (e.g., “My faith gives me a feeling 
of security.”) and SWB (e.g., “There are people with whom I feel a 
supernatural connection.”) account for the joint factor Religious/
Spiritual Well-Being Revised (RSWB-R), on the one side. On the 
other side, the dimensions FO (e.g., “There are things which 
I  cannot forgive.” [reversed]), HI (e.g., “I think that things will 
improve in the future.”), HT (e.g., “I would do anything to prolong 
my life.” [reversed]), and SM (e.g., “I have experienced deep 
affection.”) separately represent positive indicators of well-being. 
The items are rated by using a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 
(1) totally disagree to (6) totally agree. For the MI-RSWB-S, 
Cronbach’s α was between 0.67 (SM) and 0.97 (GR) for the subscales 
and 0.94 for the joint factor RSWB-R. Accordingly, the reliability of 
the MI-RSWB was generally shown to be consistent across different 
translations (e.g., Unterrainer et al., 2010a, 2012; Stefa-Missagli 
et al., 2014; Berger et al., 2016; Malinovic et al., 2016; Agarkov et al., 
2018), with the exception of the Farsi adaptation, where Cronbach’s 
α for HT and SM was considerably lower (see Dadfar et al., 2019; 
Kazemzadeh Atoofi et al., 2019).

10-item personality inventory
The TIPI (Gosling et al., 2003) is a personality questionnaire 

based on the Five-Factor Model (Costa and McCrae, 1992). 
Generally known as the Big Five, the TIPI comprises five universal 
personality dimensions: extraversion, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, openness to experience, and emotional 
stability, which is the opposite of the original dimension 
neuroticism, or emotional instability. For the purpose of this 
study, however, the latter scale was reversed to assess the original 
dimension Emotional Instability. The TIPI was conceptualized to 
measure each of these dimensions by two items (e.g., openness to 
experience: “I see myself as open to new experiences, complex.”). 

TABLE 1 Selected sociodemographic characteristics.

Religious 
affiliation

n (%) Gender n (%)

Christianity (Church 

of Sweden)

467 (46.2) Female 747 (73.9)

Christianity (free 

church)

102 (10.0) Male 252 (24.9)

Christianity (Eastern 

Orthodox)

33 (3.3) Other 12 (1.2)

Christianity (Roman 

Catholic)

30 (3.0)

Christianity (other) 3 (0.3) Age

Islam (Sunni) 59 (5.8) 18–19 63 (6.2)

Islam (Shia) 10 (1.0) 20–24 525 (51.9)

Islam (other) 2 (0.2) 25–29 263 (26.0)

Judaism 13 (1.3) 30–34 100 (9.9)

Buddhism 13 (1.3) 35–40 60 (5.9)

Hinduism 2 (0.2)

I have never been a 

part of a religious 

community

166 (16.4)

I have left a religious 

community

156 (15.4)

Other 10 (1.0)

N = 1011.
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Each item is accompanied by a Likert scale ranging from (1) 
disagree strongly to (7) agree strongly. According to the guidelines 
of George and Mallery (2016), Extraversion (α = 0.75) and 
Emotional Instability (α = 0.70) reached an acceptable level of 
internal consistency, while Conscientiousness (α = 0.57) is 
considered as poor. Agreeableness (α = 0.24) and Openness to 
Experience (α = 0.40), however, showed unacceptable levels of 
Cronbach’s α, challenging earlier reports (Gosling et al., 2003). The 
Swedish version of the TIPI first appeared in Lundell (2014).

Sense of coherence scale
The SOC-13 Scale (short version of the original SOC-29) 

measures the SOC, which is a crucial element of Antonovsky 
(1987) model of Salutogenesis. SOC can be understood as a global 
orientation that enables an individual to cope with stress and 
maintain health through a pervasive–enduring though dynamic–
feeling of confidence. SOC comprises three components, that are: 
(a) a thorough understanding of the environment and inner 
experiences (Comprehensibility), (b) the perceived availability of 
means and resources to meet their demands (Manageability), and 
(c) finding Meaningfulness in this engagement (Antonovsky, 
1987, 1991a). SOC has been reported to be strongly related to 
perceived mental health and is thus considered as a crucial 
indicator of well-being (Eriksson and Lindström, 2007). A seven-
point Likert scale with varying verbal response anchors is 
provided for each item of the SOC-13 Scale (e.g., 
Comprehensibility: “Do you  have very mixed-up feelings and 
ideas?”). For the purpose of our study, only the total score was 
considered for analysis. The internal consistency for the Swedish 
version of the SOC-13 scale (Cronbach’s α) was 0.83, which is 
consistent with earlier reports (e.g., Larsson and Kallenberg, 1999; 
Räty et  al., 2003). The Swedish translation of the SOC-13 
(KASAM-13) was first published in the Swedish book “Hälsans 
mysterium” (Antonovsky, 1991b).

Centrality of religiosity scale
The centrality of religiosity scale (CRS) captures the centrality, 

significance, and salience of religious matters in a person’s life 
(Huber and Huber, 2012). Within the CRS, five dimensions of 
religiosity are measured: public practice, private practice, religious 
experience, ideology, and intellect. All dimensions put together 
portray a global picture of an individual’s religious life. The 5-item 
version of the scale (CSR-5) provides one item (e.g., Intellect: 
“How often do you  think about religious issues?”) for each 
dimension. The items are rated on a five-point (religious 
experience, ideology, and intellect), six-point (Public Practice), or 
eight-point Likert scale (Private Practice), accompanied by 
different verbal response anchors. In retrospect, the answers on 
the six-and eight-point scales are converted into values between 1 
and 5, as specified in the instructions. In terms of internal 
consistency, the overall scale achieved a Cronbach’s α of 0.92, 
outperforming previous results (Huber and Huber, 2012). The 
Swedish version of the CRS-5 (CRS-5 SWE; Sjöborg, 2014) was 
used for the survey. Unlike the original version, the CRS-5 SWE 

additionally provides a “do not know” response option besides the 
described answer scales.

Study design and data analysis

Given the research goals and the composition of the sample, 
the study comprises explorative and cross-sectional elements of 
cluster analyses and between-subjects examinations. A cluster 
analysis was conducted combining the variables RWB and 
SWB. In order to find an appropriate typology of religious and 
spiritual well-being, two types of clustering – a hierarchical cluster 
analysis using WARD-method combined with squared euclidean 
distance and a two-step cluster analysis – were performed and 
compared. In a second step, the extracted clusters, or groups, 
functioned as levels of the independent variable “Types of 
Religious/Spiritual Well-Being.” Accordingly, these were explored 
for differences in 14 dependent variables, namely the subscales of 
the MI-RSWB-S (RWB, SWB, HT, FO, HI, and SM) and the joint 
factor RSWB-R, the five personality dimensions (Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Instability, and 
Openness to Experience), SOC, and CRS. For the statistical 
analysis, multiple Univariate Analyses of Variance (one-way 
ANOVAs) were conducted, which is considered an adequate 
approach for the present research question (Huberty and Morris, 
1989). The p-values were adjusted by using Bonferroni-Holm 
correction. Lastly, Tukey and Games-Howell tests were performed 
for post-hoc intergroup comparisons. All results were interpreted 
based on a two-sided alpha-level with p = 0.05.

Results

Cluster analysis

First, a hierarchical cluster analysis was conducted on the two 
variables RWB and SWB, followed by an examination of the 
dendrogram for possible outcomes. With respect to theoretical 
considerations and the inspection of the dendrogram, a four-
cluster-solution was aspired. As data order has been reported to 
potentially affect the analysis (Van der Kloot et al., 2005), at least 
10 differently ordered samples were clustered by following the 
exact same methods. The solutions, however, did not differ 
considerably from each other. Furthermore, outliers are known to 
strongly influence the clustering process (Everitt et al., 2010). Two 
outliers were found for SWB. After exclusion, a new cluster 
analysis was exploratively performed on the reduced sample and 
characteristics of the clusters (means, medians, and standard 
deviations) were compared to those of the original cluster solution. 
The observed differences were small and considered insignificant 
regarding the interpretation of the clusters. Therefore, the outliers 
were reintroduced into the further process. Finally, a two-step 
cluster analysis with a predefined four-cluster solution was 
conducted. With slightly different results, the new variant best 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1029101
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Podolin-Danner et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1029101

Frontiers in Psychology 05 frontiersin.org

matched our theoretical conceptions of a typology of religious and 
spiritual well-being. The computed clusters were named according 
to their unique combination of the variables RWB and SWB: 
Religiosity and Spirituality high (RS-h), Religiously Oriented 
(RO), Spiritually Oriented (SO) and Religiosity and Spirituality 
low (RS-l). The differentiation between “high,” “mid-high,” “mid-
low,” and “low” expressions of RWB and SWB was based on the 
relative comparison between the centroids of each cluster. The 
main purpose of this typology was to facilitate the discrimination 
between the investigated groups. In Table 2, a profile (group size, 
centroids, and typology) for each cluster of the two-step cluster 
solution is provided.

Univariate analyses of variance

In terms of validation, one-way ANOVAs were scheduled to 
investigate differences between the clusters in all 14 variables 
(RSWB-R, RWB, SWB, FO, HT, HI, SM, extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional instability, openness 
to Experience, SOC, and CRS). 13 variables were analyzed 
including the total study sample of 1,011 participants. Regarding 
the CRS-5, however, 7 participants had to be  excluded from 
statistical analysis within this variable (n = 1004), due to 
considerations related to the “do not know”-response option.

First, variables were checked for preconditions of the one-way 
ANOVAs. By studying box plots, 14 extreme outliers were found 
for cluster RS-l to score higher on the variable RWB and two 
extreme outliers in group RO scored lower on HI. Several other 
outliers were considered insignificant. Finally, Levene test revealed 
no homogeneity of variances for CRS, RSWB, and all dimensions 
of the MI-RSWB but FO and HT (p < 0.5). To control for the 
influence of the listed violations of preconditions, outputs of 
Welch’s ANOVAs (robust with respect to violations of variance 
homogeneities) and Kruskal-Wallis-H tests (robust with respect 
to violations to outliers) were compared to the one-way ANOVAs. 
Since they yielded no differences in interpretation of significances, 
the analysis proceeded as usual. Table 3 summarizes descriptive 
and Table  4 interferential statistics (one-way ANOVAs and 
post-hoc tests) of cluster differences regarding the 14 
dependent variables.

ANOVAs revealed significant cluster differences in RSWB-R 
and all subscales of the MI-RSWB-S (p < 0.001), except for HT 
(p = 0.98; for precise statistics, see Table 4). Post-hoc tests indicated 
that RS-h scored highest on RSWB-R and RWB, followed by RO, 
SO, and RS-l (p < 0.001 for all comparisons). For SWB, RO and SO 
switched positions (p < 0.001). Regarding FO, the groups RS-h and 
RO (both high in religiosity) were superior (p < 0.001) to RS-l and 
SO (both low in religiosity). In terms of HI, RS-h scored highest 
(p < 0.05), whereas RO outperformed RS-l (p = 0.001), but did not 
differ significantly from SO (p = 0.77). No differences were found 
between RS-l and SO (p = 0.12). Lastly, RS-h obtained the highest 
score (p < 0.001) on SM, followed by SO and RO, which scored 
equally high (p = 0.97), and finally RS-l, showing the lowest 
expressions of SM (p < 0.001).

In terms of Agreeableness, RS-h scored higher than RS-l 
(p = 0.001), whereas no differences were found between the other 
groups (p > 0.05). Openness to Experience was higher for RS-h 
compared to RO and RS-l (p < 0.001). Additionally, the latter 
group scored lower than SO (p = 0.001), while RO and SO did not 
differ significantly (p = 0.07). Regarding the other personality 
dimensions, ANOVAs did not indicate significance for 
Extraversion (p = 0.43), Conscientiousness (p = 0.46), or Emotional 
Instability (p = 0.98). Similarly, no differences were found for SOC 
(p = 0.98). However, the clusters differed significantly in CRS, 
revealing the following order: RS-h > RO > SO > RS-l (at least 
p < 0.05).

Discussion

Based on the Swedish version of the MI-RSWB (MI-RSWB-S), 
the present study intended to a introduce a typology of religious/
spiritual well-being that is based on a Swedish study sample as well 
as on the revised factorial structure of the MI-RSWB-S and b) 
relate the resulting types to different facets of well-being, the SOC, 
the Big-Five personality dimensions, and to central aspects of 
religiosity. To determine different types of Religious/Spiritual 
Well-Being, a hierarchical and a consecutive two-step cluster 
analysis were conducted, focusing on the RWB and SWB 
dimensions of the MI-RSWB-S. The final cluster solution yielded 
four groups of participants, that are, RS-h (n = 124), RO (n = 200), 
SO (n = 149), and RS-l (n = 538).

The SO and RS-l clusters make up more than 60% of 
participants that are accordingly low in RWB. This finding is 
consistent with the observation of a nationally representative 
survey in which 60% of respondents reported not to believe in 
God (Pew Research Center, 2018). Accordingly, the present study 
sample reflects the high level of secularism generally documented 
in the Swedish population (Esmer and Pettersson, 2007). 
Moreover, the relatively comparable distribution across RS-h, RO, 
and SO reflects the notion that religiosity and spirituality are 
understood as distinct rather than interchangeable in secular 
societies (Saroglou, 2021). When comparing the clusters in terms 
of subjective well-being, personality dimensions, and CRS, 

TABLE 2 Profiles for the four-cluster solution of the two-step cluster 
analysis and a typology of religious and spiritual well-being.

RWB SWB Typology

Cluster N M SD M SD RWB SWB

RS-h 124 5.28 0.61 4.64 0.62 High High

RO 200 4.82 0.80 3.07 0.54 High Mid-low

SO 149 2.24 0.84 3.86 0.63 Low Mid-

high

RS-l 538 1.30 0.41 1.97 0.52 Low Low

RWB, religious well-being; SWB, spiritual well-being; RS-h, religiosity and spirituality 
high; RO, religiously oriented; SO, spiritually oriented; RS-l, religiosity and spirituality.
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TABLE 3 Descriptive statistics for the MI-RSWB (subscales and joint factor), TIPI, SOC-13 scale, and CRS-5.

RS-h RO SO RS-l

N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD

MI-RSWB (MI-RSWB-S)

Religious/spiritual well-being revised 124 4.96 0.40 200 3.95 0.54 149 3.05 0.59 538 1.64 0.37

Religious well-being 124 5.28 0.61 200 4.82 0.80 149 2.24 0.84 538 1.30 0.41

Spiritual well-being 124 4.64 0.62 200 3.07 0.54 149 3.86 0.63 538 1.97 0.52

Hope transcendent 124 4.30 0.98 200 4.27 1.00 149 4.14 0.91 538 4.30 0.92

Forgiveness 124 4.89 0.99 200 4.79 0.99 149 4.08 1.03 538 4.07 1.01

Hope immanent 124 4.67 0.64 200 4.45 0.80 149 4.37 0.83 538 4.19 0.86

Experience of sense and meaning 124 5.22 0.56 200 4.70 0.71 149 4.73 0.67 538 4.21 0.73

Tipi

Extraversion 124 4.98 1.37 200 4.77 1.43 149 4.92 1.31 538 4.70 1.40

Agreeableness 124 5.63 0.87 200 5.42 0.97 149 5.46 0.89 538 5.26 0.96

Conscientiousness 124 5.16 1.12 200 5.01 1.21 149 4.81 1.27 538 4.92 1.24

Emotional instability 124 3.28 1.32 200 3.39 1.34 149 3.51 1.38 538 3.48 1.46

Openness to experience 124 5.77 0.95 200 5.31 1.04 149 5.58 0.97 538 5.20 1.04

SOC-13 scale (KASAM-13)

Sense of coherence 124 4.44 0.80 200 4.35 0.88 149 4.25 0.94 538 4.33 0.88

CRS-5 (CRS-5 SWE)

Centrality of religiosity scale 123 4.04 0.67 198 3.81 0.79 148 2.32 0.63 535 1.55 0.43

RS-h, religiosity and spirituality high; RO, religiously oriented; SO, spiritually oriented; RS-l, religiosity and spirituality low; MI-RSWB (MI-RSWB-S), multidimensional inventory for 
religious/spiritual well-being (Swedish Version); TIPI, 10-item personality inventory; SOC-13 Scale (KASAM-13), 13-item version of the sense of coherence scale (Swedish Version); 
CRS-5 (CRS-5 SWE), 5-item version of the centrality of religiosity scale (Swedish Version).

significant differences with very large effect sizes (p < 0.001, at least 
η2 = 0.760) were found for RWB, SWB, and the joint factor 
RSWB-R. Because the cluster analysis was centered around the 
two variables RWB and SWB, the fact that the clusters differed 
clearly from each other validates the accuracy of the accepted 
cluster solution (see Table 2).

With respect to FO, HI, and SM, our findings are in line with 
prior studies showing positive correlates with RWB (referred to as 
GR) and SWB (referred to as CO) across different countries and 
translations of the MI-RSWB (Unterrainer et al., 2012; Berger 
et al., 2016; Malinovic et al., 2016; Agarkov et al., 2018). Apart 
from purely correlational and cross-sectional studies, there is 
general evidence that certain religious and spiritual aspects might 
predict forgiveness, hope and optimism, as well as sense of 
meaning and purpose in a causal way (Ciarrocchi et al., 2008; Van 
Tilburg et al., 2019; Fincham et al., 2020). Moreover, they predict 
subjective well-being beyond mediational effects of the Big-Five 
personality dimensions, which were found to explain a great part 
of the interindividual differences in religiosity and spirituality in 
general (Ciarrocchi et al., 2008). Finally, differences in HT were 
not significant. In accordance with correlative findings 
(Unterrainer et al., 2012; Berger et al., 2016; Malinovic et al., 2016; 
Agarkov et  al., 2018; Wenzl et  al., 2021), our results therefore 
support the notion that people can equally rely on transcendent 
as well as on existential beliefs when confronted with the threat of 
death (Wenzl et al., 2021).

In terms of personality dimensions, Extraversion is usually 
not considered a relevant associate of religiosity and spirituality 

(e.g., Yonker et al., 2012). However, spiritual individuals, as well as 
individuals who adopt a particular form of religiosity (e.g., an 
open/liberal or positive-coping-related religiosity; see Saroglou, 
2002), appear to score relatively high on Extraversion. It is 
therefore surprising that no differences in Extraversion were 
found between the present groups. Similarly, Openness to 
Experience is generally described as more typical for (modern) 
spiritual people than for religious individuals, whereas 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness are characteristic for both 
(Saroglou, 2021). Accordingly, the varying levels of Agreeableness 
and Openness to Experience between certain clusters seem to 
point to the same conclusion (see Table 4). However, no differences 
were found for Conscientiousness. Lastly, Emotional Instability 
(or Neuroticism) has almost consistently been unrelated to 
different operationalizations of religiosity and spirituality (e.g., 
Yonker et al., 2012; Hiebler-Ragger et al., 2018), which is reflected 
by the present findings.

No significant differences were reported for SOC. This result 
is in line with Wenzl et al. (2021), where no association with RWB 
or SWB was found. However, according to Antonovsky (1987), 
religiosity and spirituality are assumed to be positively related to 
SOC or even to enhance it. This notion is partly supported by 
empirical findings showing a positive relationship between SOC 
and GR (Unterrainer et  al., 2010a; Berger et  al., 2016). The 
contradictory findings could be caused by differing populations 
or by other confounding variables that might be revealed in future 
studies. Finally, all groups differed remarkably from one another 
regarding CRS (p < 0.001, η2 = 0.762). This result is not surprising, 
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but has a valuable implication, as it additionally demonstrates the 
practical accuracy of the accepted cluster solution in terms of 
precisely distinguishing participants with different expressions of 
religiosity (and spirituality).

Overall, our results clearly suggest that different types of 
Religious/Spiritual Well-Being are associated in different ways 
with different aspects of well-being and different personality 
dimensions, thus supporting the conclusion of Unterrainer et al. 
(2011). On the one hand, however, it is difficult to say whether the 
differences between types of Religious/Spiritual Well-Being are of 
an interactive nature or whether they can be fully explained by the 
individual correlations of RWB and SWB (see Wenzl et al., 2021). 
In other words, do our results indicate a (partially) interactive 
relationship between RWB and SWB or is it purely summative? To 
answer this question, an important next step will be to analyze if 
there are moderating or even mediating effects between RWB and 
SWB or, more generally, between religiosity and spirituality. 
Regardless of whether the effects are interactive or summative, 
we  conclude that looking at typologies is an elegant way to 
represent and interpret the combined effects of religiosity and 
spirituality, as opposed to considering individual correlations 
alone. Finally, the present study contributed to the validation of 
the revised MI-RSWB by showing that the instrument can be used 
to investigate diverse questions in the field of the psychology of 
religion or mental health and is compatible with different 
statistical designs.

Limitations

Several limitations of the study should be noted. First, the 
current results are not meant to be generalized to the Swedish 
population, as inferences were drawn on the basis of a convenience 
sample of students. Secondly, due to the cross-sectional design of 
the study, the conducted analyses do not allow for a causal 
interpretation of the results. However, there is evidence that 
certain aspects of religiosity and spirituality may indeed function 
as causal predictors of well-being, while at the same time, some 
other components, such as negative religious coping and spiritual 
struggles, can lead to impaired mental health (Ciarrocchi et al., 
2008). Finally, the TIPI subscales Agreeableness, 
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience demonstrated 
remarkably low levels of internal consistency. Even though the 
subscales have previously demonstrated acceptable test–retest 
reliabilities (Gosling et  al., 2003), the results still need to 
be interpreted with caution. To address some of these limitations, 
future studies could use more comprehensive instruments to 
measure personality and focus on nationally representative study 
samples. In addition, we see the need to consider the influence of 
competing definitions of mental health, religiosity and spirituality, 
as well as the impact of different contexts and cultures. In this 
regard, particularly clinical populations should be addressed, as 
different types of Religious/Spiritual Well-Being may provide 
valuable implications for the work in the clinical field.

TABLE 4 ANOVAs and intergroup comparisons for the MI-RSWB (subscales and joint factor), TIPI, SOC-13 scale, and CRS-5.

ANOVA Intergroup comparisons

N F p η2 Results p

MI-RSWB (MI-RSWB-S)

Religious/spiritual well-being revised1 1011 2590.68 <0.001 0.885 RS-h > RO > SO > RS-l <0.001

Religious well-being1 1011 2539.31 <0.001 0.883 RS-h > RO > SO > RS-l <0.001

Spiritual well-being1 1011 1061.83 <0.001 0.760 RS-h > SO > RO > RS-l <0.001

Hope transcendent1 1011 1.15 0.98 -

Forgiveness1 1011 41.18 <0.001 0.109 RS-h, RO > SO, RS-l <0.001

Hope immanent1 1011 13.50 <0.001 0.039 RS-h > SO, RS-l / RO > RS-l <0.05 / 0.001

Experience of sense and meaning1 1011 84.50 <0.001 0.201 RS-h > SO, RO > RS-l <0.001

TIPI

Extraversion1 1011 2.03 0.46 -

Agreeableness1 1011 6.08 <0.001 0.035 RS-h > RS-l 0.001

Conscientiousness1 2.14 0.46 -

Emotional instability1 1011 0.83 0.98 -

Openness to experience1 1011 13.32 <0.001 0.062 RS-h > RS-l, RO / SO > RS-l <0.001 / 0.001

SOC-13 scale (KASAM-13)

Sense of coherence1 1011 1.09 0.98 -

CRS-5 (CRS-5 SWE)

Centrality of religiosity scale2 1004 1106.80 <0.001 0.769 RS-h > RO > SO > RS-l <0.05

1Results for F(3,1007).
2Results for F(3,1000). RS-h, religiosity and spirituality high; RO, religiously oriented; SO, spiritually oriented; RS-l, religiosity and spirituality low; MI-RSWB (MI-RSWB-S), 
multidimensional Inventory for religious/spiritual well-being (Swedish Version); TIPI, 10-item personality inventory; SOC-13 Scale (KASAM-13), 13-item version of the sense of 
coherence scale (Swedish Version); CRS-5 (CRS-5 SWE), 5-item version of the centrality of religiosity scale (Swedish Version). p-values are Bonferroni-Holm corrected.
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Conclusion and future directions

By taking into account the different, albeit interrelated, nature 
of religious and spiritual beliefs, we  identified four types of 
Religious/Spiritual Well-Being in a Swedish sample using cluster 
analyses. By subsequently comparing the four clusters, we were 
able to provide considerable evidence for their different associations 
with mental health and personality. To study transcendent beliefs 
in (post-)modern societies and to understand their role in mental 
health and beyond, we therefore encourage future research to focus 
more on the interaction and types of religiosity and spirituality 
than on their individual properties alone.
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