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Abstract: Aim of the study was to investigate the relationship between religiosity based on
Wulff’s theory (1991, 1997) and wisdom as defined and operationalized by Ardelt (2003, 2004).
Sample consisted of 125 university students aged between 17 and 29 years, with mean age 23.5
years and standard deviation 2.6 years. Men formed 69.6 percent (n = 87) and women 30.4
percent (n = 38) of the sample. Religiosity was measured by the Post-Critical Belief Scale PCBS
(Duriez et al., 2000), wisdom was measured by the Three-Dimensional Wisdom Scale 3D-WS
(Ardelt, 2003), and NEO FFI (Costa, McCrae, 1992) was used to measure personality traits. It was
found that orthodoxy positively correlates with cognitive and reflective dimensions of wisdom.
External critique correlates positively with affective dimension of wisdom. When testing the
moderation hypothesis, we found that openness moderates the relationships between orthodoxy
and cognitive as well as reflective dimensions of wisdom and between second naivete and cogni-
tive dimension of wisdom. Conscientiousness moderates the relationship between external cri-
tique and cognitive dimension of wisdom and between relativism and affective dimension of

wisdom. Results are discussed with the existing literature.
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INTRODUCTION

For centuries, religion and spirituality were
bound to life-wisdom in religious literature.
Wisdom as knowledge of existential prob-
lems including knowing the meaning in life
and then learned knowledge had been evolv-
ing since ancient times mainly within reli-
gious systems and philosophy. In religious
literature wisdom tends to be associated with
transcendent values, while secular aspects
of wisdom emphasize more the knowledge
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of uncertainty and diversity of values (see
e.g., Ruisel, 2005; Benedikovicova, Ardelt,
2008).

Religiosity

There is substantial empirical research on
religiosity, which attracted researchers from
the very beginning of the existence of the
field of psychology itself. James’s seminal
work on Jarieties of religious experience
(1902/1916) or Allport’s Individual and his
religion (1960) inspired many philosophical
as well as empirically based writings on this
topic. Wulff (1991, 1997) recently provided
an interesting perspective on religiosity.
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According to Wulff (1991, 1997), all possible
attitudes to religion can be located in a two-
dimensional space, along two dimensions:
a) the Exclusion vs. Inclusion of transcen-
dence and b) Literal vs. Symbolic dimension.
The Exclusion versus Inclusion of transcen-
dence specifies the degree to which the ob-
jects of religious interest are granted partici-
pation in a transcendent reality. The Literal
versus Symbolic axis indicates whether reli-
gion is interpreted literally or symbolically.
In this way, there is a distinction between
the effects of being religious or not (Exclu-
sion or Inclusion of Transcendence) and the
effects of the way in which religion and reli-
gious contents are approached (in a literal
or in a symbolic way). It means that one can
dogmatically adhere to both atheism and re-
ligion (Wulff, 1991, 1997). These two dimen-
sions define four specific attitudes toward
religion: literal affirmation, literal disaffirma-
tion, reductive interpretation and restorative
interpretation (Duriez et al., 2002). Literal af-
firmation represents affirmation ofthe literal
existence of religious objects. Literal disaf-
firmation represents a position in which one
does not believe in the literal meaning of re-
ligious words nor in the possibility that these
words refer to truths for which there is no
literal language. Reductive interpretation rep-
resents a position in which one denies real-
ity to the transcendent referent of religious
language and practice and claims a privileged
perspective on the meaning of religion’s
myths and rituals. Restorative interpretation,
later named Second Naiveté, represents
a position in which one posits the transcen-
dent realm as real, but searches for the sym-
bolic meaning instead (Duriez et al., 2002).
Building on this model, Duriez et al. (2000)
developed the Post-Critical Belief Scale
(PCBS), which includes four religious atti-

tudes: Orthodoxy (Literal Affirmation), Exter-
nal Critique (Literal Disaffirmation), Second
Naivete (Symbolic Affirmation), and Relativ-
ism (Symbolic Disaffirmation). Since then,
a serious amount of research on different
areas of individual and social life was done
using PCBS (e.g., Duriez, 2004; Fontaine et
al., 2005; Dezutter, Soenens, Hutsebaut,
2006).

Wisdom

Despite ambiguities (also culturally and
methodologically based) the multidimen-
sional construct of wisdom remains the
prevalent concept. Ruisel (2005) differenti-
ates between three approaches to the study
of wisdom: a) cognitive process or specific
process of information gathering and pro-
cessing; b) virtue (or socially valuable be-
havior); ¢) the good or desired state or con-
dition in terms of personality. Previous lit-
erature reviews (Cowan, 2009) have cata-
logued prevalent theories of wisdom, their
historical, philosophical, and psychological
development. From the growing number of
wisdom definitions available for research-
ers, a pattern emerges that suggests a few
basic typologies. According to the typol-
ogy offered by Ardelt (2004) and Sternberg
(1990) there are three types of wisdom theo-
ries: a) philosophical theories, dealing with
ancient prototypes of wisdom which are not
meant to be psychometrically tested, b) im-
plicit theories of lay people, and c) explicit
theories measuring the amount of wisdom
in an individual. It seems that every explicit
approach develops its own wisdom theory,
with some overlaps but also many differ-
ences. One theory stresses the cognitive
dimension, whereas another personality
traits (Benedikovicova, Ardelt, 2008), or one
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theory looks at wisdom as expert knowl-
edge (Baltes, Kunzmann, 2003), whereas
others include cognitive as well as non-cog-
nitive personality dimensions (Ardelt, 2003,
2004).

Choosing from several psychological ef-
forts to define wisdom, our focus was on the
concept of Ardelt (2003) that puts emphasis
not only on the cognitive dimension but also
on non-cognitive dimensions of personality
and defines wisdom as a latent variable of
cognitive, reflective and affective personal-
ity characteristics. Based on the operation-
alization of three dimensions of wisdom, the
Three-Dimensional Wisdom Scale, 3D-WS
(Ardelt, 2003) was designed. It appears as a
valid and reliable instrument for wisdom as-
sessment. The cognitive domain includes the
ability to understand life, to understand the
meaning of phenomena and events and to
understand their deeper meaning in regard
to intra- and interpersonal questions. The
domain comprises the consciousness of posi-
tive and negative aspects of human essence,
and the consciousness of inherent limitations
of human cognition and knowledge,
unpredictability and indefiniteness of life.
Another dimension of wisdom is the reflec-
tive dimension. View of the phenomena from
different perspectives is necessary in order
to better understand phenomena and events.
Training of such view reduces egoism, sub-
jectivity and projection. Affective dimension
comprises reduced focus on the self and a
wider degree of understanding the variabil-
ity of human behavior, and, at the same time,
the presence of affective emotions and be-
havior toward others in manifestations of
compassionate and empathic love. The three
dimensions of wisdom (reflective, cognitive
and affective) are mutually related but differ-
ent in concept. The most important role in

the multidimensional construct belongs to
the reflective dimension, which has a signifi-
cant influence on cognitive and affective di-
mensions and is essential for their develop-
ment.

Wisdom has several functions: a) enables
an individual to solve dilemmas and to imple-
ment their life resolutions using life planning,
b) it enables to counsel others, ¢) equips an
individual with abilities to manage in the so-
ciety, d) it strives to obtain an overview of
life, and e) searches for the meaning of life
(Ruisel, 2005).

Regarding the relationship between differ-
ent religions and cultures, Brezina (2010;
Brezina, van Oudenhoven, 2012) found that
Muslim, Hindu and Buddhist college stu-
dents of different ethnic groups (Arabs, In-
dians, Tibetans, Malayans, members of the
Minang tribe and Balinese) identified three
groups of personality characteristics of
a wise person — altruism, determination, and
serenity.

Based on these findings, aim of this study
was to investigate the relationship between
different approaches to transcendence (lit-
eral or symbolic inclusion or rejection of tran-
scendence, thus creating four types of reli-
giosity: orthodoxy, external critique, histori-
cal relativism, and second naiveté) and wis-
dom as defined and operationalized by Ardelt
(2003, 2004). Meta-analysis of the relation-
ship between Big-Five personality traits and
religiosity (Saroglou, 2002, 2012) showed,
that in addition to agreeableness and con-
scientiousness, religiosity in these days is
related to extraversion. Interestingly, while
openness is negatively related to intrinsic-
general religiosity, it is positively related to
measures of open or mature religiosity and
spirituality. The meta-analysis also indicated
that extrinsic religiosity is followed by high
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neuroticism, whereas open-mature religios-
ity and spirituality reflect emotional stabil-
ity. Agreeableness and conscientiousness
were identified as consistent moderators
across different religious dimensions and
contexts, such as gender, age, cohort, and
country (Saroglou, 2012). Therefore, we fo-
cus on the question, whether personality
traits (openness to experience, agreeable-
ness and conscientiousness) moderate this
relationship between religiosity and wisdom.

METHOD
Participants

Sample consisted of 125 university stu-
dents aged between 17 and 29 years, with
mean age 23.5 years and standard deviation
2.6 years. Men formed 69.6 percent (n = 87)
and women 30.4 percent (n = 38) of the
sample. Respondents were recruited at dif-
ferent Slovak universities.

Measures

To measure religiosity, we used a 33-item
version of Post-Critical Belief Scale (PCBS)
(Duriez et al., 2000). Items were scored on
a 7-point Likert scale (1 = completely op-
posed, 4 =neutral, 7 = completely in agree-
ment). The scale is supposed to measure four
different attitudes to religion, based on
Wulff’s model (1991, 1997). Orthodoxy is
measured by 8 items (e.g., God has been de-
fined for once and for all and therefore is
immutable). External critique consists of
9 items (e.g., God is only a name for the inex-
plicable). Relativism is measured by 8 items
(e.g., Each statement about God is a result of
the time in which it was made) and finally,
second naiveté consists of § items (e.g., The

Bible is a guide, full of signs in the search for
God, and not a historical account.). The scale
shows good internal consistency except for
second naivete, with alpha coefficients 0.827
for orthodoxy, 0.718 for external critique,
0.753 for relativism, and 0.578 for second
naivete.

Wisdom was measured by the Three-Di-
mensional Wisdom Scale (3D-WS), a self-
administered instrument (Ardelt, 2003), Slo-
vak version developed by Benedikovicova
(Benedikovi¢ova, Ardelt, 2008). The scale
contains 39 items, 14 items for the cognitive
wisdom dimension (e.g., Ignorances is bliss),
12 items for the reflective wisdom dimension
(e.g., When I am confused by a problem, one
of the first things I dois survey the situation
and consider all the relevant pieces of infor-
mation), and 13 items for the affective wis-
dom dimension (I can be comfortable with all
kinds of people). All items were measured on
5-point Likert type scales (1 = definitely true
of myself, 5 = not true of myself). All items
that assess the absence of cognitive, reflec-
tive, and affective wisdom characteristics
were reversed. Alpha coefficents were 0.646
for cognitive dimension, 0.669 for reflective
dimension, and 0.585 for affective dimension
of wisdom.

Personality traits were approached
through the Big Five personality theory.
NEO Five Factor Inventory (Costa, McCrae,
1992, Slovak version Ruisel, Halama, 2007)
was used to measure Big Five personality
traits. The scale consists of 60 items, repre-
senting the Big Five personality traits: extra-
version, neuroticism, conscientiousness,
agreeableness and openness. Self-rating is
provided on a 5-point scale. The authors
(Ruisel, Halama, 2007) state that the scale
items have high and univocal factor load-
ings on the Big Five dimensions and ad-
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equate level of internal consistency across
different samples. In this sample, the reliabil-
ity of the scales ranged from 0.704 for open-
ness to 0.845 for neuroticism.

RESULTS

In the first step of the analysis, correla-
tion analysis for the religiosity measured by
PCBS and wisdom measured by 3D-WS was
performed. As it is shown in Table 1, ortho-
doxy significantly correlates with the cogni-
tive dimension of wisdom (r=0.24, p<0.01)
and with the reflective dimension of wisdom
(r=0.23, p<0.01). External critique corre-
lates with the affective dimension of wisdom
(r=0.18, p<0.05), and no significant correla-
tions were found between relativism and
wisdom, and second naiveté and wisdom.
The overall correlation coefficients are rather
small.

In the second step, the moderation hy-
pothesis of personality traits — namely open-
ness to experience, agreeableness, and con-
scientiousness (based on the metaanalysis
of Saroglou, 2012) in the relationship between
religiosity and wisdom was tested. The over-
all score for wisdom dimensions and person-
ality traits was centered before the analysis.
Since religiosity was measured in its differ-
ent forms (orthodoxy, external critique, rela-
tivism, and second naivete), in the following

text we bring the significant results for these
forms of religiosity separately.

Orthodoxy

We tested the hypothesis that personality
traits (openness, agreeableness, and consci-
entiousness) will serve as moderators of the
relationship between orthodoxy and wisdom
dimensions (cognitive, reflective, and affec-
tive). Results show that openness moder-
ates the relationship between orthodoxy and
the cognitive dimension of wisdom (see
Table 2) and also the relationship between
orthodoxy and the reflective dimension of
wisdom (see Table 3). As it is seen in Table 2,
in the first block, both the cognitive dimen-
sion of wisdom and openness predict ortho-
doxy (R?=11.5%, p<0.001). In step 2, when
interaction term was added, only openness
and interaction term predicted significantly
the level of orthodoxy, without the cognitive
dimension of wisdom (R? change = 7.6%,
p<0.001).

Table 3 shows regression coefficients for
openness moderating the relationship be-
tween reflective dimension of wisdom and
orthodoxy. In the first block, both the reflec-
tive dimension of wisdom and openness pre-
dicted orthodoxy (R?=13.1%, p<0.001). In
step 2, when interaction term was added, each
reflective dimension of wisdom, openness,

Table 1. Correlations between religiosity (PCBS) and Wisdom (3D-WS) — whole sample

(n=125)

WISDOM 3D-WS
RELIGIOSITY PCBS Cognitive Reflective Affective
Orthodoxy 0.246** 0.236** -0.018
External Critique 0.024 -0.017 0.186*
Relativism -0.104 -0.153 0.122
Second Naiveté -0.045 -0.050 -0.157
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Table 2. Hierarchical regression analysis testing the moderating effect of openness to
experience in the relationship between orthodoxy and cognitive dimension of wisdom

[ B [ SE | » | 't ] sig
First block (R° = 0.115)
Cognitive dimension of 30200 | 0.699 | 0.191 2.180 | 0.031
wisdom
Openness -1.986 0.725 | -0.240 -2.741 0.007
Second block (R° = 0.191)
Cognitive dimension of 1264 | 0699 | 0153 | 1809 | 0.073
wisdom
Openness 2054 | 0696 | -0248 | -2.951 0.004
Cognitive dim. of wisdom x 2.009 | 0595 | 0.278 3374 | 0.001
Openness

Dependent variable - Orthodoxy

Table 3. Hierarchical regression analysis testing the moderating effect of openness to
experience in relationship between orthodoxy and reflective dimension of wisdom

[ B | SE [ 5 | t | sig
First block (R° = 0.131)
Reflective dimension of 1844 | 0697 |-0224 | 2647 | 0.009
wisdom
Openness 2.269 0700 | -0.274 | -3.243 0.002
Second block (R° = 0.182)
Reflective dimension of 1.377 0.700 | 0.167 1.968 0.051
wisdom
Openness 2.050 0.686 | -0.248 | -2.987 0.003
Reflective dim. of wisdom x 1.820 0.662 | 0.235 2.750 0.007
Openness

Dependent variable — Orthodoxy

and interaction term predicted significantly
the level of orthodoxy (R? change = 18.1%,
p < 0.01). Particular direction of this modera-
tion can be seen in Figures 1 and 2.

Figures 1 and 2 show that thereis the same
pattern of moderation effect of openness on
therelationship beteween wisdom (cognitive
and/or reflective dimensions) and orthodoxy.
Individuals with low cognitive and/or reflec-
tivedimensions of wisdom and high openness
to experience achieve the lowest score of or-

thodoxy, people still low in cognitive and/or
reflective dimensions of wisdom and with
medium level of openness score higher in or-
thodoxy, and the highest score in orthodoxy
isachieved by participants with low openness
and low cognitive and/or reflective dimen-
sions of wisdom. Thesedifferences are ofthe
samedirection in case of medium level of cog-
nitive dimension of wisdom: the most ortho-
dox believers among those with medium level
of cognitive and/or reflective dimension of
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Figure 1. Moderation effect of openness in the relationship between orthodoxy and
cognitive dimension of wisdom
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Figure 2. Moderation effect of openness in the relationship between orthodoxy and
reflective dimension of wisdom
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wisdom arethose with low openness; less or-
thodox are those with medium openness, and
the lowest orthodoxy level was found in
people with high openness. Differences in
orthodoxyareeliminated in case ofhigh cog-
nitiveand/or reflective dimensions of wisdom,
where there are no differences in orthodoxy
between people with high cognitive and/or
reflective dimensions of wisdom, regardless
of'their level of openness.

External Critique

From among openness, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness, only conscientiousness
moderates the relationship between external
critique and wisdom, in particular the cogni-
tive dimension of wisdom. Table 4 shows
regression coefficients. In the first block, none
of the variables tested predict external cri-
tique (R>=1.9%, n.s.). After adding the inter-
action term in the second block, interaction
term predicted significantly the level of ex-
ternal critique (R?>change =9.8%, p< 0.01).
The particular pattern of conscientiousness
moderation can be seen in Figure 3.

Figure 3 clearly shows how conscientious-
ness moderates the relationship between
external critique and cognitive dimension of
wisdom. People with high cognitive dimen-
sion of wisdom and, at the same time, high
conscientiousness are those with the high-
est score of external critique. Individuals
scoring high in cognitive dimension of wis-
dom, however with low conscientiousness,
achieve the lowest level of external critique.
It means that high cognitive dimension of
wisdom and, at the same time, high consci-
entiousness predicts high external critique
and high cognitive dimension of wisdom and
at the same time low conscientiousness pre-
dicts low external critique.

Relativism

Testing the moderation hypothesis of per-
sonality traits, we found that conscientious-
ness moderatesthe relationship between rela-
tivismand affective dimension of wisdom. As
itis seen in Table 5, in the first block, none of
the variables significantlypredicted relativism
(R*=4.3%,n.s.). In the second block, the in-

Table 4. Hierarchical regression analysis testing the moderating effect of conscien-
tiousness in relationship between external critique and cognitive dimension of wisdom

[ B | SE [ 5 | t ] sig
First block (R° = 0.019)
Cognitive dimension of 0215 | 078 | 0024 | 0273 | 0.785
wisdom
Conscientiousness 1.207 0.790 0.137 1.529 0.129
Second block (R° = 0.098)
Cognitive dimension of 0210 | 0757 | 0024 | 0278 | 0782
wisdom
Conscientiousness 1.511 0.766 0.172 1.972 0.051
Cognitive dim. of wisdom x 2479 | 0765 | 0282 | 3239 | 0.002
Conscientiousness

Dependent variable — External critique



STUDIA PSYCHOLOGICA, 55,2013, 3

189

26
25

24

conscientiousness

23

22
21

~&-high

20

external critique

19

=f=-med

18
17

==ow

16

low med

coghnitive W

high

Figure 3. Relationship between external critique and cognitive dimension of wisdom mod-

erated by conscientiousness

Table 5. Hierarchical regression analysis testing the moderating effect of conscientious-
ness in relationship between relativism and affective dimension of wisdom

[ B [ SE [ B8 [ t | Ssig
First block (R° = 0.043)
Affective dimension of 1204 | 0746 | 0144 | 1614 | 0.109
wisdom
Conscientiousness 1.412 0.749 0.168 1.885 0.062
Second block (R° = 0.042)
Affective dimension of 1397 | 0737 | 0167 | 1895 | 0.060
wisdom
Conscientiousness 1.199 0.741 0.143 1.61 0.108
Affective dim. of wisdom x 1.860 0.792 | 0.207 2347 | 0.021
Con501ent10usness

Dependent variable — Relativism

teraction term predicted significantlythe level
ofrrelativism (R?>change=4.2%, p< 0.05).

In Figure 4 we can see the pattern of this
moderation. The combination of high con-
scientiousness and high affective dimension
of wisdom predicts high relativism, whereas
low conscientiousness and high affective

dimension of wisdom predict low relativism.
Respondents with high conscientiousness
and low affective dimension of wisdom score
low in relativism. However, there are only
slight differences in the level of relativism
between participants scoring low in the af-
fective dimension, regardless whether they
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Figure 4. Relationship between relativism and affective dimension of wisdom moderated

by conscientiousness

are high, medium or low in conscientious-

ness.

Second Naiveté

From among the measured personality
traits, only openness was found to moder-

ate the relationship between second naivete
and wisdom, in particular the cognitive di-
mension of wisdom. Table 6 shows the re-
gression coefficients. In the first block, none
of the variables predicted second naivete
(R*=1.2%, n.s.). In the second block, inter-
action term predicted significantly the level

Table 6. Hierarchical regression analysis testing the moderating effect of openness to
experience in relationship between second naivete and cognitive dimension of wisdom

Openness

[ B | SE [ 5 | t T Ssig
First block (R° = 0.012)
Cognitive dimension of 0468 | 0636 |-0068 | 0736 | 0463
wisdom
Openness 20.695 0639 | -0.101 | -1.087 0.279
Second block (R° = 0.082)
Cognitive dimension of -0.736 0617 |-0.107 | -1.192 0.236
wisdom
Openness -0.753 0.615 | -0.109 -1.225 0.223
Cognitive dim. of wisdom x 1.738 0.526 | 0.289 3.304 0.001

Dependent variable — Second Naiveté
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Figure 5. Relationship between second naiveté and cognitive dimension of wisdom

moderated by openness to experience

of second naiveté (R? change = 9.3%, p <
0.001). Figure 5 shows the pattern of this
moderation. As we can see, the biggest dif-
ferences in second naivete are among people
with low cognitive dimension of wisdom de-
pending on their level of openness: people
with low openness are the highest in second
naivete, then people with medium level of
openness and people with low cognitive di-
mension of wisdom and high level of open-
ness achieve the lowest level of second
naivete. Interestingly, the most dramatic dif-
ferences in second naivete are among people
with low openness. The level of second
naiveté decreases in people with low open-
ness together with the rising level of cogni-
tive dimension of wisdom. On the other hand,
people with high openness to experience
achieve only a slight increase in second
naivete, regardless of their level of cognitive
dimension of wisdom.

DISCUSSION

In searching for the relationship between
religiosity and wisdom, the correlation analy-
sis confirmed the relationships between
these two concepts. Higher othodoxy asso-
ciates positively with higher cognitive and
reflective dimensions of wisdom. Higher lit-
eral adherence to one’s set of beliefs is found
in people with higher ability and willingness
to understand events and phenomena in
detail, in people that have awareness of posi-
tive and negative aspects of human nature
and of life’s ambiguity and uncertainty. But
the results also show a positive relationship
between external critique, which means re-
jecting the religious sphere, and affective
dimension of wisdom. So if we asked the
question — Does something like wise religi-
osity exist? — the first simple answer based
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on the correlations would be Yes, it seem-
ingly does. And immediate correction would
be — But those who reject the religious realm
are also wise. We found that rejection of the
religious realm based on literal understand-
ing of religion positively associates with the
ability to feel compassion and love for oth-
ers. These are rather surprising findings that
need to be investigated more, because ad-
herence to a set of beliefs based on literal
understanding is found in religious funda-
mentalists and is connected with prejudices
and with rigid and insufficient adaptation
ability (Luyten et al., 2003), yet in our study
we found it positively associated with wis-
dom.

We found that personality traits do mod-
erate the relationship between religiosity
and wisdom and that this religiosity-wis-
dom relationship is not clear. These find-
ings support the results of a previous study,
where studying elderly people, Ardelt (2008)
found that intrinsic religiosity, generally
defined as a way of life and a commitment
of one’s life to God or a higher power
(Donahue, 1985) or as a set of religious
beliefs that forms the basis or central focus
for life (Wiebe, Fleck, 1980), did not associ-
ate with wisdom (r = 0.09, n.s.) and extrinsic
religiosity, which is primarily a function of
utilitarian motivation (Wiebe, Fleck, 1980)
associated negatively with overall wisdom
score (r =-0.35, p<0.01).

Going further on our way of finding the
answer to the question what is connected
with wise religiosity, we tested the personal-
ity moderator hypothesis. In our research,
there are two personality traits, openness
and conscientiousness, that play an impor-
tant role in the relationship between religi-
osity and wisdom. Openness is a moderator
of the relationship between orthodoxy and

the cognitive dimension of wisdom; it also
moderates two other relationships: the rela-
tionship between orthodoxy and the reflec-
tive dimension of wisdom and the relation-
ship between second naivete and the cogni-
tive dimension of wisdom. Openness reflects
the degree of intellectual curiosity, creativ-
ity, and a preference for novelty and variety
a person has. It is also described as the ex-
tent to which a person is imaginative or in-
dependent, and depicts a personal prefer-
ence for a variety of activities over a strict
routine (Ruisel, Halama, 2007). Previous lit-
erature (Saucier, 2000; Muiioz-Garcia, 2008;
Saroglou, 2012) show that openness is the
personality dimension that distinguishes
modern spirituality from classic religiosity.
Conscientiousness is connected with being
thorough, careful, or vigilant; it implies a
desire to do a task well and it denotes what
is traditionally called character (Costa,
McCrae, 1992). Conscientiousness moder-
ates the relationships between external cri-
tique and the cognitive dimension of wis-
dom and relativism and the affective dimen-
sion of wisdom. These findings are supported
by previous findings (Saroglou, Mufloz-
Garcia, 2008; Saroglou, 2012) showing that
along with agreeableness, conscientiousness
is the most important personality factor of
religiousness, probably across different cul-
tures, religions and cohorts.

When we ask the question “Are religious
people wiser people?”, or “Is there some-
thing like wise religiosity?”, following our
moderation analysis, the answer will be ac-
cording to our study, NO. Based on the
methodology we employed and the results,
we are not at liberty to say that religious
people are wiser people, nor that there is
something like wise religiosity. When we take
a closer look at the figures, which depict
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types of religiosity connected with inclusion
of the transcendent and religious realm (or-
thodoxy and second naivete), we find a simi-
lar interaction pattern between the variables.
Regardless whether the inclusion of tran-
scendence and religious contents is literal
or symbolic, we will find the highest levels
of orthodoxy and second naiveté in people
with low wisdom dimensions and low open-
ness.

The oposite trend is found in external cri-
tique and relativism, which are dimensions
characterized by literal or symbolic exclusion
of transcendent or religious ideas. We found
that with increasing level of wisdom and con-
scientiousness increases the level of exclu-
sion of transcendence.

Another interesting finding is that the re-
lationship between inclusion of religious
realm, in other words with religiosity of be-
lievers, and wisdom is moderated by open-
ness. On the other hand, the relationship
between external critique, relativism (the di-
mensions organized around the exclusion
dimension — characteristically found in non-
believers) and wisdom is moderated by con-
scientiousness. It seems that for believers,
the important trait, which allows them to
reach wisdom and living a wise life, is open-
ness. And the highest levels of wisdom are
found in those non-believers, who display
high levels of conscientiousness.

The present findings may offer enrichment
and inspiration for further research on cog-
nitive aspects of religiosity and expert dis-
cussion of the historically existing relation-
ship between religiosity and wisdom. More-
over, we hope that these findings can pro-
vide useful information for experts working
in pastoral care or other practical fields.

Received June 17, 2013
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MUDRA RELIGIOZITA: VZTAH MEDZI RELIGIOZITOU AMUDROSTOU
MODEROVANY OSOBNOSTNYMI CRTAMI

L. Adamovova

Suhrn: Cielom $tadie bolo skimat’ vztah medzi religiozitou zaloZenou na tedrii Wulffa (1991,
1997) a mudrost'ou, tak ako ju definuje a operacionalizuje Ardeltova (2003, 2004). Vyber pozostaval
70 125 univerzitnych Studentov vo veku medzi 17 a 29 rokov s priemernym vekom 23,5 rokov
a Standardnou odchylkou 2,6 roka. Muzi tvorili 69,6% (n = 87) a zeny 30,4% (n = 38) vyberu.
Religiozita bola merana Skalou postkritickych presvedéeni PCBS (Duriez et al., 2000), madrost
bola merana Trojdimenzionalnou $kalou muadrosti 3D-WS (Ardelt, 2003) a patfaktorovy
osobnostny dotaznik NEO FFI (Costa, McCrae, 1992) bol pouzity na zistovanie osobnostnych
¢ft. Zistilo sa, ze ortodoxia pozitivne koreluje s kognitivnou a reflexivnou dimenziou mudrosti.
Externa kritika koreluje pozitivne s afektivnou dimenziou mudrosti. Pri testovani moderaénej
hypotézy sme zistili, Ze otvorenost moderuje vzt'ah medzi ortodoxiou a kognitivnou ako aj
reflexivnou dimenziou mudrosti a medzi second naiveté a kognitivnou dimenziou mudrosti.
Svedomitost’ moderuje vztah medzi externou kritikou a kognitivnou dimenziou mudrosti a medzi
relativizmom a afektivnou dimenziou mudrosti. Vysledky diskutujeme s existujicou literatirou.
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