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This study presents a construction and psychometric evaluation of the Religious Identity
Status Questionnaire – RISQ for the assessment of the religious identity status according to
Marcia’s ego identity status approach. The initial item pool was generated based on Erikson’s
theory of psychosocial development, Marcia’s ego identity status approach and interviews
with adolescents and young adults. A factor analysis of the initial item pool was performed
on data obtained from a sample of 394 secondary school and university students from Serbia
to select items for the questionnaire. Validity of the questionnaire was examined on a sample
of 1155 subjects. The results of the CFA suggest that subscales of the RISQ measure four
factors corresponding to the identity statuses of Marcia’s model. Correlations with ideological
identity subscales of the EOM–EIS–2 suggest the convergent validity of the questionnaire.
Configural measurement invariance was established for gender and denominational groups.
Metric invariance was established for gender and among orthodox and catholic participants,
whereas scalar invariance was established for gender, but not for denominational groups.
Key words: religious identity status, Religious Identity Status Questionnaire, RISQ, Marcia’s
ego identity status approach

Highlights:
•
•
•

The RISQ is based on Marcia’s ego identity status model. and allows the
assessment of religious ego identity status.
Results support construct and convergent validity of the RISQ.
Gender groups show full scalar invariance, while only configural invariance
is supported for denominational groups.
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Construction of a Religious Identity Status Questionnaire
Religion is present in all human societies. It has a multitude of aspects
and roles, as can be seen in the following definition – religion is: (a) an evolved
system of thought, feeling, and actions directed towards an object of devotion; (b)
a code of ethics governing personal and social conduct; (c) a frame of reference
relating individuals to their group and the universe (Hay, Reich, & Utsch, 2006).
An individual’s religiosity changes during the life span. Numerous theories of
religious development provide an account of this phenomenon from different
perspectives. One prominent perception is that of religious identity development,
which is grounded in Erikson’s theory of identity formation (Erikson, 1950, 1968).
Erikson’s Theory of Identity Formation
Erikson (1956) introduced the concept of identity into the field of
psychology. For Erikson, the notion of identity contains various aspects. It can be
conceived as: a) a conscious sense of personal identity; an unconscious tendency
towards continuity of personal character; b) a process of ego synthesis; or
maintenance of inner solidarity with the identity and ideals of a group (Erikson,
1959). One’s sense of inner identity encompasses “a progressive continuity
between that which he has come to be during the long years of childhood and
that which he promises to become in the anticipated future; between that which
he conceives himself to be and that which he perceives others to see in him and
to expect of him” (Erikson, 1971, p. 87).
Erikson’s conceptualization of identity and identity formation is embedded
in his theory of personality development. According to his theory, personality
develops across the life span through eight stages. Each stage is characterized by
a key psychosocial task, or crisis, that requires resolution. The outcome of each
crisis lays in a continuum between a negative and a positive pole.
Identity formation is the positive pole, and role confusion is the negative
pole of the crisis, which Erikson ascribes to the age of adolescence and
young adulthood (Erikson, 1971). Identity formation reaches its crisis during
adolescence but is not restricted to that period. Rather, identity formation
begins in childhood and continues its developmental course throughout the
life cycle. Developmental stages contribute to the preceding identity crisis
either by supporting the formation of identity or by leading to its confusion
(Erikson, 1971). Conversely, as Erikson states, “identity is never ‘established’
as an ‘achievement’ in the form of a personality armor, or of anything static and
unchangeable” (Erikson, 1971, p. 24). Some forms of identity crisis may reoccur
in later stages of the life cycle due to an individual’s biological or psychological
changes, or deviations in their social context (Kroger, 2007).
Marcia’s Ego Identity Status Approach to Ego Identity
Building on Erikson’s theory of identity formation, and on interviews
with college students on their identity development, Marcia (1966) proposes
an identity status approach to identity development. Identity statuses are modes
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of resolving identity issues. Marcia establishes four identity statuses, which
are defined by their position along two dimensions: exploration (or crisis) and
commitment (Marcia, 1993).
Exploration refers to a process of struggling or active questioning in arriving
at decisions pertaining to identity issues; namely, goals, values, and beliefs.
The indicators of exploration are: non-superficial knowledge of alternatives
concerning an identity issue; activity directed towards information gathering in
terms of alternatives under consideration (for example, reading, taking courses,
discussing with knowledgeable persons); evidence that alternative potential
identity elements have been considered; heightened emotional tone; and a desire
to make a decision in the near future. Three positions regarding exploration are:
past crisis, in crisis, and absence of crisis.
Commitment designates making a choice about identity issues and
engaging in activities congruent with the choice. A committed person dedicates
effort and time to a certain goal, value, or belief, and she is not motivated
(currently) to reconsider her choice. According to Waterman (1993a) operational
criteria for commitment comprise the following: accurate knowledge of a
chosen identity element; activity directed toward implementing of that element;
emotional tone of confidence, stability, optimism, and enthusiasm regarding
obtaining the chosen goals; identifications with significant persons from which
commitment originates in some people; projection of one’s personal future; and
resistance to being swayed.
The identity statuses defined by Marcia (Marcia, 1966, 1993) are as follows:
Identity Diffusion, Foreclosure, Moratorium, and Identity Achievement. The
labels for identity statuses were taken from Erikson’s writings, but Marcia assigns
them somewhat different meanings in accordance with his conceptualization of
identity statuses. Identity Diffusion is characterized by a lack of present identity
defining commitments, with or without prior periods of exploration. Foreclosure
denotes commitment acquired with no previous exploration, but through
identification with parents and other significant persons. Moratorium is a status
of active cognitive and behavioral exploration of an identity issue, with the aim
to define goals, beliefs or values to which a person may become committed.
Identity Achievement refers to the status of commitment attained as the result of
exploration and consideration of alternatives regarding identity issues.
With respect to developmental trends, Marcia’s model assumes no universal
sequence of identity statuses. According to Waterman (1993b), people enter
adolescence most likely in the status of foreclosure or diffusion, and changes
are possible in theory from each of the statuses to any of the others. The only
exceptions are movement from the Moratorium and the Identity Achievement
statuses into the Foreclosure status. This is because Foreclosure excludes prior
exploration, by which both Moratorium and Identity Achievement are defined.
Meta-analyses of longitudinal studies covering adolescence and adulthood
suggest the following developmental order: 1) Diffusion, 2) Moratorium, 3)
Foreclosure, 4) Achievement, with evidence of progressive and regressive
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developmental trends and stability of identity statuses (Kroger, Martinussen, &
Marcia, 2010; Meeus, 2011).
Marcia et al. developed a semi-structured interview for identity status
assessment (Marcia, 1966; Marcia et al., 1993). The interview targets identity
formation in the following core domains: vocational choice, religious beliefs,
political ideology, gender-role attitudes, and beliefs about sexual expression
(Waterman, 1993a). Further, a questionnaire measure of identity statuses, The
Objective Measure of Ego Identity Status (the OMEIS), has been created and
revised in several studies (Adams, Shea, & Fitch, 1979; Grotevant & Adams,
1984; Bennion & Adams, 1986). In its final form – The Extended Objective
Measure of Ego Identity Status (the EOM–EIS–2, Bennion & Adams, 1986) –
the questionnaire assesses the status of global, ideological, and interpersonal
identity. Ideological identity encompasses domains of religion, occupation,
politics, and philosophical life-style, and interpersonal identity pertains to sex
roles, friendship, recreation, and dating. The questionnaire consists of four
subscales referring to particular ego identity statuses. That is, the subscale of
identity diffusion reflects absence of commitment with no exploration, the
subscale of moratorium reflects exploration without already formed commitment,
the foreclosure subscale reflects commitment without prior exploration, and the
achievement subscale reflects commitment based on previous exploration.
Ample empirical evidence reveals that identity status development is
domain-specific. There are three types of evidence: low convergence of identity
statuses across domains (Fadjukoff, Pulkinen, & Kokko, 2005, 2016; Goossens,
2001; Solomontos-Kountouri & Hurry, 2008); different developmental trajectories
for different domains (Fadjukoff, Pulkinen, & Kokko, 2005, 2016; Hardy et al.,
2010); and identity status in particular domains demonstrates different relations
to demographic and psychosocial variables, such as gender, type of school,
socio-economic status (Goossens, 2001; Pastorino et al., 1997; SolomontosKountouri & Hurry, 2008), and community and religious involvement (Hardy et
al., 2010). Given this evidence, assessment of domain-specific identity statuses,
either alone or in addition to global identity statuses, is recommended by several
authors (e.g., De Haan & Schulenberg, 1997; Goossens, 2001; Hardy et al.,
2010; Schwartz, Luyckx, & Crocetti, 2015; Solomontos-Kountouri & Hurry,
2008). McLean, Syed, Yoder, and Greenhoot (2016) contend that it is imprudent
to examine processes of identity development in domains that are irrelevant to
the people being studied.
Religion, Religious Identity, and Religious Identity Status
Religion is a significant part of all cultures (Spilka, Hood, Hunsberger,
& Gorsuch, 2003). Although there are intercultural differences, at least some
people worldwide report that religion is personally important to them, with
the number being very high in some countries (e.g., USA, Brazil, Indonesia)
(Lippman & Keith, 2006). Hansen, Larson, and Dworkin (2003) suggest
that faith-based activities are an important area for adolescents’ personal and
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interpersonal development. Regarding identity development, adolescents from
their sample reported that faith-based activities provided more opportunities
for exploration and identity reflection, compared with other types of activities
(academic and leadership, performance and fine arts, and sports). Sharp et al.
(2007) found that while religion was endorsed as a self-defining activity (activity
that a person identifies as being important to who he/she is) by a relatively small
number of adolescents, adolescents reported that religious activities, along with
creative, prosocial and social activities, provided the highest levels of personal
expressiveness, as an experience relevant to identity development. The authors
suggest that religious activities may be vital to developing a sense of identity.
In most studies, religious identity is defined as a sense of social belonging
and attachment to one’s religious group (Chan, Tsai, & Fuligni, 2015; Davis &
Kiang, 2016; Greenfield & Marks, 2007; Lopez, Huynh, & Fuligni, 2011); thereby
adhering to Tajfel’s framework of social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). According to some authors, religious identity encompasses further
components, besides the sense of social belonging, such as religious beliefs and
practices (Abu-Rayya, Abu-Rayya & Khalil, 2009; Rymarz & Graham, 2006)
and religious identity achievement, as conceptualized by Marcia (Abu-Rayya,
Abu-Rayya, & Khalil, 2009). In conceptualizations that are not derived from the
social identity theory, religious identity is regarded as religious self-definition
(categories from secular to ultra-orthodox) (Lazar, Kravetz, & Frederich-Kedem,
2002), or comprising religious self-definition and the importance of religion in
one’s life (Cohen-Malayev, Schachter, & Rich, 2014).
Several studies have investigated religious identity status in line with
the Marcia’s model. Researchers have either employed the interview method
(Fadjukoff, Pulkinen, & Kokko, 2005, 2016; Pastorino et al., 1997, Rogow,
Marcia, & Slugoski, 1983) or have used items from the OMEIS pertaining to
religion (Hardy et al., 2010; Lee, Miller, & Chang, 2006; Solomontos-Kountouri
& Hurry, 2008). The latter method entails a problem of reliability because
only two items per identity status refer to religion (likewise for other identity
domains). Lee, Miller, and Chang (2006) report Cronbach’s alphas ranging from
.17 to .80, while other studies report no data on reliability of religious status
scales.
Dellas and Jernigan (1990) created the Dellas Identity Status Inventory–
Religion (DISI–R) to assess identity statuses in the religious domain. The
questionnaire has a forced-choice response format and enables ascription of
a particular status to respondents. The identity statuses are conceptualized in
accordance with Marcia’s model, except that the authors postulate two types of
diffusion status. Unlike the OMEIS, which provides both continuous measures of
identity statuses and enables categorization of participants in particular statuses,
the DISI–R does not provide continuous measures of identity statuses.
During the last decades, Marcia’s model has been extended in newly
developed models that include the more differentiated dimensions of commitment
and exploration. In Luyckx and colleagues’ dual-cycle model (Luyckx, Goossens,
& Soenens, 2006), identity formation is viewed as a commitment-evaluation
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cycle comprising four processes: exploration in breadth, commitment making,
exploration in depth and identification with commitment. Later, a dimension of
ruminative exploration has been added to the model (Luyckx et al. 2008). Rydz
and Wieradzka-Pilarczyk (2017) developed the scale measuring the dimensions
of this model in the religious domain.
Another recent model which extends the Marcia’s model is the threefactor model developed by Crocetti, Rubini, and Meeus (2008). According to
the model, identity development comprises three processes: commitment, indepth exploration, and reconsideration of commitment. A questionnaire has also
been developed to measure these three dimensions, the Utrecht Management
of Identity Commitments scale (U–MICS) (Crocetti, Rubini, & Meeus, 2008).
UMICS may be applied to religion as well as to other domains of identity.
In summary, domain-specific identity assessment is advocated in the
literature. Questionnaire measures of religious identity status according to
Marcia’s model used in previous research have limitations in terms of reliability,
while the DISI–R does not provide continuous scores of identity statuses.
Instruments which are based on Luyckx and colleagues’ (2006, 2008) and
Crocetti and colleagues’ (2008) models contain items which refer to commitment
and exploration in the present time, thus omitting information on the processes
a person was going through in the past, which is important according to
Erikson’s and Marcia’s model. Furthermore, the relevance of distinguishing
between different types of exploration and between commitment making and
identification with commitment has still not been enough theoretically and
empirically supported. For these reasons, and because Marcia’s model has been
most widely used in the field of identity formation, we aimed to develop an
instrument of religious identity statuses according to Marcia’s model. This may
enable incorporating research on religious identity development within the broad
empirical field of identity development based on that model. We assume that
exploring religious identity development from various theoretical frameworks
may be beneficial to this relatively understudied area of study.
The present study aims to construct a questionnaire for the assessment of
the identity status in the domain of religion, which is analogous to the OMEIS
in terms of the postulated statuses, questionnaire format, and scoring procedures.
This could widen the possibilities to relate the study of religious identity status
to the broad field of research based on the use of the OMEIS.
The study proceeded in three phases. During the first phase, an initial
item pool was generated based on the following: the theoretical considerations
of Erikson’s theory of identity development and Marcia’s identity status model;
the content of the items of the EOM–EIS–2 pertaining to religion; interview
responses regarding religious identity development obtained in our previous
study (Stojković, 2017). In that study, participants responded to open-ended
questions about whether their religiousness changed over time and in what ways,
who and what influenced their religious development, the importance of religion
in their lives. For the purposes of the present study, we looked for expressions in
the interviews which referred to characteristics of ego identity statuses according
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to Erikson’s theory and Marcia’s model. During the second phase, factor
analysis was performed to select the items to be retained in the questionnaire.
In the third phase, the questionnaire’s construct validity was examined using the
confirmatory factor analysis. Moreover, correlations of the questionnaire with
the EOM–EIS–2 (Bennion & Adams, 1986) were analyzed for the purpose of
convergent validation.
Method
Sample
During the first phase of the study, a group of 40 students of special education and
rehabilitation (33 females, 7 males) reviewed the initial pool of items. The age of students
was 20–24 years.
For the second phase of the study, data for the factor analysis were obtained from a
sample of 394 secondary school and faculty students (205 females, 189 males), age range
15.08–24.53 years, Mage = 19.43 years, SD = 2.49.
During the study’s third phase, data for the construct validation of the questionnaire
were obtained from 1155 persons (646 females, 509 males) aged 12.58 to 24.92 years, Mage
= 16.77 years, SD = 3.08) in three cities in Serbia: Subotica, Belgrade, and Novi Pazar. The
sample included upper elementary school grades, secondary school, and university students.
The structure of the sample by religious self-categorization is presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Sample structure by religious self-categorisation (third phase of the study)
Religious self-categorisation
Orthodox Christian
Muslim
Catholic Christian
Other religion
Religious, but not belonging to any faith
Atheist*
Agnostic**
Total

Frequency
469
348
292
4
14
13
15
1155

Percent
40.6
30.1
25.3
0.4
1.2
1.1
1.3
100

Note. *Participants who checked the answer: “I do not believe in God or in a supernatural power, and I
do not belong to any faith”; **Participants who endorsed the answer: “I think that people can not know
whether God exists or not, and I do not belong to any faith”.

Procedure
During the first phase of the study, a group of 40 undergraduate students checked the
initial pool of items during a class. We asked them to indicate whether they found some items
to be unclear, or identical in meaning with some other items. They were also asked to add
items that would better reflect their own experience.
Data for the second and the third phases of the study were collected in school and
faculty settings, with the permission of the institutions’ authorities. Informed consent was
obtained from the participants prior to data collection. Participation was voluntary and all
subjects who were asked to participate agreed. Questionnaires were group administered
during breaks or lessons.
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The procedure for obtaining the consent for participation differed for participants who
were university students and for students who were attending primary or secondary school.
University students were informed on the topic and the aim of the study and asked to sign a
written consent for the participation, before filling in the questionnaires. For the students of
elementary and secondary schools, among whom majority is under age, we asked teachers to
inform parents of the students at parental meetings about the topic of the research and to ask
them to sign written consent for their children to participate. From the parents who were not
present at the meeting, the consent was obtained at some later convenient time, before data
collection. The parents were told by teachers that they can contact researchers if they needed
additional information before signing the consent. Students from elementary and secondary
schools also signed themselves the consent to participate.

Instruments
The Religious Identity Status Questionnaire (RISQ). The RISQ constructed in this
study consists of four subscales pertaining to the following religious ego identity statuses:
Diffusion (4 items), Foreclosure (4 items), Moratorium (5 items), and Achievement (5 items).
Participants are asked to indicate the degree to which each item reflects them and their
situation by choosing one answer on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = absolutely no; 2 = mostly
no; 3 = neither no nor yes; 4 = mostly yes; 5 = absolutely yes). Following recommendations
by Adams (1998) for the EOM–EIS–2, respondents are instructed to respond to the total
item rather than a particular part. Ratings of items pertaining to a specific identity status are
summed and divided by the number of items to obtain a respondents’ score for that identity
status. Further characteristics of the questionnaire are presented in the results section.
The original questionnaire is in the Serbian language (see Appendix 2). The English
version presented in the paper was constructed using back-translation. First, one of the
authors, a Serbian native speaker, translated the items into English. The items were then
proofread by an English native speaker and, subsequently, translated into Serbian. The other
author of the paper compared the original and the back-translated version, and confirmed
their equivalence.
The Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Status 2 (EOM–EIS–2, Bennion
& Adams, 1986). The 64-item questionnaire assesses ideological and interpersonal identity
status. It includes 8 subscales; four for each of the two identities, reflecting the identity
statuses according to Marcia’s model: Diffusion, Foreclosure, Moratorium, and Achievement.
Items belonging to the ideological domain pertain to occupation, politics, religion, and
philosophical life style; whereas interpersonal items pertain to sex roles, friendship, recreation,
and dating. Each item is rated using a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to
6 (strongly disagree). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of the diffused, foreclosed,
moratorium, and achieved identity subscales in the present sample were .51, .74, .64, and .73,
for ideological, and .63, .85, .63, and .69 for interpersonal identity, respectively. Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficients for items related to religion were .64 for Diffusion, .63 for
Foreclosure, .67 for Moratorium, and .67 for Achievement.

Results
Data were analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics 23.0 software package.
Velicer’s Minimum Average Partial (MAP) Test and parallel analysis were
calculated based on O’Connor’s (2000) syntax program for SPSS. Confirmatory
factor analysis was done in IBM Amos 26.0.
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Factor Analysis
The initial item pool contained 61 items. After elimination of unclear
or superfluous items, 32 items were retained and subjected to factor analysis.
Principal axis factoring was used as a method of extraction, while direct
oblimin was used as a method of rotation because ego identity statuses are
theoretically expected to be correlated, which has also been empirically shown
(e.g., Adams, 1998). Principal axis factoring was used instead of principal
components analysis, because of its purpose to identify the number of latent
constructs, whereas purpose of principal components analysis is data reduction
(Jain & Shandliya, 2013). The Kaiser-Guttman criterion (eigenvalue greater than
1), Cattell’s scree test, Velicer’s minimum average partial (MAP) test (Velicer,
1976), and parallel analysis (Horn, 1965) were used to determine the number
of factors (O’Connor, 2000). The Kaiser-Guttman criterion and Cattell’s scree
test suggested that five factors accounting for 55.2% of the total variance
should be retained. The original MAP test suggested five, and the revised MAP
test suggested four factors (Velicer, Eaton, & Fava, 2000). Parallel analysis
suggested 10 factors. However, we decided not to take into account the results
of the parallel analysis in this and in subsequent analyses, for the following
reasons: the analysis yielded results which were inconsistent with the results of
other analyses and with the ego identity status theory; there are suggestions that
parallel analysis of principal factors may tend to overestimate the number of
factors (Buja & Eyuboglu, 1992).
The content of items with high loadings on particular factors suggested
that there are three factors that correspond to statuses of diffusion, moratorium,
and achievement; whereas two factors contained items reflecting status of
foreclosure. One of these two factors included items referring to religious
commitment arising from the acceptance of one’s family faith; whereas the second
factor comprised items reflecting the acceptance of faith of a social community
to which person belongs. For the final version of the scale, we decided to retain
the items reflecting the acceptance of faith of one’s social community, because
these items displayed higher factor loadings in the four factor solution.
After eliminating items reflecting identity foreclosure by adoption of
family faith, we again applied principal axis factoring analysis with direct
oblimin rotation. Four factors were extracted based on Kaiser-Guttman criterion,
Cattell’s scree test, and MAP test, which explained 54.9% of the total variance.
Based on the results of the analysis, we excluded those items which showed
high loadings on more than one factor, or which had low loadings on the factor
to which they might belong according to their content. Therefore, 18 items were
retained for the final version of the questionnaire.
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (KMO = .90) and
statistically significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (χ² = 9973.69; df = 153; p <
.001) indicated the data were suitable for principal axis factoring analysis.
Principal axis factoring analysis yielded four factors, based on the KaiserGuttman criterion, Cattell’s scree test, and MAP test. Although Horn’s parallel
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analysis suggested seven factors (results of MAP test and parallel analysis are
presented in Appendix 1), we decided to keep four factors, as the parallel analysis
tends to overestimate the number of factors in factor analysis (Buja & Eyuboglu,
1992). The four factors explained 60.3% of the total variance. According to the
content of items with high loadings on particular factors, the first factor referred
to Diffusion, the second to Foreclosure, the third to Moratorium, and the fourth
to Identity Achievement. Table 2 presents the item loadings, eigenvalues and
percentages of the explained variance for the factors, and means, standard deviations
and Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of the corresponding subscales.
Table 2
Item loadings (pattern matrix), eigenvalues and percentages of the explained variance for
the factors of the RISQ
Items
I feel a need to think about faith* (D)
I tend to think about religion* (D)
Religious questions are important to me*
(D)
It is important to me to define what I can
believe in* (D)
When it comes to religion, I have
accepted the belief (or disbelief) of the
majority of my community (F)
I have adopted the belief (or disbelief)
of my community without a need to
question it and that belief is important to
me (F)
I trust the people from my community
and that is why I accepted their belief (or
disbelief) and that belief is important to
me (F)
I have adopted religious belief (or
disbelief) of my community, because
what is good for others is also good for
me (F)
I discuss religion with other people to
determine what I will believe in (M)
I look for religious contents on internet
and on TV because I try to define what I
will believe in (M)
I keep trying to learn about religions
in different ways to determine what I
believe in (M)
I am constantly questioning myself to
realize what I will believe in (M)
I am trying to define my religious beliefs
(M)
PSIHOLOGIJA, 2020, Vol. 53(2), 199–220

Factors
Diffusion Foreclosure Moratorium Achievement
.899
.004
.002
-.022
.877
.000
.001
-.015
.757

-.005

-.019

.021

.852

.025

.011

.051

.059

.723

-.042

-.078

.015

.728

-.024

-.082

-.026

.778

.057

.113

-.026

.738

-.013

.078

-.012

.048

-.670

.007

.008

.037

-.729

.003

.067

.010

-.742

.070

-.031

-.010

-.822

-.079

.013

-.056

-.626

.076
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Items
My faith (or unfaith) is firm and I have
come to it through an effort to find out
what I believe in (A)
I have come to my faith (or unfaith) by
trying to find answers to questions that
have plagued me and now I am standing
firm in what I believe and what I don’t
(A)
I have come to my faith (or unfaith) after
a period of thinking about religion and I
now know for sure what I believe in and
what I don’t (A)
I have resolved my dilemmas regarding
faith and now I know for sure what I
believe in (A)
My faith (or unfaith) is firm and I have
come to it by searching for truth (A)
Eigenvalues
Percentage of explained variance (%)
Mean
Standard Deviation
Cronbach’s ɑ

209

Factors
Diffusion Foreclosure Moratorium Achievement
.037

.031

-.116

.658

.029

.003

-.059

.745

-.064

.055

-.021

.820

.009

-.004

.074

.768

.111

-.060

-.009

.689

6.625
34.7
3.33
1.13
.91

2.608
12.2
2.55
1.08
.83

1.780
7.5
2.33
.99
.85

1.394
5.8
3.36
1.10
.88

Note. Letters in the parentheses denote the subscale to which the item belongs (D = Diffusion; F =
Foreclosure; M = Moratorium; A = Achievement); * All items of the Diffusion subscale are inversely coded.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was employed to investigate
whether the items of the RISQ form four factors corresponding to Marcia’s
identity statuses. The hypothesized model, which was tested, was specified in
the following way: the model included four factors (latent variables) which
corresponded to Marcia’s identity statuses; the factors could correlate; each item
was an indicator of only one latent variable, i.e., factor which it is supposed to
reflect; the variance of the latent variables was fixed to the value of 1; maximum
likelihood estimation was used; and missing data were handled with the usage of
estimation of means and intercepts.
We tested the model with four latent factors representing particular ego
identity statuses because this is in line with the structure of the OMEIS, the
most widely used instrument for assessing ego identity statuses. The OMEIS
consists of four subscales reflecting ego identity status dimensions: the
dimension of Diffusion reflects absence of commitment and of exploration, the
dimension of Foreclosure reflects commitment without previous exploration,
dimension of Moratorium reflects actual exploration without commitment, and
Achievement dimension reflects commitment which is achieved after a period of
active exploration. The hypothesized model, with the established standardized
coefficients, is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The RISQ factor structure model with standardized coefficients.

The following model fit indices were applied: chi-square (χ2), comparative
fit index (CFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR).
Although the value of χ2 = 532.53, df = 129, is statistically significant (p < .001),
it does not necessarily imply the poor model fit and the use of other fit indices is
recommended (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The obtained values, CFI = .96, TLI
= .95, RMSEA = .05 (.05–.06), and SRMR = .05, are indicative of good model
fit, according to the criteria by Hair et al. (2010) who recommend cut-off values
of fit indices depending on the number of observed variables and the sample
size.
Based on the standardized CFA loadings and the full correlation matrix,
we calculated omega reliability coefficients (according to Dunn, Baguley,
& Brunsden, 2013). to be .89, .83, .91, and .88 for Diffusion, Foreclosure,
Moratorium, and Achievement, respectively.
Correlations between the RISQ and the EOM–EIS–2 Scales
Correlations between the RISQ scales and the OMEIS-2 scales of
interpersonal and ideological identity are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3
Correlations between the RISQ and the EOM-EIS-2 scales (Pearson r)
Diffusion
The EOM–EIS–2
Ideological identity
Diffusion
Foreclosure
Moratorium
Achievement
Interpersonal identity
Diffusion
Foreclosure
Moratorium
Achievement

The RISQ
Foreclosure Moratorium

Achievement

-.13**
.27**
.16**
.43**

.10**
.34**
.16**
.15**

.09**
.23**
.35**
.27**

-.02
.22**
.21**
.54**

-.11**
-.32**
-.21**
-.22**

.22**
.27**
.24**
.17**

.23**
.36**
.24**
.18**

.14**
.19**
.35**
.32**

*p < .05; ** p < .01.

We calculated correlations between the RISQ religious identity status
scales and the average scores on the corresponding identity status items
pertaining to religion of the EOM–EIS–2. The correlations are .50, .31, .17, and
.66 for Diffusion, Foreclosure, Moratorium, and Achievement, respectively. All
correlations are significant at the .01 level.
Multi-group Analyses
Since our sample included both male and female participants, as well
as participants of different religious denominations, we were interested in
determining whether the structure of the instrument is the same on subsamples
defined by gender/religion. Therefore, we performed two multi-group analyses,
testing the same structural model in 1) male and female samples and 2) Orthodox,
Catholic, and Muslim participants.
The unconstrained gender equivalence model fit the data well (Table 4),
indicating configural equivalence for the category of gender. Moreover, fixing
item loadings to be the same across groups did not worsen model fit significantly
(Δχ2(14) =14.39, p = .42) indicating metric equivalence. Scalar equivalence
was demonstrated by a lack of difference in model fit between either the
unconstrained (Δχ2(32) = 40.63, p = .14) or the fixed weights model (Δχ2(18) =
26.24, p = .09) and the model in which both weights and intercepts were fixed
to be the same for both genders. Moreover, the fit of all models was essentially
the same, further pointing to the equivalence of the proposed factor solution on
male and female samples.
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Table 4
Summary of measurement invariance testing for gender and religious denomination groups
Model
Gender equivalence models
Unconstrained
Fixed weights
Fixed weights and intercepts
Religious denomination equivalence models
Unconstrained
Fixed weights
Fixed weights and intercepts
Orthodox / Catholic equivalence models
Unconstrained
Fixed weights
Fixed weights and intercepts

Χ2(df)

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

757.51 (266)***
771.90 (280)***
798.14 (298)***

.96
.96
.95

.94
.95
.95

.04
.04
.04

1720.90 (455)***
1744.62 (469)***
1820.52 (478)***

.86
.86
.85

.84
.84
.84

.05
.05
.05

646.81 (266)***
669.79 (280)***
699.52 (298)***

.94
.94
.94

.93
.93
.93

.04
.04
.04

*** p < .001.

Baseline models established for each religious group separately show similar
model fit and sizes of model fit indices, for Catholic participants it is slightly
better (χ2 = 212.746, df = 129, p < .01, TLI = .924, CFI = .943, RMSEA = .065),
than for Orthodox participants (χ2 = 223.788, df = 129, p < .01, TLI = .921, CFI
= .940, RMSEA = .070), and Muslim participants (χ2 =292.455, df = 129, p < .01,
TLI = .909, CFI = .931, RMSEA = .061). Metric equivalence was, however, not as
clearly demonstrated in case of religious denomination, although the unconstrained
model fit the data acceptably well (Table 4). However, fixing item loadings to be
the same in Orthodox, Catholic and Muslim participants significantly worsened
model fit – Δχ2(14) = 23.72, p = .05), and so did fixing measurement intercepts
as well (Δχ2(32) =99.61, p = .000), compared to the unconstrained model, and
(Δχ2(18) =75.90, p = .000) compared to the fixed weights model.
Evidence of metric equivalence was stronger, though, when only Orthodox
and Catholic participants were compared. The unconstrained model fit the data
very well (Table 4), and fixing item loadings to be the same in both groups did
not deter model fit – Δχ2(14) = 22.91, p = .06). Similar to findings on three
groups, fixing the intercepts to be the same across groups did worsen model fit
(Δχ2(32) = 52.65, p = .01) compared to the unconstrained model and (Δχ2(18)
=29.74, p = .04) compared to the fixed weights model.
Discussion
Considering the importance of religion to numerous adolescents and adults,
and that religious activities are an important area for identity development,
the construction of the RISQ questionnaire for the assessment of the religious
identity status was presented in this study. The RISQ is analogous to the OMEIS
(Adams, Shea, & Fitch, 1979; Grotevant & Adams, 1984; Bennion & Adams,
1986), the most widely-used measure of identity status, in that it originates
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from Marcia’s identity status model (Marcia, 1966). Moreover, it has the same
structure, response format, and scoring procedures as the OMEIS; thereby
enabling the comparison between the development of religious identity status
and the development of ideological and interpersonal identity statuses.
The results of the exploratory factor analysis and CFA suggest that the
subscales of the RISQ measure four factors that, according to their contents,
correspond to identity statuses of the Marcia’s model. The RISQ subscales
demonstrate moderate correlations with corresponding scales of ideological
identity status of the EOM–EIS–2, with the exception of Diffusion, for which the
correlation is low. Furthermore, these correlations are higher than correlations
between the RISQ scales and the corresponding scales of interpersonal identity
of the EOM–EIS–2. The exception is Diffusion, which displays the same
correlation with Diffusion of interpersonal and ideological identity. We assume
that this correlation pattern suggests convergent validity of the RISQ. Cronbach’s
alpha and omega reliability coefficients, which ranged from .83 to .91, indicate
good reliability of the RISQ identity status scales.
The full (configural, metric, and scalar) measurement invariance was
established for males and females. With regards to religious denomination,
configural invariance was confirmed for all the three denomination groups, i.e.,
for Orthodox, Catholic, and Muslim participants. The results suggest metric
invariance for Orthodox and Catholic participants, and scalar non-invariance
between the three denominations. The metric non-invariance for Muslims
compared to Orthodox and Catholic participants suggests that some items do
not contribute in the same degree to measuring identity status constructs among
Muslims as they do among Orthodox and Catholics, i.e., that the importance of
some items as indicators of identity statuses differs for the Muslim participants
compared to the other two groups. Scalar non-invariance indicates that three
religious denominations differ in baseline acceptance rate of some items of
the questionnaire. We assume that scalar non-invariance can be explained by
interdenominational differences in the emphasis on religion in everyday life..
Thus, the results suggest that RISQ may be employed for investigating gender
differences. With regard to denominational differences, our results justify the
use of the RISQ for investigating differences between Orthodox and Catholic
groups. Given the fact that configural invariance was obtained for the three
denominational groups, we assume that further research is justified which would
elucidate sources of metric non-invariance when model is applied to Muslims
compared to Orthodox and Catholics. According to Putnick and Bornstein
(2016), it is at present unadvisable to reject all noninvariant models because we
still lack enough empirical evidence on real-life implications of noninvariance.
Analogously to the OMEIS, continuous and categorical measures of
identity statuses may be obtained from the RISQ. Continuous measures are
gained by summing scores on items pertaining to subscales of particular
statuses, and dividing them by the number of items. The rationale for the use
of continuous measures is the assumption that each of the statuses is present
in a person to some degree, and continuous measures have been used widely
in identity status research. Conversely, deriving from the Erikson’s theory and
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the Marcia’s model, it may be assumed that persons may be in different statuses
of identity development, and that development consists of trajectories between
statuses. Accordingly, categorizing people into different identity statuses has
been used extensively in research. For categorizing individuals into a religious
identity status based on the RISQ, we propose using three rules formulated for
the OMEIS by Adams (1998).
Adams (1998) determined cutoff points for identity status subscales as
one standard deviation above the subscale mean, and defined categorization
criteria based on these cutoff points. According to the pure identity status rule,
a person is categorized into one identity status if her score on that subscale is
at or above the cutoff point and her scores on all other subscales are below
the cutoff points. The low-profile status rule is that persons with scores falling
below cutoff points on all four subscales are categorized as undifferentiated or
low-profile moratorium. According to transition status rule, those who score at
or higher than the cutoff points on two subscales are classified into a transition
status category (e.g., moratorium-achievement). Furthermore, Adams proposes
that collapsing transition status persons into one of the four identity statuses may
be suitable for some research and suggests categorization into a developmentally
lower of the two statuses (according to the developmental order diffusion –
foreclosure – moratorium – achievement). Scoring at or higher than cutoff points
on more than two subscales suggests indiscriminative responding and excluding
subjects with such scores from analyses is recommended (Adams, 1998).
Based on the means and standard deviations obtained from our sample
of adolescents and young adults of various religious nominations, the cut-off
points for the RISQ subscales are 4.46, 3.63, 3.32, and 4.46 for Diffusion,
Foreclosure, Moratorium, and Achievement, respectively. These cut-off points
and categorizations based on them may be useful for comparing various samples
in terms of religious identity status. However, when samples differ from our
sample in regard to age, or social and cultural factors, and when comparisons to
our sample are not in focus, we recommend determining cut-off points based on
means and standard deviations obtained for a particular sample. This is due to
the variability in religious identity status between various socio-cultural groups.
Crocetti and Meeus (2015) point towards the limitations of using a-priori
criteria based on cutoff points for categorizing subjects into identity statuses.
A-priori criteria may impose the structure which does not adequately reflect the
real structure of the sample, and numerous participants may remain unclassified.
The authors advocate using empirically-based methods of classifications which
eliminate these problems (e.g., cluster analysis). However, they also state that
empirically-based methods are sensitive to fluctuations between samples and
may yield classifications that differ between samples.
We propose using cutoff points and a-priori criteria defined by Adams
(1998) when using the RISQ with the aim of comparing religious identity
development between different samples. Empirically-based methods of
classifying participants into identity statuses may also be used on data obtained
by the RISQ to explore the structure of the sample in terms of identity statuses.
In this way, the limitations of a-priori method of classification may be overcome.
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Conclusion
The questionnaire constructed in the present study provides assessment
of religious identity development according to Marcia’s ego identity status
approach. Its psychometric characteristics in this study were good. The RISQ
may contribute to the field of study of religious identity development.
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Ova studija predstavlja konstrukciju i psihometrijsku evaluaciju Upitnika religijskog identiteta
(eng. Religious Identity Status Questionnaire – RISQ) namenjenog proceni religijskog
identiteta u kontekstu Marsijevog pristupa ego identitetu. Inicijalni skup stavki je generisan
na osnovu Eriksonove teorije psihosocijalnog razvoja, Marsijinog pristupa ego identitetu i
intervjua sa adolescentima i mladim odraslima. Na početnom skupu stavki, zadatom uzorku
od 394 učenika srednje škole i studenata, primenjena je faktorska analiza u cilju izdvajanja
ajtema za upitik. Validnost upitnika je proverena na uzorku od 1155 ispitanika. Rezultati
konfirmativne faktorske analize ukazuju da subskale RISQ upitnika mere četiri faktora koji
odgovaraju statusima ego identiteta iz Marsijinog modela. Korelacije sa subskalama ideološkog
identiteta EOM–EIS–2 upitnika ukazuju na konvergentnu validnost upitnika. Konfiguralna
merna invarijantnost je potvrđena u odnosu na pol i verske grupe. Metrička invarijantnost je
potvrđena u odnosu na pol i kod pravoslavnih i katoličkih učesnika istraživanja, dok je puna
skalarna invarijantnost potvđena za pol, ali ne i za versku pripradnost.
Ključne reči: status religijskog identiteta, Upitnik religijskog identiteta, RISQ, Marsijin
pristup statusa ego identiteta.
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Appendix 1
Velicer’s MAP test and Horn’s parallel analysis test for determining the RISQ final version
number of factors
Factor

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

MAP test
Squared partial
Eigenvalues
correlation
.1284
9.6852
.0342
2.5020
.0266
1.6651
.0201
1.4200
.0106
.3193
.0123
.2372
.0151
.2218
.0172
.1711
.0199
.1254
.0233
.1121
.0268
.0579
.0304
.3911
.0398
.0348
.0464
.0123
.0626
.0019
.0856
.2551
.1011
.2070
.1415
.1810
.2750

Parallel test
Mean of
95th percentile
eigenvalues
of eigenvalues
.3641
.3182
.2836
.2526
.2249
.1986
.1719
.1480
.1278
.1059
.0863
.0653
.0457
.0270
.0093
.0094
.0290
.0479

.4118
.3490
.3154
.2832
.2485
.2241
.1962
.1715
.1453
.1276
.1037
.0848
.0637
.0433
.0236
.0088
.0117
.0328

Note. In the MAP test, the smallest average squared partial correlation is .0106, indicating four factors.
In parallel analysis, eigenvalues are larger than the eigenvalues of parallel analyses for seven factors,
suggesting that the number of factors is seven.
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Appendix 2
Upitnik za procenu statusa religijskog identiteta
Difuzija religijskog identiteta*
Imam želju da razmıšljam o veri
Nešto me tera da razmišljam o veri
Za mene su važna pitanja kojima se bavi religija
Važno mi je da odredim u šta mogu da verujem
Predodređen religijski identitet
Kada je vera u pitanju, prihvatio sam ono u šta veruje (ili ne veruje) većina ljudi iz moje
okoline
Usvojio sam verovanje (ili neverovanje) okoline bez potrebe da ražmišljam o njegovoj
ispravnosti i ono mi je značajno
Imam poverenja u ljude iz moje okoline i zato sam prihvatio njihovo verovanje (ili
neverovanje) i ono mi je značajno
Usvojio sam tradicionalno verovanje (ili neverovanje) moje sredine, jer šta je dobro za
druge, dobro je i za mene
Moratorijum religijskog identiteta
Razgovaram sa ljudima o religiji jer pokušavam da odredim u šta ću da verujem
Pratim sadržaje na internetu i na televiziji posvećene veri jer želim da se opredelim za ono
u šta ću da verujem
Trudim se na razne načine da upoznam religijska verovanja da bih odredila šta je ono u šta
ja verujem
Stalno preispitujem sebe da bih uvidela u koja religijska verovanja ću da verujem
Kada je religija u pitanju, pokušavam da otkrijem šta je ono u šta ja verujem
Postignut religijski identitet
Moje verovanje (ili neverovanje) je čvrsto i posledica je mog ranijeg truda da pronadjem
ono u šta verujem
Do mog verovanja (ili neverovanja) sam došao trudeći se da dobijem odgovor na pitanja
koja su me mučila i sada čvrsto stojim iza toga u šta verujem, a u šta ne
Moje verovanje (ili neverovanje) nastalo je iz mog ranijeg razmišljanja o religiji i sada sam
siguran u šta verujem, a u šta ne
Razjasnio sam nedoumice vezane za veru i sada sam siguran šta je ono u šta verujem
Moje verovanje (ili neverovanje) je čvrsto i posledica je mog traganja za istinom
Napomena: * Sve stavke na supskali Difuzije se obrnuto kodiraju
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