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INTRODUCTION

In the article we present the Polish psychometlepsation of the Religious
Commitment Inventory-10 (RCI-10) by E. Worthingtand colleagues (2003),
which is an instrument measuring religious committm&he scale is a short tool
that makes it possible to measure broadly defieédiosity with the main focus
on the subjective influence of religious beliefs ewveryday activities and on
relations with a group defined as a religious comityuor fellow-believers. The
authors’ intention was for the tool to be applidsloain the study of religious
traditions other than Judeo-Christian. The contérthe questionnaire’s items is
highly neutral towards religious doctrines and itiads. They contain only three
concepts that have certain meanings within pasdicreligious traditions but are
nevertheless acceptable to and individually undedsty believers of different
religions, as well as the persons considering tedras spiritual rather than reli-
gious. These concepts are “religion” (together vtttk adjective “religious”),
“faith,” and “religious community.” The last imp@mt characteristic of the ques-
tionnaire is the practical reason why it was depetb It was created to measure
the religiosity of clients and patients in the prss of psychotherapy due to the
significant influence of religious beliefs and t@ace on their relationship with
the therapistand on their expectations regardiregatty (Worthington, 1996,
1988). This fact significantly influences the wéue tinstrument is constructed; it
concentrates mainly on the effect of religiosity fanctioning outside religious
situations. It can therefore be assumed that odityi has a similar influence on
the areas of life other than psychotherapy (sealk{@012).

Despite the growing number of good quality questares for measuring re-
ligiosity (see Grzymata-Moszcagka, 2004; Jarosz, 2011), there is no instru-
ment that would put aside the beliefs determineddbgious traditions or reli-
gious experiences, as well as individual or graljgious practices. Consequent-
ly, the adaptation of the RCI-10, which is based wide definition of religiosi-
ty, seems worthwhile. Authors agree that these dgioms (beliefs, experiences,
practices) constitute the essence of religiosignnot be understood without
them. As Emmons (2000) points out, the symbols useslibjectively describe
religiosity are always constructed with in partauteligious traditions, and so
a religiosity that has no reference to a specrdition as understood by Wulff
(1999) is nonexistent. On the other hand, we ateessing transformations in
the area of modern religion that manifest themseliwethe privatization and
deinstitutionalization of religion (Streib & Hoo@013). More and more fre-
quently, people define themselves as spiritual rmtt religious (Jarosz, 2010;
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Krok, 2009), despite the problems with a clearmgéin of this concept (Skrzy-
pinska, 2014). Such people feel helpless when facéd té task of filling out

a questionnaire in which they have to answer qoestconcerning particular
doctrines or religious practices. Alternativelyeyhgive negative answers to such
questions.

The theoretical background of the scale

Worthington (1988) agrees that the religious chiaraof each life practice
(understood as Gregkaxis) depends on the meaning that a person attribates t
his or her activity within the framework of his ber subjective “construction” of
reality (see Huber, 2007). He draws on Markus’'sephcof self-schemata.
A deeply religious person who uses religious cotségnds to color their per-
ception of the world, their opinion about the woréthd their experience of the
world with religious contents. Consequently, a ecdesable part of that person’s
everyday practice acquires a religious characteis fiefers to all aspects of life:
free time, family life, political engagement, edtioca, or work. Similarly, in
their conception of giving a religious significan€argament and Mahoney
(2005) as well as Park (2005) assume that attrigui religious character to any
aspect of reality brings about a transformatiorthi@ individual’s behavior and
changes the way such behavior is assessed. Theptooic“religious glasses”
proposed by Huber (2007) may be understood indheeswvay.

Worthington refers to a wide definition of spiritiig and religiosity offered
by Hill and colleagues (2000). This definition is@ammon work of a group of
influential American scientists, produced as a ltesiua dialog between them. It
contains three criteria based on which it is pdesitbm a psychological stand-
point to classify a given phenomenon as havingigtsgl and/or religious cha-
racter. These are:

A. Feelings, thoughts, experiences, and behaviatsare stem from the pur-
suitof holiness.

B. Pursuit of goals other than holy ones (sucthassense of identity, belong-
ing, meaning and purpose, as well as health andbe@lg) in a context that, in
the first place, is supposed to promote and fatdiA (pursuit of holiness).

C. Means and methods (e.g., rituals, recommendedvilms) of pursuing
holiness that are appreciated and supported bgeantifiable group of people.

Should only the first criterion be fulfilled (A)t is spirituality, not religiosity,
that we are dealing with. For religiosity to be ttese, criteria A or/and B as
well as C (Hill et al., 2000, p. 66) have to bdifigdd.
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The term “holiness” used in the definition of critm A is a key concept to
the understanding of the essence of religiosity spidtuality. As the authors
intended, the concept of holiness refers to thagserecognized by an individual
as holy or supernatural, and to the reality ormtmagtcognized as ultimate (in that
case, we speak of the Ultimate Reality and Truflme term overlaps with the
semantic scope of ,transcendence” as defined BitSémd Hood (2013); it re-
fers to specific objects or events that are outtlideeveryday, ordinary context
and therefore deserve recognition and worship.rtés encompasses such con-
cepts as God, divinity, the Ultimate Reality, anldes aspects of life that have an
exceptional and unique status for individuals araligs (Krok, 2009). The term
“other than holy,” used in criterion B, points refd¢o the goals that Allport (All-
port & Ross, 1967) described as the goals of eatlgrmotivated religiosity. The
means and methods mentioned in criterion C refereligious practices, both
individual and group ones, that are supported btiquéar communities and are
legitimized by them.

The variable describing the tendency of a persojudge the world based
on religious values is referred to by Worthingtanraligious commitment. Fol-
lowing Koenig (Koenig, McCullough, & Larson, 2001he defines religious
commitment as referring to the degree to which diqdar person is involved
in their religion; thus defined, religious commitmds gradable. According to
Worthington, a particular individual’s religious mmitment may be estimated
based on the level of identification with religioualues, beliefs, and motivated
religiously practices in everyday life.

Believing the previous psychological operationdlmas of the concept of
religious commitment to be inadequate, Worthingtelies on the five-factor
model of religious commitment constructed in théd® by Stark and Glock.
They distinguished five core dimensions of religiatommitment: the ideologi-
cal dimension (accepting the set of beliefs ofveeireligion as one’s own), reli-
gious practices (acts of worship and piety — thagerituals and religious devo-
tions), religious experience (the feeling of cohtaith the supernatural sphere),
the intellectual dimension (knowledge of the bakigmas of one’s faith, rituals,
holy books, and traditions), and the dimension afisequences (the results of
convictions, practices, experiences, and religiknswledge in everyday life)
(Stark & Glock, 1970, as cited in Piwowarski, 199Bgspite the fact that the
variable measured by Worthington’s RCI-10 questigrebears the same name
(religious commitment), the content of the scaleludes only one of the five
dimensions (of this commitment) — namely, the cqosatial dimension, igno-
ring the dimensions of knowledge, experience, bgliand religious practices
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i.e., (the intellectual, ideological, experientiahd ritual dimensions). An exam-
ple statement of the scale is: “Religious belieftuience all my dealings in life.”
Moreover, what Worthington considers to be an irtgoar aspect of religious
consequences is activities associated with refleciind gaining knowledge on
faith and religiosity (“I spend time trying to grow understanding of my faith”)
and the activity associated with the religious camity (“I enjoy working in the
activities of my religious organization”)This means the concept of religious
commitment has a different meaning and scope frtark&nd Glock’s concept.
This stems from the purposes for which the RCI-¢8les was developed; the
purpose was to determine the practical consequarfaedigious commitment in
psychotherapy and counseling, as well as to createcumenical and meta-
-denominational scales.

This kind of perspective, however, results in défimal problems because,
as Start and Glock say, full clarity as to the ekt® which the factors are an
integral part of religious commitment and to whateat they are its result is
missing (Stark & Glock, 1970, as cited in Piwoward996, p. 158). The con-
sequences of religiosity are therefore not a dimeensf religiosity as such, and
this argument has often been raised by criticdh@lgh this argument may be
deemed sound, this dimension remains particulaniyortant both for Christian
theology and for all other religious traditions ¢l shall know them by their
fruits”), and the consequences of religiosity ameiraportant touchstone of the
quality and authenticity of religiosity itself. Whthey refer to is a person’s rela-
tion to other people and the world, rather thandrisher relationship to God,
transcendence, or the supernatural world (BilE802).

Nonetheless, it has to be remembered that the goastial dimension can-
not be examined and understood separately fronrahmaining dimensions of
religiosity. Attitudes and behaviors in secularaarean be considered as con-
sequences of religiosity as long as they are basethe conviction that they
stem from religious views, imperatives, and praiiiois. The RCI-10 scale ful-
fills this requirement because it items always aoni@ reference to faith, reli-
gion, and the community, even though they leavargel degree of freedom in
the interpretation of these concepts. On the oltlaexd, a person who does not
follow the rules of his or her faith but does méwt conditions stated in some or
all the other dimensions will still deserve to tadled a religious person. Still,
not fulfilling the criteria of the consequentialnténsion remains an interesting
question worth studying (see Wulff, 1999). It isritonoting that in the Dimen-
sions of Religious Commitment questionnaire by ISt@and Glock the conse-
quential dimension is described by items concerrdngeptance for religious
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criteria of choice in marriage, customs, businass, politics, but it also contains
an item about applying religious convictions (aidiesanctioned by God) in
everyday choices (Billiet, 2002). It should be nbtkat in one of the best known
tools for examining the centrality of religiosityi-e., Huber’'s C-15, adapted into
Polish by Zarzycka (2011), which also refers todbacept of Stark and Glock —
the consequential dimension was ignored as deleatabl

How does religiosity shape people’s behavior inrgday practice? This
happens through the assessment of life decisicthaetivities from the perspec-
tive of the adopted religious values. Worthingt@®&8) accepts the view, taken
from Milton Rokeach'’s theory of the value systehgttthe person who evaluates
the world and their behavior through religious sohs (norms) integrates their
religion with their lifemore strongly. The valuetap regulatory and modifying
functions for the individual's activities with reghto things, ideas, and people
by creating incentive tensions (motives, drive i@icement) as well as by orga-
nizing and structuring experience. The values eradtierarchical system, which
Rokeach (1967) defines as a stable organizationoaf¥ictions regarding the
preferred ways of behavior or final states of eetise along the continuum of
relative importance (Brzozowski, 1989). Thus, nelus commitment will mean
a high position of religious values in the systevalues and their high impact
on everyday practice. It should be mentioned iha®oland, it was Golan (1992)
who investigated the links between religious commeitt and a person’s func-
tioning from the perspective of personality shaping

POLISH ADAPTATION OF THE SCALE

The original version of the scale

The RCI-10 is a 10-item version of the original iBn Religious Values
Scale (RVS) for measuring religious commitment. R¥S was created as a tool
for measuring religious values in counseling and wablished in thdournal of
Counseling Psychologiyn 1988 (see Worthington et al., 1996). Howevérthe
whole questionnaire, only the scale measuring imaligycommitment — the cen-
tral concept in Worthington’s theory — turned ocwuthiave adequate psychometric
properties. It was a 20-item scale; it was themced to 17 items and one factor
(McCullogh, Worthington, Maxie, & Rachal, 1997),danext, in the final ver-
sion, to 10 items while retaining the two-factorusture. We translated this
version of the scale into Polish.
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When constructing the scale, Worthington assumaditidividuals strongly
committed to religion will behave far in entirelyffdrent ways in social situ-
ations than people with average or weak religiaxramitment. This thesis refer-
red to therapy, but it can be assumed to applyhercareas of life as well. Study
reports from countries with a more diverse cultseem to confirm it. A large
number of reports refer in particular to the relas between religiosity and psy-
chological health, religion and physical healthwasl as religion and other var-
iables that are part of quality life understoodygneral terms. The RCI scale is
used mainly in the area of research on the effggierf counseling and therapy in
the context of the client’'s/patient’s religious garions and practices versus the
counselor’s/therapist's system of religious valuas,well as clients’ and pa-
tients’ religious expectations with regard to therapy and therapist (e.g., Wade,
Meyer, Goldman, & Post, 2008). The scale has atsmhused in research on the
tendency to develop addictions (e.g., Sauer-ZavRiaris, & Carlson, 2014),
social prejudices (Harris, Cook, & Kashubeck-We808), suicidal inclinations
(Foo, Alwi, Ismail, Ibrahim, & Osman, 2014), andnsomption patterns (Cleve-
land, Laroche, & Hallab, 2013), as well as in tlsgghology of gender differen-
ces (McCullough, Carter, DeWall, & Corrales, 201R9th positive and negative
consequences of religiosity on everyday practice seen reported.

In accordance with the authors’ intentions, RCleHh be treated as a one-
-dimensional tool or as one that consists of twmatisions corresponding to
Intrapersonal and Interpersonal Religiosity scalessome degree, both these
scales correspond to the two dimensions of religiadistinguished by Allport
(Allport & Ross, 1967): internally motivatech{rinsic) religiosity and externally
motivated éxtrinsig religiosity. Despite the dominant reception ottbdimen-
sions as opposing ones, with “intrinsic religiosibhaving a positive value and
“extrinsic” one having a negative value, Worthingtnd colleagues do not eval-
uate the proposed dimensions of religious commitmBmey see them as com-
ponents of the same phenomenon: religious commitnhethe American study
the mean for the whole scaleNs= 23.6 ED= 18.8).

Intrapersonal religious commitmernl= 9.0,SD= 4.5), or Factor 1 (eigen-
value = 6.20), consists of six items, which explé@h per cent of the common
variance of the tool. This kind of commitment idided by the authors as cogni-
tive, but in accordance with Worthington’s theotynieans that a religiously
committed person perceives and values their evgrgdtvities in terms of their
own faith (religious evaluation). Moreover, thisakx contains commitment com-
ponents such as gaining new information, reflecteomd understanding the na-
ture of one’s faith more and more deeply, as welcammunity activities and
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work for the community. The construction of thislecis therefore rooted in the
accepted definition of religiosity and in Milton Reach’s theory of values. As
a result, it reflects the aspect of religiosityttsaems to be decisive to the in-
fluence of religiosity on everyday practice (Pargain& Mahoney, 2005).

Interpersonal Religious Commitment (= 14.7; SD = 7.1), or Factor 2
(eigenvalue = 1.01), consists of four items, whéotplain 10.1 per cent of the
tool’'s variance. This commitment has a social ctigraand the items concern
attitudes towards religious community that the eabja person) feels he or she
belongs to. The community is understood here wjdedya group of persons with
whom the tested person has a feeling of unity dughtiring common attitudes,
interests, and aims. In this sense, it does no¢ havbe a parish, a congregation,
or an institutional denominational community: itnhcalso be an informal group
maintaining only remote contact or meeting occaalign

In Worthington’s study (Worthington et al., 2003)nducted on groups of
Christians, these scales correlated with the dedlérequency of engaging in
religious practices (attending mass or servicethénchurch) at the level of .70
for the whole RCI scale, .60 for Intrapersonal felis Commitment, and .73
for Interpersonal Religious Commitment. IntrapeedoReligious Commitment
also correlated with the Intensity of Spiritual d.imore strongly than Interper-
sonal Religious Commitment. Both these scalestapagly correlated with self-
-rated religious commitment, but the correlationsisonger in the case of the
Intrapersonal scale than in the case of the Intsgpel scale.

The Polish version of the scale

Assuming the cultural universality of the definitiof religious commitment
as described by Worthington et al. (2003), we chbsetranslation method, ta-
king into account Brzezinski's (2006) and ZawadzKP004) suggestions on the
necessity of keeping the equivalence of the tasislae context of cultural adap-
tation. The translation of the scale took placstages. In the first stage two psy-
chologists with fluent English, an English transtatand a student of both psy-
chology and the English language translated thestécom English into Polish.
The proposed translations of particular items waostly convergent and soun-
ded similar. Then, out of four translations, we sdhéhe one that sounded best in
the Polish language and was the most unambigudes.n€xt step was back-
-translation, performed in order to verify the @mtness of the original transla-
tion of the scale into Polish. This procedure aonéid the consistency of the
translations with the original items, which enablled use of the questionnaire in
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further studies. Item 1 of the questionnaire (‘teof read books and magazines
about my faith”) raised controversy due to the fhett, according to the transla-
tors, in the original version it only refers tormged sources. It was assumed that
the intention of the question was to determinédnéf subjects gain new informa-
tion about their faith, regardless of the source.féared that the tested individu-
als would understand it literally and would not smier a social networking se-
rvice such as You Tube or television programs. Tliae final version of the
statement reads: "l often read texts or watch @nograssociated with my faith.”
The instruction was not modified and remained dwvis: “Read each of the
statements below. Use the scale provided to magkddgree to which a given
statement describes you.”

A 5-point Likert scale was used in the questiorsgiust like in the original
version. Only the descriptions of the scale werdlified. They are as follows:
1 —the statement is utterly inaccurat2 —the statement is rather inaccurate
3 —the statement is both accurate and inaccurdte-the statement is rather
accurate 5 —the statement is totally accurafe the original version: circle the
response that best describes how true each statesrfenyou 1 —not at all true
of me 2 —some what true of m& —moderately true of met —mostly true of
me 5 —totally true of mg

Factorial validity

In order analyze factorial validity, we tested 5&irsons including 82 full-
-time, evening, and part-time students of the Unsiitg of Silesia and the Sile-
sian University of Technology (undergraduate anddgate students) and 499
working people of differenttrades and professiang.( banking, mining, or civil
service), including a large group of teachers (fi&6ple). The group of students
consisted of 45 women (55%) and 37 men (45%). éngloup of employees
there were 200 women (58%) and 143 men (42%).dmgtbup of teachers, wo-
men dominated (136 people, 87%). The mean ageegbdhticipants was: 22.26
years in the group of studentS¥= 1.51, range from 20 to 30), 33.96 years in
the group of employeeSD= 11.05; 18-62 years), and 34.41 years in thegrou
of teachers{D= 7.97; 24-56 years). In the whole sample, 32fe(b6%) had
higher education, 239 (41%) had secondary educatiod 20 (3%) had voca-
tional education. The study was conducted in Uppkegsia in 2013 by the
authors of the present article during lecturesrainings. As the RCI question-
naire is the same for all participants (with theneaset of ten items), we decided
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to combine the results of the samples describedeabbhe data gathered by
means of Statistica 10.0 package was divided rahdomto two samples:
A (N =273) and BN = 308). In the group of employees, except for heas, the
participants had a possibility of defining themsashas practicing, not practicing
believers, or nonbelievers, according to their eatye feeling (and in accord-
ance with the way the participants understood tleedegories — the way the
measurement was performed did not pose any problgthsdefining oneself
in these terms). Participation in the study wasintdry and anonymous.

In the first step, we performed a confirmatory mcanalysis to find out if
empirical data supported the tested model (Kona9). Fit estimation was
based on the values of root mean square errorpybajmation (RMSEA), com-
parative fit index (CFI), standardized root meanissg residual (SRMR), and
normed fit index (NFI) (Konarski, 2009; Schermelehgel, Moosbrugger, &
Mdller, 2003). The values of these indices are miirethe form of ranges that
indicate the degree of adjustment, or goodnesg.ofte values of RMSEA and
SRMR should be lower than .08, whereas CF| and stiieuld exceed .90. The
range of good fit is CFEk .97 and NFI > .95, whereas acceptable fit is €H5
(or .90) and NFb .90. The valug?/df — i.e., the proportion of’ to the degrees
of freedom that should range from 2 to 3 (acceptéibl or from 0 to 2 (good fit)
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003, p. 52).

In the first analysis, we used Sample A data. Wiigd the fit of two mo-
dels: the one-factor model and the two-factor mgdeke Wortinghton et al.,
2003). The models were tested with the matrix ofaciance of the 10 items. In
the case of the two-factor model, the latent vdeslwere correlated. The results
of this analysis are presented in Table 1.

Table 1
The Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis: dxparison of the Fit of Alternative RCI-10-PL
Factor Models. Sample A(= 273)

Model x?(df) y2ldf RMSEA CFI NFI SRMR Ay

1 226.58%(35) 6.47 14 .96 .96 .042 -

2 190.34*(34) 5.59 A3 .97 .96 .041 36.26*
3 178.10%(34) 5.24 ) .97 .97 .039 48.48*

Note Ay®>= a one-factor model — the model in a given row: dne-factor model, 2 — two-factor model 1 (see
Worthington et al., 2003), 3 — two-factor modelit2r 1 is shifted), p < .001.
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As the results in the table show, both the onesfattodel and the two-factor
model (marked as 1 and 2) are fitted similarly, tety*(Ax?) difference is stati-
stically significant, and it should be stated ttheg two-factor model is character-
ized by a slightly better fit than the one-factoodul. During the work on the
original instrument more significant differencestiaeen these solutions were
obtained (see Wortinghton et al., 2003). Still, sidaring the value afy?, it can
be assumed that the RCI may consist of two scillesobtained relatively the
best fit for the two-factor model where item 1 ¢ften read books and magazi-
nes about my faith”; in the Polish version: “| afteead texts or watch programs
associated with my faith"yvas moved to the Interpersonal Religiosity compo-
nent (two-factor model 2).

Further analyses were thus performed for both ane-two-factor models.
In the second stage we analyzed the fit of thes#emsdin the case of two-factor
models, we tested the model with correlated latantibles) to the data obtained
for sample B. The fit assessment was based onatine sndicesas in the case of
sample A. The following values of fit indices wexetained:

(1) y*(df) = 202.15(35); y/df = 6.31; RMSEA = .13; CFl = .98;
SRMR = .031; NFI = .97 for the one-factor model;

(2) ¥X(df) = 137.14(34);y%df = 4.03; RMSEA
SRMR =.029; NFI = .98 for two-factor model 1;

(3) yA(df) = 132.72(34);y%/df = 3.90; RMSEA
SRMR = .025; NFI = .98 for two-factor model 2.

The measurements in Polish samples thus indicateptable fit. Even
though the value of the root mean square errorppfaimation (RMSEA) is
higher than the permitted value (i.e., .08) andsiolgt the range of acceptable or
satisfactory fit (similarlyy?df > 3), the other indicators are within the range of
acceptable fit. In this sample, the fit obtainedtfee two-factor model was simi-
lar to that obtained in American sampleg(df) = 111.90(34); CFI = .97,
NFI = 96). Table 2 shows completely standardizexioialoadings (lambda — X,
Completely Standardized Solution). All the covagaturned out to be statistical-
ly significant atp < .001. It is worth noting that the fit of the tWiaetor models is
very similar and the factor loading for item 1 isg identical.

.099; CFI = .98;

.097; CFI = .98;
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Table 2
The Model of Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The Fadtoadings (the Completely Standardized
Solution Xlambdg of the 10 Items for Sample B

LX  LX(A) LX(B) LX(A) LX(B)
M1 M211 M2l M221  M22ll

No. Item content

5 My religious beliefs lie behind my wholeap-

proach to life. 81 82 - 83 B

3 1 spend‘ time trying to grow in understanding 89 90 _ 90 _
ofmy faith.

8 Itis important to me to spend periods of time 92 9 _ 92 _
inprivate religious thought and reflection. ' ' '

7 _Re_||g|ous beliefs influence all my dealings 88 89 _ 89 _
in life.

4 Religion is especially important to me because
itanswers many questions about the meaning .89 .89 - .89 -
of life.

1 | often read books and magazines about my
faith. (I often read texts or watch programs .78 77 - - .79
associated with my faith)

9 | enjoy working in the activities of my religious _ _
organization. 82 85 85

6 | enjoy spe_n_dmg time with others of my 62 _ 63 _ 63
religiousaffiliation.

10 | keep well informed about my local religious-

: L o .88 - .94 — .93

group and have some influence in its decisions.

2 I make financial contributions to my religious- 5o _ 80 _ 80

organization.

Note LX — completely standardized X-lambda factor iogd: for the first A factor (intrapersonal religity);
for the second B factor (Interpersonal Religiositil — one-factor model; M211 — Intrapersonal Rielgity —
two-factor model 1 (see Worthington et al., 200821Il — Interpersonal Religiosity — two-factor mdde(see
Worthington et al., 2003); M22I — Intrapersonal iBielsity — two-factor model 2 (without item 1); MR2-
Interpersonal Religiosity — two-factor model 2 (witem 1).

This is why, eventually, we decided to accept thee solution as the origi-
nal one — namely, a two-factor model with item &igised to the Intrapersonal
Religiosity factor. This will facilitate comparissrbetween the Polish and Amer-
ican samples.

Reliability

The RCI-10-PL scale reliability assessment was dasecalculating Cron-
bach’'sa coefficients — the indicators of internal consiste and the correlation
between the results of two measurements performngeabplying the test-retest

! The order of items is the same as in Wortinghtueh eolleagues (2003).
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method with an interval of five weeks. To verifyetimternal consistency, Cron-
bach’sa coefficients were calculated, as presented inel&lTo estimate the
test-retest stability, we tested 101 individualsechgl9 to 60 M = 37.49,
SD = 12.73), including 61 (60%) women and 40 men; 4Bipipants (43 per
cent) had secondary education, 41 (41%) had higtiecation, eight had voca-
tional education, and nine had a bachelor’'s degféese people represented
different professions and were employed at diffecgganizations of Upper Sile-
sia and the Opole region.

;Zﬁfbﬁity Soefficients (Cronbaché§ of Two RCI Scales for Samples A, B, and C
Sample R-intra Intrapersonal Religiosity R-intra iner Interpersonal Religiosity
A a=.93 o=.85

B a=.95 o=.88

C o=.92 o=.82

Note.C — Sample in which the test-retest stability & RC| was measured.

The Cronbach’'su coefficients calculated for the tested samplescatd
a high level of reliability of the RCI scales. Rddility if relatively lower for
the Interpersonal Religiosity scale. For the whBIEl scale, we obtained the
following values:o = .95 for Sample Ag = .96 (B sample) and = .96 (C sam-
ple in which test-retest stability was measured).

The correlation of the initial measurement with theasurement after five
weeks wasr = .93 for the whole scale; = .91 for Intrapersonal Religiosity
(R-intra), andr = .90 for Interpersonal Religiosity (R-inter). No sificant dif-
ferences were observed between the means obtaitiezl measurements (test-
-retest). The mean scores for both measurements: \28c09 (test) and 27.67
(retest) for the whole scale<£ 1.07,p > .28,t-test for dependent samples), 17.61
and 17.44 for R-intratE 0.63, p>.53), and 10.48 and 10.24 for R-inter
(t=1.27,p>.21). It indicates a high time stability of tR€I scale.

Intercorrelations

The R-intra and R-inter scales are strongly coteelavith each other. In
Sample A the correlation was .85, but in Sampléwais .87. In the confirmatory
analyses, the correlation between latent variabtesesponding to R-intra and
R-inter was .93, which shows the semantical prairaf these two constructs.
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Table 4 presents the intercorrelations obtainednwilasting test-retest stability.
They are ordered in accordance with Campbell anske’s model, as

a “multitrait—-multimethod matrix” (Brzozowski & Dral, 1995; Drwal, 1987,

1989) — a matrix of two R-intra and R-inter paragngtand two methods (test-
-retest).

Table 4

The Analysis of Convergent and Discriminant (Divetyevalidity of the RCI Based on the
Intercorrelations of RCI Scales Within the First &arement (Test) and the Second one (Retest)
as Well as Between Measurements

M SD 1. R-intra 2. R-inter 4. R-intra
1. R-intra 17.61 6.84
2. R-inter 10.48 4.33 74
3. R-intra 17.44 6.96 _.9 14
4. R-inter 10.24 4.20 .69 .90 .75

Note First measurement — 1 and 2; second measurengeahe 4.

In accordance with this pattern, the correlatiorsta fulfill four conditions.
Firstly, the convergent validity coefficients (imfle 4 they are underlined with
a continuous line) should be high. All of them arpial or higher than .90. The
second condition is that the coefficients shouldigger than those in the “mul-
titrait-multimethod matrix” that are underlined tvid dotted line. This condition
is fulfilled for all the scales; for instance, theore on the R-intra scale from the
first measurement correlates with the R-intra séan the second measurement
more strongly than with the remaining scales. Thiedtcondition requires the
validity coefficient to be higher than the coeféints in the fields of “the hetero-
trait—-monomethod matrix” (not underlined in Tablg Zhe fourth condition
requires that in all the fields similar conditioascur. As results from Table 4,
this condition was fulfilled. This is a sign of R@alidity.

External validity

To answer the question regarding external validity,performed an analysis
of results for a group of 343 people. It was pdrthe 499-employee group de-
scribed above (the teachers did not complete tbés tdescribed below). The
persons in this sample filled in the Self-Repore&ionnaire (SQ) developed by
Heszen-Niejodek and Gruszdémka (2004). The instrument measures spirituality
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or, more precisely, harmony — that is, the directietermined by God, the direc-
tion determined by other people, and the direatietermined by the universe.

1. Religious attitudes (RA) refer to emotions, thbis and religious expe-
riences, their meaning in everyday life and thefluence on moral choices and
behaviors, the expressed attitude to God (“faithGtd allows me to survive
difficult moments in life”). In the present studyis scale had an internal con-
sistency ofx = .91.

2. Ethical sensitivity (ES) means that moral (eahiwalues hold a high posi-
tion in the individual's cognitive system. A persarth such a system takes care
to act in accordance with these values and hasdetey to engage in ethical
reflection, o = .83 (“I reflect on problems such as euthanadiath penalty,
etc.”).

3. Harmony (H) means the tendency of an individoasearch for harmony
with the world, inner order, and the consistencyiffierent forms of his or her
own activity,a = .78 (“I have a feeling that | am part of the 16ty.

Table 5

The Values of Correlation Coefficients Between RCigisity and the Spirituality Dimensions of
the Self-Report Questionnaird £ 343)

M SD RA ES H R-intra R-inter RCI
RA 18.12 7.02
ES 25.94 4.83 54w
H 23.15 491 Rolo kil 53xx*
R-intra 16.04 6.76 .89rr* 50%x* S
R-inter 9.94 4.25 TR e il A2k .84xx
RCI 25.98 10.56 .88xr* AQrrx AT .98 > .94+

Note *** p < .001.

We expected that both intrapersonal and interpaisaigiosity would be
associated with religious attitudes (RA) and withieal sensitivity and harmony.
We predicted the strongest correlations betweeégiosity and religious attitudes
as well as weaker ones between religiosity anccetlsensitivity (ES) and har-
mony (H). As shown in Table 4, RCI-10-PL has strengelations with the Self-
-Report Questionnaire (SQ) scales. As predicted,sthongest correlation con-
cerns religious attitudes (RA) and intrapersonéifi@sity (R-intra) as well as
interpersonal religiosity (R-inter). At any ratbetcorrelation coefficient between
RA and R-intra is a little higher than the corriglat coefficient between RA
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and R-inter. The other coefficients are lower angamthat about 23%, 25%
(R-intra), or about 18% (R-inter) of the variahjlibf one variable may be ac-
counted for by its relation to the other varial®worol, 1981).

The correlations presented in Table 5 show a hagivergent validity of the
RCI-10-PL scale, as it correlates strongly withtheo method measuring a simi-
lar phenomenon. High correlations between religiattgudes and internal as
well as external religiosity suggest that thesaalbdes are identical. The confir-
matory factor analysis showed that the construcistmapersonal religiosity and
religious attitudes are similar (model 3 in Table Monetheless, relatively the
best fit was found in the case of the 5-factor mddeen though the fit is far
from satisfactory, only two CFI and NFI parametessre within this range), in
which the correlated latent variables correspondé@dl the number of scales
in the RCI and Self-Report Questionnaire (R-intmd A were separated). Thus,
it may be stated that these constructs, thougHasinm fact represent phenome-
na that have their own specificity.

Table 6
The Verification of the Fit of Alternative Models the Pool of Items of the RCI and the Self-
-Report Questionnaire

Model e df  4¥df RMSEA CFl  NFI SRMR Ay
1.1-factor 3566.10+ 405  8.81 150 93 92 .100 -
2.2-factor 3358.21* 404 831 150 93 92 .096 207.
3.4-factor 1736.08* 399 435 .099 96 94 .096 16322
4 5-factor 1600.46* 395  4.05 .095 96 95 .094 a35.

Note* p < .01;A 4* = y? of the given row —? of the row below. 1 — one “Spirituality” factor:@R items
and Self-Report Questionnaire items; 2 — two factét) Religiosity (RCI) and (2) Spirituality (Self-Report
Questionnaire); 3 — four factors: (1) InterpersdReligiosity (R-inter); (2) Ethical Sensitivity (EES3) Harmony
(H), (4) Intrapersonal Religiosity (R-intra and RA) — five factors: 1. Interpersonal Religiosity-ifiRer),
2. Ethical Sensitivity (ES), 3. Harmony (H), (4}reppersonal Religiosity (R-intra), (5) Religiougitdes (RA).

Noticeably, the differences in the goodness obétween models 3 and 4
(see Table 6) are not significant, which meansRAescale may be treated as an
extension of the contents of the R-intra scale. fBseilts of confirmatory analy-
ses unequivocally attest to the convergent validiityrrelation with RA) and
differential validity (lower correlations with WEnd H) of the RCI (see Konar-
ski, 2009).

The subjects were instructed as follows: “Imagihattyour professional
development only depends on you. To what extentidvpour professional goal
be: to help other people achieve goals by supgpttiem materially and spiritu-
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ally"? The subjects could indicate their respon@esa 5-point scale (1 rot at
all, 2 —a little, 3 —moderately 4 —considerably and 5 —-very much. It was
expected that the persons with higher religious rmdment would agree with
such a goal to a greater extent. The analysis afda correlations showed that
both RI dimensions are weakly or positively assteclavith this goal of work.
For the R-intra dimensiorm,= .13, p < .05; for the R-inter dimensiom,= .12,

p < .05, and for the RCk = .13, p < .05. Bearing in mind that the above ques-
tion concerned the professional goal (not evergimisly committed person will
have such a professional goal), these weak cowefatcould be deemed as
a confirmation of the validity of the RCI questiaire.

The subjects were also to supposed to respondetdottowing statement:
“Religiosity should not have influence on the wawpriv is done”; they were
supposed to indicate the response on a 5-poineagnmet scale (1 + do not
agree at all 5 —1 fully agred. It was predicted that religious persons wouldl no
agree with this statement. The analysis of Peacsorelations showed that, in-
deed, both RI dimensions are moderately and neggtassociated with the de-
gree of agreement with this statement. For R-imtra;.36,p < .001; for R-inter,

= -.33,p<.001, and for RCIt = -.36,p < .05.

In the appraisal of RCI external validity we alsmk into account the dif-
ferences between the mean scores for the groupertdfelievers and practicing
persons. A group of 342 employees answered theigonebout their attitude to
religion by describing themselves in terms of thewe categories. It was expec-
ted that the group of believers and practicing gesswvould be characterized by
a higher intensity of religiosity than others. TA§OVA showed that within each
scale there were significant statistical differendsetween the groups distin-
guished (see Table 7).

The post-hoc Tukey's honest significant differemests showed the signifi-
cance of these differences between the group aftipitag persons and nonbe-
lievers as well as nonpracticing individuals. Ae thame time, the tests did not
show differences between the group of nonpractipegsons and nonbelievers.
The observed differences between the mean scoggartular groups are large-
ly consistent with the expectations. Practicingspas and believers are characte-
rized by a stronger religious commitment than nanfcing persons or nonbe-
lievers. This confirms the validity of the presahiguestionnaire. On the other
hand, the results obtained in three groups destridimve have an additional
value. Namely, high mean scores on all three saalése group of people who
define themselves as nonbelievers attracts attenliioour opinion, this means
the questionnaire lets the subjects indicate tlael lef religiosity as understood
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by Hill et al. (2000, p. 66), which fulfills condn A (criterion for spirituality)
and, as pursuit of holiness, it may deserve theenafnspirituality rather than
religiosity. The discussion on this problem excettr@sframework of this article
but seems worth continuing (see Streib, 2007).

Table 7

Mean Scores on RCI Scales for Practicing People, Katiging People, and Nonbelievers. The
Results of a One-Way Analysis of Variance and Plost-Tests: Tukey’'s Honest Significant
Difference (HSD) Test for Unequal Samples<(342)

ScalesF andn*values Nonpracticing Nonbelievers Practicing
N: 122 58 162

RCL:F = 11.85* 2411 22.19* 28.73
n =.065

SD: 10.76 10.07 9.90
R-intra:F =10.86* M: 14.95" 13.4* 17.728
n*=.06 ' ' ' '

SD: 6.85 6.66 6.29
R-inter:F = 10.97* M: 9.16* 8.55" 11.02°
nt=.06 ' ' ' '

SD: 4.37 3.80 4.05

Note *The values given in the table are panjaiquared values; j < .001. The statistically significant differen-
ces were indicated with A and B in superscript; $hene letters placed next to mean scores in plantioows

indicate the lack of significant difference betweablese means, whereas different letters indicatisstally
significant differences at < .01.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the study presented above show @leisRa valuable tool for
examining the level of religious commitment undeost as a consequential di-
mension and may be applied beside other tools, aacthe Self-Report Ques-
tionnaire adapted by Heszen-Niejodek and Gruswkay (2004) or Stefan
Huber's C-15 Scale adapted by Zarzycka (2011)lsth aeems that the high de-
gree of doctrinal neutrality of the tool does nohfound the measurement and
should be considered an asset. It probably makesmi#thod more universal,
which perhaps allows for examining the forms ofgielus faith that are outside
the Judeo-Christian tradition or for testing indivals who define themselves as
spiritual but not religious. This conjecture skdtks confirmation. This property
of the tool, referred to here as neutrality, shdaddreated with a degree of criti-
cism. During the study it may turn out the subjaatslerstand the word “faith”
differently than the researcher does. The valigitythe measurement thus be-
comes questionable.
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The confirmatory factor analysis showed that thapaeld RCI may, just like
the original version, be applied both as one-dirietad or as two-dimensional,
the two dimensions being interpersonal and intrsqueal religiosity. Just like in
the original version, these dimensions, correlatih wach other strongly. The
scales that correspond with these dimensions shbwgta reliability by being
characterized by internal consistency and timeilg§alover an interval of five
weeks between measurements. The analysis of imtelations also showed that
the RCI has a satisfactory internal validity. Tlesults are similar to the ones
obtained in American samples (Worthington et &03).

RCI results correlate with the scores obtainedhan Self-Report Question-
naire, namely: religious attitudes, ethical sewniiti and the tendency to seek
harmony with the world. The scale for measuringgrels attitudes may be even
treated as an extension of the scale measuringpérsonal religiosity. This also
shows a strong connection between the consequeatigiosity and religious
attitudes. In a religiously committed person, religs experiences and moral
values hold a significant place in the cognitiveteyn and, in the patients’ opin-
ion, they influence their life decisions. These glecare ready to take up occu-
pations that consist in helping others. The persshe define themselves as
nonbelievers and those who present themselvesrggauticing score lower on
the RCI. These results confirm the satisfactoryptétcal validity of the RCI.

The study results presented here are merely preiyipsychometric char-
acteristics of the RCI. In the future, this methsitbuld be compared with the
results of C-15 and with scales examining perstnalid moral attitudes. Also
the study sample should be extended to includeestgfrom other regions of
Poland, since the population of Upper Silesia ded®@pole region may exhibit
specific configurations of the variables measurgthie RCI.
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