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Abstract: Spiritual well-being is perceived to be reflected in the quality of relationships that
people have in four areas, namely with God, others, nature, and self. Many spiritual well-being
questionnaires exist, but not many provide an adequate assessment of these four relationships.
As part of a survey of parental perceptions of holistic early childhood education in kindergartens
in Hong Kong, 1383 parents and 165 teachers, from 22 kindergartens, completed a written survey
questionnaire which helped to investigate the potential for a single question with four parts to
provide a valid and reliable measure for spiritual well-being. Face, content, and construct validity
were confirmed, together with Cronbach’s alpha providing a test for reliability. Similarity of findings
from regression analysis of items in the 4-ISWBI with domains of spiritual well-being in the 20-item
SHALOM, as well as partial discrimination by gender, reinforce the validity of the 4-ISWBI as a sound
indicator of spiritual well-being and its four domains. In brief, the 4-Item Spiritual Well-Being Index
(4-ISWBI) promises to be a handy instrument to aid researchers looking for a convenient, concise,
coherent indicator, but not an exhaustive measure, of spiritual well-being.

Keywords: assess; spiritual well-being; SHALOM

1. Introduction

1.1. Holistic/Spiritual Well-Being and Education

Most papers addressing spirituality mention the difficulty that people have in trying to find
an agreed definition of the concept. A diversity of views is expressed, based on each author’s
worldview (Moberg 2002). Descriptions of spirituality range from an absolutist position, that only
a relationship with God indicates spirituality, through one in which religion is considered the
overarching concept that embraces spirituality as a subset, to religion and spirituality being considered
as synonymous, then to similarities and differences being delineated between spirituality and religion,
through to spirituality without religion (so-called secular spirituality), to another absolutist position,
called Nihilism, that denies existence of spirituality and certainly does not accept the notion of God
(Fisher 1998; Streib and Hood 2016; Zinnbauer et al. 1999). Moberg (2011) lists eighteen different types
of spirituality, and Koenig et al. (2001, 2012) add even more. On top of this uncertainty, controversy
also surrounds the relationship between spirituality and well-being, with some authors claiming that
spirituality is usurping or duplicating areas more appropriately related to psychology or sociology
(Garssen et al. 2016; Koenig 2008; MacDonald et al. 2015). The influence of spirit on health has been
a point of discussion from around 400BC, in Hippocrates’ time (Adams 1939), as well as in Chinese
medicine. In a similar manner, psychology, as a study of mind and behavior, also dates back to Ancient
Greece, but psychology, as a scientific discipline, only came to the fore in the 1870s. It seems, therefore,
that close relationships between spiritual and mental aspects of health have been discussed for some
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time and are likely to be so for more time to come. In order to circumvent these uncertainties and the
current controversy, this study focused on the holistic entity known as spiritual well-being.

Arising from contemporary work on positive psychology, it appears that the term ‘spiritual
well-being’ (SWB) was first mentioned at the 1971 White House Conference on Aging in the USA
(Moberg 2010). Following on from this conference, the National Interfaith Coalition on Aging released
a “working definition”, which claims, ‘spiritual well-being is the affirmation of life in relationship
with God, self, community and environment that nurtures and celebrates wholeness’ (National
Interfaith Coalition on Aging NICA). From an empirical investigation with 98 teachers in 22 schools
in Victoria, Australia, it was concluded that spiritual health is ‘a, if not the, fundamental dimension of
people’s overall health and well-being, permeating and integrating all the other dimensions of health
(i.e., physical, mental, emotional, social and vocational). Spiritual health is a dynamic state of being,
shown by the extent to which people live in harmony within relationships in up to four domains
of spiritual well-being’ (Fisher 1998), namely, with themselves, in the Personal domain, with other
people, in the Communal domain, with nature, in the Environmental domain, and/or with something
or some-One beyond the human and natural world, in the Transcendental domain. Even though the
term ‘spiritual well-being’ only arose as a concept just over forty years ago, many later descriptions
of spiritual health and well-being have contained references to spiritual-psycho-social-biophysical
aspects of health, thus reflecting the four areas of the relationship of holistic well-being (i.e., health)
mentioned above. For example, Waaijman attests, ‘Spirituality unfolds itself as the unity of the
divine-human, interhuman, human-cosmic, and intrahuman relationships’ (Waaijman 2007). These
four sets of relationships have also been posited as key elements in holistic education, by Lin (1998),
who categorized holistic education into four main sets of relationships, namely, relations with
Heaven (天), with others—the Humanity (人), with environment—the entire creation (物), and with
the individual self (我). This description added Heaven to the God-factor for consideration by the
Chinese people involved in this study.

1.2. Assessing Spiritual Well-Being

There is no universally-accepted “gold standard” for assessing spiritual health or well-being.
Relevant literature contains reports of many attempts that have been made at assessing spirituality and
spiritual health/well-being (e.g., Egbert et al. 2004; Hill and Pargament 2003; King and Crowther 2004;
Koenig et al. 2001, 2012; MacDonald and Friedman 2002; Moberg 2002). However, there is a clear lack
of a theoretical perspective upon which many of these studies have been based (Berry 2005). A number
of the studies also confuse spirituality and religion, which, although related, are not synonymous
(Zinnbauer et al. 1999). Moberg (2002) added a concern about what should be considered as the
normative base when assessing spiritual well-being among diverse populations. At best, the ‘scores’
obtained on spiritual well-being measures are arbitrary indicators of spiritual health or well-being
(Boero et al. 2005), that should be used as a basis for further study with the population investigated
and not compared across groups unless they have clearly evident similar world-views and beliefs
(Hill et al. 2000).

A concerted literature search of documents, using the key words ‘spiritual*’ with ‘health’ OR
‘well-being’, together WITH ‘assess’ OR ‘instrument’ OR ‘measure’ OR ‘questionnaire’ OR ‘scale’
OR ‘survey’ yielded nearly 300 quantitative measures of spirituality and/or spiritual health or
well-being published between 1967 and 2014 (Fisher 2015). These instruments range in complexity
from single-items to measures containing up to 156 items. Use of single-item measures attempts to be
justified by researchers who claim, ’simply cueing the respondent into this area of their life and the
aspect that is most salient to them within this area will form the basis of their response’ (Wills 2009).
This argument has some merit, because all surveys rely on respondents making sense of concepts
being investigated via a questionnaire. However, validity is questionable and reliability cannot be
assessed on a single item.
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Existing measures with two to four items would be hard-pressed to provide a comprehensive
cover of multidimensional spiritual well-being. None of the seven 2–4 item measures of SWB, collated
by Fisher (2015), consider more than two of the four domains of spiritual health and well-being.
From that report, a summary of the construct of 39 multi-dimensional spiritual health & well-being
measures (SH/WB) and 137 spirituality (Sp) measures follows. The percentage of measures in each
category which contains more than three items in each of the four factors is: relating with self (SH/WB
97%, Sp 80%); relating with others (SH/WB 64%, Sp 55%); relating with nature (SH/WB 28%, Sp18%);
and, relating with God (SH/WB 64%, Sp 56%). Only five measures contain an equal number of items in
each of the four domains, so as not to favour any one domain over others (Fisher 1999, 2001, 2004, 2013a;
Gomez and Fisher 2003). The most prolific of these is the Spiritual Health and Life-Orientation Measure
(SHALOM) which has been sought for use in over 700 studies in 30 languages (Fisher 2010, 2016).

Despite the warning by Sloan et al. (2002) that multidimensional, multi-item measures would
be best to assess complex constructs such as SWB, and the proviso mentioned above that measures
with two to four items would be hard-pressed to provide a comprehensive cover of multidimensional
spiritual well-being, a four-item instrument was planned for use in this study.

1.3. Research Questions/Focus of This Paper

This report is located within the context of a larger study that investigated ‘parental perceptions of
holistic early childhood education in kindergartens in Hong Kong’. As spiritual well-being is holistic
in nature, it was considered a likely factor to predict holistic early childhood education, in line with
the reference to C.P. Lin’s work mentioned above. Initial plans were to use the 20-item SHALOM
for this purpose. However, this would have occupied nearly a full page in the survey questionnaire.
A dilemma arose because this amount of space was not available in the four-page questionnaire.

Over time, several requests have been made to the first author of this paper for a short SWB
measure to use in complex research projects that simply employ SWB as one, often minor, predictor
variable. To this end, some researchers recently attempted to truncate the 20-item SHALOM to form
an 8-item measure, by selecting two of the five items from each of the four domains. This approach
was criticized because selecting two items does not provide as holistic a measure of a construct as five
items do. These pairs of items did not cohere statistically into coherent factors in the way done by the
original five item sets (Fisher 2016), besides which, selecting different items produces different factor
‘scores’ (Fisher 2013a).

There was a need, therefore, to find, or construct, a suitable measure that addressed each of the
four specified domains of SWB in a concise and coherent way. Most measures use predictor items to
address the entity under investigation, e.g., ‘frequency of prayer’ to predict ‘quality of relationship
with God’. A potential solution came to the mind of the first author in the form of a common lead
statement, with four followers that enquired directly about the four major components of spiritual
well-being, as defined above. This instrument is detailed in the next section.

The research questions that thus arose for this study were,

RQ1 How well do the four items cohere into a valid and reliable measure of spiritual well-being?
RQ2 How much influence do contributing variables have on this four-item SWB measure?

Development of a discriminating, valid, and reliable four-item measure, that reflected the major
theoretical components of spiritual well-being, would provide a very valuable and convenient tool for
researchers in this field.

2. Materials and Methods

Ethics approval was obtained for this project from the Human Research Ethics Committee of The
Education University of Hong Kong on 8 September 2016 (Ref. No. 2015-2016-0377).
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2.1. Survey Instrument Development

Relevant literature and input from discussions with parents and principals were used to compose
two survey questionnaires, which differed to a minor extent, e.g., on the introductory wording to each
question, in order to make each relevant, for parents and teachers. Three additional demographic
questions were completed for each kindergarten by the principal. These draft questionnaires were
initially reviewed by pertinent university staff, then by six kindergarten principals, eight teachers and
ten parents associated with early childhood education. The structure and content of the questionnaires
were scrutinised to ensure their appropriateness, comprehensiveness, readability, and accuracy.
The questions were written in Chinese, as was appropriate for this sample. Two focus group interviews
were held separately with parents and teachers, including principals, to refine the contents of the
questionnaires. The structure and content was considered appropriate by both groups.

The part of the survey questionnaire relevant to this report, Section A, had seven main
questions asking for demographic information of the parents and teachers involved, including their
spiritual well-being:

• A1a listed the District the kindergarten was in, from Hong Kong Island, Kowloon Peninsula or
New Territories. (This question was completed by the principal).

Each principal also provided more information about their kindergarten, relating to:

• A1b Sponsoring body, which had alternative selections of Christian, Asian, Muslim/other,
or non-religious. (This question was also completed by the principal).

• A1c sought average parent monthly Income, with ranges >HK$50,000, $20,000–$50,000 or
<$20,000 per month. (This question was also completed by the principal).

• A2 was different for parents and teachers: parents indicated Relationship with the child, as in
father or mother; teachers indicated how long they have worked in early childhood education.

• A3 sought the Age of the person completing the survey, as 25–30, 31–35, 36–40, 41–45, 46–50 years,
and others.

• A4 asked about the highest Education level of the respondent, from Primary school, High school
F1–F3, High school F4–F7, college graduate, university graduate, or Master or above.

• A5 queried the Nationality, from Mainland China or Hong Kong.
• A6 asked parents what Class their child was in, from K1 to K3, whereas teachers indicated their

Role as principal or class teacher (of K1, K2 or K3).
• A7 presented a new way of assessing spiritual well-being, as introduced above:

‘How important are each of the following relationships for you personally:

a. with God (or heaven)
b. with other people
c. with environment
d. with yourself’

Responses were given on a five-point scale, from 5 = very important, 4 = important, 3 = average,
2 = less important, to 1 = not important.

2.2. Participants and Data Collection

Random sampling was used to select a total of 51 kindergartens from the 18 Districts in Hong
Kong. Of the 51 kindergartens selected, 22 principals agreed to participate in the survey. The main
reasons provided by the non-participating principals were that they were too busy in September, as it
is the commencement of school term; too many other surveys were being received; and they would not
have had time to process the distribution and collection of the returned surveys from parents within
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the time available for this study. Once principals had agreed to participate in the project, parents and
teaching staff were given an Information sheet about the project, with an Invitation to participate,
and a Survey form to complete, if they volunteered to participate. A total of 1383 parents and 165
teachers (including principals) completed the survey questionnaires.

2.3. Method of Data Analysis

Data entered onto the Excel spreadsheet were transposed onto SPSS for Windows Version 21 for
frequency counts, mean and standard deviation values. Systematic analyses of the data were then
undertaken to identify the significant relationships present within them. Using SPSS, frequencies of
variables led to Principal Components Analysis (PCA). Cronbach alpha values were used to test the
reliability of the scale developed from the questionnaires (Cronbach 1970). Regression analyses helped
to identify the variables which contributed significantly to the key variable being investigated.

2.4. Limitations

Some limitations that could have contributed to this study are:

a. Due to some administrative constraints within the sponsoring university, the major limitation on
conducting and running this project was the very short time frame in which it had to be planned,
approved, data collected, analysed, and the report written. Further time constraints operated
within the kindergartens. It was by the good graces of so many willing principals, teachers,
and parents that they freely agreed to participate in this project at what was a very busy time for
kindergartens at the beginning of a new academic year.

b. Only one survey form was sent home per family, so it was not possible to compare parents
in each family in this study. To process two surveys being returned from the same family
would have placed an increased burden on the kindergarten staff to note the relationship
between the respondents on the survey forms, which could have compromised anonymity.
It would also have made the data entry a little more complex, but it could have produced some
valuable comparisons.

c. Detailed socio-economic-status data were not included on the survey forms. Even though
responses were anonymous, seeking such information could have been a barrier that prevented
some parents from completing the survey, leading to a valuable group of respondents being
lost. As such, individual details on income and religious affiliation were not obtained for each
participant. Only average, income and sponsor of each kindergarten were gained from principals
and used for analysis purposes. These statements were based on the best information available
to principals, but the variations within each body would have added greater depth to analyses
of demographic variables.

d. Even though a very good response (77% response rate) was given by parents to participate in
the survey on a voluntary basis in such a quick time, some parents might not have thought it
worthwhile. A response rate of 71% was given by teachers. Although not 100%, both these
response rates indicate good representation of respondents.

3. Results

3.1. Distribution by Demography

The 22 kindergartens were distributed with two from Hong Kong Island, four from Kowloon
Peninsula, with the remaining 16 coming from New Territories.

Thirteen (59%) of the kindergartens had Christian sponsors, which ties in with the fact that about
sixty percent of all kindergartens in Hong Kong have religious sponsors. Two kindergartens had Asian
religious sponsors, with the remaining seven having non-religious sponsors.
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Nine (41%) of the kindergartens had average family income of less than HK$20,000 per month.
The remainder reported between HK$20,000 and HK$50,000 per month for each family.

Eighty percent of the 1383 parents who responded were mothers.
The teachers were evenly spread by years of service with half having less than 15 years of service

and half more.
The average age of the parents was around 36 years, whereas for teachers it was 42 years.
Eighteen percent of the parents had less than Form 4 level of education, with an additional

42 percent having up to Form 7; 14 percent were college educated and 26 percent had university
education. Among the teachers, 11 percent were educated to Form 7, 52 percent were college educated,
and 37 percent of the teachers had university education.

Thirty two percent of parents came from Mainland China, whereas only seven percent of the
teachers did.

Seven percent of parents had children in class level K1, 35% in K2, and 58% in K3. Principals
comprised thirteen percent of kindergarten staff, 87% were class teachers.

3.2. Assessing the Four Items of Spiritual Well-Being

As mentioned, the original plan was to use SHALOM, but it was too large to fit the desired
maximum size of the survey. As SWB was considered a potential contributor to variance in perceptions
of holistic early childhood education, a small instrument, that fitted available space, was needed to
assess SWB. None of 258 available spirituality/SWB measures had less than eight items, in a form
reporting sound Principal Components Analysis or Factor Analysis, as well as reflecting the four
domains of SWB. In fact, only 137 of these 258 instruments reported such statistics (Fisher 2015).

Of the four items, the mothers reported slightly stronger relationships than fathers did with God
and themselves (indicated by * in Table 1).

Table 1. Comparison of parental means for ‘spiritual well-being’ (SWB) items and as a whole.

Group Relation N Mean SD t-Test/Sig.

A7aGod * parent father 280 3.16 1.06 t = −2.21
mother 1103 3.31 1.00 p = 0.027

A7bother parent father 280 4.40 0.70 t = 0.547
mother 1103 4.38 0.67 ns

A7cnature parent father 280 4.05 0.70 t = −1.372
mother 1103 4.12 0.73 ns

A7dself * parent father 280 4.46 0.70 t = −2.138
mother 1103 4.55 0.63 p = 0.033

This gender variation concurs with previous findings using SHALOM (Francis and Fisher 2015).
Based on the belief that we humans are holistic in nature, principal components analyses were

undertaken on responses to the four relationships to determine whether a single factor outcome could
be found.

The four items of the potentially new Spiritual Well-Being scale were subjected to Principal
Components Analysis (PCA) using SPSS Version 21. Before performing PCA, the data were assessed
for suitability for data analysis. Coefficients of 0.3 and above were found for each of the four items in
the correlation matrices for parents and teachers. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin values were 0.72 and 0.73,
respectively, which were higher than the recommended minimum value of 0.6 and Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity reached statistical significance in each sample, supporting the factorability of the correlation
matrices (Pallant 2007).

Principal Components Analysis revealed just one factor in each sample, with eigenvalues
exceeding 1, which explained 53.5% of variance among the parents and 58.4% among the teachers
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(see Table 2). This single factor outcome indicates the potential statistical validity and usefulness of
this novel Spiritual Well-Being scale.

Table 2. Component matrices from Principal Components Analysis (PCA) for four items in SWB.

Items Parent SWB Teacher SWB

God 0.510 0.582
Other people 0.765 0.811

Nature 0.830 0.767
Self 0.779 0.867

Eigenvalue 2.14 2.34

The resultant single factor (comprising four items) SWB scale showed acceptable alpha values of
0.71 for teachers and 0.70 for parents, satisfying the minimum requirement of 0.7. The mean values
(SD) for teachers and parents are listed in Table 3.

Table 3. Mean (SD) values for teachers’ and parents’ SWB.

Teacher N Mean SD

Principal 21 4.41 0.58
K1 teacher 39 4.30 0.49
K2 teacher 48 4.06 0.48
K3 teacher 57 4.18 0.56

Total 165 4.20 0.54

Parent N Mean SD

Mother 1103 3.87 0.59
Father 280 3.93 0.63
Total 1383 3.92 0.60

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), using AMOS, revealed strong Standardized regression
Weights, confirming the relationship of the four items with the total SWB measure, for both parents
and teachers. (See Table 4).

Table 4. Standardized Regression Weights from CFA.

Parents Teachers

God-SWB 0.759 0.815
Other-SWB 0.691 0.713

Nature-SWB 0.772 0.699
Self-SWB 0.507 0.649

The four-item measure in this study had a consistent response mechanism that would permit a
comparison between the relationships being studied, making the construct of this four-item measure
much better than a recently reported eight-item version of SHALOM, which was shown to be
statistically inferior to the original 20-item measure (Fisher 2016).

No significant difference in the level of SWB overall was reported between mothers and fathers
using the total four-item measure (t(1548) = −1.60, p = 0.111 ns), even though a slight variation
had been reported on two items above (in Table 1). This result resembles findings by gender using
SHALOM, in which females scored higher than males on one factor, but not SWB overall (Gomez and
Fisher 2005).

The principals reported marginally higher values for spiritual well-being as compared with some
of the teachers (F(3161) = 2.75, p = 0.047), and an independent-samples t-test conducted to compare the
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SWB scores for teachers and parents revealed that teachers scored significantly higher than parents on
this scale (t(1548) = 6.32, p < 0.001 (two-tailed)). The magnitude of the difference in the means (mean
difference = 0.28, 95% CI: 0.19 to 0.37) was large (effect size = 0.24).

3.3. Influences on the 4-Item Spiritual Well-Being Index

No significant variations were shown by location, income, age, nationality, or the child’s class
level, in relation to SWB. However, hierarchical regression analyses were used to reveal that significant
influence was shown on SWB by sponsor and education level for parents, and sponsor and role,
for teachers. (See Tables 5–9 for details.) It is understandable that kindergartens with Christian
sponsors will attract teachers, especially principals, with higher levels of spiritual well-being, to fit their
ethos, but it is interesting to note that they also attract parents with higher levels of spiritual well-being.

Table 5. Mean (SD) values for influence of Sponsor on parents’ and teachers’ SWB.

Parent SWB Teacher SWB

Sponsor N Mean SD N Mean SD

Christian 832 3.99 0.59 90 4.36 0.55
Asian 142 3.70 0.65 20 4.07 0.55

No religion 409 3.85 0.58 55 4.01 0.43
total 1383 3.92 0.60 165 4.20 0.64

Table 6. Correlations and hierarchical regression analysis for parental SWB.

Education Sponsor

Pearson Correlation SWB 0.081 ** 0.147 ***
N = 1383 Education 0.106 ***

** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Coefficients.

Model F ∆R2 Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

1
9.10 0.007 (constant) 3.82 0.038 101.5 0.000

Education 0.126 0.042 0.081 3.02 0.003

2
18.5 0.020 (constant) 3.73 0.042 91.9 0.000

Education 0.102 0.041 0.066 2.47 0.014
Sponsor 0.173 0.033 0.140 5.26 0.000

Regression analysis can be used to determine the relative contribution of two or more variables
to variance in a defined variable, as shown by Beta values. For example, hierarchical regression
analysis of SWB for parents showed that sponsor contributed more greatly to variance in SWB than
did education level, and for teachers sponsor contributed more greatly than role to variance in SWB.
However, only 2.7 percent of variance was explained by these two predictor variables for parents and
12.8 percent for teachers.

Table 8. Correlations and hierarchical regression analysis for teachers’ SWB.

Role Sponsor

Pearson Correlation SWB −0.149 * 0.311 ***
N = 165 Role 0.090 ns

* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 9. Hierarchical Regression Coefficients.

Model F ∆R2 Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

1
7.42 0.022 (constant) 6.80 1.35 5.04 0.000

Role −0.239 0.0124 −0.149 −1.93 0.056

2
11.9 0.106 (constant) 7.12 1.28 5.56 0.000

Role −0.286 0.118 −0.179 −2.43 0.016
Sponsor 0.350 0.079 0.327 4.44 0.000

When regression analysis was used to compare the four items comprising the 4-ISWBI, it was
clear that greatest variance was explained in SWB, by the God-factor (with highest Beta value), for both
the parent and teacher groups (see Table 10).

Table 10. Item values related to Regression Analyses of four items in 4-ISWBI.

Items Parent Mean (SD) Beta Teacher Mean (SD) Beta

God/heaven 3.28 (1.01) 0.560 3.77 (0.96) 0.598
Other people 4.38 (0.67) 0.374 4.52 (0.59) 0.368

Nature 4.11 (0.74) 0.410 4.33 (0.58) 0.358
Self 4.53 (0.65) 0.000 4.56 (0.62) 0.000

These results reinforce previous findings, obtained using the 20-item SWB measure SHALOM,
that relating with God is the most important of the four relationships for spiritual well-being
(Fisher 2012, 2013a), and that relating with self contributes the least variance to SWB, due to the
high consistency of scores by parents and teachers in this area (See Table 10).

As the instrument stands, the questions comprising the 4-ISWBI address personal perceptions of
ideals for spiritual well-being, as defined above. However, recent studies using SHALOM (in Chinese),
with 1698 adolescents in Hong Kong, revealed large correlation values between the ‘ideals’ and ‘lived
experiences’ in the four domains and total SWB (personal domain r = 0.68, communal domain r = 0.69,
environmental domain r = 0.70, transcendental domain r = 0.79, SWB r = 0.75) (Mok 2013), as well
as similar patterns of relationships between the ideals and lived experiences for secondary school
students with teachers in Australia (Fisher 2008), and large correlational values between the ideals
and lived experiences of 409 adults, in an international study using the generic version of SHALOM
(personal domain r = 0.61, communal domain r = 0.67, environmental domain r = 0.77, transcendental
domain r = 0.84, SWB r = 0.73) (Fisher 2013b). Consequently, it is expected that a strong correlation
would be found between ideals and lived experiences for SWB among adults in Hong Kong, similar
to that found there with students. Therefore, it is anticipated that the 4-ISWBI would provide a
sound measure of (lived experience of) SWB, if it was modified slightly to read, ‘How well do you
relate personally with each of the following, (a) with God/heaven; (b) with other people; (c) with
the environment; (d) with yourself?’, with responses given on a 5-point scale from ‘very weakly’ to
‘very strongly’.

3.4. Validity and Reliability of the 4-ISWBI

3.4.1. Validity

Face validity of instruments aims to establish the acceptability of a scale in the context in which
it is used. This helps to determine whether the scale measures what it claims to measure, based on
the subjective assessment by experts and other people who are similar to the people who are likely to
use the scale. The potential scale in this study was firstly assessed by the supervisors of this project,
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who are knowledgeable in this field of research. Secondly, focus group discussions with kindergarten
parents and principals, indicated that only minor adjustments were needed for the meaning of the
survey contents to be considered clear, understandable and concise.

Content validity is also obtained by expert judgment, to determine the extent to which an
instrument reflects the specific content of what is measured. In this study, the four items in the Spiritual
Well-Being Index came directly from the initial description of Spiritual Well-Being as presented by the
National Interfaith Coalition on Aging (NICA), reinforced by a study with school teachers (Fisher 1998),
with the additional feature of ‘heaven’ being added to the God-item to make it specifically relevant for
Chinese people (Lin 1998).

Construct validity is defined as ‘a process through which empirical evidence is accumulated,
with a view to establishing pertinence in the measurement of a concept or theoretical construct,
through inferences and interpretations based on test scores’ (Heredia et al. 2012). In this study, before
performing Principal Components Analysis (PCA) using SPSS Version 21, the data were assessed for
the suitability for data analysis. Coefficients of 0.3 and above were found for each of the items in
the correlation matrices for parents and teachers in each of the potential scales. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was applied to the items comprising each of the potential scales,
with all results being above the recommended minimum value of 0.6, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
reached statistical significance in each sample, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrices
(Pallant 2007). Eigenvalue of 1 was taken as the cut-off point for the only factor arising from PCA,
with more than 50% variance explained for the total scale. Confirmatory Factor Analysis provided
additional support for the four items relating strongly with SWB overall.

Concurrent validity could be shown by comparing the scores on the four items in the 4-ISWBI with
corresponding factor scores from a confirmed, more comprehensive SWB measure, such as the 20-item
SHALOM, with the same sample, at the same time. This was not possible due to the restricted space in
the current study. However, the findings of similarity from the regression analysis of the four items on
4-ISWBI, with the four factors on SHALOM, reinforces the validity of the 4-ISWBI as a sound indicator
of SWB.

The above results indicate sound validity for the 4-ISWBI.

3.4.2. Reliability

Internal consistency refers to how well a scale or test works similarly in different conditions,
depending on using the same instrument, at different times and settings, with varying respondents,
as well as pure random error. Cronbach’s alpha is the most common method used to determine an
instrument’s internal consistency. Alpha values for the 4-ISWB Index developed in this study were
0.70 for parents and 0.71 for teachers. As a minimum, Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.7 is recommended
to indicate acceptable internal consistency, these results indicate the reliability of the 4-ISWBI.

4. Discussion

In response to Research Question 1, ‘How well do the four items cohere into a valid and reliable
measure of spiritual well-being?’ the 4-Item Spiritual Well-Being Index has shown acceptable validity
and reliability using standard statistical procedures. A comparison of findings with those from a more
comprehensive measure (SHALOM) add to the validity of the 4-ISWBI, for example, relating with
God was once again shown to be the most important of the four relationships for spiritual well-being.
The 4-ISWBI presented here provides an indication of respondents’ perceptions of ideals for spiritual
well-being, not a fully formed comprehensive interrogation of SWB. This 4-ISWB Index would provide
an indication of (lived experience of) SWB, with slight adjustment of wording to read, ‘How well do
you relate personally with each of the following, (a) with God/heaven; (b) with other people; (c) with
the environment; (d) with yourself?’, with responses given on a 5-point scale from ‘very weakly’ to
‘very strongly’.
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Research Question 2, ‘How much influence do contributing variables have on this four-item SWB
measure?’ has been addressed by discrimination via sponsor, teacher role, and level of education in
the populations studied here. Other demographic variables did not show significant influence.

These findings are sufficient to recommend the 4-ISWBI for future studies with adults in other
languages and cultural settings. The structure and level of language in this index are also clear enough
to use with adolescents, and even possibly with primary school-aged children.

Other, single-item, factors have been used in well-being research. For example, eight single-item
factors comprise a Global Life Satisfaction (GLS) measure (Tomyn et al. 2011), one of which was a
composite measure of a ‘domain’ of religion and spirituality, namely, ‘How satisfied are you with your
spirituality or religion’(R/S). Although some doubt could be raised about the capacity of the 4-ISWB
Index to adequately assess SWB, it is more comprehensive than the GLS domain of R/S. Tomyn et al.
(2011) expended considerable effort explaining the ‘factorial invariance between both versions’ of their
scale, comparing adults and children on the single-item factors. Similarly, statistical analyses presented
herein reveal the satisfactory nature of the 4-IWB Index. As its name suggests, an index is ‘a thing
which serves to point to a fact or conclusion’ and ‘is a sign or indication of’ something ((Brown 1993),
Oxford dictionary), and is not an exhaustive exposition thereof.

Undoubtedly, spiritual well-being is a complex construct, often perceived as comprising of four
domains, e.g., by National Interfaith Coalition on Aging (NICA), Fisher (1998), Waaijman (2006),
and Garssen et al. (2016). Each of the items in the 4-ISWB Index provides a summary view of
respondents’ perceptions of the quality of relationships in each of the four specified areas, which
constitute SWB, and not just a title. However, for a more detailed analysis of spiritual well-being,
suitable for comparison with other personal characteristics, such as personality, happiness, and quality
of life, a multi-item instrument, such as SHALOM, would provide a more comprehensive measure of
the complex constructs. That said, this study has shown that the 4-ISWB Index offers a statistically
sound means of obtaining an indication, not a detailed assessment, of spiritual well-being. As such,
it will be useful as an initial screening tool of SWB for nominated populations to see if further, more
detailed analyses may be warranted.
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