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Abstract
A growing body of research shows that religious support is relevant to psychological functioning. The Religious Support Scale (RSS; Fiala et al., 2002) measures this construct. Reliability and validity for the RSS have been supported in Protestant and Jewish samples. We examined religious support’s relationship to psychological functioning in a Polish Catholic sample in two studies. To do so, we developed a Polish translation (the Polish Religious Support Scale; PRSS). In Study 1, we examined the PRSS’s internal structure using exploratory factor analyses and assessed reliability. Based on favorable results, we used the PRSS to examine the effects of religious support on psychological functioning after controlling for instrinsic religiousness. Results supported convergent and incremental validity, whereby religious support remained significantly associated with psychological well-being after controlling for religiousness. In Study 2, we replicated the reliability of the PRSS, further supported its factorial validity via confirmatory factor analyses, and also supported convergent validity via religious support’s  association with multiple measures of religious and psychological well-being. Moreover, religious support remained significantly related to well-being even after controlling social support variance, again supporting incremental validity and extending religious support’s generalizability to Polish Catholics. Findings are discussed in terms of clinical and/or pastoral applications, with implications for future research.
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Religious Support and Psychological Functioning in a Polish Sample
[bookmark: _Hlk37857047]In Poland, Catholicism can be considered a national religion (Stetkiewicz, 2013) and an important component of national identity (Mariański, 2011; Marody & Mandes, 2005). The role of the Catholic Church in Poland was strengthened from the partitions, through the period when Poland was part of the Soviet bloc, to the election of Karol Wojtyła as Pope, when the religiousness of Poles and the social prestige of the Church became particularly high (Mariański, 2011; Stetkiewicz, 2013). Currently, despite the still high self-declaration of the faith of the majority of Poles, the role of the Church and its effectiveness in solving social problems is decreasing (Stetkiewicz, 2013), and the ways in which Polish people are religious are changing (Bartczuk et al., 2013; Mariański, 2011; Zarzycka, 2009).
Surveys conducted by the Social Opinion Research Centre in Poland (CBOS, 2018) and Statistics Poland (GUS, 2018) showed that since the end of the 1990s the number of Poles declaring themselves as Roman Catholic believers has remained relatively stable and high. In 2018, nearly 94% of Poland’s population aged 16 and older declared that they belonged to a religious denomination, and approximately 92% were members of the Roman Catholic Church. However, especially since 2005, there has been a gradual decrease in the participation of Poles in religious practices (Marody & Mandes, 2005; Zarzycka, 2009) and in the social trust in the Church (Mariański, 2011). CBOS has reported, for the first time in the history of monitoring the self-declaration of the faith, more frequent negative attitudes towards the Church in Europe than positive ones. Although in Poland the Church still has more trust than in other European countries, this trust is visibly lowering. Moreover, there is a clear increase in the process of individualization and selectivity of faith in Poland (Bartczuk et al., 2013; Marody & Mandes, 2005; Zarzycka, 2009). The religiousness of Poles is becoming more and more independent from the institutions of the Church, privatized and selective in accepting the system of beliefs (Zarzycka, 2009; 2017). In the face of the transformations which are taking place, the questions arise whether religion can still be a source of support for religious people, which dimensions of religiousness provide support and which do not, and what are the links between religious support and psychological functioning of Polish believers. 
Thus, our goal in the current study was to assess the relationships between religious support and psychological functioning among Polish Catholics. In order to do so, we developed a Polish language version of the (English) Religious Support Scale (RSS; Fiala et al., 2002). Because our Polish translation had not been used previously, we also evaluated: (a) this measure’s internal structure with a Catholic sample, and (b) its psychometric properties regarding its reliability and validity, especially in relation to other scales measuring religiousness and general social (nonreligious) support. 
Religious Support: A Multidimensional Construct
One of the most recognizable benefits to those involved in religion is the support that comes with that involvement (Zarzycka et al., 2020). Fiala et al. (2002) proposed that the concept of religious support can refer to the participant’s perception of support from sources that are relevant to a religious context—God, congregation, and clergy. People turn to God for help, particularly when they are facing stressful events (e.g., Pargament, 2010). People who have perceived God’s support in the past may be more likely to turn to God for support and expect to receive such support. Congregational support can be attributed to fellow members of a religious congregation and include various forms of companionship, community, and support with others holding similar religious values and goals. Church leader support can be attributed specifically to clergy or other formalized church leaders (Fiala et al., 2002). Thus, congregational support is more informal, whereas support from the clergy or church leaders might be considered as more formalized. Religious support differs from other forms of social support, in particular by the fact that there is a consistent framework for understanding meaning of life based on religious values (Park & Slattery, 2013).
Fiala et al. (2002) developed their theoretical religious support model based on Cutrona and Russell’s (1987) model of general perceived social support. Cutrona and Russell’s model includes six categories, classified as either assistance-related or nonassistance-related support. The former is thought to be most beneficial during times of stress and includes Guidance (e.g., advice) and Reliable Alliance (e.g., tangible assistance). The latter is considered to be beneficial regardless of stress and is comprised of Reassurance of Worth (e.g., feelings one is valued by others), Attachment (e.g., emotional closeness), Social Integration (e.g., sense of belonging), and Opportunity for Nurturance (e.g., chances to support others). Fiala et al. excluded Opportunity for Nurturance from their model, however, because—unlike fellow believers—the Christian God is typically viewed as needing no nurturance or help.
Measuring Religious Support 
In accordance with their theoretical model, Fiala et al. (2002) developed the 21- item Religious Support Scale (RSS), a concise and reliable self-report questionnaire, measuring the participant’s perception of support from three sources that are relevant to a religious context. Specifically, the RSS includes three factor-analytically derived, parallel, seven-item subscales that respectively assess support from God, Congregation, and Clergy. The inclusion of Christian terms in the RSS, however, limited its generalizability beyond Christian faith groups, and Fiala et al. (2002) suggested that it should be modified for use with persons of other faiths. Two ways to do this include: a) exchanging Christian terms with similar terms relevant to others faiths (e.g., Lazar & Bjorck, 2008), and b) using generic terms that could apply to various faiths (e.g., Bjorck & Maslim, 2011). By using these approaches, religious support has been measured in diverse ethnic and religious samples and has generally been associated with positive psychological functioning (e.g., Bjorck & Maslim, 2011; Fiala et al., 2002; Lazar & Bjorck, 2016; Torrecillas, Bjorck, Kamble, & Gorsuch, 2020; Yi & Bjorck, 2014). 
As stated above, however, Polish Catholics have yet not been assessed. Moreover, there is no Polish measure available for assessing religious support. Thus, we developed a Polish-language version of the original RSS. The internal structure of the original RSS has been supported not only in English-Speaking Protestant Christian samples (Bjorck & Kim, 2009; Fiala et al., 2002) but also in a Hebrew-speaking Jewish sample (Lazar & Bjorck, 2008). For their Christian samples, Fiala et al, reported reliability for the three subscales as follows: God Support α = .75, Congregational Support α = .91, and Church Leader Support α = .90; and mean item-total correlations were .65, .81, and .80, respectively. Fiala et al.’s findings also supported the convergent construct validity of the RSS and its subscales, showing that religious support was related to positive psychological functioning. Moreover, incremental validity was demonstrated, whereby findings remained even after controlling for religious attendance and general social support. As such, the RSS was good candidate for translation and psychometric assessment.
The Present Study
We conducted two studies with separate samples to examine the relationship between religious support and psychological functioning among Polish Catholics. In light of previous research with Protestant Christians and Jewish people (e.g., Bjorck & Kim, 2009; Lazar & Bjorck, 2016; Yi & Bjorck, 2014), we expected that religious support for Polish Catholics would also be positively related to positive psychological functioning (convergent construct validity), and that this relationship would remain significant even after controlling either religiousness or general social support (incremental validity). 
We further hypothesized that religious support would correlate positively with: (a) religiousness, prayer frequency, and disclosure to God; and (b) general social support from friends, family, and significant others, respectively. We also predicted that support from God would correlate more strongly with religiousness than would support from church leaders or one’s congregation, whereas congregational support would correlate more strongly with general social support than would support from God or church leaders.
Regarding the psychometrics of our Polish-language version of the RSS, we hypothesized that Fiala et al.’s (2002) three-factor original structure would be replicated. Exploratory (Study 1) and confirmatory (Study 2) factor analyses were conducted to test this hypotheses. We also hypothesized that all the subscales of this Polish version of the RSS would demonstrate good reliability, as well as convergent and incremental validity.

Study 1
Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants were 325 adults (422 invited, response rate is 77%) with age ranging from 18 to 82 years (M = 23.31, SD = 9.09), approximately gender-balanced (53.5% women). The mean age was 26.31 years (SD = 9.09). All the participants were Caucasians with Polish nationality, with the majority of them declaring themselves to be Catholics (93.2%). The remaining respondents represented other Christian denominations. Most of them (77%) reported living in urban areas.
We used convenience sampling and snowball sampling to select the participants. First, students at the second author’s university were recruited to participate in Study 1, and then they were asked to further recruit participants among their friends. All the data were collected through a paper-and-pencil survey. The completed tests were returned by the students to the second author of the articles. Participation in the study was voluntary and unpaid. Informed consent was obtained from all respondents, and the anonymity and confidentiality of data were ensured. 
Measures 
In addition to demographics, the following measures were employed in Study 1. Internal consistency for each measure appears in Table 3.
Polish Religious Support Scale (PRSS).  We translated the RSS (Fiala et al., 2002) into Polish in accordance with the guidelines of the International Test Commission (Hambleton, 2001). Three English language specialists for whom Polish was the first language translated the 21 items and instructions from English into Polish. Based on the outcomes, a Polish version of the scale was prepared. Next, another bilingual English language specialist completed a back translation into English. Then, the author of this paper whose first language was English compared the two English versions and provided critique. Based on this feedback, additional minor adjustments were made to the Polish translation to produce the final PRSS. 
On the original RSS, each subscale included six positively worded and one negatively worded items (to address positive response set bias). Later research (e.g., Lazar & Bjorck, 2016; Yi & Bjorck, 2014) showed that this can result in lower subscale reliabilities. Therefore, in the current study, we replaced the three reverse-scored items (e.g., I do not feel close to God) with positively scored ones (e.g., I feel close to God). As with the original scale, all the items on the PRSS are rated on a five-point Likert response scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As such, higher scores on the PRSS indicate a higher degree of feeling religiously supported. As with the RSS, the 21 items of the PRSS measure the participant’s perception of support from God (e.g., If something went wrong, God would give me assistance), congregation (e.g., I can turn to others in my congregation for advice when I have problems), and clergy (e.g., My church leaders care about my life and situation). 
Finally, whereas scale items underwent verbatim translation and back-translation. The definitions of “congregation” and “church leader” in the instructions were altered slightly to emphasize a Catholic (versus Protestant) context (e.g., “pastors, deacons, Sunday School teachers” was replaced with “priests, deacons, etc.”). The instructions state:
We would like to learn about people’s perceptions of support, related to their life of faith.  Please rate the following items for the degree to which you feel each one applies to you in general. For these items, “congregation” refers to other people who share your religious beliefs. “Church leaders” refers to the clergy, including priests, deacons, etc. Please respond to items 1 to 21 using the following 5-point scale.
Duke University Religion Index (DUREL). The 5-item DUREL measures three dimensions of religious involvement—organizational (ORA), non-organizational (NORA), and intrinsic religiousness (IR) (Koenig & Büssing, 2010). The ORA subscale includes the first item that asks about frequency of attendance at religious services (How often do you attend church or other religious meetings?). The NORA subscale includes the second item that asks about frequency of private religious activities (How often do you spend time in private religious activities, such as prayer, meditation or Bible study?). The IR subscale consists of the final three items that assess intrinsic religiousness (e.g., My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach to life). Both ORA and NORA items are scored on a 6-point Likert scale, while the IR items are scored on a 5-point Likert scale. The three DUREL scales are scored separately.
Multidimensional Prayer Inventory (MPI). The 21-item self-report Multidimensional Prayer Inventory measures the frequency of behaviors for the five types of prayer scored on separate subscales: Adoration (e.g., I worshiped God), Confession (e.g., I confessed things that I had done wrong), Thanksgiving (e.g., I offered thanks for specific things), Supplication (e.g., I made specific requests), and Reception (e.g. I tried to be receptive to wisdom and guidance) (Laird et al., 2004). The items ask participants how often they engage in various prayer behaviors, with all items answerable on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (never) to 7 (all of the time). The five subscales are scored separately. 
Revised Distress Disclosure Index (RDDI). The 12-item RDDI (Winkeljohn Black et al., 2017) measures participants’ tendency to disclose to God (e.g., When I feel upset, I usually confide in God). Items were statements rated on a five-point Likert response scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS). The 12-item MSPSS measures perceived social support received from family (e.g., My family is willing to help me make a decisions), friends (e.g., I can talk about my problems with my friends), and significant other (e.g., There is a special person who is around when I am need) (Buszman & Przybyła-Basista, 2017; Zimet et al., 1988). The response options were from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The three subscales are scored separately.
Psychological Well-Being Scale (PWBS). The 18-item PWBS measures six areas of psychological well-being: autonomy, environmental mastery, personal growth, positive relations with others, purpose in life, and self-acceptance (Ryff, 1989). Each aspect was represented by three items. In this study, we used the total score (e.g., I have the sense that I have developed a lot as a person over time). Respondents rate items on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Data Analytic Strategy
We began by examining the PRSS items with an exploratory principal component analysis (PCA) with oblimin rotation to assess the internal structure of the measure. Next, we converted the resulting factors into summative scales and assessed their internal consistencies with Cronbach’s alpha.  Then, relationships between religious support and the other variables of interest were assessed with Pearson correlations. Finally, we used multiple hierarchical regression to examine the incremental validity of the PRSS, specifically examining the relationship between religious support and psychological functioning when controlling for intrinsic religiousness.  For all measures, scale scores were divided by respective number of items to reflect item metrics.
Results
Descriptive Statistics
The PRSS items’ means ranged from 2.46 (Item 11) to 3.78 (Item 1) with a grand mean of 3.12 (SD = 0.93). Skewness ranged between -0.88 (item 15) and 0.30 (item 11) with SE = 0.14. Table 1 contains the mean and standard deviation for each PRSS item.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
The 21 items of the PRSS were entered into a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with oblimin rotation. The factor analysis was preceded by checking sample adequacy (KMO = .94; the Bartlett test Chi2(325) = 5896.39, p < .001; the lowest MSAk ≥ .83). Based on Kaiser’s criterion (eigenvalue higher than 1) three factors needed to be distinguished, explaining 72.40% of the total variance. Table 1 contains the PRSS items, their factor loadings, eigenvalues, and the percentage of variance explained by each of the factors. 
The analysis of the matrix of rotated factor loadings showed an internal structure of the PRSS consistent with the original RSS (Fiala et al., 2002). The PRSS included three factors. Factor 1, God Support, includes 7 items that measure support perceived from God; it explained 50.63% of the total variance. Factor 2, Clergy Support, includes 7 items that measure support perceived from church leadership; it explained 12.96% of the total variance. Factor 3, Congregational Support, includes 7 items that measure support perceived from religious congregation; these items explained 8.80% of the total variance. In summary, the results of PCA replicated the three-factor structure of the original RSS (Fiala et al.). 
Next, as was done with the RSS, three religious support subscales (God, Church Leader, and Congregational Support) were created via linear combination of the seven items respectively loading on each of the three religious support factors. Scores were divided by number of items to reflect the item metrics. Cronbach’s alphas for the three scales were all α > .90 (see Table 2).
Construct Validity Analyses
Table 2 presents the Pearson correlations among the variables of interest. In line with our expectations, all three PRSS subscales significantly positively correlated with all subscales of the DUREL, MPI, RDDI, the Family’s Support subscale of the MSPSS, and with the PWBS. Church Leader and Congregational Support also correlated positively with Friend’s support, and God and Congregational support also positively correlated with Significant Others’ Support. Collectively, these findings supported convergent validity for the PRSS. Then, planned comparisons were conducted using z-tests for correlations from dependent samples (Lenhard & Lenhard, 2014) to examine the relative strength of correlations for each of the religious support scales with each of the religious measures. As hypothesized, compared to both Congregation and Church Leader Support, God Support correlated more strongly with every religious subscale from the DUREL, MPI, and RDDI, all zs > 3.59, p < .001. Consistent with the literature (e.g., Park & Slattery, 2013; Vera et al., 2020), Table 2 shows that all three MPSS subscales and several religious measures (IR, Gratitude, and Disclosure) were also significantly positively linked with PSWB.
Next, we assessed the incremental validity of religious support with respect to intrinsic religiousness regarding its relationship with the PWBS, using hierarchical regression. To do this,  Intrinsic Religiousness (IR) was entered in the first step and was significantly related to the PWBS, F(1, 283) = 4.01, p = .046, β = .12. Total Religious Support (computed by the sum of the three subscales) was entered in the second step. Even after controlling IR, Religious Support was significantly related to psychological well-being, F(2, 282) = 4.71, p = .01, β = .22. 
Study 2
Method
Participants and Procedure
Sample 2 consisted of 389 respondents (500 invited, response rate is 77.8%), with age ranging from 18 to 82 years (M = 23.27, SD = 7.12) and was approximately gender-balanced (59.1% women). All the participants were Caucasians with Polish nationality, with the majority identifying as Catholics (86.6%). The remaining respondents represented other Christian denominations. Most of the sample lived in urban areas (71.5%). We again used convenience sampling and snowball sampling to select participants. Participation was voluntary, anonymous, and followed the exact same procedures as Study 1. 
Measures
The PRSS was used again, together with the MSPSS, and the four dependent measures listed below. Means, standard deviations, and internal consistency for each measure appears in Table 5. As in Study 1, scale scores (excluding Brief Screen for Depression) were divided by their respective number of items to reflect item metrics.
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS). The 12-item MSPSS, the same as in Study 1, was used to measure perceived social support. The total score was used in Study 2.
Spiritual Well-Being Scale (SWBS). The 20-item SWBS measures perceptions of spiritual quality of life (Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982). The SWBS has two subscales: Religious Well-Being (e.g., I believe that God loves me and cares about me) and Existential Well-Being (e.g., I feel that life is a positive experience). The total score was used in the current study. Respondents rate items on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). 
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS). The 5-item SWLS (Diener et al., 1985) measures global cognitive judgments of satisfaction with one’s life (e.g., In most ways my life is close to my ideal). Respondents indicate the extent to which they agree with each item on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
General Mood Scale (GMS). The 10-item GMS measures general positive and negative mood but not specific emotions (Wojciszke & Baryła, 2004). The GMS has two subscales, scored separately: Positive Mood (e.g., I’m cheerful) and Negative Mood (e.g., I feel depressed). Respondents rate items on a scale ranging from 1 (I don’t agree) to 5 (I agree). 
Brief Screen for Depression (BSD). The BSD measures the respondents’ level of depressive symptoms (Hakstian & McLean, 1989). The BSD is a 4-item measure designed to detect clinical levels of depression, and to tap a full range of response domains (e.g., How many times during the last 2 days have you been preoccupied by thoughts of hopelessness, helplessness, pessimism, intense worry, unhappiness, and so on?). Hakstian and McLean provide a BSD cutting score of 21 to distinguish clinical from nonclinical subjects and 24 to distinguish depressed from other psychiatric subject. Respondents rate the first item on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (all of the time) and the items 2-4 on a scale ranging from 1 to 10. The BSD is scored by summing scores for items 2-4 and adding four times the item “1” score to produce an overall score. 
Data Analytic Strategy
We began by computing descriptive statistics for all measures. Next, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed to cross-validate the internal structure of the PRSS identified in Study 1. The data were analysed with Mplus software (Muthén & Muthén, 2007) by Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) estimation method due to its ability to deal with deviations in global multivariate normality. In order to determine which factorial solution was the most optimal, three models were tested: a single-factor, three-factor, and hierarchical model. Next, Pearson correlation coefficients were employed to test correlations between the PRSS subscales and psychological functioning indicators. Finally, multiple hierarchical regression was used to examine incremental validity of the PRSS in relation to social support.
Results
Descriptive Statistics
The PRSS item means ranged from 2.43 (Item 11) to 3.53 (Item 18) with a grand mean of 3.32 (SD = .29). Skewness ranged between -0.65 (item 21) and 0.36 (item 11) with SE = 0.09. Internal consistency was supported (n = 389) for the PRSS total score (GLB[footnoteRef:1] = .98; McDonald’s ω = .92; α = .96) and its components (αGOD = .96; αLEADER = .93; αCONGREG = .92).  [1:  The Greatest Lower Bound to the reliability (ten Berge et al., 1981).] 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk535870616]To establish the most optimal factorial solution, three models were tested: a single-factor, three-factor, and hierarchical model. Using a priori sample size calculator for SEM, we estimated required sample size as of 400[footnoteRef:2] (Soper, 2018; Westland, 2010). The results are presented in Table 3. First, we tested a single-factor model which presented unacceptable level of fit indices (RMSEA = .156, CFI = .667). Second, we tested a three-factor model which presented satisfactory fit (RMSEA = .078, TLI = .907, CFI = .917). All the loadings were significant (p < .001) and high, ranging from .65 to .84 (M = .78, SD = .06), indicating good internal consistency. Third, we tested a hierarchical model which showed unsatisfactory values of fit indices (RMSEA = .089, TLI = .879, CFI = .890).  As such, the three-factor solution was not only the best-fitting model, but also the only one demonstrating fit. [2:  Expected power level = .90; assuming the medium size effect of .30, α=.05, 3 latent and 21 observed variables in the model.] 

Additional analysis of a bi-factor model, using Explained Common Variance (ECVGen; Reise et al., 2010) identified a general factor on the level of .69, suggesting that the PRSS is multidimensional (see Table 3). The CFA suggested that the three-factor model is the most optimal expression of the theory of religious support (Figure 1). Together, these multiple factor analyses support the factorial validity of the PRSS.
Measurement Invariance
Next, we tested gender measurement invariance (MI), using the following procedure (Meredith, 1993): (1) fitting the model to the data from each separate group and using multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (MGCFA) with increasingly restricted models; (2) testing if the structure of the model is comparable in both subgroups (configural invariance); (3) testing the model with all factor loadings constrained to be equal across both subgroups (metric invariance); (4) Additionally, all intercepts are constrained across both subgroups (scalar invariance). We used the criteria recommended by Cheung and Rensvold, 2002, and Meredith, 1993– a difference in CFI (< .01) and RMSEA (< .03) with increasingly restricted models (Table 4). We did not rely on Δχ2 due to its sensitivity to large samples (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Vandenberg, 2006). We used the most optimal (three-factor) CFA model for the analyses (n = 389; Table 3).
First, we tested the model on two groups, and it fit well for men (χ2(561) = 1472.41 , p < .001; RMSEA=.063, TLI=.600, CFI=.709), and women (χ2(408) = 753.84, p < .001; RMSEA=.055, TLI=.664, CFI=.775). Second, we tested configural invariance using MGCFA, and this model also fit the data well (RMSEA=.055, SRMR=.069). Third, the metric invariance model also demonstrated good fit (RMSEA=.054, SRMR=.072) and was supported (Δχ2 = 47.41, p = .063; ΔCFI = .005; ΔRMSEA = .001). Fourth, the scalar invariance model also fit the data well (RMSEA=.054, SRMR=.072) and was supported (Δχ2 = 44.39, p = .109; ΔCFI = .005; ΔRMSEA = .000).  Collectively, the above analyses suggest that the PRSS is able to measure cross-gender differences accurately, and measurement equivalence is supported.
Construct Validity
Pearson correlations between the Study 2 variables of interest were conducted next (Table 5). The following correlations were significant. As hypothesized and in support of convergent validity, all three subscales of the PRSS correlated positively with SWLS scores and SWBS scores, and negatively with Negative Mood scores. Both Congregational and Church Leader support also correlated positively with Positive Mood and negatively with Depression, but surprisingly, this was not true for God Support.
To assess incremental validity of the PRSS, we again used multiple hierarchical regressions to examine the extent to which religious support statistically predicts functioning above and beyond the effects of general social support. We carried out three paralelle analyses with the PWBS, SWBS, and SWLS respectively serving as the dependent variables. In each analyses, Social Support was entered in the first step, and Total Religious Support (again summing the three subscales) was added in the second step. These analyses showed that Total Religious Support explained a significant amount of variance in all three dependent variables, even after controlling social support (see Table 6).
In summary, the Study 2 CFA added further support for a three-factor solution for the PRSS, and gender measurement equivalence was also demonstrated. The correlations between religious support with various measures of well-being and social support followed the hypothesized patterns, thus supporting convergent validity for the PRSS, and as in Study 1, the Study 2 multiple regression supported its incremental validity.
Discussion
Although the great majority (about 90%) in Poland are still self-declared Roman Catholic believers (GUS, 2018), the gradual decrease of both their trust in religious institutions and their formal religious participation (CBOS, 2018; Mariański, 2011; Marody & Mandes, 2005; Zarzycka, 2009) prompts the question whether such persons still view religion as a source of support. We examined this question by examining the interrelationships between religious support and psychological functioning among Polish Catholics. To do so, we developed a Polish language version (PRSS) of the Religious Support Scale (Fiala et al., 2002) and assessed its psychometric properties to assure reliable and valid measurement.
 Psychometric analyses in both Study 1 and 2 suggested both strong internal consistency for all three subscales  and a clear three-factor structure for the PRSS. Regarding the latter, both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported factorial validity, consistent with Fiala et al. (2002). In addition, the PRSS exhibited gender measurement invariance, increasing its utility. These findings support the use of the PRSS as a reliable, three-factor measure of Polish religious support perceived from God, one’s church leaders, and one’s religious congregation.
We assessed the PRSS’s construct validity by examining our main research questions regarding the relationship of religious support to psychological functioning among Polish Catholics.  Construct validity was supported at both the basic (correlational) and incremental (controlling for variance of related constructs) levels, consistent with hypotheses and previous religious support research (e.g., Fiala et al.; Lazar & Bjorck, 2008; Bjorck & Kim, 2009; Bjorck & Maslim, 2011). As expected, Study 1 results showed that all three types of religious support were positively related to psychological well-being. Intrinsic religiousness (and several other religious measures) also correlated with psychological well-being, but Polish Catholics’ religious support remained associated with well-being even after controlling for intrinsic religiousness. Also as hypothesized, the three types of religious support were strongly related to the religiousness measures, indicating that people who are more likely to pray, disclose to God, and exhibit intrinsic religious commitment are more likely to perceive support from God, their clergy, and fellow church members. As such, Study 1 findings suggest that Polish Catholic religious support is a construct which is related to but distinct from religiousness per se, and that religious support is also positivey related to psychological well-being. 
Similarly, Study 2 results showed that all three types of religious support for Polish Catholics were related to more spiritual well-being, more life satisfaction, and less negative mood. As expected, general social support was also associated with better functioning—more life satisfaction, more spiritual well-being, less depression, and negative mood, but religious support’s association with these constructs remained significant even after controlling variance due to social support. Thus, Study 2 findings suggest that religious support is also related but distinct from social support in its relevance to spiritual and psychological functioning.
Taken together, the findings from Study 1 and 2 suggests that, in spite of the slowly growing distrust in religious institutions (Mariański, 2011; Zarzycka, 2009) and the decreasing formal religious participation (Zarzycka, 2009), religious support from God, from clergy, and from fellow believers still represent viable resources for Polish Catholics. These findings involved the use of the PRRS, a new Polish version of the original RSS (Fiala et al, 2002),  and psychometric analyses of the PRSS provided significant evidence for its factorial, convergent, and incremental validity. Regarding incremental validity, the current findings support the unique importance of religious support for Polish Catholics, given its links with adaptive functioning above and beyond the effects of both intrinsic religiousness and general social support. As such, the current findings extend both the research literature regarding religious support and the generalizability of this construct, which until now has not included either Polish individuals or Catholics. 
The PRSS may be useful for researchers, clinicians, and clergy. For the former, assessing Polish religious support in a focused yet multidimensional manner can  help to advance religious support research in particular and psychology of religion research in general. For clinicians and clergy, religious support appears to have practical potential as a resource for both religious individuals and groups, which should be optimized in future prevention and/or intervention efforts. As our study and others discussed above (e.g., Bjorck & Kim, 2009; Bjorck & Maslim, 2011; Lazar & Bjorck, 2016; Yi & Bjorck, 2014)  have demonstrated, religious support is related to enhanced well-being. Thus, psychologists can also promote it as a primary prevention resource among Polish Catholics and as an aid to empowerment of church leaders and congregation members.
Methodological limitations of the current study include the cross-sectional research design, which prevents causal inferences, and longitudinal studies will be necessary to assess the impacts of religious support among Polish Catholics over time. In addition, the convenience sampling methods increased the likelihood that some self-selection biases might have confounded results in comparison to a random sample. Moreover, the average age of participants reflected a sample younger than the general population. Given that younger people tend to be less religious than older people (Bengtson, Silverstein, Putney, & Harris, 2015), the current findings might have actually underestimated the importance of religious support to a Polish Catholic sample with a broader age range, and such samples should be assessed. Finally, both samples were intentionally homogenous, focused on primarily Catholics who were all Polish. Future researchers could also assess religious support in Polish-speaking individuals in other countries and/or with other religious affiliations to examine the relative impacts of creeds and culture, respectively, for Polish persons. In spite of these limitations, this study makes an important contribution to the psychology of religions literature. This clearly includes the replication of findings for Fiala et al.’s (2002) religious support model and the extension of the model’s generalizability to Polish Catholics.                            
To summarize, the current study provides evidence for religious support’s relationship to psychological functioning in a Polish Catholic sample. Religious support was associated with multiple measures of religious and psychological well-being. Moreover, religious support was significantly associated with psychological well-being even after controlling for religiousness and social support variance. It seems clear that religious support still represents a viable resource for Polish Catholics’ well-being, even though distrust in religious institutions is slowly growing. Finally, the current findings provide psychometric evidence for the reliability and incremental validity of the PRSS for use with a Catholic sample, and future researchers can consider using this measure to study other religious Polish samples. 
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Table 1
Exploratory Factor Analysis Showing 21 Items and Factor Loadings from the Pattern Matrix (Principal Component Analysis with Oblimin rotation)
	Items
	     Factor loadings
	M
	       SD

	
	
	   F1
	   F2
	  F3
	
	

	G18
	God cares about my life and situation.
	.94
	.02
	   .02
	3.70
	1.25

	G15
	I can turn to God for advice when I have problems.
	.93
	.07
	   .05
	3.72
	1.31

	G21
	I do not feel close to God.
	.92
	.01
	-.01
	3.63
	1.26

	G9
	If something went wrong, God would give me assistance.
	.88
	-.05
	-.03
	3.56
	1.28

	G6
	I feel appreciated by God.
	.84
	-.03
	.05
	3.43
	1.20

	G12
	I have worth in the eyes of God.
	.83
	-.06
	.02
	3.59
	1.16

	G3
	God gives me the sense that I belong.
	.76
	-.18
	.01
	3.42
	1.32

	CL20
	I feel appreciated by my church leaders.
	.12
	-.90
	.08
	2.92
	1.13

	CL14
	I do not feel close to my church leaders.
	.06
	-.87
	-.10
	2.57
	1.21

	CL11
	My church leaders care about my life and situation.
	-.12
	-.83
	.01
	2.46
	1.16

	CL2
	If something went wrong, my church leaders would give me assistance.
	-.07
	-.83
	-.01
	3.08
	1.24

	CL8
	I can turn to church leadership for advice when I have problems.
	-.05
	-.79
	.04
	2.91
	1.30

	CL17
	My church leaders give me the sense that I belong.
	.02
	-.74
	-.02
	2.62
	1.10

	CL5
	I have worth in the eyes of my church leaders.
	.23
	-.74
	.11
	3.30
	1.09

	C7
	I do not feel close to others in my congregation.
	-.13
	.10
	.85
	3.55
	1.03

	C16
	If something went wrong, others in my congregation would give me assistance.
	.06
	.06
	.85
	3.65
	1.05

	C13
	I feel appreciated by others in my congregation.
	.02
	-.10
	.85
	3.45
	1.02

	C4
	Others in my congregation care about my life and situation.
	.05
	.03
	.80
	3.38
	1.08

	C19
	I have worth in the eyes of others in my congregation.
	.05
	-.12
	.72
	3.60
	0.90

	C1
	I can turn to others in my congregation for advice when I have problems.
	.20
	-.10
	.70
	3.78
	1.05

	C10
	Others in my congregation give me the sense that I belong.
	-.03
	-.02
	.65
	3.28
	1.16

	Eigenvalues
	10.63
	2.72
	1.85
	
	

	% of variance
	50.63
	12.96
	8.80
	
	


Note. Items for each factor are listed in descending order based on loadings. Boldfaced text indicates items assigned to each factor. F1 – God Support, F2 – Clergy Support, F3 – Congregational Support
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Table 2

Intercorrelations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Alphas for the Variables of Interest (N = 325)
	Variable	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16
PRSS
1	God 																
2	Church 	.60***															
3	Congr	.47***	.56***														
DUREL
4	ORA	.73***	.61***	.48***													
5	NORA	.69***	.56***	.46***	.75***												
6	IR	.84***	.59***	.47***	.74***	.75***											
MPI
7	Gratitude	.71***	.45***	.41***	.59***	.63***	.72***										
8	Request	.69***	.36***	.37***	.59***	.59***	.65***	.75***									
9	Confession	.60***	.39***	.40***	.54***	.56***	.61***	.72***	.70***								
10	Reception	.67***	.45***	.42***	.57***	.60***	.68***	.75***	.74***	.75***							
11	Adoration	.70***	.53***	.42***	.62***	.61***	.72***	.81***	.67***	.75***	.78***						
RDDI
12	Disclosure	.80***	.52***	.48***	.67***	.70***	.77***	.68***	.70***	.59***	.66***	.63***					
MSPSS
13	Friend’s	.05	.14*	.25***	-.01	.04	.03	.09	.07	.08	.13*	.01	.10				
14	Family’s	.26***	.21***	.28***	.15**	.13*	.24***	.21***	.20**	.07	.19**	.20**	.25***	.28***			
15	Others’	.16**	.09	.28***	.09	.03	.17**	.12*	.10	.09	.07	.08	.09	.35***	.28***		
PWBS
16	PWBS	.14*	.13*	.19**	.05	.07	.12*	.18**	.02	.03	.11	.12*	.13*	.21***	.22***	.20***	

	M	3.58	2.84	3.53	3.93	3.93	3.21	3.27	3.72	3.97	3.35	3.17	3.32	5.53	5.12	5.87	3.88
	SD	1.12	1.00	0.83	1.52	1.52	1.87	1.19	1.83	1.84	1.67	1.70	0.87	1.28	1.48	1.20	0.42
	Alpha	.96	.93	.90			.89	.95	.94	.94	.90	.94	.90	.94	.85	.90	.80
Note. Measures include: PRSS – Polish Religious Support Scale; DUREL – Duke University Religion Index; MPI – Multidimensional Prayer Inventory; RDDI – Revised Distress Disclosure Index; MSPSS – Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support; and PWBS – Psychological Well-Being Scale. Measure subscales include: God – God Support; Church – Church Leader Support; Congr – Congregational Support; ORA – Organized Religion; NORA – Non-Organized Religion; IR – Intrinsic Religiousness; Friend’s – Friend’s Support; Family’s – Family’s Support; and Other’s – Significant Other’s Support
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
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Table 3
A Series of Confirmatory Factor Analyses of Alternative Solutions of RSS
	Solution
	[bookmark: _Hlk536289882]χ2 (df)
	RMSEA [CI]
	TLI
	CFI
	sRMR

	Single factor
	1698.00 (189)
	.144 [.137 - .150]
	.695
	.725
	.142

	Three factor
	632.41 (188)
	.078 [.071 - .085]
	.910
	.919
	.081

	Hierarchical
	831.69 (189)
	.094 [.087 - .100]
	.870
	.883
	.176

	Bi-factor
	477.70 (166)
	.070 [.062 - .077]
	.928
	.943
	.032



Table 4
Gender Measurement Invariance of Religious Support Scale
	Models
	χ2
	df
	p
	SCF
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	CFI
	ΔRMSEA
	ΔCFI
	

	Men
	585.32
	189
	.001
	1.248
	  .083
	.093
	.912
	
	
	

	Women
	679.67
	189
	.001
	1.293
	  .080
	.064
	.914
	
	
	

	Configural
	1223.35
	372
	.001
	1.149
	  .080
	.055
	.916
	
	
	

	Metric
	1257.09
	393
	.001
	1.257
	  .079
	.060
	.915
	.001
	.001
	

	Scalar
	1319.06
	414
	.001
	1.244
	  .078
	.069
	.911
	.001
	.004
	


Note. SCF = Scaling Correction Factor for Maximum Likelihood Robust

Table 5
Intercorrelations among the Study 2 Variables of Interest (N = 389)
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	1
	God 
	   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Church 
	.66***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Congr
	.67***
	.76***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	SWLS
	.25***
	.25***
	.24***
	   
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	SWBS
	.78***
	.59***
	.60***
	.54***
	    
	
	
	
	

	6
	Pos M
	.03
	.13*
	.15**
	.48***
	-.31***
	       
	
	
	

	7
	Neg M
	-.14*
	-.15**
	-.18**
	-.46**
	.37***
	-.81***
	     
	
	

	8
	BDS
	-.09
	-.12*
	-.13*
	-.45***
	-.30***
	-.63***
	.66***
	
	

	9
	MSPSS
	.22***
	.18***
	.27***
	.44***
	.40***
	.22***
	-.25***
	-.17***
	

	
	M
	3.28
	2.60
	3.00
	2.83
	3.23
	3.30
	2.34
	4.28
	5.55

	
	SD
	1.24
	0.95
	0.94
	0.79
	0.89
	1.01
	1.05
	1.45
	1.08

	
	Alpha
	.97
	.92
	.91
	.80
	.91
	.91
	.91
	.68
	.91


Note. God – God Support; Church – Church Leadership Support; Congr – Congregational Support; SWLS – Satisfaction with Life; SWBS – Spiritual Well-Being; Pos M – Positive Mood; Neg M – Negative Mood; and BDS – Brief Depression Screen; MSPSS – Social Support. 
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

Table 6
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting various measures of well-being by Religious Support and Social Support
	
	Variable
	B
	SE B
	β
	R2
	  F
	   p
	  R2
	F change
	p

	Spiritual  
well-being
	Step 1
	

	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social support
	.32
	.04
	.39*
	.15
	68.70
	.001
	-
	-
	-

	
	Step 2
	

	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social support
	.18
	.03
	.22*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Religious support
	.66
	.03
	.70*
	.09
	293.20
	.001
	45%
	439.29
	.001

	Life satisfaction
	Step 1
	

	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social support
	2.21
	.23
	.44*
	.19
	89.11
	.001
	-
	-
	-

	
	Step 2
	

	

	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social support
	1.98
	.24
	.39*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Religious support
	1.06
	.28
	.18*
	.22
	53.54
	.001
	3%
	14.76
	.001



Note. *p < .001


Figure 1
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Religious Support Scale: χ2(189) = 1012.35, p < .001; RMSEA = .078, TLI = .907; CFI = .917; sRMR = .071. Monte Carlo power simulation of all paths equal 1.0.




image1.emf
Church 

Leadership

Item 15

Item 18

Item 21

e15

e18

e21

.82

.84

.81

Item 2

e2

.68

Item 5

Item 1

Item 4

e5

e1

e4

.51

.63

.48

Item 7

e7

.71

Congregational 

Support

Item 10

Item 13

Item 16

e10

e13

e16

.60

.71

.68

Item 19

e19

.63

God Support

Item 3

Item 6

Item 9

e3

e6

e9

.68

.72

.75

Item 12

e12

.69

.65

.72

.60

Item 8

e8

.68

Item 11

e11

.51

Item 14

e14

.67

Item 17

e17

.70

Item 20

e20

.68


Microsoft_Visio_Drawing.vsdx
Church Leadership
Item 15
Item 18
Item 21
e15
e18
e21



.91
.92
.90
.82
.84
.81
Item 2
e2

.68
.82
Item 5
Item 1
Item 4
e5
e1
e4



.71
.79
.70
.51
.63
.48
Item 7
e7

.71
.84
Congregational Support
Item 10
Item 13
Item 16
e10
e13
e16



.77
.84
.82
.60
.71
.68
Item 19
e19

.63
.80
God Support
Item 3
Item 6
Item 9
e3
e6
e9



.83
.85
.87
.68
.72
.75
Item 12
e12

.69
.83
.65
.72
.60
Item 8
e8

.68
Item 11
e11

.51
Item 14
e14

.67
Item 17
e17

.70
Item 20
e20

.68
.82
.72
.82
.84
.82



