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Abstract: The study was conducted to find the relationship between Spiritual Personality, Resilience and Psychological General
Well- Being among Young Adults. In the present study, Pearson Correlation, Independent sample t-test, one way ANOVA and
Regression Analysis were performed. A non-experimental correlational design with a quantitative approach was used in this
study. The sample consisted of 335 individuals aging between 18-26. The tools used for this study were Spiritual Personality
Inventory, Brief Resilience Scale and Psychological General Well-Being Scale. Correlation and Regression Analysis were both
employed to evaluate the link and effect of Spiritual Personality and Psychological General Well-Being on Resilience. The
findings indicated that there was a positive correlation between Spiritual Personality, Resilience and Psychological General Well-
Being. The findings also indicated that there are no significant differences in Spiritual Personality, Resilience and Psychological
General Well-Being based on in terms of their socio-economic status, family structure, age, substance use and there is a
significant gender difference in Resilience but not in Spiritual Personality and Psychological General Well- Being in young
adults.

Index Terms - Spiritual Personality, Resilience and Psychological General Well-Being

l. INTRODUCTION

Spirituality is a sense of interconnectedness with others. It provides meaning and purpose to one's existence. Husain, Lugman, and
Jahan (2012) highlighted two major components of spiritual personality: noble behavior toward others and moral rectitude. A
noble attitude towards others refers to divine characteristics such as trustworthiness, righteousness, faithfulness, generosity, fear
of God, kindness, trustworthiness, and living for the sake of others. Moral rectitude relates to qualities such as self-control,
constancy, firmness and patience, purity and cleanliness, and satisfaction. Personality is a dynamic and ordered set of qualities
that impact cognition, motives, and behaviors in various contexts. Carducci (2009) discovered three characteristics that are
present in the majority of these definitions: distinctiveness, behavioral consistency, and the nature and development of
personality. Spiritual personality is one who maintains disciplined, rooted, and concentrated mind, with love, peace, and
togetherness as the three defining qualities. A person who loves God will get the spiritual quality's essence, and those who seek
for spiritual life with all their faith, intelligence, and heart will succeed.

Resilience refers to both the process and the outcome of successfully adapting to difficult or challenging life experiences,
according to the definition from the American Psychological Association (APA). Resilience is the ability to withstand adversity,
bounce back, and grow despite life's downturns. A new quick resilience scale was developed to measure the capacity to rebound
or bounce back from stress. It was correlated with personal traits, social connections, coping, and health. Resilience theory states
that how we respond to adversity is what matters most. It involves a transactional dynamic process of person-environment
exchanges, an adaptation process of goodness-of-fit across the life course, and is linked to life stress and people's unique coping
capacity. It may be on a continuum, interactive, having multiple levels, and a phenomenon.

Psychological wellbeing (PWB) and other expressions related to good mental states, such as happiness or contentment,
are similar at their most fundamental level. Well-being is the experience of having a positive outlook on life, feeling content with
it, finding meaning or purpose in it, and being able to handle stress. There are five main categories of wellbeing: emotional health,
physical health, public health, occupational well-being, and well-being of society. Happiness is declining in the US, and
improving well-being can be challenging.

Il. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The study used quantitative correlational design to understand the significance between the variables used in the study.
i) Statement of the problem -

To understand the relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among
young adults. To see if there is a difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among young
adults based on gender, socio-economic status, family structure, age and frequency of substance use.
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i) Objectives of the study -
1. To find the relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among young
adults.

2. To find impact of spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being on resilience.

3. To find difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young adults based on
their gender.

4. To find difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young adults based on
their socio- economic status.

5. To find the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young adults based on
their family structure.

6. To find the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young adults based on
their age.

7. To find the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young adults based on
their frequency of substance use.

iii) Hypotheses -

HO1 - There is no significant relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being
among young adults.

HO2 - There is a significant impact of spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being on resilience.

HO3 - There is no significant gender difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in
young adults.

HO4- There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among
young adults based on their socio-economic status.

HO5- There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young
adults based on their family structure.

HO6 - There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young
adults based on their age.

HO7 - There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young
adults based on their frequency of substance use.

iv) Tools for the study -

1. Spiritual Personality Inventory - The researchers determined the reliability of the inventory through Cronbach
alpha. Item analysis was done to find out the internal consistency of the inventory. 32 statements with alpha 0.86
were selected. Two factors, namely, noble attitude toward others and moral rectitude were extracted after applying
the Principle Component Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation factors.

2. Brief Resilience Scale - The BRS (Smith, Dalen, Wiggins, Tooley, Christopher, and Bernard, 2008) is a 6-item
resilience assessment that focuses on the ability to recover from stress and adversity. Responses are scored on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (5). (5). The responder is more resilient if
their mean BRS score is greater. The BRS is a one-factor scale. To eliminate social desirability response bias, half
of the items are assessed in reverse (Cronbach, 1950). Smith et al. (2008) reported Cronbach's alpha values ranging
from.80 t0.91 across four samples.

3. Psychological General Well Being - The scale is made up of 22 polytomous questions, with a high score indicating
high levels of psychological well-being. Anxiety, depressive mood, positive well-being, self-control, overall health,
and vitality are the six affective states measured.

V) Procedure of the study- The present study is using convenience sampling with sample size of 300. The population
chosen for the study is both male and females who are in the age range of 18-26. The inclusion criteria for the study
are people participating in the study should be comfortable with English. The exclusion criterion for the study is
anyone who is diagnosed with any mental illness. The study used Google form as a method of data collection. The
sampling technique used in the study was convenience sampling method. The Google form was circulated to the
participants. Google form contained informed consent, demographic details of the participant, scales used in the
study. The researcher’s details were added for further contact. For final analysis those who answered “yes” for
participation were considered for the study.

vi) Statistical procedure of the study - The statistical procedure was done with help of SPSS (Statistical Packages for
Social Sciences). The statistical procedure that was performed in the study was Correlation, Regression analysis,
independent sample t test and one-way Anova.
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I1l. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 Sample Distribution

Demographic variables Category N Percentage
égget;agff 1. Adolescence 148 44.3%
0
(22 to 26) 2. Young adults 182 55.7%
Gender 1. Male 150 44.8%
2. Female 182 55.2%
1. ngh class 33 9.9%
2. Upper middle class 93 28.7%
Socio Economic Status 3. iJiadle ofiss 166 48.5%
4. Lower middle class 28 8.4%
5. Lower class 15 4.5%
1. Joint Family 106 63%
Family Structure 2. Nuclear Family 211 31.6%
3. Single Parent 18 5.4%
1. Everyday 19 57%
2. Weekends 25 7.5%
Frequency Substance use 3. Occasionally 90 26.9%
4. Never 170 50.7%
5. Social Gathering 31 9.3%

Table 1 shows the sample distributions of the demographic variables is mentioned above. The study had two age groups
in which 44.3% of them were in adolescence and 55.7% of them were in their early adulthood. The study included both the
genders, 44.8% of them were men and 55.2% of them were females. There were five socio economic groups in which 9.9% of
them belonged to high class, 28.7% of them belonged to upper middle class, 48.5% of them belonged to middle class, 8.4% of

them belonged to lower middle class and 4.5% of them belonged to lower class.

There were three family structures in which 63% of people belonged to joint family, 31.6% of them belonged to nuclear
family and 5.4% of them had a single parent. The study had five groups for frequency of substance use in which 5.7% people
used substance every day, 7.5% of them used it on weekends, 26.9% of them used it occasionally, 50.7% of them never used it
and 9.3% of them used it on social gatherings.
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Table 2 shows the results for Spearman Correlation test on spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-
being among young adults

Variables Spiritual Personality GPWB
0.27**(r)
Spiritual Personality — -----
0.00 (p)
Resilience 0.21**(r) 0.51**(r)
0.00 (p) 0.00 (p)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 2shows the relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being.
Correlation coefficient and the corresponding p-value of spiritual personality with respect to resilience and psychological general
well-being is given. Analysis of the table shows that for psychological general well-being, correlation coefficient (r= 0.27) and the
corresponding p value (<0.01) with relation to spiritual personality which is significant at 0.01 level hence, there is a positive
correlation. It is shown that psychological general well-being has a positive relationship with resilience.

For resilience, correlation coefficient (r= 0.21) and the corresponding p value (<0.01) with relation to spiritual
personality which is significant at 0.01 level hence, there is a positive correlation. It is shown that spiritual personalities have a
positive relationship with resilience.

For, psychological general well-being correlation coefficient (r= 0.51) and the corresponding p value (<0.01) with
relation to resilience which is significant at 0.01 level hence, there is a positive correlation. It is shown that psychological general
well-being has a positive relationship with resilience. There is a statistically significant positive correlation between the three
variables therefore; there is a significant relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-
being among young adults.

Thus, the null hypothesis “There is no significant relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general
well-being among young adults” is rejected.

Table 3 using Multiple Regression shows the impact of spiritual personality and psychological general well-being on
resilience.

Unstandardized Coefficient Standardized

. coefficient
Variable Model summary
B Std.error Beta
- . R=0.67
Spiritual Personality 0.05 0.01 0.24 R20 36
t=4.38
PGWB 0.10 0.01 0.46 F=97.76
P=0.00

Table 3 shows regression analysis of spiritual personality and psychological general well-being on resilience where
spiritual personality and psychological general well-being are independent variables and resilience is the dependent variable. With
Beta value of 0.24 and .46, F value 5.09 and 9.72 and t value of 4.38. The table also indicates that the R2 value is 0.36 and the
result was found to be significant as the p values is 0.00. This indicates that there’s a considerably significant impact of the
variables spiritual personality and psychological general well-being on resilience. The R2 value indicates that 36 %change
in resilience is predicted by spiritual personality and psychological general well- being. Thus, the hypothesis stated “There is a
significant impact of spiritual personality and psychological general well-being on resilience” is accepted, which assumed there is
impact of spiritual personality and psychological well-being on resilience.

Table 4 shows the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being in young adults based on
their gender.

Variables Category N Mean SD t Sig.
Spiritual Male 150 119.79 13.22 017 0.85
Personality Female 185 119.53 13.03 ' '
- Male 150 19.27 3.56
Resilience Female 185 1797 377 3.23 0.01
Male 150 67.08 17.56
PGWB Female 185 62.04 18.12 2.57 0.11

In table 4 Independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and
psychological general well- being based on gender.
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The t value for spiritual personality is 0.17 with corresponding p-value = 0.85 which is more than the significant value of 0.05
indicating there is no significant difference in spiritual personality based on gender. The mean and standard deviation of males
and females is 119.79 (13.22) and 119.53 (13.03) for spiritual personality which shows no significance difference between the
two groups.

The t value for psychological general well-being is 2.57 with corresponding p-value 0.11 which is more than the
significant value of 0.05 indicating there is no significant difference in psychological general well-being based on gender. The
mean and standard deviation of males and females is 67.08 (17.56) and 62.04 (18.12) for psychological general well-
being which shows no significance difference between the two groups.

Whereas, the t value for resilience is 3.23 with corresponding p-value = 0.01, which is less than the significant value of
0.05 indicating there is a significant gender difference on resilience. The mean and standard deviation of males and females
is 19.27 (3.56) and 17.97(3.77) for resilience which shows a significant gender difference.
Hence, the null hypothesis, “there is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-
being based on Gender", is accepted for spiritual personality and psychological general well-being and rejected for resilience.

Table 5 shows the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being in young adults based on
their socio- economic status

Upper  Middle . 1ije Class

Category High Class Class Lower Middle Class Lower Class

F Sig.
Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Splrltual_ 120.39 10.85 119.61 11.34 24 1427  117.14 120.07  114.13 15.54 1.09 0.35
Personality 3
Resilience 19.79 3.83 1861 3.67 18.19 357 18.96 4.451 18.80 3.98 141 0.22
PGWB 70.67 19.59 64.28 1592  64.07 1840 57.96 20.04 64.73 16.11 192 0.10

In table 5, One-way ANOVA was conducted on the socio- economic status which was divided into five groups to
compare the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among them. For spiritual
personality, as the p value (0.35) is more than 0.05, which means that there is no significant difference in spiritual
personality based on socio- economic status. Therefore, an analysis of variance showed the difference of socio - economic
status on spiritual personality which was not significant, (F = 1.09) and (p =0.35). The mean and standard deviation of high
class, upper middle class, middle class, lower middle class and lower class for spiritual personality is 120.39 (10.85), 119.61
(11.34), 120.43 (14.27), 117.14 (12.07) and 114.13 (15.54) respectively, which shows no significance difference between the
groups.

For resilience, the p value is (0.22) which is greater than 0.05, which signifies that there’s no significant difference in
resilience based on socio- economic status. An analysis of variance showed the difference of socio - economic status on resilience
which was not significant,

(F =1.41) and (p = 0.22). The mean and standard deviation for high class, upper middle class, middle class, lower middle class
and lower class of resilience is 19.79 (3.83), 18.61 (3.67), 18.19 (3.57), 18.96 (4.51) and 18.80 (3.98) respectively, which shows
no significance difference between the groups.

For psychological general well- being, the p value is (0.10) which is greater than0.05, which signifies that there’s no
significant difference in psychological general well- being based on socio - economic status. An analysis of variance showed the
difference of socio - economic status on psychological general well- being which was not significant, (F = 1.92) and (p = 0.10).
The mean and standard deviation for high class, upper middle class, middle class, lower middle class and lower class of
psychological general well-being is 70.67 (19.59), 64.28 (15.92), 64.07 (18.40), 57.96 (20.04) and 64.73 (16.118) respectively,
which shows no significance difference between the groups. Thus, the null hypothesis which states “there is no significant
difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being based socio- economic status” is accepted.
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Table 6 shows the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being in young adults based on
their Family Structure.

Category Joint Family Nuclear Family Single Parent - si
Variables M SD M SD M SD !
Spiritual 18.17 1360  119.80  2.58 2427 1546 164 0.9
Personality

Resilience 18.71 3.76 18.50 3.80 18.72 2.76 0.12 0.88
PGWB 64.64 18.07 64.34 17.87 66.11 18.42 0.83 0.59

In table 6, One-way ANOVA was conducted on the family structure which was divided into three groups to compare the
difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among them.

For spiritual personality, as the p value (0.19) is more than 0.05, which means that there is no significant difference in
spiritual personality based on family structure. Therefore, an analysis of variance showed the difference in frequency in family
structure on spiritual personality which was not significant, (F = 1.64) and (p =0.19). The mean and standard deviation of joint
family, nuclear family and single parent for spiritual personality is118.36 (13.69), 195.80 (12.58), 124.27 (15.46) respectively,
which shows no significance difference between the groups.

For resilience, the p value is (0.88) which is greater than 0.05, which signifies that there’s no significant difference in
resilience based on family structure. An analysis of variance showed the difference in family structure on resilience which was
not significant, (F = 0.12) and (p = 0.88). The mean and standard deviation of joint family, nuclear family and single parent for
resilience is 18.71 (3.76), 18.50 (3.80) and 18.58 (3.73) respectively, which shows no significance difference between the groups.

For psychological general well- being, the p value is (0.92) which is greater than 0.05, which signifies that there’s no
significant difference in psychological general well- being based on family structure. An analysis of variance showed the
difference in family structure on psychological general well- being which was not significant, (F = 0.83) and (p = 0.592). The
mean and standard deviation of joint family, nuclear family and single parent for psychological general well- being is 64.64
(18.07), 64.35 (17.87) and 66.11 (18.42) respectively, which shows no significance difference between the groups. Thus, the null
hypothesis which states “there is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being
based family structure” is accepted.

Table 7 shows the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being in young adults based on
their Age.

Variables Category N M SD t Sig.
. Adolescence 148 118.73 13.39 -1.16 0.24
Spiritual
Personality Young Adults 182 120.40 12.83 -1.115 0.24
Adolescence 148 18.54 3.82 -0.28 0.98
Resilience
Young Adults 182 18.56 3.66 -0.28 0.98
Adolescence 148 64.32 19.13 0.02 0.97
PGWB
Young Adults 182 64.26 17.08 0.02 0.97

In Table 7 Independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and
psychological general well- being based on age. The t value for spiritual personality is -1.16 with corresponding p-value = 0.24
which is more than the significant value of 0.05 indicating there is no significant difference in spiritual personality based on
age. The mean and standard deviation of adolescence and young adults for spiritual personality are 118.73 (13.39) and 120.40
(12.83) which shows no significance difference between both the groups.

The t value for resilience is -0.28 with corresponding p-value 0.97 which is more than the significant value of 0.05
indicating there is no significant difference in resilience based on age. The mean and standard deviation of adolescence and young
adults for resilience are 18.54 (3.82) and 18.56 (3.66) which shows no significance difference between both the groups.

And the t value for psychological general well-being is 0.29 with corresponding p-value = 0.97, which is less than the
significant value of 0.05 which there is no significant difference in psychological general well-being based on age. The mean and
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standard deviation of adolescence and young adults for psychological general well-being are 64.32 (19.13) and 64.26
(17.08) which shows no significance difference between both the groups.

Thus, the null hypothesis which states “there is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological
general well- being based on age” is accepted.

Table 8 shows the difference in Spiritual Personality, Resilience and Psychological General Well- Being based on their
frequency of Substance use.

Category Everyday Weekend Occasionally Never Social F Sig.
Gatherings

Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Spiritual 119.89 14.88 11550 11.05 118.6 12.78 12047 12.29 119.6  13.09 1.04 0.38

Personality 8 4

Resilience 19.47 4.18 19.04 3.03 1841 3.73 18.21 3.77 19.90 3.50 1.81 0.12

PGWB 64.42 1782 61.68 1497 61.68 17.43 65.15 18.50 69.35 18.02 1.33 0.25

In table 8, One-way ANOVA was conducted on the frequency of substance use which was divided into five groups to
compare the difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well- being among them.

For spiritual personality, as the p value (0.38) is more than 0.05, which means that there is no significant difference in
spiritual personality based on frequency of substance use. Therefore, an analysis of variance showed the difference in frequency
of substance use on spiritual personality which was not significant, (F = 1.04) and (p =0.38).  The mean and standard deviation
of everyday, weekends, occasionally, never and social gatherings for spiritual personality is 119.89 (14.88), 115.50 (11.05),
118.68 (12.78), 120.47 (12.29) and 119.64 (13.09) respectively, which shows no significance difference between the groups.

For resilience, the p value is (0.12) which is greater than 0.01, which signifies that there’s no significant difference in resilience
based on frequency of substance use. An analysis of variance showed the difference in frequency of substance use on resilience
which was not significant,

(F=1.81) and (p = 0.12). The mean and standard deviation of everyday, weekends, occasionally, never and social gatherings for
resilience is 19.47 (4.18), 19.04 (3.03), 18.41 (3.73), 18.21 (3.77) and 19.90 (3.50) respectively, which shows no significance
difference between the groups.

For psychological general well- being, the p value is (0.25) which is greater than 0.01, which signifies that there’s no
significant difference in psychological general well- being based on frequency of substance use. An analysis of variance showed
the difference in frequency of substance use on psychological general well- being which was not significant, (F = 1.33) and (p =
0.25). The mean and standard deviation of everyday, weekends, occasionally, never and social gatherings for psychological
general well- being is 64.42 (17.82), 61.48 (14.97), 61.68 (17.43), 65.15 (18.50) and 69.35 (18.02) respectively, which shows no
significance difference between the groups. Thus, the null hypothesis which states “there is no significant difference in spiritual
personality, resilience and psychological general well- being based frequency of substance use” is accepted.

Table 9 shows the results for Pearson correlation test on sub domains of psychological general well-being.

Variables Depression Positive well-being Self- control General health
Anxiety 0.76** 0.70** 0.69** 0.54**
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Depression 0.61** 0.65 ** 0.49**
0.00 0.00 0.00
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Positive well-being 0.66** 0.49**
0.00 0.00

Self - Control 0.57**
0.00

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

In table 9, Pearson correlation test on sub domains of psychological general well-being was done. Correlation coefficient
and the corresponding p-value of anxiety, depression, positive well-being, self-control and general health is given. Analysis of the
table shows that for anxiety correlation coefficient for depression (r = 0.76), for positive well-being (r = 0.70), for self-control (r =
0.69), for general health (r = 0.54) and all the corresponding p values are (<0.01) with relation to depression, positive well- being,
self-control and good health is significant at 0.01 level. Hence, there is a positive correlation between all the above-mentioned
variables.

For depression, correlation coefficient for positive well-being (r = 0.61), for self-control (r = 0.65), for general health (r =
0.49) and all the corresponding p values are (<0.01) with relation to positive well- being, self-control and good health is
significant at 0.01 level.  Hence, there is a positive correlation between all the above-mentioned variables.

For positive well-being, correlation coefficient for self-control (r = 0.66), for general health
(r = 0.49) and all the corresponding p values are (<0.01) with relation to self-control and general health is significant at 0.01
level. Hence, there is a positive correlation between all the above-mentioned variables.

For self-control, correlation coefficient for general health (r = 0.57) and all the corresponding p values are (<0.01) with
relation to general health is significant at 0.01 level. Hence, there is a positive correlation between self-control and general
health. Therefore, there is a positive correlation between all the sub domains of psychological general well-being.

1. Limitations of the study-

1. The current study collected data online, which might have had an impact on the study's findings.

2. The participants may have offered an untruthful response because they were bored answering all the questions
or because the researcher wasn't there in person.

3. The study cannot be generalized because of the limited sample size.

4. Because convenience sampling was used to conduct the study, it cannot be applied to a broader population.

5. There are not an equal number of participants in each demographic category in the research.

2. Major findings of the study-

1. There is a significant relationship between spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being among

young adults.

There is a significant impact of spiritual personality and psychological general well-being on Resilience.

3. There is a significant gender difference in resilience but not in spiritual personality and psychological general well- being in
young adults.

4. There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being among young
adults based on their socio-economic status.

5. There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being in young adults
based on their family structure.

6. There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being n young adults
based on their age.

7. There is no significant difference in spiritual personality, resilience and psychological general well-being in young adults
based on their frequency of Substance use.

n
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