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Abstract: The current study was designed to investigate the concurrent and temporal associations
between petitionary-focused prayer for a partner and relationship outcomes such as relationship
satisfaction, commitment and quality, romantic loneliness, and relationship disillusionment from
the perspective of the moderating role of relationship form (marital vs. nonmarital relationship).
This study utilized a cross-sectional and longitudinal design and examined 412 Polish adults aged
18–75 (M = 35.10, SD = 9.50) at Time 1 and 190 participants after a four-month interval. The results
revealed a moderation function of relationship form at T1 for relationship satisfaction at T1 and
that more praying for a partner at T1 was associated with higher relationship satisfaction at T1 in
marital relationships but not in nonmarital relationships. There was, however, a trend suggesting
that more praying for a partner at T1 might be related to lower levels of romantic loneliness at T2 in
marital relationships but not in nonmarital relationships. No interaction effects were observed for
other relationship outcomes. These results suggest that the effects of praying for a partner may differ
depending on relationship outcomes and that prayer may play a positive function with respect to
relationship satisfaction in marital relationships in comparison to nonmarital relationships.

Keywords: marriage; nonmarital relationships; prayer; relationship satisfaction; loneliness;
relationship commitment; relationship quality

1. Introduction

Prayer represents a spiritual form of activity prevalent in all Abrahamic traditions (i.e.,
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) and possesses parallels in other religious traditions, such
as Buddhism or Hinduism (Fincham et al. 2010). Therefore, prayer may be considered an
essential activity in most religions (Lambert et al. 2012). Petitionary prayer “invokes God’s
help in response to specific needs” (Fincham et al. 2010, p. 650) and includes requesting
“God’s help or intervention” (May et al. 2020, p. 2992). Colloquial petitionary prayer
rests upon using an individual’s own language rather than a set of words or memorized
prayer (Fincham et al. 2010; May et al. 2020). Petitionary prayer can take various forms, for
instance, it can include (1) self-focused prayer (SFP) when an individual makes requests
about one’s protection or well-being (Fincham and Beach 2014; May et al. 2020), and
(2) partner-focused petitionary prayer (PFPP) “in which there is an explicit focus on the
needs of one’s partner.” (Fincham and Beach 2014, p. 587). In other words, partner-focused
petitionary prayer involves praying for the person with whom an individual has the most
important relationship (Lambert et al. 2012) and involves petitioning the Deity on behalf of
one’s partner’s well-being, positive things for one’s partner, protection over the partner,
and helping the partner to achieve his/her goals (Fincham and Beach 2014).

In prior research, partner-focused prayer has been found to be concurrently related
to relationship satisfaction (Fincham et al. 2008) and prospectively (in a 7-week interval)
with commitment, and this link was partially mediated through enhanced relationship
satisfaction (Fincham and Beach 2014). Furthermore, prayer has also been shown to
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increase forgiveness (Lambert et al. 2010b) and reduce extradyadic romantic behaviors
(infidelity) (Fincham et al. 2010), and a higher frequency of prayer was associated with
lower alcohol consumption and problematic drinking behavior both cross-sectionally and
longitudinally (Lambert et al. 2010a). Praying for a close relationship partner has also
been demonstrated to be associated with more cooperative and forgiving behaviors toward
one’s partner (Lambert et al. 2013). The positive outcomes of praying in a relationship
have been demonstrated not only for individual prayer for a partner but also for praying
with and for a partner; specifically, praying for and with a partner has been found to be
associated with greater trust in a partner (Lambert et al. 2012). Finally, in a recent study,
May and colleagues (2020) investigated the role of daily partner-focused petitionary prayer
in relationship communication and quality and cardiovascular functioning among 90 adults.
The results of this study revealed that in a 4-week period, individuals who were engaged in
partner-focused petitionary prayer improved their relationship quality and cardiovascular
efficiency by improving their protective cardiovascular mechanisms (May et al. 2020).

The review of the literature pertaining to praying for a partner and relationship out-
comes reveals two key notions. First, the majority of the prior research on religion and
praying in the context of relationships has largely focused on marital unions (Aragoni et al.
2021; Henderson et al. 2018; Langlais and Schwanz 2017). This focus is understandable,
taking into account that religious involvement enhances the chances of marrying and
religious attendance, and the salience of religion in daily life is considered a key factor
in making decisions regarding starting cohabitation before or within marriage (Mahoney
2010). At the same time, over a few years, unmarried couples have become a group of
particular interest among researchers who are investigating religiosity and relationship
outcomes (Aragoni et al. 2021). For instance, Langlais and Schwanz (2017) showed that
relationship religiosity mediated the association between individual and partner religiosity
and relationship satisfaction in dating relationships. Furthermore, various components
of religious involvement have also been found to be positively linked with relationship
satisfaction and expectations of marrying among nonmarried individuals (Henderson
et al. 2018). Finally, in a very recent study, Aragoni and colleagues (2021) found that in
nonmarital relationships, perceived religious differences and dyadic attendance were pre-
dictors of commitment, whereas perceived religious differences were related to relationship
satisfaction and negative interactions. In this context, the gap in research on religiosity
and unmarried relationships appears to require addressing the contemporary changes in
the sociohistorical context of today’s people’s intimate relationships, which are marked
by their greater diversity and complexity and various structural arrangements, such as
cohabitation or living apart together (LAT) (e.g., Bühler and Nikitin 2020; Henderson et al.
2018). Moreover, these transformations are accompanied by the increased popularity of
cohabitation and the relevance of nonmarital relationships for people’s well-being (e.g.,
Henderson et al. 2018), and the diminished role of marriage, with “being married [to be]
less likely to be considered a key part of adulthood” (Bühler and Nikitin 2020, p. 463).
Despite this growing interest in unmarried unions, “surprisingly little is known about
the role (if any) of religious factors in shaping the quality, stability, and trajectories of
nonmarital unions” (Henderson et al. 2018, p. 1922), while religiosity has been suggested
to play “some role in unmarried relationships, at least for a good number of people, and
some of the findings from married couples can be extended to those who are not married”
(Aragoni et al. 2021, p. 3).

Second, past research on prayer for a partner has mainly focused on outcomes such as
relationship satisfaction and commitment, forgiveness, trust, infidelity, and marital conflict,
while it has paid less attention to outcomes such as loneliness and marital/relationship
disillusionment. The omission of these two outcomes appears to be quite surprising
because loneliness is a common psychological problem that affects many individuals,
and satisfying, high-quality relationships are one of the strongest factors that protect
against loneliness (e.g., Mund and Johnson 2021). At the same time, studies devoted to
religiosity and loneliness appear to be scarce, with at least two exceptions. Specifically,
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Ismail and Desmukh (2012) observed in a sample of 150 Pakistani Muslims a strong
negative association between loneliness and religiosity measured in terms of religious
gathering attendance, belief salience, and frequency of prayer. In turn, Pereira et al. (2014)
noted the lack of a link between prayer for a partner and loneliness. With respect to
marital/relationship disillusionment, this factor has been recognized in the literature as
one of the factors related to stability vs. termination of marital and other relationships
(Niehuis et al. 2021) that is defined as “an extreme version of disappointment [that] captures
individuals’ perception that their relationship has changed for the worse” (Niehuis et al.
2019, p. 210). In past research, greater disillusionment in cohabiting and married couples
has been found to be related to a higher self-rated likelihood of relationship termination,
even when relationship satisfaction, commitment, and length were controlled (Niehuis et al.
2015), and actor and partner effects of disillusionment temporally preceded individuals’
depressive symptoms (see Niehuis et al. 2021). Because prior studies have well documented
the link between marital/relationship disillusionment and several relationship outcomes,
the inclusion of this construct that has not been—to the best of our knowledge—examined
in research on praying and relationship outcomes appears to be an important task in
this area.

In the context of the empirical evidence and theoretical framework elaborated above,
the objective of the current study is to determine whether petitionary-focused prayer is
concurrently and prospectively (within a 4-month interval) associated with diverse relation-
ship outcomes and whether the form of a relationship (marital vs. nonmarital relationship)
moderates the associations between prayer for a partner and relationship outcomes in a
sample of Polish adults. For the current investigation, we examined conceptualizations of
petitionary-focused prayer proposed by other researchers. We viewed it as a form of prayer
in which individuals make requests regarding their partner’s needs, well-being, positive
things, God’s protection, and achievement of goals (Fincham and Beach 2014).

Prior research has widely investigated the role of prayer for a partner in relationship
outcomes such as relationship satisfaction, commitment, trust, or forgiveness, which could
be termed positive relationship outcomes (e.g., Fincham and Beach 2014; Fincham et al.
2008; Lambert et al. 2010b, 2012), and for such negative outcomes as infidelity (Fincham
et al. 2010) or alcohol consumption and problematic drinking behavior (Lambert et al.
2010a). However, little is known about the role of prayer for a partner in the context
of other negative relationship outcomes, such as romantic loneliness and relationship
disillusionment.

Moreover, past research has mainly focused on analyzing the function of prayer for
a partner in marital relationships while omitting nonmarital relationships. Therefore, a
critical step is exploring the moderating role of relationship form (marital vs. nonmarital
relationship) in the link between prayer for a partner and positive and negative relationship
outcomes among individuals both in marital and nonmarital relationships. The marital
context (i.e., the degree to which marriage is considered a normative life event in a given
peer group) affects individuals’ subjective well-being (Wadsworth 2016). The unique
combination of marital and religious aspects in Poland, where the current investigation
was performed, provides an excellent opportunity to investigate the role of prayer for a
partner in relationship outcomes in marital and nonmarital unions. First, an overwhelming
number of Poles identify as religious, and more than 90% of Polish individuals belong
to the Catholic Church, which makes Poland a highly homogeneous society regarding
religious affiliation and ethnicity (Zarzycka et al. 2017; Żemojtel-Piotrowska et al. 2021),
where about 70% declare praying at least once a week (Wendołowska and Czyżowska
2021). Moreover, in Poland, the Catholic religion has been acknowledged to strongly impact
people’s lives in domains such as marriage and other relationships (Zarzycka et al. 2017).
Second, Poles firmly hold the view of achieving adulthood through heterosexual marriage
and becoming parents (Fitzpatrick et al. 2013). This adherence to traditional forms of
marital and family life is accompanied by a lower prevalence of cohabitating relationships
than in other countries and a lower acceptance of cohabitation (Janicka and Szymczak 2019).
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This high value attached to traditional forms of marital and family life in Poland is also
reflected in recent Polish census data, revealing that 55% of Poles desire to have a small
family, including parents and children (CBOS 2019). This percentage has not been altered
since 2013, while the preference for informal relationships declined between 2013 and 2019
from 5% to 3% (CBOS 2019).

To this end, based on prior research in these areas, we hypothesized that prayer for
a partner at T1 would be positively associated with relationship satisfaction at T1 and
T2, three dimensions of relationship commitment at T1 and T2 (bond with the partner,
significance of the relationship, and concern for the partner’s well-being), and three aspects
of relationship quality at T1 and T2 (perceived support, relationship depth, and relation-
ship conflict), whereas it would be negatively associated with romantic loneliness and
relationship disillusionment at T1 and T2. Furthermore, we hypothesized that these asso-
ciations might appear differently for married people than their nonmarried counterparts
and that the relationship form (marital vs. nonmarital relationship) would moderate these
associations. To be precise, we expected that the specific differences might be, in general,
exacerbated or have a greater effect in the married group than in the unmarried group.

2. Results
2.1. Plan of Analysis

First, prior to the main analysis, the descriptive statistics of major study variables
stratified by relationship form, i.e., by marital and nonmarital relationships, were calcu-
lated using International Business Machines Corporation (IBM; New York, NY, USA) SPSS
version 27. One-way ANOVA was applied to establish differences between individuals
in marital and nonmarital relationships in terms of the variables tested. Next, the correla-
tion matrix (r-Pearson) of synchronous, cross-lagged, and autoregressive correlations for
continuous study variables was calculated using SPSS v. 27.

The main analysis consisted of a series of regression moderation analyses that aimed
to establish whether the relationship form at T1 (marital vs. nonmarital relationship) mod-
erated the association between prayer for a partner at T1 and relationship outcomes at both
T1 and T2. In total, we conducted 18 moderation analyses in which we tested relation-
ship satisfaction, relationship commitment measured in terms of bond with the partner,
significance of the relationship, concern for the partner’s well-being, relationship quality
(assessed in terms of perceived support, relationship depth, and relationship conflict),
romantic loneliness, and relationship disillusionment at T1 and T2 as outcomes of prayer
for a partner at T1. The moderation analyses were conducted using PROCESS (Hayes 2013).
The significance of the interaction effects was tested using the bootstrapping procedure.
Unstandardized interaction effects were computed for each of the 50,000 bootstrapped
samples, and a 95% confidence interval was computed. Religious participation (frequency
of attending religious services) was included in the moderation analyses as a covariate.

Further, following the recommendations provided in the literature, we have reported
∆R2 as an index of moderator effect size (Carte and Russell 2003). Finally, due to testing
multiple outcomes, we controlled for the family wise error rate (FWER) (Vickerstaff et al.
2019) by employing Holm’s method, which iteratively accepts and rejects hypotheses
(Haynes 2013). It is a step-down method whereby the unadjusted p values are ranked
from smallest to largest, and each unadjusted p-value is adjusted; next, each adjusted
p-value is compared to the nominal significance level until a p-value higher than the
significance level is noted, after which the method is concluded (Vickerstaff et al. 2019).
The Bonferroni and Holm methods lead to the same and disjunctive power when analyzing
multiple primary outcomes (Vickerstaff et al. 2019). The Holm–Bonferroni correction was
calculated by employing an online calculator available at https://osf.io/yv5zr/ (accessed
on 16 October 2021).

https://osf.io/yv5zr/
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2.2. Descriptive Statistics

As Table 1 shows, individuals in marital and nonmarital relationships showed a
significant difference in their reported prayer for a partner at T1 and T2, bond with the
partner, significance of the relationship, concern for the partner’s well-being, perceived
support, conflict, and depth scores based on their relationship form.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Major Study Variables at T1 and T2 Stratified by Relationship Form.

Time 1 Time 2

Variables
Total

Sample
N = 412

Individuals
in Marital

Relationships
n = 225

Individuals
in Nonmarital
Relationships

n = 187
Test

Total
Sample
N = 190

Individuals
in Marital

Relationships
n = 117

Individuals
in Nonmarital
Relationships

n = 73
Test

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F η2 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F η2

PFPP-partner-focused
petitionary prayer 2.19 (1.55) 2.48 (1.61) 1.85 (1.40) 18.13 *** 0.04 2.55 (1.65) 2.88 (1.67) 2.03 (1.47) 12.80 *** 0.06

Religious
participation–frequency of

attendance religious services
2.00 (1.33) 2.32 (1.41) 1.63 (1.13) 29.29 *** 0.07 2.27 (1.38) 2.61 (1.40) 1.73 (1.17) 20.09 *** 0.10

RAS-Relationship satisfaction 4.32 (0.68) 4.28 (0.75) 4.37 (0.60) 1.90 0.01 4.26 (0.75) 4.28 (0.76) 4.23 (0.73) 0.18 0.00
QI-Relationship commitment

Bond with the partner 5.58 (1.15) 5.74 (1.10) 5.38 (1.18) 10.14 ** 0.02 5.54 (1.14) 5.72 (1.09) 5.25 (1.16) 8.12 ** 0.04
Significance of the

relationship 5.82 (1.16) 6.04 (1.08) 5.55 (1.20) 18.63 *** 0.04 5.80 (1.19) 6.06 (1.08) 5.38 (1.24) 15.92 *** 0.08

Concern for the partner’s
well-being 5.22 (1.75) 5.65 (1.54) 4.71 (1.85) 32.15 *** 0.07 5.15 (1.80) 5.72 (1.50) 4.24 (1.87) 35.98 *** 0.16

QRI-Relationship quality
Perceived support 3.53 (0.54) 3.46 (0.62) 3.60 (0.42) 6.59 * 0.02 3.50 (0.51) 3.53 (0.48) 3.46 (0.55) 0.89 0.01
Relationship depth 3.34 (0.50) 3.38 (0.54) 3.30 (0.45) 2.75 0.01 3.34 (0.50) 3.42 (0.47) 3.22 (0.53) 7.00 ** 0.04

Relationship conflict 1.75 (0.51) 1.86 (0.66) 1.62 (0.51) 16.09 *** 0.04 1.80 (0.60) 1.86 (0.64) 1.70 (0.52) 3.12 0.02
SELSA-S–Romantic loneliness 1.96 (1.18) 2.02 (1.28) 1.87 (1.04) 1.66 0.00 1.89 (1.10) 1.79 (1.02) 2.07 (1.21) 2.92 0.02

RDS-Relationship
disillusionment 1.54 (0.85) 1.61 (0.94) 1.46 (0.74) 3.27 0.01 1.54 (0.80) 1.54 (0.82) 1.55 (0.76) 0.02 0.00

Note. PFPP = Partner-Focused Petitionary Prayer Scale; RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale; QI = Commitment
Inventory; QRI = Quality of Relationships Inventory; SELSA-S = Social and Emotional Loneliness Scale for Adults;
RDS = Relationship Disillusionment Scale. *** p < 0.001. ** p < 0.01. * p < 0.05.

In general, married individuals reported higher levels of prayer for a partner at T1
and T2, bonding with the partner at T1 and T2, the significance of the relationship at T1
and T2, concern for the partner’s well-being at T1 and T2, and a higher level of depth at
T2 than respondents in nonmarital relationships did. Furthermore, married respondents
experienced more perceived support and conflict at T1 than did individuals in nonmarital
relationships. Married individuals also reported higher religious participation (frequency
of attending religious services) at T1 and T2 than individuals in nonmarital relationships.
Finally, the groups did not differ in reported relationship satisfaction at T1 and T2, romantic
loneliness at T1 and T2, relationship disillusionment at T1 and T2, conflict at T2, or perceived
support at T2.

2.3. Moderation Analyses: Relationship Form as a Moderator of the Link between Praying for a
Partner and Relationship Outcomes

Table 2 shows the outcomes of moderation analyses assessing the moderating role
of relationship form at T1 (marital vs. nonmarital relationship) in the concurrent and
temporal associations between prayer for a partner at T1 and relationship outcomes at T1
and T2. For ease of interpretation, the results of the moderation analyses were stratified
by T1 and T2. Due to testing multiple outcomes, the FWER was controlled by employing
the Holm–Bonferroni procedure (Haynes 2013; Vickerstaff et al. 2019). As a result, the
adjusted p value was considered and subsequently interpreted. In the case of each of the
nine relationship outcomes, the covariate of religious participation was demonstrated to
be nonsignificant.
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Table 2. Results from Regression Analyses Examining the Moderation of the Effect of Partner-
Focused Petitionary Prayer on Relationship Outcomes at T1 and T2 by Relationship Form (Marital vs.
Nonmarital Relationship).

Time 1 Time 2

Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p

Relationship satisfaction (Y)
Constant i1 4.575 0.085 53.824 p < 0.001 4.299 0.155 27.721 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.01,
MSE = 0.57

F(4,185) = 0.24,
p = 0.914

∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 −0.002 0.045 −0.039 0.969
5.43 R2 = 0.04,

MSE = 0.45
F(4,407) = 4.21,

p = 0.002
∆R2 = 0.02 **

−0.032 0.076 −0.415 0.679
5.43

Relationship type (M) b2 −0.370 0.116 −3.179 0.002
0.032 −0.101 0.203 −0.496 0.620

3.75
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 0.146 0.046 3.193 0.002
0.036 0.063 0.076 0.835 0.405

3.24
Covariate–religious

participation a −0.122 0.046 −2.622 0.009 −0.002 0.077 −0.029 0.977

Bond with the partner (Y)
Constant i1 5.328 0.140 38.166 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.09,
MSE = 1.22

F(4,407) = 9.72,
p < 0.001

∆R2 = 0.01 *

4.927 0.224 22.007 p < 0.001
R2 = 0.11,

MSE = 1.18
F(4,185) = 5.57,

p < 0.001
∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 0.141 0.075 1.897 0.059
0.944 0.075 0.110 0.679 0.498

4.98

Relationship type (M) b2 −0.093 0.191 −0.488 0.626
3.75 0.197 0.294 0.671 0.503

3.75
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 0.181 0.075 2.416 0.016
0.240 0.044 0.109 0.403 0.688

3.30
Covariate–religious

participation −0.127 0.076 −1.674 0.095 0.105 0.111 0.949 0.344

Significance of the
relationship (Y)

Constant i1 5.483 0.139 39.408 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.10,
MSE = 1.21

F(4,407) = 11.79,
p < 0.001

∆R2 = 0.01 *

4.989 0.231 21.598 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.13,
MSE = 1.26

F(4,185) = 7.01,
p < 0.001

∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 0.164 0.074 2.209 0.028
0.476 0.088 0.113 0.777 0.438

4.82

Relationship type (M) b2 0.080 0.191 0.420 0.675
3.75 0.551 0.303 1.820 0.070

0.770
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 0.161 0.075 2.151 0.032
0.416 −0.021 0.113 −0.184 0.855

3.30
Covariate–religious

participation −0.144 0.076 −1.900 0.058 0.130 0.114 1.141 0.255

Concern for the partner’s
well-being (Y)

R2 = 0.14,
MSE = 2.68

F(4,407) = 15.10
p < 0.001

∆R2 = 0.00

Constant i1 4.269 0.207 20.67 p < 0.001 3.660 0.335 10.912 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.20,
MSE = 2.65

F(4,185) = 11.55,
p < 0.001

∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 0.329 0.110 2.989 0.003
0.054 0.299 0.165 1.814 0.071

1.065

Relationship type (M) b2 0.687 0.283 2.430 0.016
0.192 1.540 0.440 3.503 0.001

0.018
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 0.049 0.111 0.441 0.660
3.30 −.107 0.164 −0.655 0.513

3.24
Covariate–religious

participation −0.104 0.113 −0.922 0.357 −0.007 0.1657 −0.039 0.969

Perceived Support (Y)

R2 = 0.04,
MSE = 0.28

F(3,408) = 3.78,
p = 0.005

∆R2 = 0.01 *

Constant i1 3.701 0.067 55,021 p < 0.001 3.532 0.104 33.853 p < 0.001
R2 = 0.02,

MSE =0.26
F(4,185) = 0.97

p = 0.424
∆R2 = 0.01

PFPP (X) b1 0.014 0.036 0.391 0.696
5.43 −0.019 0.051 −0.369 0.713

5.43

Relationship type (M) b2 −0.290 0.092 −3.148 0.002
0.030 −0.111 0.137 −0.813 0.417

3.75
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 0.080 0.036 2.214 0.027
0.378 0.078 0.051 1.522 0.130

1.17
Covariate–religious

participation −0.078 0.037 −2.128 0.034 −0.021 0.052 −0.409 0.683

Relationship depth (Y)
Constant i1 3.301 0.063 52.664 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.04,
MSE = 0.25

F(4,407) = 3.97
p = 0.004

∆R2 = 0.01

3.176 0.101 31.404 p < 0.001
R2 = 0.06,

MSE = 0.24
F(4,185) = 3.12,

p = 0.016
∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 0.042 0.033 1.252 0.212
2.76 0.019 0.050 0.382 0.703

5.43

Relationship type (M) b2 −0.068 0.086 −0.793 0.428
3.75 0.067 0.133 0.502 0.617

3.75
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 0.064 0.034 1.894 0.059
0.649 0.038 0.049 0.777 0.438

3.24
Covariate–religious

participation −0.050 0.034 −1.463 0.144 0.006 0.050 0.128 0.899

Relationship conflict (Y)
Constant i1 1.459 0.075 19.341 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.06,
MSE = 0.36

F(4,407) = 5.99
p < 0.000

∆R2 = 0.01

1.701 0.123 13.816 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.02,
MSE = 0.36

F(4,185) = 0.99,
p = 0.413

∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 0.034 0.040 0.855 0.393
4.72 0.025 0.060 0.410 0.682

5.43

Relationship type (M) b2 0.333 0.103 3.227 0.001
0.001 0.096 0.161 0.594 0.554

3.75
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 −0.064 0.041 −1.573 0.117
1.17 0.024 0.060 0.396 0.693

3.30
Covariate–religious

participation 0.060 0.041 1.459 0.146 −0.029 0.061 −0.480 0.632
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Table 2. Cont.

Time 1 Time 2

Coeff. SE t p Coeff. SE t p

Romantic loneliness (Y)
Constant i1 1.692 0.147 11.483 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.03,
MSE = 1.36

F(4,407) = 3.04
p = 0.017

∆R2 = 0.02 **

1.496 0.221 6.771 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.07,
MSE = 1.15

F(4,185) = 3.53,
p = 0.008

∆R2 = 0.05 **

PFPP (X) b1 −0.003 0.079 −0.044 0.965
5.43 0.170 0.108 1.569 0.118

1.65

Relationship type (M) b2 0.606 0.202 3.001 0.003
0.042 0.406 0.290 1.402 0.163

1.63
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 −0.215 0.079 −2.715 0.007
0.112 −0.340 0.108 −3.152 0.002

0.034
Covariate–religious

participation 0.116 0.080 1.445 0.149 0.140 0.109 1.284 0.201

Relationship disillusionment
(Y)

Constant i1 1.349 0.107 12.619 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.03,
MSE = 0.72

F(4,407) = 2.10
p = 0.019

∆R2 = 0.01 *

1.609 0.165 9.729 p < 0.001

R2 = 0.00,
MSE = 0.65

F(4,185) = 0.11,
p = 0.979

∆R2 = 0.00

PFPP (X) b1 −0.035 0.057 −0.612 0.541
4.98 −0.015 0.081 −0.180 0.857

5.432

Relationship type (M) b2 0.409 0.146 2.795 0.005
0.065 0.001 0.217 0.002 0.998

3.75
PFPP × Relationship type

(XM) b3 −0.124 0.057 −2.154 0.032
0.416 0.004 0.081 0.052 0.959

3.30
Covariate–religious

participation 0.105 0.058 1.808 0.071 −0.016 0.082 −0.199 0.843

Note. The top rows contain the unadjusted p values, while the bottom rows contain the p values (marked in
bold) adjusted by the Holm–Bonferroni method. a All the p values adjusted for covariates were nonsignificant.
** p < 0.01. * p < 0.05.

As Table 2 displays, there was no main effect of prayer for a partner at T1 on rela-
tionship satisfaction at T1 (pHolm = 5.43); however, there was a main effect of relationship
form at T1, and marital relationships at T1 were related to lower relationship satisfaction
at T1 (t = −3.179, pHolm = 0.032). The interaction between prayer for a partner at T1 and
relationship form at T1 was significantly associated with relationship satisfaction at T1
(pHolm = 0.036). Specifically, prayer for a partner at T1 was significantly associated with
higher relationship satisfaction at T1 for individuals in marital relationships (t = 3.20,
p = 0.002) but was not significant for individuals in nonmarital relationships (t = −0.04,
p = 0.969). With respect to temporal associations between prayer for a partner at T1 and
relationship satisfaction at T2, there were no significant main or interaction effects (see
Table 2).

With respect to the dimensions of relationship commitment, prayer for a partner at T1
was not significantly associated with a bond with the partner at T1 or T2; there were also
no main effects of relationship form at T1 or interaction effects of prayer for a partner at T1
and relationship form at T1 on bond with the partner at T1 and T2. A similar pattern of
associations with the lack of main and interaction effects was also noted for the significance
of the relationship at T1 and T2. Next, the main effect was determined only for relationship
form at T1, for concern for the partner’s well-being at T2, and marital relationships at T1
were related to greater concern for the partner’s well-being at T2 (t = 3.50, pHolm = 0.018).

With respect to the dimensions of relationship quality, prayer for a partner at T1 was
not significantly associated with perceived relationship support at T1 or T2; however,
relationship form at T1 was significantly related to relationship support at T1, and marital
relationship at T1 was related to lower perceived relationship support at T1 (t = −3.15,
pHolm = 0.030). At both assessments, interactions between prayer for a partner at T1 and
relationship form at T1 were not significant. Furthermore, prayer for a partner at T1 was
not significantly associated with relationship depth at T1 or T2. The relationship form at T1
was not related to relationship depth at T1 or T2, and at both assessments, the interaction
effects were nonsignificant (pHolm = 0.649 at T1 and pHolm = 3.24 at T2). Prayer for a partner
at T1 was also not significantly associated with relationship conflict at T1 or T2, but there
was a main effect of relationship form at T1 on relationship conflict at T1, and marital
relationships at T1 were related to higher relationship conflict at T1 (t = 3.23, pHolm = 0.001).
The interaction effects were nonsignificant in both the first and second assessments.
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Prayer for a partner at T1 was not significantly associated with romantic loneliness
at T1 or T2; however, there was a main effect of relationship form at T1 on romantic
loneliness at T1, and marital relationships at T1 were related to higher romantic loneliness
(t = 3.00, pHolm = 0.042). Additionally, the interaction between prayer for a partner at T1 and
relationship form at T1 was significant for romantic loneliness at T2 (pHolm = 0.034). At the
same time, the conditional effect of the focal predictor (prayer for a partner at T1) at different
values of the moderator (coded as 0—nonmarital relationships and 1—marital relationships)
was nonsignificant for the nonmarital relationship group (effect = 0.17, SE = 0.11, t = 1.57,
p = 0.118) and the marital relationship group (effect = −0.17, SE = 0.10, t = −1.67, p = 0.097).

Finally, prayer for a partner at T1 was not significantly associated with
marital/relationship disillusionment at T1 or T2. There were also no significant effects
of relationship form at T1 on relationship disillusionment at T1 and T2, and interactions
between prayer for a partner at T1 and relationship form at T1 on marital/relationship
disillusionment at T1 and T2 were nonsignificant (see Table 2).

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Participants and Procedure

Participants were recruited through advertisements posted on Facebook that included
a description of the goal of the study, informed consent, and a link to the questionnaires.
Participants were compensated for their participation in the study; they received vouchers
to a Polish online store worth 20 PLN at T1 and 25 PLN at T2. The dataset used in the
research is publicly available on the Open Science Framework at the following: https://osf.
io/7e8rk/?view_only=f38d13655deb43f8a3b0d4a33bb9c07d (accessed on 16 October 2021).

In total, 446 respondents were enrolled in the study; however, four respondents did not
consent to the processing of their personal data, five respondents were not in a relationship,
six respondents had been in a relationship for less than six months, five respondents were
of other than Polish nationality, one respondent took the survey three times, one respondent
took the survey two times, and six participants were in the same relationships, resulting in
dependent data.

Hence, the final sample at Time 1 consisted of 412 participants, including 235 females
(57%), 165 males (40%), and 12 persons who indicated other genders (3%) with a mean
age of 35.10 years (SD = 9.50) (ranging from 18 to 75 years). For the relationship form, 187
participants (45.40%) were in nonmarital relationships, and 225 were in marital relationships
(54.60%). Among the 412 eligible participants at T1, 220 participants (53.40%) indicated
that they did not have the possibility to pray for their partner, whereas 192 participants
(46.60%) indicated that they had the possibility to pray for their partner. Table 3 displays
further characteristics of the sample at T1 and T2 as a function of relationship form.

As shown in Table 3, the comparisons between individuals in marital and non-marital
relationships indicate significant differences with respect to the following sociodemographic
variables: age at T1, F(1,410) = 69.27, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.15 and T2, F(1,188) = 15.97, p < 0.001,
η2 = 0.08, with younger individuals in nonmarital relationships in comparison to married
individuals; education at T1, Cramer’s V = 0.32, p < 0.001 and T2, Cramer’s V = 0.30,
p < 0.001, with a higher number of individuals with basic and secondary education and
university students in nonmarital relationships compared to married individuals who, in
turn, are mainly characterized by possessing higher education; living arrangements at T1,
phi = −0.43, p < 0.001 and T2, phi = −0.50, p < 0.001, with a higher number of individuals
in nonmarital relationships who do not live with their partners in comparison to their
married counterparts; having children at T1, phi = −0.50, p < 0.001 and T2, phi = −0.46,
p < 0.001, with a higher number of individuals in nonmarital relationships who do not have
children compared to married individuals; religion at T1, Cramer’s V = 0.27, p < 0.001 and
T2, Cramer’s V = 0.27, p = 0.010, with a greater number of Roman Catholic followers among
married individuals in contrast to individuals in nonmarital relationships; relationship
length at T1, F(1,410) = 149.30, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.27, and T2, F(1,188) = 61.62, p < 0.001,

https://osf.io/7e8rk/?view_only=f38d13655deb43f8a3b0d4a33bb9c07d
https://osf.io/7e8rk/?view_only=f38d13655deb43f8a3b0d4a33bb9c07d
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η2 = 0.25, with a shorter length of nonmarital relationships compared to a longer duration
of marital relationships.

Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Participants at T1 and T2 and as a Function of the Relation-
ship Form.

Time 1 Time 2

Variable

Individuals in
Marital

Relationships
(n = 225)

Individuals in
Nonmarital

Relationships
(n = 187)

Difference

Individuals in
Marital

Relationships
(n = 117)

Individuals in
Nonmarital

Relationships
(n = 73)

Difference

Age, years p < 0.001 p < 0.001
M (SD) 38.39 (8.90) 31.14 (8.67) 37.33 (8.23) 32.23 (9.06)
Range 22–75 18–54 23–72 21–54

Gender, n (%) p = 0.323 p = 0.282
Male 91 (40.40%) 75 (40%) 44 (37.60%) 29 (39.70%)

Female 130 (57.80%) 105 (55.90%) 72 (61.50%) 41 (56.20%)
Other 4 (1.80%) 8 (4.10%) 1 (0.90%) 3 (4.10%)

Place of residence, n (%) p = 0.077 p = 0.319
Village 31 (13.80%) 19 (10.20%) 17 (14.50%) 7 (9.60%)

City < 25,000 19 (8.40%) 7 (3.70%) 8 (6.80%) 2 (2.70%)
City 25,000–50,000 14 (6.20%) 9 (4.80%) 5 (4.30%) 5 (6.80%)

City 50,000–200,000 30 (13.30%) 17 (9.10%) 16 (13.70%) 6 (8.20%)
City 200,000–500,000 20 (8.90%) 18 (9.60%) 8 (6.80%) 9 (12.30%)

City > 500,000 111 (49.30%) 117 (62.60%) 63 (53.90%) 44 (60.4%)
Highest education, n (%) p < 0.001 p = 0.001

Primary education - 1 (0.50%) - 1 (1.40%)
Lower secondary education 2 (0.90%) - 1 (0.90%) -

Vocational education - - - -
Secondary education 15 (6.70%) 34 (18.20%) 8 (6.80%) 14 (19.20%)

Higher education 204 (90.70%) 125 (66.80%) 104 (88.90%) 48 (65.80%)
Student 4 (1.70%) 27 (14.40%) 4 (3.40%) 10 (13.60%)

Do you live with a partner?, n (%) p < 0.001 p < 0.001
Yes 223 (99.10%) 127 (67.90%) 116 (99.10%) 46 (63%)
No 2 (0.90%) 60 (32.10%) 1 (0.90%) 27 (37%)

Relationship duration (in months) p < 0.001
M (SD) 167.40 (104.12) 61.81 (61.27)

Do you have a child/children?, n (%) p < 0.001 p < 0.001
Yes 147 (65.30%) 29 (15.50%) 78 (66.70%) 14 (19.20%)
No 78 (34.70%) 158 (84.50%) 39 (33.30%) 59 (80.80%)

Religion, n (%) p < 0.001 p = 0.010
I am not a follower of any religion 102 (52.40%) 114 (41.60%) 42 (35.90%) 37 (50.70%)

Roman Catholic 108 (37.60%) 50 (44.20%) 60 (51.30%) 24 (32.90%)
Protestant 8 (2.40%) 2 (4.70%) 7 (6%) 2 (2.70%)
Buddhism 1 (1.20%) 4 (2.60%) - 4 (5.50%)

Other 6 (6.40%) 17 (6.90%) 8 (6.80%) 6 (8.20%)

Among 412 eligible participants, 322 (78%) indicated their willingness to participate in
a follow-up study four months later. In the second assessment, 190 individuals participated,
whereas 222 individuals dropped out of the study (an attrition rate = 53.88%). The detailed
characteristics of individuals at T1 and T2 as a function of attrition rate are provided in
Table 4.

As shown in Table 4, the comparisons between individuals who participated in the
first and second assessments and individuals who participated only in the first assessment
revealed significant differences with respect to the following sociodemographic variables: a
form of relationship, phi = 0.13, p = 0.009, with a higher number of individuals in nonmarital
relationships dropping out of the study compared to married individuals; having children,
phi = −0.10, p = 0.049, with a higher number of childless individuals dropping out of the
study compared to individuals who had children; religion, Cramer’s V = 0.22, p < 0.001,
with a higher number of individuals who were not religious followers dropping out of
the study compared to Roman Catholic individuals who remained in the study at T2; and
higher religious participation (frequency of attending religious services) was observed
among individuals who remained in the study, F(1,410) = 9.70, p = 0.002, η2 = 0.07.
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Table 4. Demographic Characteristics of Participants at T1 and T2 as a Function of the Attrition Rate
between T1 and T2.

W1-W2 Attrition Comparisons

Variable
Total Sample

at T1
(N = 412)

Participants Who
Were at T1 and T2

(n = 190)

Participants Who
Were at T1 and
Dropped at T2

(n = 222)

Difference

Age, years p = 0.905
M (SD) 35.10 (9.50) 35.37 (8.89) 35.15 (9.96)
Range 18–75 21–72 18–75

Gender, n (%) p = 0.499
Male 165 (40%) 73 (38.40%) 92 (41.40%)

Female 235 (57%) 113(59.50%) 122 (55.00%)
Other 12 (2.90%) 4 (2.10%) 8 (3.60%)

Place of residence, n (%) p = 0.974
Village 50 (12.10%) 24 (12.60%) 26 (11.70%)

City < 25,000 26 (6.30%) 10 (5.30%) 16 (7.20%)
City 25,000–50,000 23 (5.60%) 10 (5.30%) 13 (5.90%)

City 50,000–200,000 47 (11.40%) 22 (11.60%) 25(11.30%)
City 200,000–500,000 38 (9.20%) 17 (8.90%) 21 (9.50%)

City > 500,000 228 (55.30%) 107 (56.30%) 121 (54.50%)
Highest education, n (%) p = 0.874

Primary education 1 (0.20%) 1 (0.50%) -
Lower secondary education 2 (0.50%) 1 (0.50%) 1 (0.5%)

Vocational education - - -
Secondary education 49 (11.90%) 22 (11.60%) 27 (12.20%)

Higher education 329 (79.90%) 152 (80.00%) 177 (79.70%)
Student 31 (7.50%) 14 (7.40%) 17 (7.70%)

Form of relationship, n (%) p = 0.009
Marriage 225 (54.60%) 117 (61.60%) 108 (48.60%)

Nonmarital relationships 187 (45.40%) 73 (38.40%) 114 (51.40%)
Do you live with a partner?, n (%) p = 0.321

Yes 350 (85.00%) 162 (85.30%) 185 (83.30%)
No 62 (15.00%) 28 (14.70%) 37 (16.70%)

Relationship duration (in years) p = 0.895
M (SD) 9.56 (8.49) 9.96 (7.99) 9.91 (8.77)

Do you have a child/children?, n (%) p =.049
Yes 176 (42.70%) 92 (48.40%) 85 (38.30%)
No 236 (57.30%) 98 (51.60%) 137 (61.70%)

Religion, n (%) p < 0.001
I am not a follower of any religion 216 (52.40%) 82 (41.60%) 134 (60.40%)

Roman Catholic 158 (37.60%) 84 (44.20%) 74 (32.00%)
Protestant 10 (2.40%) 9 (4.70%) 1 (0.50%)
Buddhism 5 (1.20%) 4 (2.60%) 1 (0.50%)

Other 23 (6.40%) 11 (6.90%) 12 (6.60%)
Religious participation–frequency

of attendance religious services (M, SD) 2.00 (1.33) 2.22 (1.39) 1.82 (1.26) p = 0.002

However, the effect sizes for the indicated differences were small and medium (for
religion). Finally, the comparisons between these two groups with respect to the major
study variables showed that participants who were in the study at T1 and T2 reported a
higher level of praying for a partner (M = 2.48, SD = 1.62) than did participants who were
in the study only at T1 (M = 1.95, SD = 1.44), F(1,410) = 12.36, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.03; however,
this effect size was small.

3.2. Materials

The Partner-Focused Petitionary Prayer Scale (PFPPS; Fincham and Beach 2014) was
used according to the present authors’ Polish translation. This scale is a four-item measure
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of partner-focused petitionary prayer, assessing the frequency of engagement in the behav-
ior depicted in each item. The four statements are rated on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 (“never”) to 5 (“very frequently”). In the current study, the omega coefficient for the
Polish version of the PFPP was = 0.98 at T1 and 0.99 at T2. The confirmatory factor analysis
demonstrated the good fit of the Polish translation at T1, χ2(2) = 85.40, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.97,
TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.01.

Religious participation. To assess the frequency of attendance of religious services, as
was done in the study by Fincham and Beach (2014), the following item was used: “How
often do you attend religious services?”. Responses were rated using a 4-point scale ranging
from 1 (never, or almost never) to 4 (one or more times per week). Higher scores indicated
more frequent attendance.

The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick 1988) was used according to the
Polish translation by Monfort et al. (2014). The RAS was designed to assess general
relationship satisfaction. It consists of seven items rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1
(not well) to 5 (very well). In the current study, the omega coefficient for the RAS was 0.89
at T1 and 0.91 at T2.

The Commitment Questionnaire (CQ; Stanley and Markman 1992) in Polish was
adapted by Janicka and Szymczak (2017). It is a 19-item instrument designed to assess
commitment in married and cohabitating couples that is based on two constructs in the
theory of commitment, i.e., (1) dedication, which is related to the desire to maintain the
relationship and concerns the sense of a bond, and (2) constraint commitment, which is
defined as the tendency to involve oneself in behaviors to maintain a relationship. The
Polish version of the CQ consists of three subscales: bond with the partner, the significance
of the relationship, and concern for the partner’s well-being (Janicka and Szymczak 2017).
All 19 statements are rated on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). In the current study, the Omega coefficients were as follows: 0.90 for the bond with
the partner, 0.84 for the significance of the relationship, and 0.90 for the concern for the
partner’s well-being subscale at T1. At T2, the omega coefficients were 0.92, 0.86, and 0.92,
respectively.

The Social and Emotional Loneliness Scale for Adults (SELSA-S; DiTommaso et al.
2004) was used according to the Polish adaptation by Adamczyk and DiTommaso (2014). It
is a 15-item instrument to measure social, emotional, and romantic loneliness. Participants
are asked to respond to statements using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In the current study, the romantic loneliness subscale was
used, for which the omega coefficient was = 0.79 at T1 and 0.84 at T2.

The Relationship Disillusionment Scale (RDS; Niehuis et al. 2015) was used according
to the Polish adaptation by Niehuis and colleagues (2021). The RDS allows us to measure
relational disillusionment among marital and cohabitating unions. It consists of 11 items
rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). In the current
study, the omega coefficient for relationship disillusionment was = 0.95 at T1 and 0.95 at T2.

The Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI; Pierce et al. 1991) was used according to
the Polish adaptation by Suwalska-Barancewicz et al. (2015). The QRI measures perceived
support, conflict, and the depth of the relationship. The first dimension concerns the extent
to which an individual can rely on a partner for help in various situations. The second
dimension pertains to the respondent’s participation and involvement in a relationship
and how positively he or she views it. In turn, the interpersonal conflict dimension reflects
the extent to which an individual experiences anger and ambivalent feelings toward a
partner. Participants rated the items on a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = not true to
4 = almost always true. In the current study, the omega coefficients were 0.87 for perceived
support, 0.75 for relationship depth, and 0.91 for relationship conflict at T1. At T2, the
omega coefficients were 0.85, 0.77, and 0.92, respectively.

Demographic Information. Respondents were asked to indicate their age, the gender
they identify with the most, their place of residence, their highest educational level, whether
they have a partner/spouse, what the form of their relationship is, the duration of their
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relationship with their current partner, whether they live with their partner in a joint
household, whether they have a child/children, what their nationality is, and what religion
they follow, with the option of indicating that they are not a follower of any religion.

4. Discussion

The main goals of this investigation were to determine whether prayer for a partner
in the first assessment was concurrently and prospectively (in a four-month interval) as-
sociated with diverse relationship outcomes and to ascertain whether relationship form
(marital vs. nonmarital relationship) moderates these associations. This study focused
both on relationship outcomes (relationship satisfaction, commitment, and conflict) whose
associations with praying for a partner have been examined in prior research (e.g., Fincham
and Beach 2014; Fincham et al. 2008) and on those relationship outcomes that have been, to
our knowledge, examined for the first time in reference to praying for a partner, i.e., bond
with the partner, significance of the relationship, concern for the partner’s well-being, per-
ceived support, relationship depth, romantic loneliness, and relationship disillusionment.
Because the performed moderation analyses provided numerous findings, in the current
paper we have, however, focused on the essence of the present investigation, i.e., on the
exploration of the concurrent and temporal associations between prayer for a partner and
relationship outcomes and the moderating role of relationship form for these associations.
By interpreting the obtained findings, we followed recommendations provided for modera-
tion analyses; i.e., we interpreted main effects (i.e., effects of prayer for a partner) merely
when the moderating effects were determined to be insignificant (Carte and Russell 2003),
and we interpreted significant interaction effects as key coefficients even when the main
effects of prayer for a partner and relationship form were determined in some cases to be
insignificant since the purpose of the current study was to assess an interaction (see, for
discussion, Bedeian and Mossholder 1994).

The concurrent association between prayer for a partner at the first assessment and
relationship satisfaction at the first assessment was shown to hold true only for individ-
uals in marital relationships but not for nonmarried individuals. The effect size of this
moderation effect was, however, small and explained 2% of the variance in relationship
satisfaction. This pattern of findings is congruent with previous studies showing that
prayer for a partner was associated with higher satisfaction in relationships (e.g., Fincham
and Beach 2014; Fincham et al. 2008). For instance, Fincham and colleagues (2008) observed,
in a sample of 302 U.S. students (Mage = 19.99), a positive, weak correlation between prayer
for a partner and current relationship satisfaction (r = 0.15) and relationship satisfaction
measured six weeks later (r = 0.14). A similar pattern of results was also observed in another
study in which Fincham and Beach (2014) found, in a sample of 316 U.S. undergraduate
students (Mage = 19.05 and the mean duration of the relationship was 13.70 months), a
moderate positive correlation (r = 0.20) between prayer for a partner and relationship
satisfaction measured by the Couple Satisfaction Inventory (CSI). At the same time, our
results provided evidence that the positive association between prayer for the partner and
relationship satisfaction may pertain only to individuals in marital relationships. This
means that for individuals in nonmarital unions, praying for a partner is not related to
relationship satisfaction. Two factors might explain this finding.

First, in the current study, a higher percentage of married participants in T1 and T2
declared their belonging to the Roman Catholic religion compared to the lower percentage
of participants in nonmarital relationships who belonged to the Roman Catholic religion.
In addition, married participants at T1 and T2 reported a higher frequency of religious
participation, i.e., a higher frequency of attending religious services, than their nonmarried
counterparts. The higher rate of Roman Catholics among married individuals compared
to individuals in informal relationships and higher religious participation among married
individuals may imply higher religiosity and a more important role of religion in their lives
than nonmarital individuals. Moreover, according to the Catholic Church, the presence of
cohabiting unions offends the dignity of marriage, destroys the very concept of family, and
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weakens the meaning of fidelity, and cohabitation is contrary to moral law (John Paul 1981,
1994). Since Catholic teaching values marriages and strongly rejects cohabitation, Roman
Catholic married individuals may experience enhanced positive relationship outcomes.
In turn, individuals in informal relationships in Poland may experience religious and
spiritual struggles concerning wrestling with attempts to follow moral principles and
feelings of worry or guilt arising from perceived offenses committed (Zarzycka et al. 2020).
Specifically, Roman Catholics in informal relationships may experience the discrepancy
between Roman Catholic ideals of marriage and the disapproval of cohabitation in which
they remain. In this specific religious and marital context of Poland, where marriage and
other relationships are under the strong influence of the Catholic religion (Zarzycka et al.
2017; Żemojtel-Piotrowska et al. 2021) and where a lower prevalence of cohabitation and its
lower acceptance rate compared to other countries is noted (Fitzpatrick et al. 2013; Janicka
and Szymczak 2019), individuals in nonmarital relationships may not benefit from the
practice of prayer to the same positive degree as individuals in marital relationships.

The second interaction effect of prayer for the partner at T1 and relationship form at T1
was observed for romantic loneliness at T2 after four months. To be precise, a higher level of
prayer at T1 was related to a lower level of romantic loneliness after four months. This effect
was small and explained 5% of the variance. At the same time, although the interaction
between focal predictor X (prayer for the partner at T1) and moderator M (relationship
form at T1) was statistically significant, we did not find evidence of a statistically significant
conditional effect of X (prayer for the partner at T1) at any value of M (relationship form at
T1 coded as 0—nonmarital relationships and 1—marital relationships) (for discussion, see
Hayes 2013, p. 316). Therefore, the obtained results allow us only to claim that the effect
of prayer for the partner at T1 depends linearly on the relationship form at T1. However,
we are not able to indicate for which individuals (married or nonmarital individuals) the
effect of prayer for the partner at T1 on romantic loneliness at T2 is different from zero
(see Hayes 2013, p. 316). The statistics of the interaction effect, however, imply that this
effect may be significant for married but not nonmarried individuals. To the best of our
knowledge, the current study is among the few studies to examine the association between
prayer for partners and the romantic loneliness experienced in relationships. Based on
prior research investigating the role of prayer in a relationship, we expected that higher
levels of praying for one’s partner would be associated with lower levels of romantic
loneliness. Prior research has shown that prayer for partners and religiosity, in general,
may enhance relationship functioning (e.g., Beach et al. 2011; May et al. 2020). Moreover,
praying in marriage has been considered to enable one to regain perspective, break a
negative thought cycle, promote relaxation, and provide an opportunity for dialog with
a supportive other (Beach et al. 2008); furthermore, it appears to be advantageous due to
engagement in such behaviors that enrich relationship functioning (Fincham et al. 2008).
In light of our findings, prayer for the partner also enhances relationship functioning by
decreasing the levels of romantic loneliness reported after four months, which is a result
of the experienced discrepancy between the desired and current relationship quality (e.g.,
Mund and Johnson 2021).

With respect to relationship commitment, we measured this construct in terms of
three dimensions, namely, bonding with the partner, the significance of the relationship,
and concern for the partner’s well-being. Prior studies analyzing the link between prayer
for a partner and relationship commitment found, for instance, in a sample taken from
the U.S. with a total of 360 undergraduates, that prayer for one’s partner was related to
higher levels of dedication commitment (Fincham et al. 2008), as well as to later dedication
commitment (in a period of seven weeks) (Fincham and Beach 2014). In contrast, our
results did not provide evidence for the associations between prayer for a partner and
three aspects of relationship quality or for interaction effects. Next, in the current study,
relationship quality was assessed in three domains, namely, perceived support, relationship
conflict, and relationship depth. Prior studies have demonstrated that, in general, religiosity
plays a crucial role in relationship maintenance for marriages (Langlais and Schwanz 2017)
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and for nonmarital and dating relationships (Aragoni et al. 2021; Henderson et al. 2018;
Langlais and Schwanz 2017). Moreover, prayer for a partner has been recognized in past
research as contributing to the improvement of relationship quality (e.g., Beach et al. 2011;
May et al. 2020). Our results demonstrated, however, the lack of main and interaction
effects of praying on three dimensions of relationship commitment, relationship quality,
and relationship disillusionment. The nonsignificant effects of prayer for the partner and
relationship form on relationship outcomes enumerated above, determined by employing
the adjusted p values, may be explained by the existence of very small effects of prayer for
the partner and relationship form for these relationship outcomes that were not able to be
detected due to the current sample size at T1 (N = 412) and T2 (N = 190), as the sample
size is one of the factors influencing the statistical power of moderation analyses (Aguinis
1995). Additionally, our results may imply the salient role of prayer for a partner for only
selected relationship outcomes, i.e., for relationship satisfaction and romantic loneliness,
but not for other relationship outcomes involving a bond with the partner, the significance
of the relationship, and concern for the partner’s well-being as a measure of relationship
commitment, relationship quality, and relationship disillusionment.

Finally, in the current study, we did not observe any temporal associations between
prayer for the partner and relationship outcomes assessed four months later, except for
romantic loneliness. In prior research, Fincham and colleagues (2008) found that prayer
for the partner predicted later relationship satisfaction (measured after six weeks) but not
vice versa; however, this link appeared insignificant when later prayer for the partner
was introduced in the model (Fincham et al. 2008). Based on these results, Fincham and
colleagues (2008) concluded that prayer may affect relationship satisfaction in periods
shorter than 6-week intervals. In light of this notion, the lack of temporal associations
determined in the current study between payer for the partner and relationship outcomes
satisfaction may result from the four-month interval duration that occurred, which is
a relatively long interval when trying to capture the effects of earlier praying for later
relationship outcomes. Additionally, it is probable that the majority of interaction effects
might not have been detected due to the unequal sample size across moderator-based
subgroups at the second assessment (the subgroup of 117 married individuals was almost
two times larger than the subgroup of 73 nonmarital individuals), which could violate
the homogeneity of within-moderator-based subgroup error variances and significantly
decrease the power of analysis (see Aguinis 1995).

There are some limitations that must be considered when interpreting the findings
of the present study. First, the participants were recruited via Facebook; thus, individuals
who do not use the internet and/or social media were excluded from participation, and
such recruitment implies a self-selection bias (e.g., Strange et al. 2018). In addition, the
recruitment via Facebook might have affected the age of participants since the largest groups
of Facebook users in Poland involved individuals aged 25–34 years old (Chabrzyk et al.
2020). Future research might consider applying other forms of recruitment of participants.
Second, the current investigation focused only on assessing the associations between prayer
for a partner and relationship outcomes, and mental and physical health indicators have
not been measured. Therefore, future research ought to extend the scope of the current
investigation by the inclusion of various indicators of mental health such as depression,
anxiety, subjective well-being, and physical health, for instance, in terms of physician
ratings of individuals’ functioning, individuals’ self-reported health, or objective biological
markers (e.g., blood pressure, cholesterol levels) (see for discussion Robles 2014; Robles
et al. 2014) and by testing the mediation models in which relationship outcomes would be
examined as mediators of the link between the prayer for a partner and health outcomes.
Third, although the current study employed both a cross-sectional methodological design
and a longitudinal design, it faced a higher rate of attrition (53.88%) between the first
and second assessments, which undermines the robustness of the current study’s results.
However, it may be worth noting that differences between participants who remained in
both assessments and participants who dropped out at the second assessment concerned
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only a few aspects (a form of relationship, having children, religion, and praying for a
partner), while the effect size for these differences was small and moderate in magnitude.
Furthermore, although the interval between the two assessments was relatively short, it
may have been too long to capture the effect of praying for the partner that may unfold in
shorter periods (Fincham et al. 2008). Thus, future research would benefit from employing
shorter intervals between measurements. Fourth, the current study analyzed only the
data gathered from one partner in a given couple, thereby hindering the possibility of
investigating the effects of partner similarity in praying for a partner on relationship
outcomes. Therefore, future studies should address these limitations by employing, for
instance, a dyadic response surface analysis, which would allow the investigation of the
effects of dyadic similarity of a given characteristic (e.g., Mund and Johnson 2021), such as
praying for a partner, on relationship outcomes. Fifth, in the current investigation, we did
not measure the object of petitionary prayer, and various intercession objects are likely to
affect relationship outcomes differently. For instance, praying that a partner is successful
in a job interview differs from praying for a partner with a terminal health diagnosis.
Therefore, future research will benefit from assessing the object of the intercession of praying
in relationships. Sixth, it must be emphasized that among religious individuals, a Christian
religious affiliation was endorsed by many participants (37.60%); therefore, it is unclear to
what extent the obtained results can be applied to non-Christian denominations. In addition,
there remains a lack of a direct assessment of religiosity in the current investigation,
as the assessment of the frequency of attendance of religious services employed in the
current study may not be considered a comprehensive measure of religiosity. Thus, future
research could utilize more diverse samples with a greater representation of non-Christian
denominations and employ multidimensional measures of religiosity. Finally, the current
investigation was performed during the COVID-19 pandemic, which has contributed to
several mental health problems (Thomas and Barbato 2020). Therefore, it is reasonable to
assume that the COVID-19 pandemic might have affected the experiences of the participants
in the current study and thereby attuned them to the obtained results.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the obtained findings suggest that the effects of prayer for the partner
depend on relationship form for two out of nine relationship outcomes analyzed in the
current investigation, i.e., relationship satisfaction at the first assessment and romantic
loneliness measured four months later. Furthermore, the small effect size of prayer for
the partner and interactions between prayer for the partner and relationship form on
relationship satisfaction and romantic loneliness suggest that prayer for the partner is
only one of the factors related to relationship functioning (e.g., Henderson et al. 2018).
Furthermore, the general lack of a temporal link between prayer for the partner and
later relationship outcomes (measured in the current study over four months), except for
romantic loneliness, appears to suggest that the effects of such prayer may occur at shorter
intervals (see Fincham et al. 2008). Finally, the major conclusions pertain to the moderating
role of prayer for partners in relationship satisfaction and romantic loneliness. Our findings
suggest that prayer for the partner may be particularly beneficial for married individuals
compared to individuals in nonmarital relationships. Hence, our findings emphasize the
necessity of considering praying for the partner while taking into account the individuals’
relationship context, i.e., whether the individuals are in marital or nonmarital relationships.
Thus, religion and marital context appear to be important factors in understating the role
of prayer for the partner in regard to relationship outcomes that may affect the mental and
physical health of coupled individuals.
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