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Abstract

Three studies document the effect of prayer on satisfaction with sacrifice in close
relationships. Study | (n = 771) demonstrated that prayer for partner predicted later
satisfaction with sacrifice. In Study 2 couples discussed a disagreement and then prayed
or engaged in a control activity. Praying increased satisfaction with sacrifice, couple
identity and emergent goals, both of which mediated the relationship between prayer for
partner and sacrifice. Study 3 (n = 37) showed that objective observers rated those who
were randomly assigned to pray for a partner over a four-week period as being more
satisfied with sacrifice than those who daily engaged in positive thoughts about their
partner.
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Prayer is an important activity in most world religions, and approximately 90% of
Americans pray at least occasionally (McCullough & Larson, 1999). Given its pre-
valence and potential impact, prayer is underrepresented in the scientific literature. The
relative lack of research on prayer is surprising given its ubiquitous nature. The goal of
the current research is to address this oversight and expand upon initial studies that
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document the impact of prayer on close relationships. For example, Fincham, Beach,
Lambert, Stillman, and Braithwaite (2008) found that praying for a romantic partner
predicted later relationship quality, and Lambert, Fincham, Stillman, Graham, and Beach
(2010) found that participants who prayed for their partner for a month increased in
forgiveness toward that partner compared to control participants. Fincham, Lambert, and
Beach (2010) found that participants who prayed for their romantic partners committed
less infidelity. Finally, Lambert and Dollahite (2006) found that prayer was something
that religious couples used as a way of handling marital conflict.

We endeavored to build upon this research in four distinct ways. Firstly, we extended
this research to an important relationship outcome: satisfaction with sacrifice for one’s
partner. Secondly, we moved beyond correlational methods to demonstrate that prayer
causes people to become more satisfied with sacrifice for a partner. Thirdly, we sought to
identify mechanisms that might account for the relationship between prayer and sacri-
fice. Fourthly, we offer evidence based not only on self-report, but also on ratings of
objective observers.

Importance of sacrifice in relationships

Couple members often give up something that is important to themselves for the sake of
their partner. Although sacrificing is a common part of being in a relationship, some
sacrifice gladly while others do so very reluctantly. Is sacrifice important in relationship
dynamics and outcomes?

Some research has demonstrated a relationship between attitudes about sacrifice and
constructs, such as overall relationship quality and commitment. Willingness to sacrifice
fosters increased trust between partners (Wieselquiest, Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 1999).
Stanley, Whitton, Sadberry, Clements, and Markman (2006) showed that satisfaction
with sacrifice, in early marriage, is a better predictor of future marital adjustment than
marital adjustment early in marriage. Higher levels of commitment (typically defined in
this literature as an intention to have a future with the partner) are associated with several
different conceptualizations of sacrifice, such as the number of sacrifices performed
(Van Lange et al., 1997), the degree of satisfaction one gets from sacrificing for their
partner (Stanley & Markman, 1992), the willingness to sacrifice personally important
activities for the relationship (Van Lange et al., 1997; Wieselquist et al., 1999) and the
degree to which one perceives making sacrifices for the partner as harmful to the self
(Whitton, Stanley, & Markman, 2007).

Hence, in a small but robust literature, various constructions of sacrifice are mean-
ingfully and potently related to relationship processes and outcomes. Sacrifice seems
integrally related to having a sense of being a team or a couple with a future and pro-
motes couple identity, one of the proposed fundamental elements of commitment
between partners (Stanley & Markman, 1992).

We specifically focused on satisfaction with sacrifice among individuals that are at
least somewhat religious. Being satisfied with sacrifice indicates how much positive
emotion one associates with sacrificing for a partner. All individuals in a relationship are
required to sacrifice, at least to some degree, if sacrifices at the level of everyday
occurrences are considered. Whitton et al. (2007) found that a simple frequency rating of



1060 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 29(8)

small, daily sacrifices was actually negatively associated with relationship quality and
commitment, while satisfaction with sacrifice was associated with both constructs in
expected directions. Thus, we suggest that one’s attitude toward sacrifice is potentially
more important than the simple frequency of sacrifice, which can be harder to interpret.
For instance, a person who sacrifices a great job to stay home with the children may be
sacrificing a great deal and be frequently aware of many specific sacrifices, yet still be
satisfied with this sacrificing, particularly if the sense of sacrificing is related to his or her
couple identity with the partner. Another person who is sacrificing far less, day-to-day,
may be similarly satisfied with the sacrifices made even if having far less opportunity or
need to make sacrifices. Still another might make few sacrifices but, because of the
nature of the relationship, resent any sacrificing and report very low satisfaction with
sacrifice. Stanley and Markman (1992) proposed the construct and measure of satisfac-
tion with sacrifice from clinical observations that, quite frequently, people in happy and
committed relationships not only tolerated sacrificing, but also seemed to feel very pos-
itive about it. In current terminology, some people report a kind of flourishing related to
sacrificing if the context is right, resulting in overall satisfaction with the sacrifices that
are made. Thus, for the current studies we focused on satisfaction with sacrifice.

The goal of the present research is to investigate the extent to which prayer increases
satisfaction with sacrifice in romantic and friend relationships. The current literature on
sacrifice focuses almost exclusively on romantic relationships. One purpose of the
current studies was to examine sacrifice in the context of friendships as well as romantic
relationships.

Indirect path through emergent goals

There are several likely reasons why prayer may be related to satisfaction with sacrifice,
but one possibility is that it should minimize emergent goals. Fincham and Beach (1999)
argue that motivational processes are particularly consequential when couples are
striving to reduce their negative relationship transactions and when they are recovering
from negative interactions that have already occurred. They hypothesize that during
destructive interactions, couples commonly switch from the cooperative goals they
profess and believe most of the time to, emergent goals that are adversarial in nature.
Emergent goals are characterized by a competitive drive to win or prevail rather than to
do what is best for a relationship, essentially shifting from a win—win mentality to a win—
lose mentality. It is plausible that prayer for partner leads one to favor cooperative goals
rather than emergent goals, which, in turn, promotes behaviors that support positive
relationship functioning. Thus, emergent goals could be an important mechanism in this
relationship.

Indirect path through couple identity

We propose that when couples pray for their partner they will be more likely to expe-
rience a stronger couple identity. Those who invest the time and effort to pray for
another’s well-being should feel a stronger connection to this person and identify with
them more due to their investment. Furthermore, individuals will be more content with
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making a sacrifice for another person if they feel like it will, in some way, enhance their
own goals. That is why we propose that couple identity will also mediate the association
between relationship of prayer for a partner and satisfaction with sacrifice. Couple iden-
tity should foster a greater sense that sacrifices for the partner are really not losses to the
self, since the self is part of a team (Stanley & Markman, 1992; Whitton et al., 2007).
Thus, couple identity, in addition to reduction in emergent goals, should mediate the
relationship between prayer for partner and satisfaction with sacrifice.

Overview of studies

The association of prayer for partner with satisfaction with sacrifice was examined in
three studies, utilizing a variety of methods. In Study 1 we investigated whether initial
prayer for partner predicted sacrifice six weeks later, controlling for initial level of
satisfaction with sacrifice. Study 2 investigated whether prayer for partner after dis-
cussing disagreements reduced emergent goals and increased satisfaction with sacrifice.
In Study 3, we used a daily diary method to test whether objective observers would rate
those who prayed for their partner daily as more satisfied with sacrifice than control
participants.

Study I: Temporal association between prayer and satisfaction
with sacrifice

We investigated whether the relationship between prayer and satisfaction with sacrifice
holds over time, as it is widely accepted that causes precede effects.

Method

Participants and procedure. The study included 771 undergraduates (637 female) who
participated in the study for partial course credit. Participants ranged in age from 17 to
40, with a median age of 19. Participants completed all measures relevant to the current
study at the beginning of an academic semester, and then again six weeks later, and were
instructed to answer all questions about their romantic partner or most important
interpersonal relationship. Type of relationship did not moderate the results in any way,
so the two groups were collapsed for the analysis. Furthermore, the results were not
moderated by sex.

Measures

Prayer for partner. Prayer for partner was examined in terms of prayer for the person
with whom the respondent had their most important relationship. Six items asked about
prayer for this person (e.g., “I pray for the well-being of this person,” “I ask God to
watch over my close interpersonal relation,” “I pray for my partner to reach her goals™
and “I pray that good things will happen for my partner”; o0 = .97).

Satisfaction with sacrifice. This construct was assessed with a six-item measure devel-
oped by Stanley and Markman (1992) that has been used in two studies on sacrifice
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(Stanley et al., 2006; Whitton et al., 2007). Three of the six items are reverse scored: “It
can be personally fulfilling to give up something for my partner/important relation,” ““I
do not get much fulfillment out of sacrificing for my partner,” “I get satisfaction out of
doing things for my partner, even if it means I miss out on something I want for myself,”
“I am not the kind of person that finds satisfaction in putting aside my interests for the
sake of my relationship with my partner,” “It makes me feel good to sacrifice for my
partner,” and “Giving something up for my partner is frequently not worth the trouble.”
Coefficient alpha for this measure was .86 at Time 1 and .89 at Time 2.

Results and discussion

We first examined the stability of the sacrifice measure and found that satisfaction with
sacrifice at Time 1 was a strong predictor of satisfaction with sacrifice at Time 2
(B = .56, p <.01). Similarly, Time 1 prayer for partner predicted Time 2 prayer for
partner, (B = .83, p < .01). Next, we assessed the relationship between Time 1
prayer for partner and Time 1 satisfaction with sacrifice and found that Time 1
prayer for partner was a significant predictor of Time 1 satisfaction with sacrifice
(B = .24, p <.01). We next used hierarchal regression analysis to determine whether
initial partner prayer for one’s partner predicted later satisfaction with sacrifice. In
the first step, we entered the control variable of initial satisfaction with sacrifice
and, in the second step, we entered initial prayer for partner scores. Higher prayer
for partner scores were associated with higher satisfaction with sacrifice scores six
weeks later, even when controlling for initial satisfaction with sacrifice scores
(B = .10, p < .01).

Results were consistent with our hypothesis, in that praying for one’s close inter-
personal relation predicted later satisfaction with sacrifice. These findings suggest that
praying for a partner may lead to more satisfaction with sacrifice. (The opposite causal
direction was not tested.) However, these longitudinal data are still correlational, and
experimental data are required for demonstrating causality. We therefore sought to
obtain such data in Studies 2 and 3, as well as examine mediators of effects.

Study 2: Mechanisms

The primary objective of Study 2 was to test what variables might be mediating the
relationship between prayer for partner and satisfaction with sacrifice. Consistent with a
goal theory perspective (Fincham & Beach, 1999), we hypothesized that praying for
one’s partner would reduce emergent goals and thereby remove an impediment to
satisfaction with sacrifice. In addition, prior literature suggests that commitment (closely
related to couple identity) is important to satisfaction with sacrifice because it fosters a
greater sense that sacrifices for the partner are really not losses to the self, since the self is
part of a team (Stanley & Markman, 1992; Whitton et al., 2007). We thus hypothesized
that prayer for one’s partner would increase couple identity and reduce emergent goals,
both of which would facilitate greater satisfaction with sacrifice.
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Method

Participants. The study included 59 undergraduates (45 female) who received extra credit
for their participation in the study. Participants ranged in age from 17 to 25, and the
median age was 20. Participants attended the session together with a close friend.

Measures
Satisfaction with sacrifice. We used the same six-item measure to measure satisfaction
with sacrifice as in Study 1 (Stanley & Markman, 1992; o = .79).

Emergent goals. To measure emergent goals, we created a four-item measure, (e.g.,
“Imagine that you are caught up in an argument, to what extent do you want to... Get
your way; try not to lose the argument; Make sure you don’t lose face in the argument;
Win the argument”; o0 = .67).

Couple identity. To measure couple identity we used two items, “Right now I feel
united with my friend,” and “Right now I feel at one with my friend.” These items
correlated at » = .92.

Procedure. Once participants had given informed consent they were randomly assigned to
conditions. All participants randomly assigned to the prayer for friend condition prayed,
because those who were uncomfortable with prayer completed a different study. Parti-
cipants came to the lab with a close friend and were provided a blank sheet of paper on
which they were instructed to write about the “worst unresolved argument/disagree-
ment” they had engaged in with their friend and to write two to three reasons about why
they felt the point they were making was justified. They then wrote about the most
fundamental issue about which they have had a disagreement with their friend. Parti-
cipants were given five minutes to complete this task, after which they were brought to
the same room with their friend to discuss the issues about which they had previously
disagreed. Following a five-minute discussion about their disagreements, participants
were randomly assigned to one of the following two conditions, after which they com-
pleted the dependent measures:

Prayer for friend condition. Twenty-five participants were directed into a private room
where they would be alone. They were instructed to say a prayer for the well-being of
their close friend and to ring a bell when they were done. They were provided with an
example prayer as follows: “Dear Lord, thank you for all the things that are going well
in my life and in my relationship. Please continue to protect and guide my friend, pro-
viding strength and direction every day. I know you are the source of all good things.
Please bring those good things to my friend and make me a blessing in my friend’s life.
Amen.” Following a three-minute prayer, the participants completed the relevant depen-
dent variable measures.

Thoughts of friend condition. Thirty-four participants were directed to a separate room in
which they were given a blank piece of paper and a set of colored pencils and were then
instructed to draw a picture of themselves with their friend. Following three minutes of
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drawing, participants completed dependent variable measures. This condition was
designed to ensure that prayer for the friend, as opposed to being distracted by a task that
primes thoughts of friend, was responsible for any changes in satisfaction with sacrifice
ratings.

Results

Prayer and satisfaction with sacrifice. As hypothesized, analysis of variance (ANOVA)
revealed that participants in the prayer for friend condition had higher satisfaction with
sacrifice scores (M = 5.81, SD = .92) than those in the thoughts of friend condition
(M =5.04, SD = 1.15), F(1, 57) = 7.51, p < .01, nzp =.12.

Prayer for friend, emergent goals and couple identity. As hypothesized, ANOVA revealed
that participants in the prayer for friend condition reported significantly lower emergent
goals (M = 4.68, SD = 1.96) than those in the thoughts of friend condition (M = 5.76, SD
= 1.61, F(1, 57) = 5.36, p < .05, nzp =.09).

Also as predicted, ANOVA revealed that participants in the prayer for friend condition
reported significantly higher couple identity (M = 5.74, SD = 1.47) than those in the
thoughts of friend condition (M = 4.68, SD = 1.58, F(1,57) = 6.93,p = .01, nzp =.11).

Emergent goals and couple identity as mediators. To test emergent goals and couple identity
as mediators between prayer for friend condition and satisfaction with sacrifice, we used
a bootstrapping method developed by Preacher and Hayes (2008) to test multiple mediator
models. Mediation is typically tested using the Sobel test (1982), which assumes that the
product of coefficients constituting the indirect effect is normally distributed. However, this
distribution tends to be skewed and leptokurtic (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). As a result,
resampling or bootstrapping methods are becoming common replacements of prior methods
for testing mediation (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). A confidence interval for the size of the
indirect path is generated and if the values between the upper and lower confidence limit do
not include zero, this indicates a statistically significant mediation effect. Both hypothesized
mediators were entered simultaneously into the mediation analysis. The indirect path of
emergent goals was statistically significant, as indicated by finding that the 95% confidence
interval (bias corrected) for the indirect path through this mediator did not include zero,
CI = —51 to —.05. Similarly, the indirect path through couple identity showed that it also
mediated the relation between experimental condition and satisfaction with satisfaction with
sacrifice, CI = —.80 to —.11. Thus, both indirect paths were significant mediators. We also
examined whether the strengths of the mediational paths differed from each other. The
contrast between these two mediators did pass through zero, (—.61 to .19), indicating that
neither mediator was significantly stronger than the other.

Discussion

When confronted with disagreement, prayer for a friend seems to have bolstered parti-
cipants’ satisfaction with sacrifice for one another. The results also indicate that praying
for one’s close friend increased perceived couple identity in the relationship. The
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subsequent increase in satisfaction with sacrifice makes a great deal of sense in that
adults should be more willing to sacrifice when they see themselves as part of a team or
“we” in an ongoing relationship. Indeed, research indicates that when couple identity is
strong, sacrificing one’s personal agenda is not perceived as a loss, as it benefits the team
(Stanley & Markman, 1992; Whitton et al., 2007). It is also possible that couple identity
might simply increase the perception that sacrificing for the friend benefits the self, since the
self is part of the we, but with self-benefit remaining the ultimate motivation.

The data also indicate that prayer for a friend may cause individuals to place less
value on winning an argument and more on protecting the relationship. Such a per-
spective appears to be instrumental in participants’ subsequent satisfaction with sacrifice
for their friend. Again, this may be explained by the idea that, through prayer, a person
comes to value the relationship over the emergent goals of winning an argument, and is
consequently more satisfied with sacrificing for such a relationship.

Study 3: Daily journal and observer reports

The previous studies describe a consistent pattern of results, yet are somewhat limited
because they were all self-reports of participants’ satisfaction with sacrifice. The limita-
tions of self-report methods have been extensively documented (e.g., see Stone et al.,
2000) and include impression management, motivated distortion, and the limits of
self-awareness (Fincham & Rogge, 2010). The objective of this final study was to move
beyond the limitations of self-report data and to test whether the effects of praying for the
partner on satisfaction with sacrifice could be perceived by objective observers.

Method

Participants. Thirty-seven individuals participated in the study for extra credit; they ran-
ged in age from 18 to 37 with a median age of 19. They were instructed to choose a close
friend or romantic partner about whom to answer all questions. We examined whether
any of the results were moderated by relationship type and found that they were not. The
two categories were collapsed for all analyses. Only participants that reported being
comfortable with prayer were invited to participate, and all others were informed of
an alternative extra credit opportunity.

Procedure. All participants completed pretest measures and were then randomly assigned
to one of two conditions. They were instructed that they would need to complete their
assigned activity every day and keep a log of how many minutes they engaged in their
activity each day. Participants were also required to log on to an online journal twice a
week to report their log and provide written descriptions about their assigned activity.
For instance, they wrote how much time they spent engaging in their assigned activity
and wrote what they prayed about or the positive thoughts they had about their partner.

Prayer for partner condition. This was the experimental condition, and the 17 partici-
pants randomly assigned to this condition were given the following instructions: “Over
the next four weeks we would like you to set aside at least one time each day to pray for



1066 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 29(8)

the well-being of your partner. Keep track of how much time you spend doing this, as we
will ask you to report it for each day.” To help participants understand the type of prayer
we had intended them to pray, we provided them with a sample prayer and requested that
they generate their own prayer and report what they prayed about during each online ses-
sion. The sample prayer was the same as that provided in Study 2.

Positive-thoughts condition. Given that we requested participants in the prayer condition
to pray for positive things for their partner, the goal of this control condition was to help rule
out the alternative hypothesis that it was simply the frequency of positive thoughts people
had toward their partner while they prayed that caused any between-group differences on
follow-up measures (Tesser, Martin, & Mendolia, 1995). The 20 participants assigned to this
condition were given the following instructions: “Over the next four weeks, please set aside
at least one time each day to think positive thoughts about your partner. Keep track of how
much time you spend doing this as we will ask you to report it for each day.”

At the conclusion of the four-week period, participants came into the laboratory with
their romantic partner or close friend and engaged in a videotaped interaction. The directive
put to the study participants relevant to the current study was, “Please describe something
you have given up, or would be willing to give up, for your partner or for your relationship.”
Their responses to this question were coded by a group of five trained research assistant
coders, blind to study hypotheses and the condition to which the participant was assigned.
After watching the participants’ response to this question, the research assistants coded their
response based on the question, “How would you rate the satisfaction with sacrificing the
participant demonstrated to the partner during this interaction?” on a scale from (1= “Not
at all satisfied” to 7= “Extremely satisfied”). The inter-rater reliability of the coders’
responses to this question was high with an intraclass correlation of .85.

Results and discussion

Effect of prayer for partner on satisfaction with sacrifice. We tested our hypothesis that
praying for a close partner every day for four weeks would affect participants’ satis-
faction with sacrifice. Our hypothesis was supported, as comparisons revealed higher
observer reports of satisfaction with sacrifice for those in the prayer for partner condition
(M = 4.64, SD = .86) than among those in the positive-thought condition (M = 4.01,
SD = .90, F(1, 35) =4.76, p < .05; nzp =.12). These results remained significant when
controlling for relationship length (F(1, 34) = 4.78, p < .05; nzp = .12) and prayer fre-
quency (F(1, 34) = 4.00, p = .05; nz,, =.11), demonstrating the robustness of the find-
ings. Overall, these results indicate that the effect of praying for one’s partner on one’s
satisfaction with sacrifice is apparent even to objective observers and is not merely due
to regular prayer causing one to think positive thoughts about the partner more frequently
than would otherwise have been the case.

General discussion

The results of three studies indicate that praying for a close partner is related to greater
satisfaction with sacrificing for that person. In Study 1 we demonstrated that the
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relationship between partner-focused prayer and satisfaction with sacrifice persisted
over time: Time 1 prayer for the partner predicted Time 2 satisfaction with sacrifice (six
weeks later) over and beyond earlier, baseline satisfaction with sacrifice scores. In Stud-
ies 2 and 3 we sought to expand upon these correlational findings by testing for a causal
relationship through use of experimental designs.

In Study 2 we examined the effect of prayer for friend on friendship pairs immediately
after they discussed issues about which they had fundamental disagreement. In the face
of such circumstances, prayer for friend increased participants’ satisfaction with sacri-
fice relative to a control group of participants who were primed with thoughts of their
partner as they drew a picture of themselves together with their friend.

Finally, in Study 3 we went a step further and used a journal method over a period of
four weeks in which participants prayed for their partner each day to test whether doing
so would yield an effect on their responses to a question about what they would give up
for their partner that would be noticed by objective observers blind to study hypotheses.
Indeed, our hypothesis was confirmed in that objective coders rated those who prayed
each day for a partner for four weeks as having a greater satisfaction with sacrifice than
those who engaged in positive thoughts about their partner for four weeks. These three
studies provide evidence for a relationship between praying for a close interpersonal
relation and being satisfied with sacrificing for that partner. But what mechanisms link
prayer for partner to satisfaction with sacrifice?

Mechanisms in the relationship of prayer for partner and satisfaction with
sacrifice

We hypothesized that prayer for partner would increase participants’ perceived couple
identity and decrease the occurrence of emergent, conflict-driven goals in their relation-
ship, both of which would mediate the relationship between prayer for partner and satis-
faction with sacrifice. Study 2 yielded results consistent with this hypothesis and showed
that neither mediator was stronger than the other.

The finding that prayer for partner reduced emergent goals is consistent with Fincham
and Beach’s (1999) goal theory perspective. It suggests that prayer for a partner brings
about a motivational shift, perhaps by refocusing attention on cooperative relationship
goals and away from emergent goals. This finding is also consistent with a previous
demonstration that praying for a partner increased selfless concern for others (Lambert
et al., 2010). Similarly, it could be that praying for a partner helped participants to
transcend the self, something that Crocker, Niiya, and Mischkowski (2008) have found
reduces self-focus. This finding needs to be probed in greater detail by future research.

By facilitating couple identity, partner-focused prayer may be responsible for foster-
ing the type of transformation of motivation posited by Kelley and Thibaut (1978),
wherein the broader goals of the relationship ascend in contrast to individual goals.
Hence, behaviors with the potential to have a negative impact on relationships (i.e., reta-
liatory impulses, withdrawal) are chosen less often, even if they are not less tempting or
less salient as options, and outcomes facilitated by cooperative goals (i.e., sacrifice) are
more frequently endorsed. In this case, it seems that prayer could include some inherent
endorsement of cooperative goals that makes individuals more inclined to sacrifice for
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their partner, perhaps because they focus more on long-term well-being of the relation-
ship and therefore sacrificing seems like more of a logical step.

A heightened sense of couple identity also appears to directly influence attitudes
toward satisfaction with sacrifice. This concept of couple identity appears to have some
overlap with more established constructs, such as inclusion of other in the self (Aron, Aron,
& Smollan, 1992) and cognitive interdependence (Agnew, Van Lange, Rusbult, & Lang-
ston, 1998), both of which assess the degree of overlap and connection to a partner. Future
studies should examine how praying for a partner may affect these related constructs.

Limitations and future directions

There are a number of limitations to this study. The sample was restricted to college-aged
relationships that may not be representative of more mature relationships or even rela-
tionships in the general population. Also, these results may only apply to individuals who
pray. In addition, the control condition of the experimental studies did not include a reli-
gious activity that was not also a relationship-promoting activity. Thus, it could be that
simply thinking about a higher power, rather than specifically praying for a partner, may
generate a similar effect and this should be ruled out by future research. It could also be
interesting to examine whether the directedness of a prayer (whether toward oneself or
one’s partner) is a crucial element of this effect.

Although a large majority of Americans pray at least sometimes (90% according to
some estimates), this practice is limited to religious and/or spiritual individuals and may
not easily be applied to less religious individuals. Also, the current set of research
findings should be replicated in different kinds of relationships (e.g., married couples) or
among older participants. We have identified two mediators in the relationship between
prayer for partner and satisfaction with sacrifice — emergent goals and couple identity.
However, future research ought to replicate these findings and test additional mechan-
isms. For instance, it could be that when individuals pray for their partner they invite God
into their relationship and perhaps having a sense of God’s presence motivates them to be
more satisfied with sacrificing for their partners.

Conclusion

Evidence is beginning to accrue that demonstrates the importance of prayer for partner in
the context of relationships. Given that prayer is a naturally occurring, high-frequency
behavior, it could be a useful tool for religious couples in relationship education inter-
vention programs or in therapy. Satisfaction with sacrifice for a relationship partner has
been shown to have beneficial outcomes on relationships, and praying for one’s partner
has been demonstrated, using a variety of methods, to be an important aspect of one’s
satisfaction with sacrifice.

Funding

The work reported in this manuscript was supported, in part, by a grant from the John Templeton
Foundation awarded to Frank D. Fincham. Scott Stanley’s work on this study was supported, in



Lambert et al. 1069

part, by a grant from the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health & Human
Development (ROIHD047564).

References

Agnew, C. R., Van Lange, P. A. M., Rusbult, C. E., & Langston, C. A. (1998). Cognitive interde-
pendence: Commitment and the mental representation of close relationships. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 74, 939-954.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale and the structure
of interpersonal closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 596-612.

Crocker, J., Niiya, Y., & Mischkowski, D. (2008). Why does writing about important values
reduce defensiveness? Self-affirmation and the role of positive, other-directed feelings. Psy-
chological Science, 19, 740-747.

Fincham, F. D., & Beach, S. R. H. (1999). Marital conflict: Implications for working with couples.
Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 47-717.

Fincham, F. D., Beach, S. R. H., Lambert, N., Stillman, T., & Braithwaite, S.R. (2008). Spiritual
behaviors and relationship satisfaction: A critical analysis of the role of prayer. Journal of
Social and Clinical Psychology, 27, 362-388.

Fincham, F. D., Lambert, N. M., & Beach, S. R. H. (2010). Faith and unfaithfulness: Can praying
for your partner reduce infidelity? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99, 649-659.

Fincham, F. D., & Rogge, R. (2010). Understanding relationship quality: Theoretical challenges
and new tools for assessment. Journal of Family Theory and Review, 2, 227-242.

Kelley, H. H. & Thibaut, J. (1978) Interpersonal relations: A theory of interdependence. New Y ork:
Wiley.

Lambert, N. M., & Dollahite, D. C. (2006). How religiosity helps couples prevent, resolve, and
overcome marital conflict. Family Relations, 55, 439-449.

Lambert, N. M., Fincham, F. D., Stillman, T. F., Graham, S. M., & Beach, S. R. M. (2010). Motivating
change in relationships: Can prayer increase forgiveness? Psychological Science, 21, 126-132.

McCullough, M. E., & Larson, D. B. (1999). Prayer. In W. R. Miller (Ed.), Integrating spirituality
into treatment: Resources for practitioners (pp. 85-110). Washington, DC: American Psycho-
logical Association.

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40,
879-891.

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies: New
procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7, 422-445.

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural equations
models. In S. Leinhart (Ed.), Sociological Methodology (pp. 290-312). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (1992). Assessing commitment in personal relationships. Jour-
nal of Marriage and the Family, 54, 595-608.

Stanley, S. M., Whitton, S. W., Sadberry, S. L., Clements, M. L., & Markman, H. J. (2006). Sacri-
fice as a predictor of marital outcomes. Family Process, 45, 289-303.

Stone, A. A., Turkan, J. S., Bachrach, C. A., Jobe, J. B., Kurtzman, H. S., & Cain, V. S. (2000). The
Science of Self-Report: Implications for Research and Practice. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.



1070 Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 29(8)

Tesser, A., Martin, L., & Mendolia, M. (1995). The impact of thought on attitude extremity and
attitude-behavior consistency. In R. E. Petty & J. A. Krosnick (Eds.), Attitude Strength:
Antecedents and Consequences (pp. 73-92). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Van Lange, P. A. M., Rusbult, C. E., Drigotas, S. M., Arriaga, X. B., Witcher, B. S., & Cox, C. L.
(1997). Willingness to sacrifice in close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 72, 1373-1395.

Wieselquist, J., Rusbult, C. E., Foster, C. A., & Agnew, C. R. (1999). Commitment, pro-relation-
ship behavior, and trust in close relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
77, 942-966.

Whitton, S. W., Stanley, S. M., & Markman, H. J. (2007). If I help my partner, will it hurt me?
Perceptions of sacrifice in romantic relationships. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology,
26, 64-92.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


