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alized in the sample comprising 412 participants (70% were women) at the age from 17 till 69 y.o. (M=26.8; 
SD=9.65) who completed online or pen-and-pencil survey. During analysis of validity, we used tests which 
assess religious spirituality, paranormal beliefs, global social identification, connectedness to nature, hedo-
nism and eudemonia, moral foundations and subjective well-being. The results of CFA confirmed theoreti-
cal structure of the SOS-Ru scale. The reliability of subscales was high (0.73—0.95). Validity of subscales 
was confirmed by correlations with relevant indicators: the Theistic subscale showed the highest correla-
tions with religious spirituality, the Human subscale was most related with global social identification, the 
Nature subscale was highly correlated with connectedness to nature. The subscales of the SOS-Ru scale 
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as approximate statistical norms are presented.
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Introduction

There has been an increase in scientific interest in 
spirituality in recent decades [1; 2; 5; 8; 15; 23]. The 
problem of spirituality in publications crowds out the 
more traditional topic of religiosity, which reflects not 
only the change in “research fashion”, but also the on-
going socio-cultural changes associated with the spread 
of various forms of “non-traditional” spirituality. The 
concept of spirituality is broad enough to cover various 
forms of religious spirituality (including non-church, in-
dividual religiosity) and various manifestations of spiri-
tual life that are not related with religious faith.

Russian psychodiagnostics lacks measures of spiritu-
ality. Among the measures used in Russian researches of 

spirituality it is necessary to note first of all the “Inspirit” 
questionnaire, which takes into account only religious 
spirituality [4; 21] and the recently elaborated Spiritual 
Personality Inventory [7]. The “Personality’s Hierarchy” 
questionnaire was elaborated in our country by E.V. Shes-
tun et al. for identifying the spiritual level in the person-
ality hierarchy, characterized by the authors through the 
priority of the realization of one’s destiny, spiritual growth 
and development [14]. Other measures have not gained 
popularity due to theoretical or psychometric problems.

Given the abundance of articles devoted to a theoretical 
analysis of spirituality [5; 8; 15, etc.], we will consider here 
only the most important theoretical issues for measuring of 
spirituality. There is one opinion about the complex multi-
component, multi-level structure of spirituality [5; 8; 23], 
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В статье представлены результаты разработки русскоязычной версии опросника духовных пере-
живаний Д. Дэвиса с коллегами, предназначенного для измерения духовных переживаний, связанных 
с различными объектами: Бог, трансцендентность, человечество, природа, самость. Для апробации 
русскоязычной версии был проведен опрос в онлайн- или бланковой форме на выборке, включающей 
412 человек (70% женщин) в возрасте от 17 до 69 лет (M=26,8; SD=9,65). В ходе анализа валидности 
шкал использовался комплекс методик, измеряющих религиозную духовность, веру в паранормальное, 
глобальную социальную идентификацию, чувство связи с природой, гедоническую и эвдемоническую 
ориентации, моральные основания и субъективное благополучие. Результаты КФА показали хорошее 
соответствие теоретической структуры данным. Все шкалы имеют высокую надежность (0,73—0,95). 
Валидность шкал подтверждается корреляциями с соответствующими показателями: шкала «Бог» по-
казала наибольшую связь с религиозной духовностью, шкала «Человечество» наиболее тесно связана 
с глобальной социальной идентификацией, шкала «Природа» сильно коррелирует с чувством связи с 
природой. Шкалы опросника показали ожидаемые связи с эвдемонической ориентацией, моральными 
основаниями, верой в сверхъестественное и субъективным благополучием. С  помощью анализа ла-
тентных профилей были выделены четыре группы: с высокой, средней, низкой общей духовностью и 
со светской духовностью. Приведены данные о гендерных различиях по шкалам и описательные стати-
стики, которые могут использоваться в качестве ориентировочных норм.

Ключевые слова: духовность, духовные переживания, религиозность, вера в сверхъестественное, 
моральные основания, связь с природой.
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which means that attempts to measure spirituality using 
single-scale questionnaries are poorly justified. The variety 
of forms and manifestations of spirituality, the complexity 
of its structure explain the variety of approaches to measur-
ing spirituality in psychology: in 2010, 24 measures of spiri-
tuality were considered in the review [20].

Among the main characteristics of spirituality, many 
researchers indicate the typical for spiritual people expe-
rience of closeness to the sacred, the sublime, which can 
be presented by various objects: the existence of God, 
God, the Spirit, the highest truth, humanity, etc. [20]. 
According to V.V. Znakov, “a person’s spiritual aspira-
tions reflect one’s attempts to go beyond everyday life 
and touch other, deeper and at the same time sublime 
levels of human existence” [5, P. 29-30].

Among other important characteristics of spiritual-
ity, there is its association with belief in the supernatu-
ral, and some researchers consider such beliefs to be one 
of the defining features of spirituality [22]. In the five-
factor model of spirituality by D.A. MacDonald, belief in 
the supernatural constitutes a separate factor moderate-
ly associated with the factor of spiritual experience [23]. 
A well-known theoretical concept of the connection be-
tween spirituality and morality [5; 8] is confirmed only 
by rare empirical studies: for example, it has been shown 
that spiritual experiences mediate the relations between 
religiosity and moral feelings [18].

Spirituality is considered as a sign of psychological well-
being; however, research results show that different compo-
nents of spirituality are associated with it in different ways: 
only one component of spirituality, which is referred to as 
existential well-being, shows a significant correlation [24]. 
In the context of modern concepts of hedonic and eudai-
monic well-being [19; 25], it seems reasonable to assume 
that spirituality should be associated with eudaimonic well-
being, reflecting a person’s desire for a meaningful life aimed 
at realizing one’s own potential and purpose.

Since the measurement of spirituality requires an op-
erational definition of this concept, based on the gener-
ally recognized characteristics discussed above, spiritu-
ality can be defined as a feeling of connection or unity 
with something sacred and the desire for achieving it 
[16]. Such a definition does not describe all aspects of 
spirituality, however, it marks one of the most important 
features that allow not only to distinguish the spiritual 
from the non-spiritual, but also to systematize the vari-
ety of forms of spiritual experience, depending on what 
exactly the subject considers as sacred.

Based on this understanding of spirituality, 
E.  Worthington [27] in his concept divides spirituality 
depending on the object that causes a feeling of connec-
tion, unity or closeness into four types: theistic (closeness 
to God), humanistic (closeness to humanity), naturalistic 
(closeness to nature) and transcendent spirituality (close-
ness to space, infinity, transcendence). Theistic spiritual-
ity includes the experience of closeness, connection, and 

unity with God, with a numen. Humanistic spirituality is 
characterized by the experience of connectedness and uni-
ty with other people or humanity as a whole. Naturalistic 
spirituality is characterized by the experience of closeness 
and unity with nature. Transcendent spirituality involves 
the experience of closeness, connectedness, and unity 
with something supernatural that transcends physical re-
ality and cannot be expressed in words.

Based on this concept, D. Davis and coauthors [16] 
developed the Sources of Spirituality Scale (SOS scale), 
which measures the experiences associated with each of 
the above-mentioned objects. The authors added Self to 
the objects of spirituality as a source of experiences of the 
integrity of the Self, but later they excluded this scale due 
to its debatable justification [26]. In elaborated Russian-
language version of the SOS scale we kept Self subscale, 
leaving the decision on its necessity to the users.

Method

The purpose of this study was to develop a Russian-
language version of the Sources of Spirituality Scale 
(SOS-Ru). Based on the results of the early studies, the 
following assumptions have been put forward:

1. The Theistic subscale is closely related to religious 
spirituality.

2. The Human subscale is closely related to global so-
cial identification.

3. The Nature subscale correlates with a sense of con-
nection with nature.

4. The Transcendent subscale is closely related to be-
lief in supernatural phenomena.

5. All subscales of the SOS-Ru are related to moral-
ity, eudaimonic orientation and subjective well-being.

6. The latent profiles on the subscales allow describ-
ing different types of spirituality.

The total sample of 412 participants was composed 
of two groups. The first group, which took part in a 
paper-pencil survey, included 250 full-time and part-
time students of two universities in Biysk (68% women, 
mean age M = 24.04, SD = 7.93). This group answered 
the questions from all of the measures listed below, with 
the exception of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable 
Responding (BIDR). The second group of 162 partici-
pants (74% women, mean age M = 31.06, SD = 10.51) 
completed an online survey that included SOS-Ru and 
the BIDR.

Measures. The Sources of Spirituality Scale (SOS 
scale) by D. Davis et al. [16] consists of 18 items describ-
ing various spiritual experiences associated with a different 
source: Theistic, Transcendent, Human, Nature, and Self. 
Two psychologists made a translation of the text into Rus-
sian (see Appendix), which was then discussed and refined 
with the participation of three experts involved in various 
philosophical and psychological studies of spirituality.
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During the validation, a set of questionnaires was 
used to measure various manifestations of spirituality 
and psychological constructs close to it.

Index of core spiritual experiences (INSPIRIT) by 
J. Kass et al. [4; 21], which measures religious spirituality.

A Revised Paranormal Belief Scale by J. Tobacyk 
in the Russian adaptation (D.S. Grigoriev [3]), which 
includes seven subscales: Traditional religious belief, 
Psi-abilities, Witchcraft, Superstition, Spiritualism, Ex-
traordinary Life Forms and Precognition.

The Global Social Identification Scale (GSI) by G. Re-
ese in the Russian adaptation (T.A. Nestik [6]) to measure 
the disposition of a person to identify with humanity.

Connectedness to Nature Subscale by F.S. Mayer 
and C.M. Frantz in the Russian adaptation by K.A. Chis-
topolskaya et al. [13].

The Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) by 
J. Graham et al. in the Russian adaptation by O.A. Sy-
chev, I.N. Protasova and K.I. Belousov [12]. The ques-
tionnaire includes five scales: Care, Fairness, Loyalty, 
Authority and Purity. The first two scales refer to indi-
vidualizing moral foundations, and the last three scales 
constitute binding moral foundations.

Russian version of Orientations to Happiness 
questionnaire (OH), developed by O.A. Sychev and 
I.V. Anoshkin [11] based on the Orientations to Happi-
ness measure by C. Peterson et al. [25].

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) by E. Diener in 
Russian adaptation by E.N. Osin and D.A. Leontiev [9].

To assess the social-desirability bias the Balanced In-
ventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) questionnaire by 
D. Paulhus in Russian adaptation by E.N. Osin was used [10].

Results

In order to test the five-factor structure of the SOS-
Ru scale, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was per-
formed using the robust maximum likelihood (MLR) 
algorithm. During the CFA each item was considered as 
an indicator of the latent factor relevant to the subscale, 
all factors were allowed to correlate with each other. The 

results showed a good fit of the five-factor model (Fig. 1) 
to the data: χ2 = 260.16; df = 125; p < 0.001; CFI = 0.962; 
TLI = 0.953; RMSEA = 0.051; N = 412.

Descriptive statistics on the subscales (Table 1) indi-
cates that the mean values are close to the center of the 
five-point scale, and the standard deviation is close to 
one. All subscales moderately and significantly correlate 
with each other.

To analyze the validity of the questionnaire, the cor-
relation coefficients of the SOS-Ru subscales with other 
measures were calculated (Table 2). Convergent validity 
of the Theistic subscale is supported by its high correla-
tion with religious spirituality and traditional religious 

Fig. 1. Factor model of the SOS-Ru scale 
(all coefficients are significant at p < 0.01)

T a b l e  1
Descriptive Statistics, Intercorrelations, and Reliability on SOS-Ru subscales (N = 412)

Subscales Theistic Transcendent Human Nature Self
Theistic —
Transcendent 0.55* —
Human 0.48* 0.35* —
Nature 0.52* 0.34* 0.61* —
Self 0.62* 0.41* 0.55* 0.53* —
Means 2.85 2.94 3.44 3.35 2.74
SD 0.90 1.17 0.79 1.05 1.03
Reliability (Cronbach’s α) 0.73 0.95 0.79 0.92 0.92

Notes. Significance: * — p < 0.001.
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belief. The construct validity of this subscale is con-
firmed by correlations with binding moral foundations 
measuring adherence to conservative moral values.

The construct validity of the Transcendent subscale 
is confirmed by correlations with such indicators as reli-
gious spirituality and traditional religious belief, global 
social identification, connectedness to nature, belief in 
spiritualism, witchcraft and precognition. The conver-
gent validity of the Human subscale is confirmed by the 
fact that it shows the highest correlation with global so-
cial identification. Its construct validity is supported by 
its association with eudaimonic orientation.

The convergent validity of the Nature subscale is 
confirmed by the fact that it showed the highest correla-
tion with the connectedness to nature. Correlations of 
this subscale with global social identification, eudaimon-
ic orientation, moral foundations (care and purity) were 
also revealed. The construct validity of the Self subscale 
is supported by correlations with eudaimonic orienta-
tion and subjective well-being.

Spiritual experiences (except on the Transcendent 
subscale) showed a positive correlation with subjec-
tive well-being. Relations of spiritual experiences with 
moral foundations are revealed: the subscales of Nature 
and Self show the highest correlations with individualiz-
ing moral foundations, while the Theistic subscale most 
closely correlates with binding moral foundations. The 
Theistic and Transcendent subscales show significant 
correlations with the traditional religious belief scale 

and many other scales of belief in the paranormal. The 
Human, Nature, and Self subscales show only some mod-
erate correlations with belief in the paranormal, while 
the correlations with traditional religiosity, although 
significant, are rather small in magnitude.

Only one of the five SOS-Ru subscales (Self) showed 
a weak but statistically significant association with a 
social-desirability bias (r = 0.17; p < 0.05). Weak and 
marginally significant (p < 0.10) correlations with so-
cial-desirability bias were obtained for the Nature and 
Human subscales (r = 0.15 for each).

To test the hypothesis about the possibility of dis-
tinguishing different types of spirituality using the 
subscales of the questionnaire, we implemented Latent 
Class Analysis with the number of latent classes from 
two to seven. Based on the entropy value (0.86) and the 
maximum decrease in the Bayesian information crite-
rion value a solution with four classes was chosen. The 
results of the analysis (see fig. 2) indicate the presence 
of one “secular” type of spirituality (class 1) and three 
“harmonious” types, combining both a religious (mysti-
cal) and secular component at a low, moderate or high 
level (classes 2, 3 and 4).

The analysis of the distribution on the SOS-Ru sub-
scales indicates a significant deviation from normality: 
the values of the Shapiro-Wilk test are from 0.970 to 
0.986 (p < 0.01), however, the asymmetry coefficients 
are small (from —0.35 to 0.16 for different subscales). 
Spiritual experiences, expressed in a sense of connection 

T a b l e  2
Correlations of SOS-Ru Subscales with External Validity Criteria (N = 250)

Measures
Subscales

Theistic Trans-cendent Human Nature Self
INSPIRIT, Religious spirituality 0.80*** 0.47*** 0.25*** 0.23*** 0.19**
OH, Eudemonic orientation 0.32*** 0.36*** 0.46*** 0.43*** 0.41***
OH, Hedonic orientation 0.00 0.12 0.15* 0.14* 0.24***
GSI, Global social identification 0.32*** 0.44*** 0.63*** 0.40*** 0.44***
Connectedness to Nature 0.32*** 0.48*** 0.47*** 0.58*** 0.45***
MFQ, Care 0.20** 0.27*** 0.25*** 0.38*** 0.34***
MFQ, Fairness 0.10 0.15* 0.15* 0.30*** 0.33***
MFQ, Loyalty 0.38*** 0.23*** 0.27*** 0.32*** 0.28***
MFQ, Authority 0.49*** 0.28*** 0.28*** 0.24*** 0.25***
MFQ, Purity 0.38*** 0.32*** 0.30*** 0.37*** 0.33***
MFQ, Individualizing moral foundations 0.16* 0.22*** 0.21*** 0.36*** 0.35***
MFQ, Binding moral foundations 0.47*** 0.31*** 0.32*** 0.35*** 0.32***
PBS, Traditional religious belief 0.70*** 0.45*** 0.22*** 0.21*** 0.16*
PBS, Psi-abilities 0.37*** 0.33*** 0.14* 0.07 0.02
PBS, Witchcraft 0.40*** 0.39*** 0.16* 0.17** 0.05
PBS, Superstition 0.29*** 0.26*** 0.13* 0.05 -0.02
PBS, Spiritualism 0.42*** 0.44*** 0.16** 0.18** 0.05
PBS, Extraordinary Life Forms 0.17** 0.32*** 0.10 0.08 0.04
PBS, Precognition 0.42*** 0.36*** 0.18** 0.22*** 0.07
SWLS, Satisfaction with life 0.18** 0.10 0.23*** 0.13* 0.31***

Notes. Significance: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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with God and nature, turned out to be more typical for 
women (Table 3).

To analyze age differences on the SOS-Ru subscales 
the hypothesis of homogeneity of median values in dif-
ferent age groups was tested using the Kruskal-Wallis 
test. A statistically significant effect of age was found 

on the following subscales: Theistic (χ²(4) = 50.33; 
p < 0.001), Transcendent (χ²(4) = 23.02; p < 0.001), Hu-
man (χ²(4) = 18.12; p < 0.01) and Nature (χ²(4) = 27.69; 
p < 0.001).

Presented in fig. 3 means illustrate the trend to-
wards the growth of spiritual experiences in adulthood, 

Fig. 2. The results of the analysis of latent profiles on the SOS-Ru subscales

T a b l e  3
Gender Differences on the SOS-Ru Subscales

Subscales
Means SD

Cohen’s d U Z pW  
(290)

M  
(120)

W M

Theistic 3.04 2.70 1.12 1.23 0.29 14473.5 2.57 0.010
Transcendent 2.86 2.64 0.92 1.06 0.22 15217 1.88 0.060
Human 2.77 2.65 0.96 1.15 0.12 16329.5 0.99 0.322
Nature 3.46 3.12 0.98 1.16 0.33 14426.5 2.75 0.006
Self 3.44 3.48 0.77 0.83 —0.05 16795 —0.56 0.578

Note: W = women, M = men, the sample size N is in parentheses, SD = standard deviations, U = Mann-Whitney U-test, Z = Z-
statistic for the U-test, p = statistical significance.

Fig. 3. Means by the SOS-Ru subscales in different age groups
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and this trend is most pronounced on the Theistic and 
Transcendent subscales. Groups with different levels of 
education also show statistically significant differences 
across all subscales (Fig. 4) according to the Kruskal-
Wallis test (at p < 0.01).

The most different groups on the subscales of the 
questionnaire (undergraduate and people with high-
er education) differ significantly from each other in 
age. Covariance analysis with control of age showed 
that for the Theistic subscale only the impact of age 
remains statistically significant, for the Self subscale 
the impact of the level of education is significant, and 
both age and education are significant factors for the 
other subscales.

Discussion

The results of the study indicate that the Russian-
language version of the SOS scale has high reliability 
of its subscales, and the five-factor structure fits well to 
the data. The convergent validity of the Theistic, Hu-
man, and Nature subscales is confirmed by high corre-
lations with scales that measure similar psychological 
constructs. For the Transcendent and Self subscales 
construct validity was tested and it was confirmed by 
the expected correlations with other psychological con-
structs that should be associated with the relevant as-
pects of spirituality. The Transcendent subscale showed 
close correlations with belief in supernatural phenom-
ena, which is one of the components of spirituality [23]. 
The close correlation of the Self subscale with subjective 
well-being confirms the important contribution of the 
experience of the unity and integrity of the Self to one’s 
well-being.

During testing of the construct validity of the sub-
scales, the notion of the interrelations between spiritu-
ality and morality, widespread in theoretical works, but 
poorly studied, was confirmed [5; 8]. It should be noted 
that binding moral foundations showed the greatest 
correlation with religious spirituality (measured by the 
Theistic subscale), while individualizing moral founda-
tions are most strongly associated with subscales de-
scribing a rather secular type of spirituality (Nature and 
Self), which fits well with the ideas of the moral foun-
dation’s theory [17]. Despite the positive public assess-
ment of spirituality, the impact of the social-desirability 
bias on the results in an anonymous survey was insignifi-
cant for most subscales.

The profiles of spirituality identified in this study 
were not identical to those found by the authors of the 
original English-language version [16]; in particular, a 
profile with an apparent priority of religious spiritual-
ity was not revealed in our study. This may be a con-
sequence of either the insufficient representativeness 
of the sample, which might not include deeply religious 
people, or the rarity of this form of spirituality in the 
Russian population.

Conclusion

Measuring of spiritual experiences taking into ac-
count their sources allows obtaining a relatively dif-
ferentiated and valuable description of the person’s 
spiritual sphere regardless of religiosity. The proposed 
Russian-language version of the SOS scale, which has 
excellent psychometric characteristics, makes it possible 
to explore the various manifestations of spirituality, tak-
ing into account a variety of spiritual experiences.

Fig. 4. Means by the SOS-Ru subscales in groups with different levels of education
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Russian-language version of Sources of Spirituality Scale

Пожалуйста, укажите степень Вашего согласия с приведенными утверждениями. Варианты ответа: 1 — со-
вершенно не согласен; 2 — не согласен; 3 — ни да, ни нет; 4 — согласен; 5 — полностью согласен.

1 2 3 4 5
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2. Я чувствовал, что Бог рядом
3. Я чувствовал себя полностью верным себе
4. Я чувствовал единство с природой
5. Я чувствовал свою связь со всем человечеством
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