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Abstract: In the contemporary world, one may notice that people tend to postpone their decision on having a child. A question arises what really motivates 
people to become a parent and increase their satisfaction with life. An attempt was made to assess the relation between childbearing motives and the sense 
of meaning in life and well-being as well as the potential influence of religiosity on them. The dissertation discussed the theoretical aspects of childbearing 
motives, the meaning in life, religiosity, well-being and their interconnectedness in the previous research. The study involved 248 respondents at the age from 
19 to 63. Three research hypotheses were made: H1. Positive childbearing motives have a positive correlation with the sense of meaning in life and well-being; 
H2. Centrality of religiosity serves a moderating role in the relation between positive childbearing motives and the sense of meaning in life and well-being, 
and H3. Negative childbearing motives do not have a major correlation with the sense of meaning in life and well-being. The first and third hypotheses were 
partially confirmed. People characterized by positive childbearing motives felt a higher sense of meaning while centrality of religiosity served a moderating 
role in the relation in question. The second hypothesis was proved. The study suggests that religiosity can serve as the resource thanks to which people are 
able to give meaning to parenthood. The dissertation indicated the directions of further research and practical implications.
Keywords: centrality of religiosity, eudaimonic well-being, childbearing motives, meaning in life.

Introduction

In various cultures, parenthood is often associated 
with fulfilment and purpose. Most people seem to 
be of the opinion that having offspring involves ex-
periencing mattering and sense of meaning. Everyday 
intuitions find are confirmed by scientific literature 
(Morse & Steger, 2019). Experiencing the meaning 
of life helps parents maintain their mental health 
(Nelson et al., 2014). However, do people who assign 
positive values to parenthood are prone to declare 
such type of experience more often? Do negative 
reactions to the aspects of being a parent might serve 
as a predictor of lower sense of meaning?

For this matter, one should take religiosity into 
consideration since it is a strong determinant of 
the fertility rate (Okun, 2017). It also supports the 
feeling of meaning in life (Abu-Hilal et al., 2017). 
High religiosity might intensify the relationship 
between childbearing motives and experiencing 
purpose, mattering or comprehension. However, 
it is worthwhile to consider the sense of meaning 
from a broader perspective – the one of well-being 
– in order to verify the relations between valuing 
parenthood and its potential consequences in a more 
complete way.
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1. Theoretical basis for own 
research

1.1. Childbearing motives vs. sense of 
meaning and well-being

Childbearing motives refer to the response in form of 
reactions to the challenges and consequences arising 
from being a parent. The said reactions can be positive 
or negative. The dominant form is determined by both 
individual experiences gained in the course of life as 
well as biological factors (Miller, 2011). Positive or 
negative motives can be of significant meaning in the 
context of how procreation and the willingness or un-
willingness to have children are perceived. It influences 
the behaviors that lead to reproduction or its avoidance 
(Huczewska et al., 2023). With regard to childbearing 
motives, one should take into consideration the TDIB 
model (Traits-Desires-Intentions-Behaviour) (Varas 
& Borsa, 2022). Its first component is constituted by 
traits. Traits should be understood as predisposition to 
certain behavior. The next component is wants which 
refer to the set plans and objectives which determine 
the direction of efforts. The next component, inten-
tions, results from wants. However, they also incor-
porate an element of reflection over the possibilities 
of an individual and the potential barriers. Behaviors 
form the final stage in this model and they can emerge 
in favorable conditions (Mynarska & Rytel, 2014).

According to Viktor Frankl, the sense of meaning 
in life can be understood as the process of “continuous 
becoming and improving one’s existence” (Frankl, 
2019; Szykuła, 2022, p. 239). The sense of meaning 
in life is perceived as a subjective perception of various 
components of human life in order to give meaning 
to one’s own experiences (Steger, 2012). The current 
research regarding the sense of meaning in life has 
evolved into conceptualizing this variable in three as-
pects: comprehension, purpose and mattering (George 
& Park, 2016; King & Hicks, 2021). Comprehension 
refers to the perception of one’s own experiences as 
forming one complete and coherent whole. In most 
general terms, it refers to interpreting and systemizing 
everyday experience of an individual. The purpose is 
often connected with one’s values and motivation that 
play a key role in the performance and realization of the 

intended course of action. Mattering is associated with 
one’s perception of their own existence as meaningful in 
the world (George & Park, 2016; King & Hicks, 2021).

Well-being is a complex construct and the at-
tempts to define it date dozens of years back. Re-
searchers often use various terms interchangeably: 
well-being, joy, happiness, subjective well-being 
or life satisfaction (Hills & Argyle, 2002; Ilska 
& Kołodziej-Zaleska, 2018). When a person defines 
their life in this way, it might indicate a subjective 
feeling that the life of an individual is as it should 
be in the sense of personal satisfaction and no need 
of changing it (Trzebińska, 2008). It is necessary to 
highlight two main perspectives of well-being: hedon-
istic and eudaimonic ( Józefczyk, 2023). The former 
should be understood as the pursuit for satisfaction 
with life by delivering positive affection and, at the 
same time, reducing sensations that do contribute to 
subjective feeling of pleasure and content. The latter 
is characterized by the feeling of happiness in the 
context of inner fulfillment. In this sense, a par-
ticular person strives for self-realization through 
own work and effort. The eudaimonic perspective 
can be compared to the process of discovering and 
realizing of one’s potential (Niemiec, 2023; Richter 
& Hunecke, 2021). On the other hand, Ryff (1989) 
also draws attention to the sense of meaning in life 
and the above-mentioned self-realization. Following 
the tradition of eudaimonic well-being developed on 
the grounds of Aristotle’s philosophy, Ryff (1989) 
distinguishes its six components: self-acceptance that 
refers to accepting oneself taking into consideration 
one’s strengths and weaknesses; positive relations 
with other people as the ability to establish close and 
long-term relationships; autonomy which is under-
stood as the ability to cope with various everyday 
life situations while following internally accepted 
norms and rules; environmental mastery that refers 
to adequate coping with and participation in the 
external environment; purpose in life as the ability 
to pursue own goals that might lead to perceiving 
life as meaningful and finding meaning in life; per-
sonal growth as the proper management of own 
resources and potential and the effort to broaden 
one’s competencies (Karaś & Cieciuch, 2017; Ilska 
& Kołodziej-Zaleska, 2018).
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According to research, there is a relation between the 
sense of meaning in life and well-being. People who are 
characterized by a high level of sense of meaning in life 
also exhibit a high level of subjective well-being (Wang 
et al., 2021). A positive relation between the sense of 
meaning in life and well-being is also indicated in the 
research by Santos (2012). The feeling of meaning in 
life creates adequate conditions for the happiness and 
well-being (Lent, 2004) as well as exhibits a positive 
association with life satisfaction (Galang et al., 2011). 
The feeling of meaning in life should be distinguished 
from the well-being defined by Ryff (1989). Both no-
tions were developed on the grounds of eudaimonic 
traditions. From a psychological perspective, however, 
they should be treated as separate variables.

The relations between childbearing motives and 
the sense of meaning seem to be rooted in the people’s 
tendency of giving meaning to their own role as a par-
ent. Persons who decide to have offspring mention an 
increase in the meaning in life and the importance of 
their relationship with their child. It should also be 
highlighted that parents find their personal meaning 
in life by surrounding their child with love (Brooks, 
2008). Research indicates that people who find the 
meaning in life through parenthood also feel greater 
well-being (Nelson et al., 2013; To, 2015). Parents 
experience a higher sense of meaning and well-being 
than people without offspring (Nelson et al., 2014). 
Thus, researchers indicate that finding meaning in 
parenthood influences the general feeling of meaning 
in life. People who are parents and spend time with 
their children see more meaning in their own life than 
non-parents (Baumeister et al., 2013) and also notice 
more significant and satisfying moments in everyday 
life and more often think about the meaning in life as 
such (Nelson et al., 2013). On the other hand, more 
frequent thinking about the meaning in life among 
parents might serve as the indicator of willingness to 
give meaning to the challenges related to parenthood 
(Morse & Steger, 2019). Among factors that might lead 
to higher feeling of meaning in life through parenthood 
one may mention active care over a child (Palkovitz, 
2002), inner motivation to serve the role of a parent 
and self-development (To, 2015), as well as noticing 
a purpose in parenthood that is personally important 
and desirable (Grolnick & Apostoleris, 2002).

Well-being and the sense of satisfaction with life 
favor the willingness to procreate (Mencarini et al., 
2018)–people who feel subjective satisfaction with 
their own life have a positive opinion on parenthood. 
The latter increases the sense of meaning, happiness, 
well-being and purpose, which is less experienced by 
non-parents. Parents feel a higher level of happiness 
when they spend time with their children in com-
parison to other everyday activities (Nelson et al., 
2013). Parenthood can lead to a higher feeling of 
well-being, which manifests through the presence of 
goals that need to be realized, establishing new rela-
tions or through satisfaction with serving diversified 
social roles (Nelson et al., 2014). People who give 
a crucial meaning to parenthood and consider it as 
a value in itself want to invest their own resources in 
self-development in this aspect (To, 2015). On the 
other hand, thanks to self-development people per-
ceive their life as meaningful (Baumann & Ruch, 
2022). Individuals who revealed more plans regarding 
parenthood in the future exhibited a higher level of 
well-being than people whose plans were focused 
on other matters (Dunlop et al., 2017). However, 
in a situation when people decide to have a child in 
order to fulfil social and cultural requirements and 
not perceive parenthood as a personally meaningful 
value, they might feel a lower level of well-being (To, 
2015). In such a situation, the pursuit for parenthood 
might become an attempt to comply with external 
expectations (Nachoum et al., 2021). Parenthood 
might also be connected with lower well-being when 
it is perceived as detrimental to or preventing from 
fulfilling other important goals (Nelson & Lyubom-
irsky, 2015). People might find giving meaning to 
parenthood difficult when they want to have children 
but encounter obstacles related to fertility and birth 
(Morse & Steger, 2019).

1.2. The meaning-generative role 
of religiosity

According to Huber (2003) religiosity refers to five 
dimensions: intellectual, ideological, public practice, 
private practice, and religious experience. The intel-
lectual dimension involves knowledge in one’s own 
religion and the frequency at which one has reflec-
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tions about it. Ideology stands for beliefs concern-
ing the existence of a transcendental reality. Public 
practice determines the belonging to communities 
and participation in religious practices. The aspect 
of private practice mainly refers to individual prayer 
and meditation. Religious experience involves the 
conviction of a relationship with the Absolute which 
influences the emotions experienced by a particular 
person (Huber & Huber, 2012). Such a definition 
of religiosity serves as the basis for the concept of 
personal system of religious constructs. Centrality 
of religiosity will be related to its autonomous func-
tioning among other constructs and the existence of 
inner religious motivation (Zarzycka, 2007).

Many researchers note a positive relationship 
between the feeling of meaning in life and relig-
iosity, regardless of the respondents’ age (Krause 
& Hayward, 2012; Krok, 2015a; Martos et al., 2010; 
Newton & McIntosh, 2013; Park & Yoo, 2016).

A religious value system and the ideology relat-
ed to it can be helpful in giving meaning to one’s 
own existence, which is also comprised of difficult 
experience. In light of research, religiosity is seen as 
a property associated with a better understanding of 
one’s experience (Krok, 2015b; Park, 2013). The re-
alization of key human values might be connected 
with the sense of purpose of own existence (Frankl, 
2017). In this context, the purpose is related to the 
conviction that a person must fulfil an extraordinary 
and unique type of task in life. Fulfilment, on the 
other hand, refers to being “oriented at something 
or someone, being devoted to work that one is ded-
icated to, devoted to a beloved one or God that we 
serve. (Frankl, 1984, p. 147-148). In such a situation, 
religiosity becomes a crucial predictor of the feeling 
of purpose in life (Engel et al., 2024), among others, 
through the willingness to establish good relation-
ships. It is connected with the morality promoted by 
religious systems and the intent to follow it (Galbraith 
et al., 2019). According to other research, religion 
gives meaning to human life. Thus, believers, when 
compared to other people, are convinced about their 
uniqueness and meaningfulness (Prinzig et al., 2023).

Studies reveal that satisfaction with life is higher 
when the individual feels a meaning in life (Huda 
et al., 2023). Research on religiosity might find an 

explanation to such results. In the study conducted by 
Grouden & Jose (2014), various sources of meaning 
– such as family and interpersonal relationships – had 
an impact on well-being and their positive influence 
was explained by religiosity. Conclusions from that 
studies indicate the protective role of religiosity in 
the perspective of events which might potentially 
disrupt emotional balance (Rodzeń et al., 2021). 
Spiritual beliefs might also have a positive relation to 
satisfaction with interpersonal relationships. Research 
in this scope indicate that spirituality of spouses 
interceded between satisfaction with marriage and 
satisfaction with life. Spiritual beliefs help spouses 
create an emotional bond that helps them cope with 
stressful situations, allowing them to preserve satisfac-
tion with marriage (Kasapoğlu & Yabanigül, 2018).

1.3. Childbearing motives vs. religiosity

Religiosity in the context of childbearing motives has 
been the subject of extensive research. It refers both 
to attitudes towards parenthood as well as the desires 
and the specificity of parenthood as such. According 
to studies, personal religiosity is positively related to 
satisfaction with parenthood. Moreover, people who 
perceive parenthood as a very important aspect of life 
report a higher satisfaction as a parent. The quality of 
the regulating relationship between religiosity and 
family life greatly depends on the level of religiosity. 
The latter has a comprehensive impact on the family 
(Borowska, 2016; Nelson & Uecker, 2018). An increase 
in religiosity connected with age proves to be mediated 
by parenthood. Thus, childbearing motives might have 
something to do with religiosity (Kerry et al., 2023).

It should also be highlighted that religious couples 
more often become parents and religiosity serves 
an important role in making the decision to have 
children. It might be related to the motivation to 
convey family traditions or be an expression of reli-
gious feelings (Bein et al., 2023; Kuhnt & Trapper, 
2016; Pezeshki et al., 2005; Rosina & Testa, 2009).

Religiosity has a positive correlation with the fertility 
rate and involvement in traditional gender roles (Guetto 
et al., 2015). What is more, it has a positive connection 
with fertility and intentions regarding procreation while 
women who stated that religion had a very important 
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role in their life exhibited the tendency to give birth 
to more children than other women (Cranney, 2015; 
Hayford & Morgan, 2008). It was also proved than 
more religious people see more advantages in having 
children. In case of women, religiosity determines the 
influence of perceived costs on procreative intentions. 
It means that the more religious a woman is, the lower 
will be the influence of perceived costs and the higher 
the perception of advantages associated with procreation 
(Bein et at., 2021). In the case of women in a relationship 
with a man and higher religiosity, the intention to give 
birth to a child was higher than in the case of other 
respondents (Lachowska et al., 2017).

2. Own research

2.1. Methodology of own research

The subject of this research is to analyze the relation 
between positive and negative childbearing motives 
and the sense of meaning in life and well-being accord-
ing to C. Ryff (2014). Both of the two last variables 
fall within the tradition of eudaimonic well-being. 
The literature suggests that the centrality of religiosity 
level may serve the role of the intervening variable. 
Hence its assumed moderating nature. Religiosity 
intensifies experiencing meaning in life as well as is 
related to a positive of procreation.

The objective of own research was to determine 
the relationship between childbearing motives and the 
sense of meaning and well-being as well as to deter-
mine the role that centrality of religiosity serves in it.

The following hypotheses were made:

H1. Positive childbearing motives have a positive 
correlation with the sense of meaning and 
well-being.

H2. Centrality of religiosity serves a moderating 
role in the relation between positive child-
bearing motives and the sense of meaning 
and well-being.

H3. Negative childbearing motives do not exhib-
it a significant correlation with the sense of 
meaning and well-being (people who do not 

find a purpose and mattering in parenthood 
can use other sources of meaning e.g., self-ac-
ceptance, growth that also contribute to the 
declared level of well-being) (Heintzelman et 
al., 2020). The study used four research tools:

1. The Childbearing Questionnaire – Short Measure 
(CBQ-SF) by I. Huczewska, J. Leśniak, M. Mynar-
ska and W.B. Miller (2022). The tool constitutes 
an abridged version of the Polish adaptation of 
The Childbearing Questionnaire (CBQ-PL) (My-
narska & Rytel, 2014). It is used to measure the 
predisposition of positive and negative reaction to 
various aspects of parenthood. It is comprised of 
32 questions. The tool is composed of two parts 
and questions regarding desires and intentions:
a. Positive childbearing motivation scale – with 

15 positive consequences of having offspring. 
The respondents use a 4-grade scale to give 
answers to questions on how much they de-
sire a specific consequence (1 – “No desire”, 
5 – “Very high desire”). The result of the 
positive childbearing motivation scale is used 
to measure the positive reaction to mani-
festations of parenthood presented in the 
following sub-scales: happiness connected 
with pregnancy, childbirth and infancy, tra-
ditional parenthood, satisfaction with child-
care, feeling of closeness and being needed, 
instrumental values. The reliability of the 
positive childbearing motivation scale in 
the presented study (Cronbach’s α) is 0.94 
(example of an item: “Cuddling a newborn 
child. How much desired?”);

b. Negative childbearing motivation scale – con-
sists of 12 negative consequences of having 
children. Replies provided on a 4-level scale 
reflect the degree of lack of desire of a spe-
cific consequence. The negative childbearing 
motivation scale measures the tendency to 
negatively react to manifestations of parent-
hood on the following sub-scales: discomfort 
caused by pregnancy and birth, worries and 
concerns associated with parenthood, nega-
tive aspects related to childcare, stress for the 
couple. In this research, the Cronbach’s α for 

13Quarterly Journal Fides et Ratio 60(4)2024 |

The relationship between childbearing motives and the sense of meaning in life and well-being...



the negative childbearing motivation scale is 
0.90 (“Worrying about the health and safety 
of my child. How much undesired?”)

c. Desire and intention – the last part of the 
tool is comprised of 5 questions. The first 
three questions refer to the willingness to have 
children while the two last – to plans to have 
a child in the upcoming 3 years. Respondents 
reply on a scale from 0 – “Not at all” to 10 – 
“As much as possible”, “Definitely yes”, “I am 
most certain”. In this study, the Cronbach’s α 
for desire  = 0.96, while for intention – 0.94 
(desire: “How important is having a child/
children to you?”, intention: “In your opinion, 
how probable it is that you will have a child 
in the next three years?”).

The tool has a separate version for men and women.

2. S. Huber’s (2003) Centrality of Religiosity Scale 
(C-15) in the Polish adaptation by B. Zarzycka 
(2007, 2011). The tool is comprised of 15 ques-
tions graded on a 5-level Likert scale – from 
1 – “no at all” to 5 – “very” (in 2 questions, the 
respondents use a 7-level scale, from “never” to 
“several times a week” and “several times a day”) 
constituting the measure of centrality of religious 
constructs in personality. It comprises of five 
dimensions:
a. Intellect – which refers to the intellectual 

involvement in religious content (“How often 
do you think about religious matters?”);

b. Ideology – which measures the level of con-
viction of the existence of “a transcendental 
reality and intensity of the open approach 
towards various forms of transcendence” 
(Zarzycka, 2007, p. 141) (“How strong is 
your conviction that God exists?”);

c. Private practice – used to measure the frequency 
and significance of referring to a greater reality 
(“How important is personal prayer to you?”);

d. Religious experience – refers to the degree 
to which transcendence becomes a part of 
the respondents’ everyday experience (“How 
often do you experience situations in which 
you feel God’s presence?”);

e. Public practice – which constitutes the meas-
ure of frequency and meaning of participa-
tion in religious service (“How important is 
participation in religious service to you?”).

The Cronbach’s α of the general result in the current 
study was 0.97.

3. George’s and Park’s (2016) Multidimensional 
Existential Meaning Scale (MEMS) in the Pol-
ish adaptation by Gerymski and Krok (2020). 
The tool consists of 9 items valuated on a 7-level 
Likert scale (1 – “completely disagree”, 7 – 
completely agree”). It constitutes the measure 
of feeling of meaning in life presented in three 
dimensions:
a. Comprehension – constitutes the measure of 

the degree in which an individual experiences 
consistency and coherence in their life (“I am 
able to give meaning to the things that happen 
in my life”);

b. Purpose – refers to the devotion to fulfilment 
of life goals (“I have specific goals in my life 
that motivate me to action”)

c. Mattering – used to measure the intensity of 
the conviction of the worth of one’s own life 
to the world (“I am convinced that my life is 
meaningful”).

The reliability of the tool determined with the Cron-
bach’s α in the presented study was 0.91.

4. C. Ryff ’s (1989) Psychological Well-Being Scales in 
the Polish adaptation by D. Karaś and J. Cieciuch 
(2017). The tool measures the subjectively per-
ceived well-being understood through eudaimon-
ic traditions that was presented in six categories:
a. Self-acceptance – as the measure of a balanced 

approach towards own strengths and weak-
nesses (“When I look at the history of my 
life, I am satisfied with how it turned out.”);

b. Positive relations with others – this refers to 
the ability to establish strong and trusting 
bonds (“People think that I am a person 
who is willing to help and dedicate time 
to others.”);
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c. Autonomy – it measures the degree of in-
dependence from external expectations and 
the subjective feeling of freedom (“When 
assessing myself, I take into account what 
I find to be important and not what others 
consider as important.”);

d. Environmental mastery – the measure related 
to the sense of agency and control (“Generally 
speaking, I feel responsible for what happens 
in my life.”);

e. Purpose in life – refers to having an impor-
tant goal that serves as the source of meaning 
(“I am not a person who wanders through 
life aimlessly.”);

f. Personal growth – it measures the capability 
to self-improve and gain qualifications (“For 
me, life is a continuous process of learning, 
changes and development.”).

The full version of the tool comprises of 84 items. 
However, the presented study utilized its short 
measure containing 18 items valuated on a 6-level 
Likert scale (from 1 – “I completely disagree” to 
6 – “I completely agree”. Due to low reliability indi-
cator of the scales of the tool in the short measure, 
individual indicators of well-being were not taken 
into account. The reliability of the tool assessed 
with the use of the Cronbach’s α was 0.83.

2.2. Characteristics of the analyzed group

The surveys were conducted in the period from 
February to May 2024. Data was collected with 
the so-called snowball method with the use of an 
online form. Most people who received the form 
were students. The study involved 248 respond-
ents (N = 248). 59.7% of respondents were female, 
40.3%–male. Respondents were people aged between 
19 and 63 (M = 26; SD = 7.08; Me = 24). 76.2% 
of the respondents were inhabitants of cities, 23.8% 
lived in rural areas. 85.5% of the respondents did not 
have children, 14.5%–were parents.

3. Results of own research

The data analysis was carried out with the use of 
a Jamovi package (version 2.4.11). First, the descriptive 
statistics were calculated and the normality of variable 
distribution was checked. Their reliability coefficients 
were also calculated. When the test statistic probability 
level was <0.05, the results were deemed as statisti-
cally significant. The result of the above-mentioned 
analyses has been presented in Table 1.

The distribution of variables deviated from the 
normal distribution, which is indicated by the sta-
tistically significant result of the Shapiro-Wilk test. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, Shapiro-Wilk test, variable reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s α)

POS NEG DES INT CR MEMS PWBS

Mean 39.6 33.2 17.8 5.88 37.9 45.6 79.1

Median 41.0 33.5 19.0 4.00 37.0 46.0 79.0

Standard deviation 11.8 8.94 9.57 6.37 17.0 11.3 11.7

Minimum 15 12 0 0 15 12 56

Maximum 60 48 30 20 75 63 106

Skewness -0.420 -0.225 -0.435 0.843 0.355 -0.277 0.0860

Kurtosis -0.691 -0.444 -0.966 -0.534 -0.954 -0.585 -0.933

Shapiro-Wilk 0.961 0.975 0.922 0.841 0.942 0.972 0.976

p value of the Shapiro-Wilk test <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 < .001 <.001

Cronbach’s α 0.94 0.90 0.96 0.94 0.97 0.91 0.83

POS – positive childbearing motivation scale; NEG – negative childbearing motivation scale; DES – desire; INT - intentions 
(CBQ-SF scales); CR – Centrality of Religiosity Scale; MEMS – Multidimensional Existential Meaning Scale; PWBS – Psychological 
Well-Being Scales
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However, the value of kurtosis and skewness did not 
exceed the absolute value of 2, which means that the 
distribution of results does not differ greatly from 
the average. Consequently, a decision was made to 
apply parametric statistical tests. In order to analyze 
the correlation, the r-Pearson was utilized. The cor-
relation matrix has been presented in Table 2.

The next stage involved the analysis of moder-
ation. It was carried out with the use of the boot-
strapping method (bootstrapping sample = 1000).

The first step involved an analysis of the interac-
tion between positive childbearing motives and the 
feeling of meaning at various centrality of religiosity 
levels. The analysis of moderation proved that positive 
childbearing motives in an interaction with centrality 
of religiosity (POS*CR) exhibit a level of sense of 
meaning with statistical significance (p = 0.004). 
No statistical significance was proved in the case of 
an inverse relationship (p = 0.189). The results of 
the statistical analysis have been presented in Table 3.

The average and high centrality of religiosity levels 
are moderated by the level of sense of meaning in the 
interaction with positive childbearing motives at level 
of statistical significance (respectively p = 0.020 and 
p<0.001). Low centrality of religiosity level changes 
the dependency direction between positive child-
bearing motives and the sense of meaning. However, 
the said result cannot be considered as statistically 
significant (p = 0.822). The said relationships have 
been presented in Figure 1 and Table 4.

The analysis of moderation proved that positive 
childbearing motives in an interaction with centrality 
of religiosity exhibit statistically significant well-being 
(p = 0.001). In this case, an inverse relationship (ef-

Table 2. The matrix of r-Pearson correlation

POS NEG DES INT CR MEMS PWBS

POS —      

NEG -0.336 *** —      

DES 0.774 *** -0.436 *** —     

INT 0.422 *** -0.309 *** 0.506 *** —    

CR 0.378 *** -0.304 *** 0.369 *** 0.195 ** —   

MEMS 0.161 * -0.158 * 0.253 *** 0.064 0.187 ** —  

PWBS -0.009 -0.111 0.157 * -0.010 -0.004 0.668 *** —

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Table 3. Analysis of moderation; the interaction 
between positive childbearing motives and the 
sense of meaning, taking into account centrality of 
religiosity

Estimate SE Z p

POS 0.1700 0.07310 2.33 0.020

CR 0.0570 0.04831 1.18 0.238

POS * CR 0.0112 0.00393 2.85 0.004

Table 4. The effect of positive childbearing motives 
on the sense of meaning at various centrality of 
religiosity levels

Estimate SE Z p

Average CR 0.1700 0.0730 2.328 0.020

Low CR 
(-1SD)

-0.0204 0.0906 -0.225 0.822

High CR 
(+1SD)

0.3604 0.1065 3.383 < .001

Figure 1. Analysis of moderation – the effect of posi-
tive childbearing motives on the sense of meaning at 
various levels of religiosity
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fect of well-being on positive childbearing motives) 
also demonstrated statistical significance (p = 0.013) 
(Table 5.).

Low and high centrality of religiosity levels mod-
erate the level of well-being when positive child-
bearing motives serve as the predictor. The level of 
centrality of religiosity modifies the direction of 
the analyzed dependency (in the case of low CR–-
0.18; high – 0.34). It means that in the interaction 
of positive childbearing motives and centrality of 
religiosity, taking into account the low level of the 

latter decreases the level of the well-being felt. The dis-
cussed dependency has been depicted in Figure 2. 
and Table 6.

Further analyses of moderation (Table 7.) proved 
the moderating role of centrality of religiosity in 
the correlation between childbearing motives and 
well-being (p = 0.016). The inverse relationship was 
not statistically significant (p = 0.271).

An average and a high centrality of religiosity 
level significantly moderates the dependency be-
tween negative childbearing motives and well-be-

Figure 2. Analysis of moderation – the effect of pos-
itive childbearing motives on well-being at various 
levels of religiosity

Figure 3. Analysis of moderation – the effect of neg-
ative childbearing motives on well-being at various 
levels of religiosity

Table 5. Analysis of moderation; the interaction 
between positive childbearing motives and well-
being, taking into account centrality of religiosity

Estimate SE Z p

POS 0.0854 0.07524 1.13 0.256

CR -0.0555 0.05171 -1.07 0.283

POS * CR 0.0153 0.00400 3.83 < .001

Table 6. The effect of positive childbearing motives 
on well-being at various centrality of religiosity levels

Estimate SE Z p

Average CR 0.0854 0.0753 1.13 0.257

Low CR 
(-1SD)

-0.1751 0.0829 -2.11 0.035

High CR 
(+1SD)

0.3459 0.1159 2.98 0.003

Table 7. Analysis of moderation; the interaction 
between negative childbearing motives and well-
being, taking into account centrality of religiosity

Estimate SE Z p

NEG -0.1817 0.08826 -2.059 0.039

CR -0.0501 0.05024 -0.998 0.318

NEG * CR -0.0103 0.00426 -2.407 0.016

Table 8. The effect of negative childbearing motives 
on well-being at various centrality of religiosity levels

Estimate SE Z p

Average CR -0.18174 0.0880 -2.0654 0.039

Low CR 
(-1SD)

-0.00716 0.1141 -0.0628 0.950

High CR 
(+1SD)

-0.35632 0.1127 -3.1619 0.002
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ing (p = 0.039 and 0.002). However, the direction 
remains unchanged. The said dependency has been 
presented in Figure 3. and Table 8.

4. Discussion on results

Three hypotheses were made in the study described 
above. H1 was partially confirmed (Table 2.) – peo-
ple characterized by positive childbearing motives 
declare a higher sense of meaning (0.161; p<0.05). 
However, no statistically significant correlation be-
tween positive childbearing motives and well-being 
were identified (-0.009; p>0,05). Parenthood can be 
the source of meaning. On the other hand – a higher 
level of declared well-being favors behaviors con-
nected with procreation. The second hypothesis was 
proved – centrality of religiosity serves a moderating 
role in the relation between positive childbearing 
motives and the sense of meaning and well-being. 
People characterized by higher religiosity, who 
declare higher childbearing motives, experience 
a higher sense of meaning (Table 4). This also re-
fers to the generally defined well-being (Table 6). 
In this case, people with a lower religiosity level 
and characterized by positive childbearing motives 
also experienced a lower level of sense of meaning 
(p = 0.035). It should be highlighted that in the 
case of an inverse relationship (where childbearing 
motives serve as a dependent variable), the relation-
ship is also of statistical significance. It might suggest 
that the interaction between childbearing motives 
and well-being is multi-directional but religiosity 
still serves a key role regardless of that fact.

The dissertation also proved the moderating 
role of centrality of religiosity in the relationship 
between negative childbearing motives and well-be-
ing. People with a higher level of religiosity and 
characterized by negative childbearing motives 
experienced a lower well-being than persons with 
an average centrality of religiosity level (Table 8.).

Previous research on motivation to have off-
spring and on sense of meaning or generally de-
fined well-being seemed to exhibit an unambigu-
ous connection (Dunlop et al., 2017; Mynarska & 
Rytel, 2020; Borowska, 2016; Nelson & Uecker, 

2018; Nelson et al., 2013). The same conclusion 
can be drawn from our study which proves this 
relationship.

Our study complements the said literature, indi-
cating the important issue that facilitates the process 
of giving meaning. This refers to religiosity that is 
unambiguously related to the feeling of meaning in 
life (Krause & Hayward, 2012; Krok, 2015a; Krok, 
2015b; Martos et al., 2010; Newton & McIntosh, 
2013; Park & Yoo, 2016; Park, 2013; Prinzig et al., 
2023). In our study, we highlight the fact that positive 
childbearing motives are in an important relation 
with the feeling of meaning in life. This relationship 
is justified in broad literature. However, one should 
draw attention to the moderating effect of religiosity 
because it seems to constitute an important variable 
that explains this relationship. It can be stated that 
religiosity, in the context of motivation to be a parent, 
provides major tools that allow coping with stress 
and adding meaning and importance to parenthood 
– such as tradition, willingness to live according to 
principles of faith, feeling of being appointed to serve 
a specific role (Bein et al., 2023; Handerson et al., 
2016; Kuhnt & Trapper, 2016; Pezeshki et al., 2005; 
Rosina & Testa, 2009).

The negative correlation between negative 
childbearing motives and sense of meaning (-0.158; 
p<0.05) also seems of key importance. No significant 
correlation between negative childbearing motives 
and well-being were identified (-0.111; p>0.05). Thus, 
hypothesis 3 was partially confirmed. Previous re-
search regarding motivation to become a parent indi-
cated that the willingness to procreate appeared when 
people experienced satisfaction with life (Mencarini 
et al., 2018). Such results suggest that it is necessary 
to pay particular attention in psychological practice 
to people have negative opinions on parenthood. 
This also refers to people declaring a low level of 
religiosity and who, at the same time, refer positively 
to the aspects of parenthood – they may feel that par-
enthood is not connected with any advantages (Bein 
et al., 2021). In their case, psychological aid would 
be concentrated on the attempt to give meaning to 
parenthood and finding purpose in it – in order to 
intensify the feeling of meaning in life. This study 
did not prove an important moderating effect of 
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low-level religiosity. However, future research may 
focus on this aspect e.g., through a different method 
of operationalization of religiosity.

The study presented above constitutes a con-
tribution to the research on the role of religiosity 
in the feeling of meaning in life and well-being. 
It includes the aspect of parenthood in it, indicating 
religiosity as a resource. Further research could be 
concentrated on factors protecting well-being in the 

case of people characterized by low religiosity who 
want to have offspring and with a positive opinion 
on parenthood. Focusing on people with high level 
of religiosity and a negative opinion on parenthood 
also seems crucial from the perspective of research 
and aid practice (Table 8. – such people experience 
a lower level of well-being). In this case, the V.E. 
Frankl’s (2009) logotherapeutic practice concentrated 
on the meaning might prove to be helpful.
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