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Table 3.1: Time 1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with 95% Confidence Intervals for Committed Continuers (n = 874)
below the Diagonal and Time 2 Associations with 95% Confidence Intervals above the Diagonal.

Note. All correlations greater than |.08| have a p < .01.
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3.2 Binary Logistic Regression

A logistic regression was conducted to address Hypothesis 1, which posited that initial
sense of purpose would predict whether individuals are committed continuers, discontinuers,
beginners, or single continuers. While the pre-registration originally stated a multinomial logistic
regression would be conducted, a binary logistic regression was utilized due to the small sample
sizes for the discontinuers (n = 20) and the beginners (n = 30). The binary logistic regression was
conducted to investigate whether Time 1 sense of purpose predicted whether one would be a
committed continuer (n = 874) or a single continuer (n = 248). Sense of purpose did predict
relationship status for both waves of data, where a one unit increase in purpose predicted a .41
log odd increase of being a committed continuer (b = .41 [.22, .60], SE = .10, p <.001),
indicating that a higher sense of purpose predicted greater likelihood of being in a relationship
across both waves of data. Transitioning from logit into odds ratio terminology, for a 1-unit
increase in sense of purpose, an individual was 1.51x more likely to be a committed continuer
than a single continuer (OR = 1.51 [1.25, 1.83]). As posited in Hypothesis 1, sense of purpose
did predict relationship status, with a higher sense of purpose predicting greater likelihood of
staying in a relationship at both waves of data collection than being single at both waves of data

collection.

3.3 Latent Cross-Lagged Panel Model

Using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012), a latent cross-lagged panel model was
conducted through a structural equation modeling framework to address Hypothesis 2 and 3,
which predicted that greater initial sense of purpose would predict positive change in relationship
quality and that greater initial relationship quality would predict positive change in sense of

purpose. Only data from committed continuers were used for this analysis (n = 874). Because
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only complete cases (n = 873) could be used in the analyses, maximum likelihood estimates were
used to handle missing observations. The six items from the Life Engagement Test loaded freely
onto the sense of purpose latent variable, but their loadings were fixed by indicator across both
waves of data. This same strategy was used for the relationship quality latent variable, with the
mean scores for relationship satisfaction, commitment, perceived quality of alternatives,
investment size, trust, and intimacy each being used as indicators. All indicators fit well onto the
latent variables, excluding perceived quality of alternatives for relationship quality. Specific
factor loadings for each indicator can be found in Figure 3.1.

The model showed an adequate fit regarding RMSEA and SRMR (x?(256) = 14493.23, p
<.001; RMSEA =.106 [.102 .110], p < .001; SRMR = .065), but a poor fit according to CFI
(CF1 = .82). One reason could be due to the perceived quality of alternatives being a poor
indicator for relationship quality (b = -.14, SE = .03, p < .001; R?=.016), with latent relationship
quality only explaining 1.6% of the variable’s variance. With that in mind, the results of the
latent cross-lagged panel model should be interpreted with caution.

Initial sense of purpose (b = .03, SE = .06, p =.459; std. b =.01) did not predict later
relationship quality above and beyond initial relationship quality (b = .92, SE =.02, p <.001;
std. b =.92), providing initial evidence that sense of purpose may not actually promote better
relationship quality in romantic relationships. It should be noted that the autoregressive pathway
for Wave 1 and Wave 2 relationship quality were extremely high, indicating strong rank-order
stability and also limiting sense of purpose’s ability to predict change. Though a small effect,
initial relationship quality (b = .04, SE =.01, p =.002; std. b =.09), however, did predict later
sense of purpose above and beyond initial sense of purpose (b = .85, SE =.03, p <.001; std. b =

.82). There was also evidence that purpose and relationship quality directly changed together
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(r(874) = .12, SE = .02, p <.001; std. b =.47). These findings provide initial evidence that there
may be correlated change over time with these variables, and that relationship quality could
potentially be the impetus of this change.

Figure 3.1: Factor Loadings and Estimates for Latent Cross Lagged Panel Model with Time 1

and Time 2 Sense of Purpose (pT1; pT2) and Relationship Quality (rT1; rT2) for Committed
Continuers.

3.4 Mediation Analyses

The following factor analyses and mediation analyses were conducted using only Wave 1
data from the committed continuers (n = 874). Each analysis was run using the psych package
(Revelle, 2019).

3.4.1 Factor Analysis for Purpose Invalidation

Before analyzing purpose invalidation as a potential mediator between sense of purpose

and relationship quality, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine its factor

structure and consider the best loading items. Using the psych package, a parallel analysis was
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conducted using the factoring method of “minres” to minimize residuals. This parallel analysis
revealed eigenvalues of approximately 7.40 for the first factor and approximately 0.93 for the
second factor (Figure 3.2), so the two factor solution falling below the previously set eigenvalue

preference of 1.00 or above. Two confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to evaluate both a
one factor and two factor solution (Table 3.2).

Figure 3.2: Parallel Analysis Scree Plots for Thirteen Purpose Invalidation Items.

Parallel Analysis Scree Plots
o

—_——
\

FA Actual Data
|
g FA Simulated Data
\
|

FA Resampled Data
|

eigen values of principal factors
4
1

Factor Number
The first confirmatory analysis was conducted setting the number of factors at two, using
the rotation method of “oblimin” because it was believed that the two factors were correlated.
The two factors in this model showed a correlation of .74. Furthermore, when looking at the
individual items that were separated based on this factor model, it became clear that they were
factors based on response valence, with the items that were reverse-scored (e.g. “My partner
actively supports my goals for life”) mapping onto a separate factor from non-reverse scored
items (e.g. “My partner thinks my goals for life are not worthwhile”). Because of the strong

correlation and apparent method-biased factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted
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with number of factors set at one, once again using the rotation method of “oblimin” and
factoring method of “minres.” One factor appeared to be sufficient, with factor loadings for each
item displayed in Table 3.2. Because of the strong factor loadings and interitem correlations,
each of the purpose invalidation items were maintained.

Table 3.2: Factor Loadings for Purpose Invalidation with One Factor and Two Factor Solutions
with the 13 Purpose Invalidation Questionnaire Items.

Purpose Invalidation Item One Factor Two Factors
Factor A  Factor B

1. My partner knows my goals for life. (reverse score) 075 2003 0.85
2. My partner thinks my goals for life are important.

(reverse score) 0.83 0.06 0.84
3. My partner is unconcerned with my goals for life. 0.74 0.59 0.20
4. My partner disagrees with my goals for life. 0.74 0.78 0.01

My partner thinks my goals for life are not worthwhile. 0.70 0.83 -0.08
6. My partner actively supports my goals for life.

(reverse score) 0.79 0.12 0.74
7. My partner views my goals as less important than theirs. 0.70 0.76 2001
8. My partner ignores me when I talk about my goals. 0.78 0.77 0.07
9. My partner encourages me when I encounter an obstacle

while pursuing my goal. (reverse score) 0.78 0.06 0.78
10. My partner appreciates how hard I work to reach my

goals. (reverse score) 0.81 0.08 0.80
11. My partner thinks my goals are a waste of time. 0.82 0.88 0.00
12. My partner asks me about my goals for life.

(reverse score) 0.62 -0.16 0.84
13. My partner thinks my goals for life are unimportant. 0.75 0.75 0.05

Note. Bolded factor loadings represent items that loaded onto the specific factor.

Before conducting the mediation analysis with purpose invalidation, it was also necessary
to determine whether this construct was unique from perceived partner responsiveness, a
conceptually similar variable. A parallel analysis was conducted using the three perceived

partner responsiveness items and the 13 purpose invalidation items, revealing a two-factor
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solution with an eigen value of 8.89 for one factor, 1.00 for two factors, and 0.42 for three

factors (Figure 3.3).

Figure 3.3: Parallel Analysis Scree Plots for Thirteen Purpose Invalidation and Three Perceived
Partner Responsiveness ltems.
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When conducting a confirmatory factor analysis with number of factors set to three, using

the rotation method of “oblimin” and factoring method of “minres,” the items were separated

into three groups: perceived partner responsiveness items, purpose invalidation items that had

been reverse scored, and purpose invalidation that had not been reverse scored (Table 3.3). They

were all strongly associated with each other, with the negatively-valenced purpose invalidation

items showing a correlation of -.66 with the responsiveness factor and .72 with the reverse

scored purpose invalidation items. The responsiveness factor had a correlation of -.76 with the

positively-valenced purpose invalidation items. When conducting a confirmatory factor analysis

with number of factors set to two, the items were separated into another positive versus negative

factor, and the correlation between these two factors was .75 (Table 3.3). Because of the valence-
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based separation of the items, they were entered into the mediation analyses separately then
together in order to determine whether they explained the same variance in the associations
between sense of purpose and relationship quality.

Table 3.3: Factor Loadings for 13 Purpose Invalidation Questionnaire Items and Three
Perceived Partner Responsiveness Items with Two Factor and Three Factor Solutions.

Purpose Invalidation Item Three Factors Two Factors
Factor Factor Factor | Factor Factor
A B (8 A B

1. Please indicate the extent to which your partner

cares about you. * -0.02 0.07 0.87 0.63 0.08
2. Please indicate the extent to which your partner

understands the way you feel about things. * 0.08 0.19 0.71 071 0.04
3. Please indicate the extent to which your partner

appreciates you. * -0.05 0.00 0.88 0.77 011
4. My partner knows my goals for life. (reverse

score) -0.02 0.84 0.01 0.83 0.04
5. My partner thinks my goals for life are important.

(reverse score) 0.07 0.82 -0.02 0.83 0.05

6. My partner is unconcerned with my goals for life. 0.59 0.22 0.01

0.20 0.58
7. My partner disagrees with my goals for life.
0.78 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.79
8. My partner thinks my goals for life are not
worthwhile. 083 -0.05 003 1 409 084
9. My partner actively supports my goals for life.
(reverse score) 0.13 0.71 -0.03 0.74 0.10
10. My partner views my goals as less important than
theirs. 0.74 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 0.75
11. My partner ignores me when I talk about my goals.
0.75 0.05 -0.06 0.08 0.76
12. My partner encourages me when I encounter an
obstacle while pursuing my goal. (reverse score) 0.08 0.74 -0.04 0.78 0.05
13. My partner appreciates how hard I work to reach
my goals. (reverse score) 0.09 0.77 -0.02 0.79 0.07
14. My partner thinks my goals are a waste of time.
0.87 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 0.88
15. My partner asks me about my goals for life.
(reverse score) -0.15 0.82 -0.02 0.83 0.18
16. My partner thinks my goals for life are
unimportant. 0.73 0.03 -0.07 0.07 0.74

* indicates a perceived partner responsiveness item.
Note. Bolded factor loadings represent items that loaded onto the specific factor.
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3.4.2 Mediation Analysis with Purpose Invalidation
After conducting factor analyses to determine whether all of the purpose invalidation

measures loaded onto the same construct, mediation analyses were conducted to evaluate
whether purpose invalidation, affective well-being, and perceived partner responsiveness
uniquely mediated the association between sense of purpose and relationship quality. Latent
sense of purpose scores, latent relationship quality scores, and mean purpose invalidation scores
were all standardized. Figure 3.4 displays a theoretical model of the analyses, with path c
representing sense of purpose predicting relationship quality, path a representing sense of
purpose predicting purpose invalidation, path b representing purpose invalidation predicting
relationship quality, and path ¢’ the direct effect of sense of purpose on relationship quality after
accounting for the indirect effect of purpose invalidation.

Figure 3.4: Theoretical Model of Purpose Invalidation as a Mediator between Latent Sense of
Purpose and Latent Relationship Quality.

Time 1 Purpose
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Results for the mediation analysis are displayed in Table 3.4. There was evidence of both
a direct effect of sense of purpose on relationship quality and an indirect effect through purpose
invalidation (b = .16, df = 871, SE = .03, p < .001; mean bootstrapped indirect effect: b = .36
[.29, .42], SE = .03). Sense of purpose and purpose invalidation explained a large proportion of

the variance in relationship quality (R?=.58; F (2, 871) = 624.10, p < .001).
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Table 3.4: The Association Between Latent Sense of Purpose and Latent Relationship Quality
with Purpose Invalidation as a Mediator.

Steps in Mediation Model B SE B t P

Step 1 (path c)
Predictor: sense of purpose 0.52 0.03 1793  <.001
Outcome: relationship quality

Step 2 (path a)
Predictor: sense of purpose -0.53 0.03 -18.65 <.001
Outcome: purpose invalidation
Step 3 (pathb & ¢’)
Predictor: sense of purpose 0.16 0.03 6.31 <.001
Mediator: purpose invalidation
total effect -0.67 0.03 -26.03 <.001
bootstrapped indirect effect 0.36 0.03 <.001

Outcome: relationship quality

Note. All estimates were significant at a p <.001 level.

3.4.3 Mediation Analysis with Affective Well-being
Mean scores for positive affect and negative affect were also standardized. Figure 3.5

displays a theoretical model of the analysis, with positive affect and negative affect acting as
potential mediators for the association between sense of purpose and relationship quality.

Figure 3.5: Theoretical Model of Positive Affect and Negative Affect as Mediators between
Latent Sense of Purpose and Latent Relationship Quality.
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Results for the mediation analysis are displayed in Table 3.5. There was evidence of both
a direct effect of sense of purpose on relationship quality and an indirect effect through positive
affect, but not negative affect (b = .39, df = 870, SE =.03, p <.001; mean bootstrapped indirect
effect: b = .13 [.08, .19], SE =.03). Sense of purpose and positive affect explained a moderate
proportion of the variance in relationship quality (R?=.29; F(3, 870) = 121.34, p < .001).

Table 3.5: The Association Between Latent Sense of Purpose and Latent Relationship Quality
with Positive Affect and Negative Affect as Mediators.

Steps in Mediation Model B SE B t p

Step 1 (path ¢)
Predictor: sense of purpose 0.52 0.03 17.93 <.001
Outcome: relationship quality

Step 2 (path a)
Predictor: sense of purpose
Outcome 1: positive affect 0.59 0.03 2155 <.001
Outcome 2: negative affect -0.53 0.03 -18.65 <.001
Step 3 (path b & ¢’)
Predictor: sense of purpose 0.39 0.04 1020 <.001
Mediators
Total effect of PA 0.18 0.04 5.01 <.001
Total effect of NA -0.05 0.03 -1.46 .144
Bootstrapped indirect effect 0.13 0.03

Outcome: relationship quality

3.4.4 Mediation Analysis with Perceived Partner Responsiveness
Mean scores for perceived partner responsiveness were standardized as well. Figure 3.6

displays a theoretical model of the analysis, with perceived partner responsiveness acting as
potential mediators for the association between sense of purpose and relationship quality. Results
for the mediation analysis are displayed in Table 3.6. There was evidence of both a direct effect
of sense of purpose on relationship quality and an indirect effect through perceived partner
responsiveness (b = .23, df =871, SE = .02, p <.001; mean bootstrapped indirect effect: b = .29
[.23, .35], SE = .03). Sense of purpose and perceived partner responsiveness explained a
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