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The influence of partner instrumentality for a single goal on the evaluation of the 

relationship constructs of satisfaction, investment size, quality of alternatives, and 

commitment was explored in two studies. The review of the literature frames these 

studies within the relative lack of information on evaluations in ongoing relationships and 

the importance of specific metrics for both theoretical and applied relationship science. 

Both studies utilized longitudinal data from couples (in Study 1) or individuals (Study 2) 

currently involved in a dating relationship to test the validity of a theoretical argument on 

the importance of partner instrumentality for a single goal and, more broadly, specific 

metrics. Additionally, the motivation to assess or evaluate the relationship was tested as a 

moderator of that influence. Results indicated partial support for the hypothesized 

positions, such that partner instrumentality for a single goal was positively related to 

evaluations of satisfaction with and commitment to the relationship over time, but was 

not related to evaluations of investment in or alternatives to the relationship. Furthermore, 
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the use of transactional structural equation models in Study 2 allowed for the examination 

of the influence of a change in partner instrumentality on relationship evaluations, which 

confirmed that such changes influenced changes in satisfaction with and commitment to 

the relationship over the same time period. Certain findings were qualified by moderating 

effects of the motivation to assess the relationship (only in Study 2) and of gender (in 

both Study 1 and Study 2). Meaningful patterns of findings are discussed prior to 

detailing limitations and the need for future studies. Finally, conclusions and implications 

are reviewed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The widely quoted but somewhat opaque Benjamin Franklin adage to “keep your 

eyes wide open before marriage, half shut afterwards” is interpreted by Huston (2009) as 

a call to allow conflict during the courtship phase of the relationship to actively influence 

your evaluation of the relationship and your decision of whether or not the relationship 

should progress to marriage. This interpretation fits the empirical evidence, as conflict 

during marriage is strongly related to relationship dissolution (Huston, 2009) and not all 

individuals incorporate potentially  diagnostic information into their relationship 

evaluations (Gagné & Lydon, 2004), but a broader interpretation may be warranted. If 

attention to conflict during the courtship phase of the relationship is endorsable, why not 

give similar consideration to diagnostic metrics other than conflict?  

The examination and classification of such metrics could improve our 

understanding of the processes involved in relationship development and could inform 

interventions designed to address meaningful cognitive processes in relationships by 

altering behavior. Such thinking is, perhaps implicitly, already present in a great deal of 

work on romantic relationships. A well-studied diagnostic metric along these lines is, as 

Huston noted (2009), conflict. It has been examined as both a basic means of 

understanding relationships (e.g., Studies have found that methods of coping with conflict 

can alter relationship outcomes (Winterheld, Simpson, & Oriña, 2013) and that external 

stress is connected to negative relationship outcomes through an increase in conflict 

(Hilpert, Bodenmann, Nussbeck, & Bradbury, 2013).) and as an important focus for 

intervention in couple therapy (Bray & Jouriles, 1995; Richardson, 2010). Work on 

conflict has yielded important evidence on basic couple processes, but many of these 



 

 2 

findings fail to meet an established and important criterion for any successful 

intervention: that it is clear, simple, and direct enough to be easily followed (Cutler, 

2004). Conversely, many couple therapy interventions are able to successfully alter the 

targeted affect, behavior, or cognition, but those changes often fail to lead to meaningful 

change for the couple (Doss, Thum, Sevier, Atkins, & Christensen, 2005). This 

disconnect between social psychologists identifying influential metrics and couple 

therapists working with what can feasibly be changed is highlighted by Beach and 

Fincham’s (2003) call for an explicit partnership between the two groups.  

The present work was designed as a partial answer to that call in that it aims to 

identify and establish a metric thought to exist at the intersection of the influential and the 

malleable. There are many potential metrics to be examined, but based on prior 

theoretical and empirical work (e.g., Fitzsimons & Shah, 2008) this paper will explore the 

idea that a partner’s instrumentality (operationally defined here as the increased 

likelihood that the individual will achieve his or her goal based on the presence of the 

partner in his or her life) for an individual’s pursuit of a single goal is a metric that is both 

malleable and meaningful. Given the intersecting nature of this work, the review framing 

the current studies has been split into three sections. First, the literature informing our 

basic knowledge of the evaluation of romantic partners will be examined. By detailing a 

relative lack of focus on evaluation in ongoing relationships and an emphasis on broad 

metrics, that examination is designed to set the stage for the second section, which 

highlights the need to identify specific metrics for both the basic understanding of 

relationships and the application of that understanding. Finally, the well-established 

influence of instrumentality in goal pursuits will be reviewed.  
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THE EVALUATION OF ROMANTIC PARTNERS 

The method by which people assign a rating to potential romantic partners, which 

can be referred to as the potential partner’s mate value, has received ample attention from 

the field of psychology, including studies conducted in the subfields of evolutionary 

psychology (e.g., Buss, 1989), social cognition (e.g., Miller & Todd, 1998), and close 

relationships (e.g., Zetner, 2005). Many of these studies describe an individual’s mate 

value, as rated by potential partners, as coming from trait-like features inherent to the 

individual. Facial attractiveness can be understood as a flag-bearer for this traditional 

view in that it can be assessed almost instantly (Olson & Marshuetz, 2005) and there is a 

significant degree of consensus about it, even across cultures (Coetzee, Greeff, Stephen, 

& Perrett, 2014).  

However, recent work suggests that this view of mate value is insufficient for 

understanding the process through which people evaluate ongoing or established 

relationships, in which ratings of mate value are marked by higher degrees of 

idiosyncratic variation than are ratings based on initial impressions (Eastwick & Hunt, 

2014). This is demonstrated in a study in which students in a small group were asked to 

rate the appeal of other members of the group as a potential partner at the beginning and 

at the end of the semester. Students’ level of agreement about the other students’ mate 

values decreased as the semester went on, while the level of variation unique to each pair 

of students increased (Eastwick & Hunt, 2014). This indicates that while certain features 

of the mate value of potential partners can be assessed quickly and with some degree of 

objectivity, the evaluation of an ongoing relationship is a more complex process. Other 

studies have shown comparable patterns of unique variation by pair trumping consensus 

in evaluations of ongoing relationships (Branje, van Aken, & van Lieshout, 2002; Giblin 

& Lakey, 2010). Indeed, the flag-bearer for the traditional view of mate value, facial 
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attractiveness, has been shown to be largely unrelated to satisfaction in newlywed 

couples (McNulty, Neff, & Karney, 2008).  

Traditional studies of mate value have not fully integrated the additional 

complexity of evaluations of ongoing relationships (as opposed to potential 

relationships). The reason for this may be summarized by the position that “once a 

romantic couple forms, people’s cognition shifts to a mate-retention mindset” 

(Ackerman, Huang, & Bargh, 2012, p. 464). While this is certainly true to a point, the 

fact that “a mate-retention mindset” is necessary at all suggests that at least one partner is 

still evaluating the relationship and comparing it to alternatives. The well-known fact that 

a sizeable proportion of marriages end in divorce (approximately 9.5 out of every 1,000 

people in the United States get divorced each year; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011) 

lends empirical support to this logical claim. Furthermore, there is evidence that 

evaluations of ongoing relationships are both accurate and rooted in reality (Fletcher & 

Kerr, 2010). But what are the metrics utilized in the evaluation of ongoing relationships?  

The Ideal Standards Model (Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 1999) bridges 

the gap from the traditional view of mate value in evolutionary psychology to a more 

nuanced understanding of the evaluation of ongoing relationships by comparing the 

individual’s perceptions of the partner to what the individual believes to be ideal (which 

is hypothesized to be, at least in part, influenced by evolutionary pressures). In doing so, 

it addresses the unique relationship variance (Eastwick & Hunt, 2014) present in the 

evaluations of ongoing relationships by allowing for the fact that each individual brings 

his or her own idiosyncratic ideals to a relationship and uses those ideals as a benchmark 

against which the partner, who is presumably uniquely able or unable to meet those 

ideals, is measured. The Ideal Standards Model has received a great deal of empirical 

support (see Campbell & Fletcher, 2015), including the finding that a discrepancy 
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between the perception of the partner and the individual’s ideals can be used to predict 

dissolution in dating relationships (Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000). It should be 

noted, however, that the ideal standards conceptualized by Fletcher et al. (1999) are 

largely broad, general characteristics (e.g., ‘intelligent’ and ‘considerate’). The potential 

problems with this feature of the Ideal Standards Model will be clarified in the following 

section on the importance of specific metrics.  

THE IMPORTANCE OF SPECIFIC METRICS 

The need to identify specific metrics used in relationship evaluations is based on 

two features of specific, as opposed to general, metrics. The first is that there is greater 

potential for application of knowledge on the ways in which specific metrics are 

associated with broader relationship evaluations. The second is that our basic 

understanding of relationship processes may be hampered by bias introduced in the 

association between relationship evaluations measures and the broad metrics used to 

understand those evaluations.  

The greater potential for application of specific metrics rests on a few points. The 

most empirically-supported couple therapies focus on active intervention to change 

couple level processes of affect, behavior, and cognition (Baucom, Sayers, & Sher, 1990; 

Greenman & Johnson, 2013), often through targetable areas such as communication (e.g., 

Sevier, Eldridge, Jones, Doss, & Christensen, 2008). There is ample evidence to support 

the claim that couples are helped by these approaches (Lebow, Chambers, Christensen, & 

Johnson, 2012; Snyder & Halford, 2012), especially those behaviorally-based 

interventions targeting a specific area (e.g., Baucom et al., 2015). These findings are 

aligned with a great deal of research on what makes for a successful intervention, which 

consistently finds that interventions are more successful when they have clear, simple, 
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and direct parameters and instructions (Cutler, 2004; Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006; 

Schwarzer, 2008). In sum, specific interventions can and do change relationships by 

altering couple level processes in a way that less focused interventions do not.  

The second reason specific metrics are important is more basic to the process of 

relationship evaluations. Specific metrics may tell us something about relationship 

evaluations that more general metrics, because of their bidirectional association with the 

relationship evaluations, cannot. For example, the degree to which an individual’s partner 

is generally instrumental for the whole range of the individual’s goal pursuits is related to 

how satisfied that individual is with his relationship (Kaplan & Maddux, 2002). What 

may be lost here, however, is that individual’s rating of their partner’s general 

instrumentality is likely to be biased by the individual’s feelings about the relationship in 

general at the time of the rating. While specific metrics are likely subject to similar bias,  

empirical studies have found support for the idea that bias is more prevalent in broad, 

general judgments (Neff & Karney, 2002). Therefore, broad, general judgements, like a 

general measure of partner instrumentality or the characteristics measured in the Ideal 

Standards Model (Fletcher et al., 1999), may not be tracked as precisely or as accurately 

as specific metrics. In fact, couples that are motivated to maintain satisfaction seem to 

exhibit this bias by choosing to place importance on the more general metrics (Neff & 

Karney, 2002). Given all of this, more specific metrics are not only more easily adapted 

for intervention, but also carry the benefit of closely tracking the real experience of the 

individual. This may offer some confidence to researchers and practitioners that any 

corresponding changes in the specific metric and relationship evaluations over time can 

be understood as having a meaningful association with the ‘real world’ change in that 

specific metric.  



 

 7 

It is important to note one caveat here, which is that there is reason to believe that 

specific metrics may be more actively utilized by individuals who are motivated to assess 

the relationship (as opposed to those motivated to maintain relationship stability). For 

individuals primarily interested in mate retention and relationship stability (and it should 

be noted that newlywed couples were chosen for Neff and Karney’s (2002) study 

specifically because these motivations could be presumed), evaluations of the 

relationship should be more subject to the biased use of general metrics (Neff & Karney, 

2003). The relationship evaluations of individuals with a motivation for accurate 

assessment should not be biased to the same degree. A similar pattern of findings indicate 

that the link between specific perceptions of one’s partner and overall relationship 

satisfaction is weaker for individuals oriented towards cultivation in their relationships 

(i.e., those with a high degree of belief in relationship growth and a low degree of 

relationship destiny; Knee, 1998) than it is for those oriented toward evaluation in their 

relationship (i.e., those with a high degree of belief in relationship destiny and a low 

degree of belief in relationship growth; Knee, 1998; Knee, Nanayakkara, Vietor, 

Neighbors, & Patrick, 2001). In fact, an orientation toward relationship evaluation (which 

could be termed a motivation for assessment) moderates many of the associations 

between specific metrics (e.g., conflict or other negative relationship events) and broader 

relationship evaluations (e.g., satisfaction; Knee, Patrick, & Lonsbary, 2003).  

But which people are motivated for accurate assessment and which are motivated 

for relationship stability?  Individuals are often both biased and accurate at the same time 

in their evaluations of their relationship, but the strength of each motivation likely varies 

between people in the population and within a given person over time (Karney & Frye, 

2002). Fletcher, Simpson, and Boyes (2006) suggest that these motivations may be 

orthogonal, and report that the motivation for relationship stability is typically positively 
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related to relationship satisfaction, while the association between an accuracy motivation 

and relationship satisfaction often yields null results. This makes sense, as individuals 

who aim to maintain satisfaction will often be able to do so, while those who aim to 

assess their partners and relationships will sometimes find that they like what they ‘see’ 

and sometimes will not (Gollwitzer & Bayer, 1999). 

 While there is evidence that individuals can be simultaneously biased and 

accurate (Karney & Frye, 2002),  there is reason to believe that some individuals (e.g., 

those approaching an important decision point in the relationship) will be primarily 

motivated for accuracy in their relationship assessments (Gagné & Lydon, 2004) and that 

such a motivation may be adaptive (Fletcher et al., 2006). It follows that people with this 

motivation will want the metrics that they use in their evaluations to be both accurately 

perceived and meaningful for their long-term outcomes, as inaccurate perceptions or the 

use of inconsequential metrics may lead to a faulty choice (e.g., committing to, or staying 

with, an unsuitable partner). As such, it seems that motivation to assess the relationship 

may be an important moderating factor in the association between specific metrics and 

relationship evaluations.  

The importance of specific, as opposed to general, metrics (perhaps especially for 

those motivated to evaluate their relationship) is detailed above. However, it is also 

important to remember that while interventions focusing on specific changes are often 

successfully implemented in couple therapy, those changes can fail to lead to the desired 

shift in broader relationship evaluations over the short and long-term (Doss et al., 2005). 

This conundrum is often pointed out in the echoing calls for couple therapy and 

relationship research to join forces (Beach & Fincham, 2003; Gurman, 2011). It seems 

that what is needed is a target area that is specific enough to be malleable (Cutler, 2004), 
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but also sufficiently influential to impact broader relationship evaluations. It is with that 

in mind that this review will now focus on the influence of instrumentality. 

THE INFLUENCE OF INSTRUMENTALITY 

The well-established positive link between progress in goal pursuits and 

subjective well-being (Brunstein, 1993; Emmons, 1996; Klug & Maier, 2014) indicates 

that goal pursuits are meaningful to those who undertake them. There is also evidence 

that goal progress can be facilitated by instrumental others (Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2010) 

and that the end of a relationship with an instrumental other can impede goal progress 

(Gomillion, Murray, & Lamarche, 2015).This increased likelihood that the individual will 

achieve his or her goal because of the presence of someone (or something), referred to 

here as partner instrumentality because the focus is specifically on the level of 

instrumentality of the romantic partner, has a long history in the field of psychology 

(Rosenberg, 1956). Given the importance of goal progress and the meaningful role of 

relationship partners in goal pursuits, it follows that an individual’s feelings about 

important relationships should be influenced by those goal pursuits.  

There is, in fact, already ample theory and evidence to support this claim. Kurt 

Lewin (1935) theorized that the way an individual feels about another will be shaped by 

how useful that other is for the individual while she pursues her goals. Similarly, the 

theory of transactive goal dynamics suggests that relationship quality and duration should 

both be positively linked to a dyad’s successful coordination and facilitation of their goal 

pursuits (Fitzsimons, Finkel, & vanDellan, 2015). In a series of five experiments, 

Fitzsimons and Shah (2008) found support for these ideas, showing that instrumental 

others are more cognitively accessible and are evaluated more positively than non-

instrumental others. Correspondingly, disparate goals in an interpersonal relationship 
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have been associated with increased levels of conflict (Fitzsimons & Anderson, 2011). 

Goal instrumentality, support, and mutuality have also been linked to relationship quality 

and satisfaction in dating (Avivi, Laurenceau, & Carver, 2009) and married couples 

(Brunstein, Dangelmeyer, & Schultheiss, 1996; Kaplan & Maddux, 2002). Two related 

areas of research, the “Michelangelo phenomenon” (Rusbult, Finkel, & Kumashiro, 

2009) and Self-Determination Theory (Hadden, Smith, & Knee, 2014), have recently 

offered further evidence that partners are uniquely able to help each other fulfill personal 

goals and that progress on those goals is positively related to evaluations of relationship 

quality (see Luchies, Finkel, & Fitzsimons, 2011). Taken together, these theories and 

findings represent a strong basis for the claim that a partner’s goal instrumentality is 

associated with an individual’s evaluation of the relationship.  

As noted above, an ideal intervention would exist at the intersection of the 

influential and the malleable. The findings reviewed in this section indicate that general 

instrumentality is influential in relationship evaluations, but how malleable it? The 

motivation and bias literature suggest that recommending that someone “become more 

generally instrumental for your partner” may be an order almost on the scale of 

recommending that he “reduce conflict in your relationship” or “become a more 

satisfying partner.” (i.e., it may not be a feasible request). Conversely, increasing 

instrumentality for a single goal certainly seems to be a better fit for Cutler’s (2004) 

criteria for a successful intervention, but whether or not instrumentality for a single goal 

is sufficiently influential is not yet known.     

THE PRESENT WORK 

When considered alongside one another, the three areas of research reviewed 

above indicate a strong basis for the claim the partner’s degree of instrumentality 
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(henceforth referred to as “partner instrumentality”; Rosenberg, 1956; Fitzsimons & 

Shah, 2008) for a single goal may be both a feasible target for intervention and 

meaningfully linked to relationship evaluations. In this paper I attempt to further this line 

of research in two ways. First, I examine the association between partner instrumentality 

for a single goal and relationship evaluations over time, compare that effect to the effect 

of a general rating of partner instrumentality, and attempt to find a causal direction of 

influence in the association between single goal partner instrumentality and relationship 

evaluations. While we know that the evaluations of close others are related to the other’s 

degree of instrumentality (Kaplan and Maddux, 2002; Fitzsimons & Shah, 2008), the 

magnitude of that association is not as well established when considering instrumentality 

for a single goal. Furthermore, the association between changes in single goal partner 

instrumentality and changes in relationship evaluations over time is not currently well 

understood. Second, I attempt to address the potential moderating role of motivation (i.e., 

for relationship stability or accurate relationship assessment) by exploring the possibility 

that partner instrumentality for a specific goal has a stronger influence on relationship 

evaluations for individuals who are motivated to assess their relationships.  

Data from two studies was used for these purposes. Study 1 utilized an extant data 

set from the Longitudinal Study of Goals and Dating Relationships that was conducted 

with dating undergraduate participants at a large Canadian university. Study 2 was an 

examination of partner instrumentality, relationship evaluations, and motivations crafted 

specifically for the purposes of this paper that was conducted using online “workers” 

from the Amazon.com Mechanical Turk (MTurk) marketplace (Buhrmester, Kwang, & 

Gosling, 2011). 

 In both studies I employed the constructs of the investment model (Rusbult, 

1980), a social exchange theory that maps the cognitive components associated with 
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romantic commitment (i.e., levels of relationship satisfaction and investment, and quality 

of alternatives), as measures of various dimensions of relationship evaluations. There are 

several advantages to examining the associations between partner instrumentality and 

each of these four constructs. The first is that it embeds the evaluative role of partner 

instrumentality in a network of well-established findings on how satisfaction, investment, 

and alternatives uniquely relate to commitment, which has been shown to be related to 

both relationship maintenance behaviors and relationship persistence (Rusbult, Martz, & 

Agnew, 1998). For example, as the perceived quality of alternatives to the relationship 

increases, commitment to the relationship should decrease. Therefore, if the evaluation of 

the quality of alternatives to the relationship is influenced by the partner’s degree of 

instrumentality for a single goal (perhaps because alternatives will appear less appealing 

if they are not as instrumental for an important goal of the individual), then increasing the 

level of instrumentality for even a single goal should have the downstream benefits of 

increasing relationship commitment, maintenance behaviors, and persistence. By 

examining all of the constructs of the investment model, multiple potential paths from 

single goal partner instrumentality to these desirable outcomes can be tested.   

The second advantage of utilizing the investment model is that the association 

between partner instrumentality and each of the constructs of satisfaction, investment, 

alternatives, and commitment can be independently explored, which may yield 

differential findings about the evaluative process (e.g., that ratings of relationship 

satisfaction are influenced by single goal partner instrumentality but ratings of the quality 

of available alternatives are not). There is, based on the way Rusbult (1980) describes the 

four unique constructs, a rationale for anticipating that single goal partner instrumentality 

will be tied to each of them. Instrumentality represents a reward that a relationship may 

offer an individual and so should be positively related to ratings of relationship 
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satisfaction, which has been borne out in several studies (e.g., Kaplan & Maddux, 2002). 

Instrumentality may represent a somewhat intangible investment in the relationship, as it 

can be thought of as benefit that the individual may lose if the relationship ends. Ratings 

of the quality of alternatives to the relationship could similarly be influenced by 

instrumentality, in that potential alternative partners may not compare favorably to a 

partner who has been an important asset in the individual’s goal pursuits. Finally, 

commitment is strongly related to each of the first three constructs (Rusbult, Martz, & 

Agnew, 1998) and so any link between partner instrumentality and satisfaction, 

investment, and alternatives may also influence commitment to the relationship. There is 

also reason to believe that instrumentality may directly influence the necessarily future 

oriented construct of commitment. To the degree that current instrumentality builds an 

expectation for future instrumentality, an individual may have an additional incentive for 

thinking that the relationship will persist into the future.  

Prior work (Tennant, Gleason, & Benner, in preparation) has found meaningful 

associations between partner instrumentality for a single participant-nominated goal and 

the constructs of the investment model. In two studies partner instrumentality was found 

to be uniquely related to ratings of satisfaction, investment, and quality of alternatives, 

with each of those variables mediating the association between partner instrumentality 

and relationship commitment; however, those findings were correlation and could not 

provide information on the direction of influence in those associations. The current paper 

seeks to address this gap in knowledge by establishing the longitudinal and directional 

impact of partner instrumentality on relationship evaluations in ongoing relationships. 

Additionally, the Tennant and colleagues (in preparation) analyses were conducted 

without regard to the individual’s motivation, and so there is reason to believe that the 
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results may not precisely reflect the evaluative influence of partner instrumentality on 

relationship evaluations for those motivated to assess their relationship.  

This potential impact of the motivation to assess the relationship on the influence 

of single goal partner instrumentality was addressed in the present work in two ways. In 

the first study, participants completed measures of belief in relationship growth and 

relationship destiny (Knee et al., 2003) that will serve as a proxy for the construct of 

motivation to assess the relationship. Categorization as oriented toward relationship 

evaluation was tested as a moderator of the association between single goal partner 

instrumentality and relationship evaluations. As Knee and colleagues (2003) explain, 

people with an orientation towards evaluation (i.e., a high level of belief in relationship 

destiny and a low level of belief in relationship growth) should consider specific 

relationship features like single goal partner instrumentality more diagnostically than 

those who are not evaluation oriented. Second, participants in the second study completed 

a measure of motivation to assess the relationship that was created for the study and was 

tested as a moderator of the association between partner instrumentality and the 

constructs of the investment model.  

Specifically, this paper addresses three primary research questions. First, does 

partner instrumentality for a single goal predict relationship evaluations over time at a 

between-person level? Based on the goal and instrumentality literature reviewed above, I 

hypothesize that an individual who rates their partner as more instrumental for even a 

single goal will report higher levels of relationship satisfaction, investment, and 

commitment, and a lower quality of alternatives, over time. Second, do changes in 

partner instrumentality for a single goal influence changes in relationship evaluations? 

Based on the ideas that individuals use their partner’s instrumentality to inform their 

relationship evaluations and that specific metrics are tracked more accurately than broad 



 

 15 

ones, I hypothesize that models will indicate that changes in partner instrumentality will 

influence changes in relationship evaluations rather than be influenced by them. Finally, 

is there evidence that the association between partner instrumentality and relationship 

evaluations is moderated by the motivation to assess the relationship? Based on the 

motivation literature reviewed above, I hypothesize partner instrumentality will more 

strongly influence evaluations for individuals high in the motivation to assess their 

relationship.   
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STUDY 1 

Study 1 consists of analyses of an extant data set from the Longitudinal Study of 

Goals and Dating Relationships to address the first research and third research questions.  

Study 1 Methods  

PROCEDURE 

Participants were recruited to take part in a multi-part study on goals and dating 

relationships. Participants completed five questionnaires across four months in which 

they provided all measures of interest for this paper. The initial questionnaire (Phase 0) 

was completed in the laboratory (along with partner interactions and other measures not 

addressed in this paper), and the subsequent four questionnaires (Phases 1 through 4) 

were completed online with approximately one month between each phase.  

At Phase 0 participants were asked to nominate three personal goals (not 

relationship goals) that they held for themselves that they would like to make progress on 

over the next few months. Instructions asked the participants to list the most important 

goal first, the second most important goal second, and the third most important goal third. 

Participants then rated their partner’s instrumentality for each of the three goals 

separately at Phase 0. Participants also reported their level of belief in relationship 

destiny and relationship growth at Phase 0 and their levels of satisfaction with, 

investment in, commitment to, and quality of alternatives to the relationship at each of the 

five phases.  

PARTICIPANTS 

Participants were 136 heterosexual couples (i.e., 272 individuals) recruited from a 

college campus. Participants were required to be involved in an exclusive heterosexual 

relationship with a minimum duration of six months and to be at least 18 years of age. 
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Participants had a mean age of 20.8 years (SD: 2.16 years) and had known their 

relationship partner for an average of 2.87 years (SD: 2.43 years).
1
 At Phase 0, 21% of 

participants reported being in a long distance relationship during the academic summer 

period, four percent during the academic school year, and three percent during the entire 

year. The sample had a fairly diverse ethnic profile, as 57% reported as White, 34% as 

Asian, and 10% as mixed or other.  

MEASURES 

Partner instrumentality for a single goal was measured with a 12 item scale of 

support for each individual’s most important idiosyncratic goal that was measured only at 

Phase 0. This scale was created for this study based off of prior work (e.g., Brunstein et 

al., 1996) and was designed to capture multiple facets of partner instrumentality for a 

single goal. When all 12 items were included in a multilevel exploratory factor analysis 

(Reise, Ventura, Nuechterlein, & Kim, 2005) which accounted for the fact that individual 

participants were nested within couples, the best fitting model (CFI = .94; RMSEA = .04; 

χ
2
 = 132.99, df = 87) indicated that the items loaded onto three factors (see Table 1). The 

factor including the item “Having my partner in my life makes it likelier that I’ll succeed 

at this goal” was judged to best capture the construct of partner instrumentality. The four 

items that loaded onto that factor at or above .5 but that did not load at that level on either 

of the other factors were extracted and included in a multilevel confirmatory factor 

analysis. Because item 11 had a standardized loading under .36 in the confirmatory factor 

analysis and loaded nearly equally on two factors in the exploratory factor analysis, a 

second multilevel confirmatory factor analysis was run with item 11 removed. The 

resulting model exhibited improved fit from the original model in both the CFI (0.93 and 

                                                 
1 The measure of the length of the romantic relationship is unavailable. Total time that partners had known 

one another is used as a proxy variable to suggest relationship length.  
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0.88, respectively) and AIC (3,572.07 and 4,691.59, respectively) fit indices and the 

remaining three items all had standardized loadings above .44. The final measure (Mean: 

5.94; SD: 1.72; Range: 1 – 9; α: .60)
 2

 consisted of those three items (see Table 1)
3
.  

 

 

Table 1 

A similar process was followed to obtain a measure of the general level of partner 

instrumentality from an initial 16 item scale collected at Phase 0. A multilevel 

exploratory factor analysis accounting for the dependency of partners’ data was 

conducted on all 16 items, but even the most basic model would not converge and so 

results were uninterpretable. A subset of eight items was selected based on face validity 

and a second multilevel exploratory factor analysis was conducted with that subset of 

items (see Table 2). The best fitting model (CFI = .999; RMSEA = .01) indicated that 

                                                 
2 Note that all descriptive statistics reported here are not taken from latent variables, but rather from raw 

scores calculated for each scale (collapsed across phase where appropriate).  
3 Because of the difficulty in obtaining a suitable factor for this variable of interest, several different 

versions of single goal partner instrumentality were tested in Study 1 and the pattern of results did not 

meaningfully change.  

Number Item Text Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

1 My partner gives me many opportunities to work on this goal. 0.68 0.41 0.46

2 My partner behaves in ways that conflict with my attempts to make progress on this goal 0.69 -- --

3 My partner scarcely leaves me any opportunities to work on this goal. 0.76 -- 0.46

4 My partner sometimes seems unenthusiastic about this goal. 0.51 0.42 0.63

5 My partner seems to really understand this goal of mine. 0.48 0.56 0.66

6 Having my partner in my life makes it likelier that I'll succeed at this goal. 0.45 0.65 0.48

7 Having my partner in my life sometimes makes this goal more difficult to pursue. 0.42 0.51 --

8 At times, I feel like my partner wishes I cared less about this goal. -- -- 0.53

9 At times, I feel like my partner wishes I cared more about this goal. -- -- --

10 I care more about this goal now that my partner is in my life. -- 0.67 --

11 My partner has an accurate sense of how much progress I am making on this goal. -- 0.51 0.49

12 My partner knows how I feel about my progress on this goal right now. -- 0.46 0.47

Note: All items were coded such that higher ratings are indicative of a higher level of instrumentality. Items in bold were selected for the final single 

goal partner instrumentality scale. Only factor loadings of .40 or above are displayed in this table. 

Table 1: Multilevel Level Exploratory Factor Analysis of Single Goal Partiner Instrumentality Items in Study 1

Factor Loadings
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there were two factors and that items loaded onto one factor or the other with minimum 

cross loading. The factor that included six of the eight items (including the item “In 

general, I find my partner to be very helpful with my goal pursuits.”) was judged to best 

capture the construct of general partner instrumentality. Those six items were then 

included in a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis which fit the data well (CFI = .98; 

RMSEA = .05) and in which the standardized loadings for all six items were above .65. 

This final measure of general partner instrumentality (Mean: 7.12; SD: 1.29; Range: 1.67 

– 9; α: .87) and the measure of single goal partner instrumentality correlate at .43 (p < 

.001).   

 

 

Table 2 

The constructs of commitment (seven items; Mean: 6.07; SD: 1.06; Range: 1 – 7;  

α: .92), satisfaction (five items; Mean: 5.77; SD: 0.98; Range: 1 – 7; α: .89), investment 

Number Item Text Factor 1 Factor 2

1 In general, I find my partner to be very helpful with my goal pursuits. -- 0.53

2 In general, my partner tries to be supportive. 0.55 --

3 In general, my partner gives me opportunities to pursue my important goals. 0.86 --

4 In general, my partner understands my goals. -- 0.58

5 In general, my partner seems to have a good grasp of how I'm doing with my goals. -- 0.61

6 My partner inspires me to become a better version of myself. -- 0.53

7 When I struggle with low motivation, my partner helps me stay focused on my goals. -- 0.75

8 My partner knows who my "ideal self" really is.

9 In general, my partner keeps careful track of how I'm doing with my goals.

10 My partner checks in often to see how I'm feeling about my different goals.

11 If I come to my partner to discuss my goals, he/she is always ready to listen.

12 In general, my partner intends to help me with my goals.

13 My partner sometimes forgets about goals that are important to me.

14 In general, I depend strongly on my partner for help with my goals.

15 Sometimes I think my partner makes it easier for me to work less hard on my goals.

16 In general, my partner is a real source of strength for me when pursuing my goals. -- 0.65

Factor Loadings

Table 2: Exploratory Factor Analyses of General Partner Instrumentality Items in Study 1 

Note: All items were coded such that higher ratings are indicative of a higher level of instrumentality. Items in italic were 

dropped after the 16 item EFA would not converge. Items in bold were selected for the final general partner 

instrumentality scale. Only factor loadings of .40 or above are displayed in this table. 
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(five items; Mean: 5.09; SD: 1.09; Range: 1.6 – 7; α: .77), and alternatives (five items; 

Mean: 3.38; SD: 1.29; Range: 1 – 7; α: .84) were all measured at each of the five phases 

using the prescribed scales from Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew (1998).  The constructs of 

growth beliefs (Mean: 5.66; SD: 0.94; Range: 2 – 7; α: .71) and destiny beliefs (Mean: 

3.67; SD: 1.29; Range: 1 – 7; α: .72) were captured at Phase 0 with a subset of four items 

each from the expanded 22 item Implicit Theories of Relationships Scale (Knee et al., 

2003). Per the procedures in Knee et al. (2003), participants were classified as holding an 

evaluation orientation if they scored above the median in destiny beliefs and below the 

median in growth beliefs (26% of the sample). See Table 3 for correlations between 

variables of interest in Study 1.  

 

 

Table 3 

ANALYSIS PLAN 

Given the longitudinal nature of this data, the first step in the analysis plan was to 

examine the possibility of differential attrition by key variables. This was accomplished 

using a series of independent-sample t tests in which couples who did not complete all 

five phases of the study were compared to couples who did complete all five phases of 

Sat Alt Inv Com SGPI GenPI Eval

Satisfaction 1

Alternatives -.26*** 1

Invesment .22*** -.25*** 1

Commitment .46*** -.39*** .53*** 1

Single Goal Partner 

Instrumentality .34*** -.20*** .17** .19*** 1

General Partner Instrumentality
.55*** -.19*** .30*** .42*** .46*** 1

Evaluation Orientation -.07 -.01 -.14† -.09 -.02 -.11 1

Table 3: Study 1 Correlation Table

Note: Correlations from Phase 1 variables. *** p < .001; ** p < .01; † p <.10
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the study on initial within-couple average level of satisfaction, investment, alternatives, 

commitment, and partner instrumentality.  

The first research question was then addressed with a series of multilevel models 

that account for dependency both within couple and within person over time. These 

analyses were conducted as dual intercept models with the intercept for male and female 

partners modeled as random effects and with observations at each phase nested within 

individuals nested within couple as the unit of analysis using PROC MIXED in SAS 

software, version 9.2 (SAS Institute Inc., 2008). In these models relationship evaluations 

over time (i.e., Phases 0 through 4) were predicted by ratings of partner instrumentality 

for each participant’s most important single goal at Phase 0. Specifically, four sets of 

models were run, one set for each of the four relationship evaluation constructs (i.e., 

satisfaction, investment, alternatives, and commitment). The first model in each set 

examined the intercept and change over time in that relationship construct for male and 

female partners simultaneously. The second model in each set included the outcome 

variable (e.g., satisfaction) over time as predicted by the Phase 0 rating of single goal 

partner instrumentality, phase, and the interaction term of single goal partner 

instrumentality and phase, as well as the covariates of age, length of time that participants 

had known one another, and long distance relationship status, again simultaneously for 

male and female partners. The third model in each set included all of the same variables 

as the second model, the rating of general partner instrumentality, and the interaction 

term of general partner instrumentality and phase, again simultaneously for male and 

female partners.  

The third research question, moderation of the association between partner 

instrumentality and relationship evaluations by motivation to assess the relationship, was 

examined by adding the final model to each set of models for the four outcome variables. 
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In this fourth and final model the measure of general partner instrumentality was 

removed, and a dichotomous variable indicating the presence or absence of an evaluation 

orientation was included as a main effect, in two-way interaction term with phase, a two-

way interaction term with single goal partner instrumentality, and a three-way interaction 

term with both phase and single goal partner instrumentality, again simultaneously for 

male and female partners.  

Study 1 Results 

Initial tests of differential attrition by key variables in the study revealed that 

couples who completed all five phases of this study reported a higher average level of 

initial commitment to the relationship (t(48) = -4.68, p < .001), satisfaction with the 

relationship (t(51) = -3.30, p < .01), investment in the relationship (t(49) = -2.03, p < .05), 

and a poorer average initial quality of alternatives to the relationship (t(55) = 3.23, p < 

.01) than couples who did not complete all five phases of the study. Conversely, there 

was no difference (t(49) = -1.12, ns) in the average initial level of single goal partner 

instrumentality between the two groups. Full results for each set of models for the four 

outcome variables will be reported separately to increase interpretability.  

SATISFACTION MODELS 

The initial model for satisfaction (see Table 4 for full results of all four 

satisfaction models), which estimated only the intercept, the rate of change in 

satisfaction, and the covariate effects of how long partners had known each other, age, 

and long distance relationship status, for male and female partners simultaneously, 

indicated that was no difference in the male and female intercepts at Phase 0, that 

satisfaction declined over the course of the study for both male (B = -0.08, p < .001) and 
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female (B = -0.11, p < .001) partners, and that there was no difference in the rate of 

decline.  

The second satisfaction model added the predictors of single goal partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of single goal partner instrumentality and phase, 

and the model was again estimated simultaneously for male and female partners. This 

model revealed a significant positive effect of single goal partner instrumentality on 

satisfaction for male partners (B = 0.21, p < .001) such that a higher level of single goal 

partner instrumentality at Phase 0 was associated with a higher level of satisfaction over 

time, and a non-significant positive effect for female partners (B = 0.07). These effects 

did not change over time for male or female partners. Additionally, a contrast statement 

indicated that the effect of single goal partner instrumentality on satisfaction was indeed 

stronger for male partners than for female partners (F(1, 317) = 4.74, p < .05).  

The third satisfaction model added the predictors of general partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of general partner instrumentality and phase, 

again simultaneously for male and female partners. In this model the effect of single goal 

partner instrumentality remained significantly positive for male partners (B = 0.12, p < 

.01) and non-significant for female partners (B = 0.01), again with no meaningful change 

in the effect over time for either male or female partners. There was a significant positive 

effect of general partner instrumentality for both male (B = 0.26, p < .001) and female 

partners (B = 0.28, p < .001) such that a higher level of general partner instrumentality at 

Phase 0 was associated with a higher level of satisfaction over time. Those effects were 

not qualified by a significant interaction with phase. Contrast statements revealed that the 

effect of general partner instrumentality was significantly stronger than the effect of 

single goal partner instrumentality for female partners (F(1, 218) = 7.19, p < .01), 

marginally stronger for male partners (F(1, 230) = 3.00, p = .08), and that the effect of 
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single goal partner instrumentality was not stronger for males than females in this model 

(F(1, 349) =2.48, ns).  

The fourth and final model in the satisfaction set removed the predictor of general 

partner instrumentality, but included the evaluation orientation variable, the two-way 

interaction terms of evaluation orientation and phase and evaluation orientation and 

single goal partner instrumentality, and a three-way interaction term of evaluation 

orientation, phase, and single goal partner instrumentality, again simultaneously for male 

and female partners. The main effect of single goal partner instrumentality was again 

positive and significant (B = 0.25, p < .001) for male partners and positive but non-

significant for female partners (B = 0.11). The effect for male partners was again not 

qualified by a significant interaction with phase, but the effect for female partners did get 

marginally (B = -0.03, p = .07) weaker over time. There were no significant effects 

associated with the evaluation orientation variable or any of the interaction terms 

including it.   
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Table 4

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 5.90*** 0.10 5.87*** 0.09 6.01*** 0.12 6.10*** 0.09 5.88*** 0.12 6.00*** 0.09 6.09*** 0.16 6.12*** 0.13

Phase -0.11*** 0.02 -0.08*** 0.02 -0.10*** 0.03 -.07** 0.02 -0.10*** 0.03 -0.08** 0.02 -0.16*** 0.04 -0.10* 0.04

SGPI -- -- -- -- 0.07 0.05 .21*** 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.12** 0.04 0.11 0.07 0.25*** 0.06

GenPI -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.28*** 0.07 0.26*** 0.05 -- -- -- --

Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.01 0.19 -0.15 0.24

SGPI x Phase -- -- -- -- 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.03† 0.02 -0.01 0.02

GenPI x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 -- -- -- --

Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.11 0.16 -0.01 0.07

SGPI x Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.11 0.08 0.09 0.12

SGPI x Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.04

Known Months 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Long Distance -0.03 0.05 0.06 0.01 -0.04 0.10 -0.07 0.07 -0.01 0.10 0.00 0.07 -0.06 0.14 -0.06 0.10

Age -0.02 0.10 0.01 0.03 -0.04 0.05 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.04 0.02 0.02 -0.04 0.06 0.02 0.03

Model 3

Table 4: Satisfaction Outcome Models for Female and Male Partners

Note: SGPI = Single Goal Partner Instrumentality; GenPI = General Partner Instrumentality; Eval = Evaluation Orientation; Known Months = Number of months that relationship partners had 

known one another; *** p < .001; ** p < .01, *p < .05, † < .10 

Female Male

Model 4

Female MaleFemale Male

Model 2

Female Male

Model 1
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INVESTMENT MODELS 

The initial model for investment (see Table 5 for full results of all four investment 

models), which estimated only the intercept, the rate of change in investment, and the 

covariate effects of how long partners had known each other, age, and long distance 

relationship status, for male and female partners simultaneously, indicated that was no 

difference in the male and female intercepts at Phase 0, that investment did not 

significantly change over the course of the study for either male (B = 0.00) or female (B 

= 0.00) partners, and that there was no difference in the rate of change.  

The second investment model added the predictors of single goal partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of single goal partner instrumentality and phase, 

and the model was again estimated simultaneously for male and female partners. This 

model revealed a significant positive effect of single goal partner instrumentality on 

investment for both male (B = 0.11, p < .01) and female partners (B = 0.12, p < .05) such 

that a higher level of single goal partner instrumentality at Phase 0 was related to a higher 

level of investment over time. This effect did not change over time for male or female 

partners.  

The third investment model added the predictors of general partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of general partner instrumentality and phase, 

again simultaneously for male and female partners. In this model the effect of single goal 

partner instrumentality remained positive but became non-significant both for male and 

female partners (both B = 0.05). The effect of single goal partner instrumentality for 

males, but not females, was qualified by a marginally significant interaction with phase 

(B = .03, p = .05) such that the magnitude of the effect of single goal partner 

instrumentality on investment increased over time for male partners. There was a 
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significant positive effect of general partner instrumentality for both male (B = 0.20, p < 

.001) and female partners (B = 0.27, p < .001) such that a higher level of general partner 

instrumentality at Phase 0 was associated with a higher level of investment over time. 

Those effects were not qualified by a significant interaction with phase. Contrast 

statements revealed that the effect of general partner instrumentality was marginally 

stronger than the effect of single goal partner instrumentality for female partners (F(1, 

188) = 3.75, p = .05), but that there was no difference for male partners (F(1, 198) = 

1.94, ns).   

The fourth and final model in the investment set removed the predictor of general 

partner instrumentality, but included the evaluation orientation variable, the two-way 

interaction terms of evaluation orientation and phase and evaluation orientation and 

single goal partner instrumentality, and a three-way interaction term of evaluation 

orientation, phase, and single goal partner instrumentality, again simultaneously for male 

and female partners. The main effect of single goal partner instrumentality was again 

positive and non-significant for male (B =0.10) and female partners (B = 0.05). This 

effect did not change over time for either male partners or female partners, and there were 

no significant effects associated with the evaluation orientation variable or any of the 

interaction terms including it.   
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Table 5

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 4.90*** 0.11 5.15*** 0.09 5.16*** 0.13 5.26*** 0.10 5.01*** 0.14 5.19*** 0.10 5.06*** 0.18 5.39*** 0.14

Phase 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.03

SGPI -- -- -- -- 0.12* 0.05 0.11** 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.06

GenPI -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.27*** 0.08 0.19** 0.07 -- -- -- --

Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.17 0.42 -0.36 0.28

SGPI x Phase -- -- -- -- 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03† 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

GenPI x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.02 -- -- -- --

Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.07

SGPI x Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.00 0.18 0.10 0.14

SGPI x Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.04

Known Months 0.01** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01† 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01*** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00

Long Distance 0.01 0.12 -0.01 0.10 -0.01 0.12 -0.06 0.09 0.02 0.11 -0.01 0.09 -0.03 0.17 -0.07 0.12

Age -0.05 0.05 -0.04 0.03 -0.06 0.05 -0.03 0.03 -0.05 0.05 -0.03 0.03 -0.11 0.07 -0.07 0.04

Female Male

Note: SGPI = Single Goal Partner Instrumentality; GenPI = General Partner Instrumentality; Eval = Evaluation Orientation; Known Months = Number of months that relationship partners had 

known one another; *** p < .001; ** p < .01, *p < .05, † < .10 

Female Male Female Male Female Male

Table 5: Investment Outcome Models for Female and Male Partners

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
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ALTERNATIVES MODELS 

The initial model for alternatives (see Table 6 for full results of all four 

alternatives models), which estimated only the intercept, the rate of change in the rating 

of alternatives, and the covariate effects of how long partners had known each other, age, 

and long distance relationship status, for male and female partners simultaneously, 

indicated that male partners had a marginally higher intercept for quality of alternatives 

than did female partners at Phase 0 (F(1, 200) = 3.54, p = .06), that ratings of alternatives  

increased over the course of the study for both male (B = 0.16, p < .001) and female (B = 

.08, p < .01) partners, and that there was a significant difference in the rate of increase 

(F(1, 243) = 5.16, p < .05) with male partners ratings of quality of alternatives increasing 

more quickly.  

The second alternatives model added the predictors of single goal partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of single goal partner instrumentality and phase, 

and again the model was estimated simultaneously for male and female partners. This 

model revealed a significant negative effect of single goal partner instrumentality on 

alternatives for female partners (B = -0.24, p < .01) and a marginally negative effect for 

male partners (B = 0.07, p = .07) such that a higher level of single goal partner 

instrumentality at Phase 0 was associated with a lower rating of quality of alternatives 

over time. The magnitude of this effect decreased over time for female partners (B = 

0.04, p < .05), but not for male partners (B = 0.00).  

The third alternatives model added the predictors of general partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of general partner instrumentality and phase, 

again simultaneously for male and female partners. In this model the effect of single goal 

partner instrumentality remained significantly negative for female partners (B = -0.20, p 
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< .01) and negative but non-significant for male partners (B = -0.06). Again, the strength 

of the effect decreased over time for female partners (B = 0.04, p < .05), but not for male 

partners (B = .00). There was a negative but non-significant effect of general partner 

instrumentality for both male and female partners (both B = -0.14) and those effects did 

not change over time.  

The fourth and final model in the alternatives set removed the predictor of general 

partner instrumentality, but included the evaluation orientation variable, the two-way 

interaction terms of evaluation orientation and phase and evaluation orientation and 

single goal partner instrumentality, and a three-way interaction term of evaluation 

orientation, phase, and single goal partner instrumentality, again simultaneously for male 

and female partners. The main effect of single goal partner instrumentality was again 

negative and significant (B = -0.20, p < .05) for female partners and negative but non-

significant for male partners (B = -0.10). The effect for male partners was again not 

qualified by a significant interaction with phase, but the effect for female partners did get 

marginally (B = .04, p = .07) weaker over time. The only significant effect associated 

with the evaluation orientation variable was a marginally significant three-way 

interaction with single goal partner instrumentality and phase for male partners (B = 0.09, 

p = .08) such that the magnitude of the effect of single goal partner instrumentality on the 

rating of alternatives got stronger over time for those with an evaluation orientation.   
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Table 6

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 3.04*** 0.12 3.34*** 0.12 2.70*** 0.14 3.23*** 0.14 2.77*** 0.15 3.28*** 0.14 2.82*** 0.20 3.12*** 0.19

Phase 0.08** 0.02 0.16*** 0.03 0.13*** 0.03 0.16*** 0.03 0.14*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.03 0.12** 0.04 0.12** 0.05

SGPI -- -- -- -- -0.24** 0.06 -0.11† 0.06 -0.20** 0.06 -0.06 0.07 -0.20* 0.08 -0.10 0.09

GenPI -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.14 0.09 -0.14 0.09 -- -- -- --

Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.07 0.47 -0.35 0.38

SGPI x Phase -- -- -- -- 0.04* 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.04* 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04† 0.02 -0.03 0.02

GenPI x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02 -- -- -- --

Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.13 0.11 0.14 0.09

SGPI x Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.18 0.20 -0.18 0.19

SGPI x Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.06 0.05 0.09† 0.05

Known Months 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Long Distance 0.01 0.13 0.15 0.12 0.00 0.13 0.17 0.13 0.00 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.15 0.18 0.37* 0.18

Age 0.01 0.06 -0.02 0.04 0.00 0.06 -0.03 0.04 0.00 0.06 -0.03 0.04 0.05 0.08 -0.05 0.05

Female Male

Note: SGPI = Single Goal Partner Instrumentality; GenPI = General Partner Instrumentality; Eval = Evaluation Orientation; Known Months = Number of months that relationship partners had 

known one another; *** p < .001; ** p < .01, *p < .05, † < .10 

Female Male Female Male Female Male

Table 6: Alternatives Outcome Models for Female and Male Partners

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
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COMMITMENT MODELS 

The initial model for commitment (see Table 7 for full results of all four 

commitment models), which estimated only the intercept, the rate of change in 

commitment, and the covariate effects of how long partners had known each other, age, 

and long distance relationship status, for male and female partners simultaneously, 

indicated that was no difference in the male and female intercepts at Phase 0, that 

commitment declined over the course of the study for both male (B = -0.10, p < .001) and 

female (B = -0.07, p < .001) partners, and that there was no difference in the rate of 

decline.  

The second commitment model added the predictors of single goal partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of single goal partner instrumentality and phase, 

and again the model was estimated simultaneously for male and female partners. This 

model revealed a significant positive effect of single goal partner instrumentality on 

satisfaction for both male partners (B = 0.15, p < .001) and female partners (B = 0.11, p < 

.05), such that a higher rating of single goal partner instrumentality at Phase 0 was 

associated with a higher level of commitment over time. This effect did not change over 

time female partners, but it got marginally stronger for male partners (B = 0.02, p = 0.10).  

The third commitment model added the predictors of general partner 

instrumentality and the interaction term of general partner instrumentality and phase, 

again simultaneously for male and female partners. In this model the effect of single goal 

partner instrumentality remained positive but dropped to non-significance for both male 

partners (B = 0.07) and female partners (B = 0.04), with no meaningful change in the 

effect over time for either male or female partners. There was a significant positive effect 

of general partner instrumentality for both male (B = 0.21, p < .01) and female partners 
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(B = 0.27, p < .01), such that a higher rating of general partner instrumentality at Phase 0 

was associated with a higher level of commitment over time. Those effects were not 

qualified by a significant interaction with phase. Contrast statements revealed that the 

effect of general partner instrumentality was significantly stronger than the effect of 

single goal partner instrumentality for female partners (F(1, 171) = 5.40, p < .05), but not 

for male partners (F(1, 170) = 2.06, ns).  

The fourth and final model in the commitment set removed the predictor of 

general partner instrumentality, but included the evaluation orientation variable, the two-

way interaction terms of evaluation orientation and phase and evaluation orientation and 

single goal partner instrumentality, and a three-way interaction term of evaluation 

orientation, phase, and single goal partner instrumentality, again simultaneously for male 

and female partners. The main effect of single goal partner instrumentality was positive 

but non-significant for both male partners (B = 0.10) and female partners (B = 0.07). The 

effect for male partners became marginally stronger over time (B = 0.03, p = .05), while 

the effect for female partners did not change over time (B = 0.00). The only significant 

effect associated with the evaluation orientation variable was a significant three-way 

interaction with single goal partner instrumentality and phase for female partners (B = 

0.06, p < .05) such that the magnitude of the effect of single goal partner instrumentality 

on commitment became stronger over time for those with an evaluation orientation.   
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Table 7

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE

Intercept 6.23*** 0.10 6.14*** 0.11 6.39*** 0.12 6.32*** 0.10 6.26*** 0.12 6.24*** 0.10 6.33*** 0.16 6.25*** 0.14

Phase -.07*** 0.02 -0.10*** 0.02 .-0.06** 0.02 -0.08*** 0.02 -0.06** 0.02 -0.08*** 0.02 -0.07* 0.03 -0.05 0.03

SGPI -- -- -- -- 0.11* 0.05 0.15*** 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.10 0.06

GenPI -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.27** 0.07 .21** 0.06 -- -- -- --

Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.35 0.35 0.10 0.28

SGPI x Phase -- -- -- -- 0.01 0.01 0.02† 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.03† 0.02

GenPI x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 -- -- -- --

Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.09 0.07 -0.06 0.07

SGPI x Eval -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.13 0.15 0.22 0.14

SGPI x Eval x Phase -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.06* 0.03 -0.05 0.04

Known Months 0.01† 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00 .01* 0.00 0.00 0.00

Long Distance -0.02 0.11 -.23* 0.10 0.01† 0.00 -.27** 0.10 0.01 0.10 -.19* 0.10 0.10 0.14 -0.38** 0.13

Age 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.03 -0.06 0.06 0.01 0.04

Female Male

Note: SGPI = Single Goal Partner Instrumentality; GenPI = General Partner Instrumentality; Eval = Evaluation Orientation; Known Months = Number of months that relationship partners had known 

one another; *** p < .001; ** p < .01, *p < .05, † < .10 

Female Male Female Male Female Male

Table 7: Commitment Outcome Models for Female and Male Partners

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
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Study 1 Discussion 

Results from Study 1 revealed several meaningful findings on the association 

between single goal partner instrumentality and relationship evaluations. Generally, these 

findings represent support for the idea that, under some conditions, single goal partner 

instrumentality is related to relationship evaluations over time. For male partners, there is 

a robust positive association between single goal partner instrumentality and the 

evaluation of relationship satisfaction over time. For female partners, there is a robust 

negative association between single goal partner instrumentality and the evaluation of 

relationship alternatives over time. There is also evidence that partner instrumentality is 

positively related to ratings of investment in and commitment to the relationship for both 

male and female partners, though those associations were not consistent. Considered 

together, these findings support the first hypothesis by suggesting that the level of partner 

instrumentality for even a single important goal is included in the evaluation of ongoing 

relationships.  

Though there is a consistent literature on the importance of goal pursuits and 

instrumentality, longitudinal studies examining this aspect of romantic relationships is 

relatively scarce (see Brunstein et al. (1996) and Avivi et al. (2009) for notable 

exceptions). Study 1 contributes additional evidence on the longitudinal importance of 

instrumentality in relationships to this subsection of the literature. By utilizing the four 

constructs of the investment model (Rusbult, 1980) as separate outcomes, Study 1 begins 

to distinguish between the areas of relationship cognitions in which partner 

instrumentality does, and does not, have a meaningful impact. Where prior studies have 

largely focused on the association between instrumentality and generally positivity in the 

relationship (manifested as relationship quality or satisfaction), findings from Study 1 
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suggest that it may be necessary to tease apart the impact of instrumentality on a variety 

of relationship evaluations to truly understand how instrumentality affects a relationships 

trajectory. This differentiation has the potential to be both basically interesting and 

important in the application of these findings. That the calculation of the quality of 

alternatives is associated with the level of partner instrumentality, at least for female 

partners, could have serious implications for the understanding and treatment of 

infidelity. Perhaps, for example, female partners are more likely to positively consider 

alternatives when they feel that support is lacking in the relationship. Similarly, the 

finding that male partners consider the level of partner instrumentality when thinking 

about their relationship satisfaction could influence the way in which issues associated 

with male partners who withdraw from relationship interactions (Schrodt, Witt, & 

Shimkowski, 2014) are considered and addressed. Study 1 also serves as an initial 

confirmation of the longitudinal importance of partner instrumentality for a single goal 

(as opposed to a general level of instrumentality). As reviewed above, the single goal 

formulation of partner instrumentality may be preferable both for its accuracy in tracking 

enacted behaviors in the relationship and for its malleability.  

This comparison of the influence of general partner instrumentality and single 

goal partner instrumentality is another unique contribution of Study 1. General partner 

instrumentality has a positive impact on ratings of relationship satisfaction, investment, 

and commitment for both male and female partners. Furthermore, when the variable of 

general partner instrumentality is included as a predictor in the investment and 

commitment regression models, the variable of single goal partner instrumentality ceases 

to be a significant predictor. One possible interpretation for these results is that the 

specific metric of single goal partner instrumentality is preferable to the broad metric of 

general partner instrumentality because general partner instrumentality is biased by 
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feelings about the relationship more broadly (in with line with findings from Neff & 

Karney (2003)), at least for certain evaluations. Though this pattern of findings is present 

in only two of the four outcome variables examined and the speculative explanation 

offered here is not directly tested, findings from Study 1 indicate that this possibility 

should be further examined.  

The nearly absolute dearth of evidence supporting hypothesis three in Study 1 is 

surprising given the similarity of that hypothesis to patterns of findings previously 

reported on the moderating role of an evaluation orientation (measured with a comparable 

dichotomous variable) on the impact specific relationship evaluation metrics (Knee et al., 

2003). Several possible explanations exist, such as the idea that partner instrumentality is 

sufficiently important to be included in the evaluation metrics of even those individuals 

without an evaluation orientation, or that the dichotomous variable of evaluation 

orientation too broadly categories individuals to see the hypothesized associations, but 

additional exploration is needed before anything beyond tentative conclusions can be 

drawn.  

 Also surprising were the differential effects of single goal partner instrumentality 

by gender, which were not hypothesized but are clearly present in the satisfaction and 

alternatives models. Adding to the complexity of this finding is the fact that the effect of 

single goal partner instrumentality on investment and commitment was not moderated by 

gender, nor was the impact of general partner instrumentality on any of the outcome 

variables. Why only males would utilize partner instrumentality for a single goal in their 

evaluation of satisfaction with the relationship and only females would utilize partner 

instrumentality for a single goal in their evaluation of alternatives to the relationship is 

unclear, but this pattern of findings certainly needs confirmation before possible 

explanations merit further discussion.  
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LIMITATIONS AND REMAINING QUESTIONS   

There are several important limitations of Study 1 that need to be addressed. The 

first is that the primary independent variable of interest (partner instrumentality for a 

single goal) may not have been measured suitably for these purposes. Factor analyses of 

the 12 items in the complete scale did not cleanly reveal a single factor judged to best 

capture partner instrumentality for a single goal, and so even compelling results are 

somewhat dulled by uncertainty. That being said, various other constructions of the final 

measure were tested and results were not meaningfully changed, which should restore 

some faith in the findings. Next, while the longitudinal nature of the dataset utilized in 

Study 1 meets the temporal criteria for causal inference (Ward, 2009) about the influence 

of single goal partner instrumentality on relationship evaluations, partner instrumentality 

for a single goal was only measured at Phase 0 and so more rigorous tests and the 

exploration of the impact of changes in partner instrumentality on relationship 

evaluations were not possible here. Before directly considering the feasibility or potential 

methods of changing the level of partner instrumentality for a single goal, the influence 

that such changes will have on relationship evaluations should be directly tested. This is 

the primary focus of Study 2.  
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STUDY 2 

Study 2 consists of structural equation modeling (SEM) and multilevel multiple 

regression analyses of longitudinal data collected through MTurk. Study 2 was designed 

to address hypotheses two, regarding the direction of influence between partner 

instrumentality and relationship evaluations, and three, the potentially moderating role for 

motivation to assess the relationship. Additionally, because of the differential effects by 

gender found in Study 1, gender was also tested as a moderator of the effect of single 

goal partner instrumentality on relationship evaluations in Study 2. 

Study 2 Methods 

PROCEDURES 

Participants who met the requirements (i.e., at least 18 years of age, living in the 

United States of America, and who have an approval rating at or above 95% as workers 

on MTurk
4
) were initially recruited through MTurk to participate in a series of four 

surveys over a six week period. Participants were informed via MTurk and on the first 

page of survey that served as the informed consent document that participation in the 

study was contingent on meeting a set of qualifying criteria, and that if any phase of the 

study they did not meet those criteria they would no longer be eligible to participate in 

the study. After indicating acceptance of the informed consent, participants provided 

basic demographic information about themselves, including their current relationship 

status and relationship length. Participants who indicated that they were either single or 

married were informed that they did not meet the required criteria and were not allowed 

to continue. Participants who indicated their relationship status as “Casually Dating (Not 

                                                 
4 A worker’s approval rating is calculated as the proportion of “tasks” on MTurk that he or she has 

completed out of the total number of “tasks” that he or she has accepted, and so is used a measure of how 

reliable a given Worker is, which was especially important given the longitudinal nature of Study 2.  



 

 40 

Exclusive)”, “Casually Dating (Exclusive)”, “Seriously Dating”, or “Engaged” were 

allowed to continue with the survey. Participants then entered their MTurk Worker ID (a 

unique alphanumeric string assigned to each MTurk Worker) and listed an important 

personal goal that they planned to work on over the next two months and that their 

partner knew that they were pursuing. They then responded to a measure of partner 

instrumentality for that goal over the past two weeks, and measures of relationship 

satisfaction, commitment, investment, and quality of alternatives. Participants who 

successfully completed Phase 1 were compensated $1.00 within five days of submitting 

the survey.  

Approximately 14 days after initially posting the survey to MTurk, all workers 

who had successfully completed Phase 1 were messaged through MTurk using their 

Worker ID through the MTurkR package (Leeper, 2015). That message contained an 

invitation and a link to participate in Phase 2 of the study, information on how long the 

Phase 2 survey would be available, and a reminder of the goal that that participant had 

listed in Phase 1. After again indicating informed consent, participants were asked if they 

were still involved in the relationship that they had listed in Phase 1, whether or not the 

status of that relationship had changed and, if it had, asked to indicate the new status of 

their relationship. Participants who indicated that they were no longer involved in that 

relationship were informed that they would not be allowed to continue in the study
5
.  

Participants who indicated that they were still involved in the same relationship were then 

asked to again provide their MTurk Worker ID for the purpose of connecting their data 

across phases. Participants were also asked if they were still pursuing the same goal as 

they had listed in Phase 1, and, if they were, they were again asked to complete the 

                                                 
5 A programming error resulted in an inability to connect the Phase 1 and Phase 2 data of participants who 

indicated that they had broken up before Phase 2. This error was corrected prior to Phase 3.  
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measure of partner instrumentality for that goal over the past two weeks. Participants who 

indicated that they were no longer pursuing that goal were asked to choose another goal 

using the same prompt as in Phase 1 and were then asked to rate their partner’s 

instrumentality for that goal over the past weeks. Procedures in Phase 3 and 4 were 

largely identical to those in Phase 2.  

It should be noted that prior work has raised the concern that the association 

between instrumentality and relationship evaluations may have been artificially inflated 

through priming by asking participants to rate their partner on instrumentality before 

asking them to evaluate the relationship, more generally (Strack, Martin, & Schwarz, 

1988). Though prior investigation found little evidence of this (Tennant et al., in 

preparation), the present work again accounted for this possibility by randomly assigning 

the order of the measures for every participant in every phase. In other words, each 

participant in each phase was randomly assigned to see the three blocks in any of the six 

possible orders. So one participant may have seen the partner instrumentality items 

(Block 1) first, the motivation items (Block 2) second, and the relationship evaluation 

items (Block 3) third in Phase 1 and the same participant could have seen Block 2 first, 

Block 1 second, and Block 3 third in the Phase 2.   

PARTICIPANTS 

A total of 1504 Workers on MTurk initially accepted the Phase 1 HIT and, of 

those, 404 met the initial selection criteria and were allowed to complete all Phase 1 

measures. Thirty six participants were removed for failing to follow instructions or to 

complete all necessary scales, including 15 who responded to the individual goal prompt 

with a relationship-focused goal (e.g., “I want to be more understanding of my partner in 

our relationship to avoid arguments”) despite the instructions explicitly stating that 
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relationship-oriented goals were ineligible. The final sample consists of 368 participants 

in Phase 1, 252 participants in Phase 2, 195 participants in Phase 3, and 168 participants 

in Phase 4. Participants had a mean age at Phase 1 of 29.6 years (SD = 8.45; Range = 18 - 

64) and the sample was either 53% or 54% female in all four phases. Mean relationship 

length at Phase 1 was 51.7 months (SD: 72.2; Range: 0 - 540). Fifty five percent of 

participants indicated their relationship status at Phase 1 as “Seriously Dating”, 18% as 

“Casually Dating (Exclusive)”, and 13% each as “Casually Dating (Not Exclusive)” or 

“Engaged”.  

MEASURES 

The measure of partner instrumentality consisted of 10 items formulated for this 

study based on prior work (e.g., Brunstein et al., 1996; Tennant et al., in preparation) to 

capture partner instrumentality for a single goal over the past two weeks (see Table 8 for 

item texts and factor loadings). Exploratory factor analyses were conducted on those ten 

items from Phase 1 responses. Results supported a two factor solution with six of the 

items loading above .50 on one factor that was deemed to best capture the construct of 

partner instrumentality. The final measure was composed of the same six items at each 

phase (Mean: 6.03; SD: 2.22; Range: 1 – 9; α: .93). 
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Table 8 

The measure of motivation to assess the relationship was captured with five items 

(e.g., “I want to determine if my partner is the right person for me”) formulated for this 

study that drew inspiration from an unpublished scale (Murray, 2014) and conceptual 

discussion of the topic. Results from exploratory factor analyses conducted on those five 

items from Phase 1 responses indicated a one factor solution with all five items loading 

above .50 on that factor (Mean: 5.78; SD: 1.76; Range: 1 – 9, α: .78).  

The constructs of commitment (seven items; Mean: 7.69; SD: 1.69; Range: 1 – 9; 

α: .95), satisfaction (five items; Mean: 7.25; SD: 1.76; Range: 1 – 9; α: .95), investment 

(five items; Mean: 6.52; SD: 1.81; Range: 1 – 9; α: .88), and alternatives (five items; 

Mean: 4.08; SD: 2.00; Range: 1 – 9; α: .88) were all measured at each of the four phases 

using the prescribed scales from Rusbult et al. (1998). See Table 9 for correlations 

between variables of interest in Study 2.  

 

Number Item Text Factor 1 Factor 2

1 My partner offered suggestions and advice about how to achieve this goal. 0.74 --

2 My partner gave me space to work on this goal my own way. 0.46 0.26

3 My partner encouraged me to keep trying to achieve this goal. 0.69 --

4 My partner made me feel that I had the ability to achieve this goal. 0.65 0.23

5 My partner disagreed with the way that I pursued this goal. -- 0.76

6 My partner nagged me about this goal. -- 0.76

7 My partner criticized the progress that I made on this goal. -- 0.79

8 I made more progress on this goal because my partner was in my life. 0.81 --

9 My partner assisted me in my pursuit of this goal. 0.92 --

10 My partner was useful in my pursuit of this goal. 0.96 --

Table 8: Exploratory Factor Analysis of Single Goal Partiner Instrumentality Items in Study 2

Factor Loadings

Note: All items were coded such that higher ratings are indicative of a higher level of instrumentality. Items in bold were 

selected for the final single goal partner instrumentality scale. Only factor loadings of .20 or above are displayed in this table. 
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Table 9 

ANALYSIS PLAN 

Given the longitudinal nature of this data, the first step in the analysis plan was to 

examine the possibility of differential attrition by key variables. This was accomplished 

using a series of independent-sample t tests in which participants who did not complete 

all four phases of the study were compared to participants who did complete all four 

phases on initial level of satisfaction, investment, alternatives, commitment, partner 

instrumentality, and motivation to assess the relationship.  

The second research question, the effect of changes in partner instrumentality for 

a single goal on changes in relationship evaluations over the same time period (referred to 

as a transactional effect and interpreted as an indicator of a causal association; Gershoff, 

Aber, & Clements, 2009)  was then addressed through a series of structural equation 

models in Mplus 6.12 (Muthén, & Muthén, 2011). These models culminate in a 

continuous time (or transactional) cross-lagged panel analyses. In all of these models 

single goal partner instrumentality and the constructs of the investment model (i.e., 

satisfaction, investment, alternatives, and commitment; Rusbult, 1980) were captured as 

latent variables at each of the four phases.  

The initial step in this analytic process was to confirm appropriate factor loadings 

for each latent variable at each phase through a series of measurement models. From 

Sat Alt Inv Com SGPI AssessMotiv

Satisfaction 1

Alternatives -.44*** 1

Investment .46*** -.39*** 1

Commitment .75*** -.54*** .60*** 1

Single Goal Partner 

Instrumentality
.62*** -.34*** .35*** .58*** 1

Motivation to Assess -.22*** .25*** -.10† -.15*** -.06 1

Table 9: Study 2 Correlation Table

Note: Correlations from Phase 1 variables. *** p < .001; † p <.10
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there, four sets (one for each of the four outcome variables of satisfaction, investment, 

alternatives, and commitment) of models were run.
6
 The first model in each set was 

purely autoregressive. These autoregressive models will contain only the outcome 

variable (i.e., satisfaction, investment, alternatives, or commitment) and the latent 

variable of partner instrumentality at each phase regressed on only the same variable at 

the previous phase (paths A1, A2, and A3 and B1, B2, and B3 in Figure 1) and correlated 

with the other variable at that phase (X0, X1, X2, and X3 in Figure 1). These purely 

autoregressive models are used to establish an initial level of model fit, the stability of 

variables over time, and the correlation between variables at each phase.

                                                 
6 All latent variables in all reported models are also regressed onto the covariates of participant age, gender, 

and relationship status.   



 

46 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1
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The next model in each set will add the cross-lagged paths to the purely 

autoregressive model. In these models each variable is regressed on the other variable in 

that model at the previous phase (paths C1, C2, and C3 and D1, D2, and D3 in Figure 1). 

These models, also referred to as discrete time models, are the standard version of cross-

lagged panel analyses and will be used here to establish initial estimates of variable 

associations over time and as a comparison point for the fit of both the autoregressive and 

transactional models (Burkholder & Harlow, 2003). Though commonly used to 

understand associations between variables in longitudinal data, interpretation of the 

cross-lagged paths in these models is often difficult and sometimes yields misleading 

conclusions (Oud, 2002; Oud & Delsing, 2010). One reason for this is that direct effect of 

one variable on another over the time between measurements of the variables may be 

implausible or otherwise lacking credibility (Gershoff et al., 2009). For example, would 

one really expect the precise level of partner instrumentality at one point (e.g., at Phase 1) 

to have a direct effect on the individual’s relationship evaluations two weeks later (i.e., at 

Phase 2)? The idea that these associations are continually unfolding and reciprocally 

influencing each other is the basis for transactional, or continuous time, models (Oud, 

2002; Gershoff et al., 2009). As such, the final two models (models 3 and 4) in each set 

were transactional models designed to explore the influence of changes in partner 

instrumentality on changes in relationship evaluations, and vice versa. 

In the third model the within-phase correlation between variables at Phase 2, 

Phase 3, and Phase 4 from the cross-lagged model are replaced with within-phase paths 

from partner instrumentality to the outcome variable in that set (Paths F1, F2, and F3 in 

Figure 1). In the fourth model the within-phase correlation between variables at Phase 2, 

Phase 3, and Phase 4 from the cross-lagged model are replaced with within-phase paths 
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from the outcome variable in that set to partner instrumentality (Paths E1, E2, and E3 in 

Figure 1). It should be noted that when transactional paths both to and from partner 

instrumentality (i.e., both the E and F Paths) are included in a single model the model 

becomes difficult to fit because of the increase in parameters to be estimated and the non-

recursive nature of the model (Gershoff et al., 2009). It is for this reason that the third and 

fourth models in Study 2 are mirror images of each other with the third model containing 

the transactional paths from partner instrumentality to the outcome variable (F Paths in 

Figure 1) and the fourth model containing the transactional paths from the outcome 

variable to partner instrumentality (E Paths in Figure 1).  

 In transactional models, endogenous variables (e.g., Phase 2, 3, and 4 variables) 

are considered to be a measure of change in that construct over the time period from the 

previous measurement of that construct as the autoregressive path coefficient (e.g., Path 

A1) is considered the measure of stability (Oud, 2002; Gershoff et al., 2009). As such, the 

first measurement of each variable (i.e., Phase 1 in Study 2) is utilized only as a starting 

point and so initial paths (i.e., A1, B1, C1, and D1) are not directly interpreted. This 

interpretation allows for the investigation of the influence of change in one variable on 

change in another over the same timeframe, and so significant transactional paths in the 

third model (Paths F1, F2, and F3) would be interpreted as a significant impact of a 

change in the level of partner instrumentality on the change in the level of the outcome 

variable (e.g., satisfaction). Similarly, significant transactional paths in the fourth model 

(Paths E1, E2, and E3) would be interpreted as a significant impact of a change in the 

level of the outcome variable (e.g., satisfaction) on the change in the level of partner 

instrumentality. Such results can be interpreted as being indicative of a causal influence 

(Finkel, 1995; Oud, 2002; Gershoff et al., 2009).  
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Finally, tests of the potential moderation by motivation to assess the relationship 

and by gender were originally designed to be conducted in multiple group analyses using 

the same transactional models described above, but data limitations required that this plan 

be altered. Additional details are included the moderation models portion of the results 

section.   

Study 2 Results 

Initial tests of differential attrition by key variables in the study revealed that 

participants who completed all four phases of this study were not different from 

participants who did not complete all four phases on initial levels of commitment to the 

relationship (t(363) = -1.57, ns), satisfaction with the relationship (t(364) = -1.50, ns), 

investment in the relationship (t(340) = -1.27, ns), quality of alternatives to the 

relationship (t(356) = 0.37,  ns), single goal partner instrumentality (t(350) = 0.38, ns), or 

the motivation to assess the relationship (t(356) = 1.37, ns). Measurement models 

confirmed that all items loaded onto the appropriate latent factor at a highly significant 

level (p < .001) across all phases. Only five standardized loadings were below 0.50 at any 

point and all five of those items came from the previously validated and widely used 

investment model scale (Rusbult et al., 1998).
7
 See Table 10 for full measurement model 

results. Full results for each set of path models for the four outcome variables will be 

reported separately to increase interpretability.  

 

                                                 
7 The fourth item in the investment scale (“My relationships with friends and family members would be 

complicated if my partner and I were to break up (e.g., partner is friends with people I care about).”) had a 

standardized loading of 0.46 at Phase 1, of 0.44 at Phase 2, and of 0.45 at Phase 3. The fourth item in the 

commitment scale (“It is likely that I will date someone other than my partner within the next year.” 

(reverse coded)) had a standardized loading of 0.45 at Phase 3 and of 0.45 at Phase 4.   
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Table 10 

SATISFACTION MODELS 

The purely autoregressive satisfaction model had acceptable fit (CFI: .90; 

RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 36,136) and indicated that both the satisfaction and 

β S.E. β S.E. β S.E. β S.E.

Instrumentality

Ins1 0.75 0.02 0.70 0.03 0.84 0.02 0.80 0.03

Ins3 0.68 0.03 0.74 0.03 0.75 0.03 0.79 0.03

Ins4 0.63 0.03 0.71 0.03 0.70 0.04 0.73 0.04

Ins8 0.82 0.02 0.87 0.02 0.86 0.02 0.87 0.02

Ins9 0.93 0.01 0.93 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.95 0.01

Ins10 0.96 0.01 0.93 0.01 0.97 0.01 0.96 0.01

Satisfaction

Sat1 0.93 0.01 0.91 0.01 0.93 0.01 0.93 0.01

Sat2 0.83 0.02 0.82 0.02 0.81 0.03 0.85 0.02

Sat3 0.90 0.01 0.88 0.02 0.88 0.02 0.90 0.02

Sat4 0.93 0.01 0.91 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.96 1.00

Sat5 0.89 0.01 0.87 0.02 0.87 0.02 0.85 0.02

Investment

Inv1 0.83 0.02 0.88 0.02 0.91 0.02 0.88 0.02

Inv2 0.71 0.03 0.71 0.03 0.78 0.03 0.75 0.04

Inv3 0.90 0.02 0.92 0.01 0.92 0.02 0.90 0.02

Inv4 0.46 0.04 0.44 0.05 0.47 0.06 0.54 0.06

Inv5 0.82 0.02 0.87 0.02 0.89 0.02 0.89 0.02

Alternatives

Alt1 0.78 0.03 0.80 0.03 0.82 0.03 0.87 0.02

Alt2 0.67 0.03 0.78 0.03 0.78 0.03 0.83 0.03

Alt3 0.65 0.04 0.65 0.04 0.73 0.04 0.66 0.05

Alt4 0.86 0.02 0.89 0.02 0.91 0.02 0.93 0.02

Alt5 0.76 0.03 0.75 0.03 0.76 0.03 0.77 0.04

Commitment

Com1 0.96 0.01 0.96 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.97 0.01

Com2 0.94 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.92 0.01 0.95 0.01

Com3 0.83 0.02 0.88 0.02 0.82 0.03 0.85 0.02

Com4 0.64 0.03 0.54 0.05 0.45 0.06 0.48 0.06

Com5 0.87 0.01 0.90 0.01 0.92 0.01 0.92 0.01

Com6 0.93 0.01 0.90 0.01 0.94 0.01 0.93 0.01

Com7 0.93 0.01 0.93 0.01 0.84 0.02 0.94 0.01

Fit Statistics

CFI

RMSEA [90% C.I.]

AIC

Note:  All p <.001. Instrumentality items correspond to the six bolded instrumentality items in Table 8

.06 [.06 - .07] .07 [.06 - .07] .07 [.06 - .08] .08 [.08 - .09]

60,388.05 40,043.73 30,754.82 26,156.40

Table 10: Study 2 Measurement Models

Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

0.90 0.89 0.88 0.87
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partner instrumentality latent variables are highly stable over time (all β > 0.75, all p < 

.001) and that they are significantly positively correlated with one another within phase 

(all r >= .35, all p < .001; See Table 11 for full results for the four satisfaction SEMs.). 

The cross-lagged satisfaction model had slightly improved fit (CFI: .90; RMSEA: .06 

[CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 36,123) from the purely autoregressive model and the autoregressive 

paths again revealed a high level of stability in satisfaction and partner instrumentality 

over time (all β >= 0.65, all p < .001). The cross-lagged paths were much less consistent, 

with a higher level of Phase 1 satisfaction associated with greater Phase 2 partner 

instrumentality (Path C1; β = 0.23, p < .001), and a higher level of Phase 3 satisfaction 

was marginally associated with a higher level of Phase 4 partner instrumentality (Path 

C3; β = 0.12, p = .10). However, Phase 2 satisfaction was not associated with Phase 3 

partner instrumentality (Path C2; β = 0.00, ns). The opposite cross-lagged paths (i.e., 

earlier instrumentality to later satisfaction) displayed the opposite pattern, as a higher 

level of Phase 2 partner instrumentality was associated with a higher level of Phase 3 

satisfaction (Path D2; β = 0.13, p < .05), while Phase 1 and Phase 3 partner 

instrumentality were not associated with the subsequent phase of satisfaction (Paths D1 

and D3; βs = 0.05 and 0.01, both ns). Correlations between the partner instrumentality 

and satisfaction latent variables within phase remained positive and significant (all r > 

.30, all p < .001).  

The third model in the satisfaction set is the transactional model including within-

phase paths from partner instrumentality to satisfaction. This model had identical fit to 

the cross-lagged model (CFI: .90; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 36,123), but revealed 

important information with a more consistent set of path coefficients. The autoregressive 

paths again revealed a high level of within-variable stability over time (all β >= 0.65, all 

p < .001), and the correlation between variables at Phase 1 remained high (r = .58, p < 
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.001). The earlier satisfaction to later partner instrumentality cross-lagged paths (Paths 

C1, C2, and C3) remained identical to those in the cross-lagged model, but the earlier 

partner instrumentality to later satisfaction cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, and D3) in 

this model were all significant and negative (βs = -0.13 (p < .05), -0.28 (p < .01), -0.25 (p 

< .01), respectively), such that a higher level of partner instrumentality was related to a 

lower level of satisfaction at the subsequent phase. This counter-intuitive association is 

qualified by the transactional paths (Paths F1, F2, and F3) which were all highly 

significant and positive (βs = 0.27, 0.49, 0.33, respectively, all p < .001), such that a 

positive change in partner instrumentality across phases was associated with a positive 

change in satisfaction across the same time period. These paradoxical results (a reversed 

sign between cross-lagged and transactional paths) are actually common in transactional, 

or continuous time, models, especially in models that have strong autoregressive effects 

(Oud, 2002), as all SEMs in this paper do. They are a result of modeling three paths (e.g., 

D2, F1A2, and B2F2) of influence of the earlier variable (e.g., Phase 2 partner 

instrumentality) on the later variable (e.g., Phase 3 satisfaction), as one of the paths (the 

cross-lagged path; D2) is a “more or less complicated mixtures of continuous time cross-

effects [transactional] and auto-effects” (Oud, 2002, p. 14). This is because the 

powerfully autoregressive paths (e.g., A2 and B2) on both ‘sides’ of the model and the 

transactional paths (e.g., F1 and F2) are already explaining the influence of the earlier 

predictor variable (e.g., Phase 2 partner instrumentality) on the later outcome variable 

(e.g., Phase 3 satisfaction) beyond the capability of the cross-lagged path (e.g., D2), and 

so the sign reverses. In sorting through these findings, it is important to consult the total 

effect of earlier partner instrumentality on subsequent satisfaction to clearly understand 

the longitudinal influence (Gershoff et al., 2009). When all of the direct (D2) and indirect 

(B2F2 and F1A2) paths from Phase 2 partner instrumentality to Phase 3 satisfaction are 
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considered, the total effect is significant and positive (β = 0.34, SE = .07, p < .001), such 

that a higher level of Phase 2 partner instrumentality is predictive of a higher level of 

Phase 3 satisfaction. When all of the direct (D3) and indirect (B3F3 and F2A3) paths 

from Phase 3 partner instrumentality to Phase 4 satisfaction are considered, the total 

effect is significant and positive (β = 0.43, SE = .09, p < .001), such that a higher level of 

Phase 3 partner instrumentality is predictive of a higher level of Phase 4 satisfaction. 

The fourth and final model in the satisfaction set is the transactional model 

including within-phase paths from satisfaction to partner instrumentality (and not the 

within-phase paths from partner instrumentality to satisfaction). This model also had 

identical fit to the cross-lagged model and the first transactional model (CFI: .90; 

RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 36,123), but again revealed important information with 

a more consistent set of path coefficients. The autoregressive paths again revealed a high 

level of within-variable stability over time (all β >= 0.63, all p < .001), and the 

correlation between latent variables at Phase 1 remained high (r = .58, p < .001). The 

earlier partner instrumentality to later satisfaction cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, and 

D3) remained identical to those in the cross-lagged model, but the earlier satisfaction to 

later partner instrumentality cross-lagged paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) became negative 

(βs = -0.08, -0.36,  -0.24, respectively) and Paths C2 and C3 were significant (p < .001 

and p < .05, respectively), such that higher levels of satisfaction at Phase 2 and Phase 3 

were associated with lower levels of partner instrumentality at the subsequent phase. 

Again, this counter-intuitive association is qualified by the transactional paths (Paths E1, 

E2, and E3) which were all highly significant and positive (βs = 0.38, 0.48, 0.41, 

respectively, all p < .001), such that a positive change in satisfaction across phases was 

associated with a positive change in partner instrumentality across the same time period. 

As with the previous model, it is important to consult the total effects here. When all of 
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the direct (C2) and indirect (A2E2 and E1B2) paths from Phase 2 satisfaction to Phase 3 

partner instrumentality are considered, the total effect is significant and positive (β = 

0.32, SE = .09, p < .001), such that a higher level of Phase 2 satisfaction is predictive of a 

higher level of Phase 3 partner instrumentality. When all of the direct (C3) and indirect 

(A3E3 and E2B3) paths from Phase 3 satisfaction to Phase 4 partner instrumentality are 

considered, the total effect is significant and positive (β = 0.49, SE = .08, p < .001), such 

that a higher level of Phase 3 satisfaction is predictive of a higher level of Phase 4 partner 

instrumentality. 
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Table 11 

INVESTMENT MODELS 

The purely autoregressive investment model had acceptable fit (CFI: .90; 

RMSEA: .06 [CI: .05 - .06]; AIC: 39,261) and indicated that both the investment and 

Figure 1 

Label Path β SE β SE β SE β SE

Autoregressive

A1 Sat1 → Sat2 0.84*** 0.03 0.82*** 0.04 0.76*** 0.04 0.82*** 0.04

A2 Sat2 → Sat3 0.85*** 0.03 0.77*** 0.05 0.77*** 0.05 0.77*** 0.05

A3 Sat3 → Sat4 0.86*** 0.02 0.86*** 0.04 0.83*** 0.05 0.84*** 0.04

B1 Ins1 → Ins2 0.78*** 0.03 0.65*** 0.05 0.65*** 0.05 0.63*** 0.05

B2 Ins2 → Ins3 0.83*** 0.03 0.84*** 0.05 0.84*** 0.05 0.78*** 0.05

B3 Ins3 → Ins4 0.84*** 0.03 0.78*** 0.06 0.78*** 0.06 0.78*** 0.06

Cross-lagged

C1 Sat1 → Ins2 -- -- 0.23*** 0.06 0.23*** 0.06 -0.08 0.10

C2 Sat2 → Ins3 -- -- 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 -0.36*** 0.09

C3 Sat3 → Ins4 -- -- 0.12† 0.07 0.12† 0.07 -0.24* 0.12

D1 Ins1 → Sat2 -- -- 0.05 0.05 -0.13* 0.06 0.05 0.05

D2 Ins2 → Sat3 -- -- 0.13* 0.06 -0.28** 0.10 0.13* 0.06

D3 Ins3 → Sat4 -- -- 0.01 0.06 -0.25** 0.09 0.01 0.06

Transactional

E1 Sat2 → Ins2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.38*** 0.09

E2 Sat3 → Ins3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.48*** 0.09

E3 Sat3 → Ins4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.41*** 0.11

F1 Ins2 → Sat2 -- -- -- -- 0.27*** 0.07 -- --

F2 Ins3 → Sat3 -- -- -- -- 0.49*** 0.09 -- --

F3 Ins4 → Sat4 -- -- -- -- 0.33*** 0.09 -- --

Correlations

X0 Sat1 with Ins1 0.60*** 0.04 0.58*** 0.05 0.58*** 0.04 0.58*** 0.04

X1 Sat2 with Ins2 0.35*** 0.07 0.32*** 0.07 -- -- -- --

X2 Sat3 with Ins3 0.53*** 0.07 0.48*** 0.08 -- -- -- --

X3 Sat4 with Ins4 0.38*** 0.09 0.37*** 0.09 -- -- -- --

Fit Statistics

CFI

RMSEA [90% C.I.]

AIC 36,123.314 36,123.314 36,123.314

.06 [.06 - .07]

Note: Sat refers to satisfaction latent variable and Ins refers to partner instrumentality latent variable. *** p < .001, ** p < 

.01, *p < .05, † < .10 

36,136.212

Table 11: Study 2 Structural Equation Models for Satisfaction

0.896

.06 [.06 - .07]

0.897

.06 [.06 - .07]

0.897

.06 [.06 - .07]

0.897

Autoregressive Cross-lagged Ins → Sat Trans Sat → Ins Trans
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partner instrumentality latent variables are highly stable over time (all β > 0.75, all p < 

.001) and that they are significantly positively correlated with one another within phase at 

Phase 1 ( r = .31, p < .001) and Phase 2 (r = .43, p < .001), marginally positively 

correlated at Phase 3 (r = .31, p = .10), and positively, but non-significantly, correlated at 

Phase 4 (r = .11; See Table 12 for full results for the four investment SEMs). The cross-

lagged investment model had very slightly improved fit (CFI: .90; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .05 - 

.06]; AIC: 39,256) from the purely autoregressive model and the autoregressive paths 

again revealed a high level of stability in investment and partner instrumentality over 

time (all β >= 0.75, all p < .001). The cross-lagged paths revealed that latent variable of 

investment was not associated with the subsequent phase partner instrumentality latent 

variable (Paths C1, C2, C3; all β < 0.10, all ns). The opposite cross-lagged paths (i.e., 

earlier instrumentality to later investment) did not display a consistent pattern.  Higher 

levels of Phase 1 partner instrumentality were marginally associated with higher levels of 

Phase 2 investment (Path D1; β = 0.08, p = .07). Phase 2 partner instrumentality was 

positively, but non-significantly, associated with the subsequent phase of investment 

(Path D2; β = 0.05). Higher levels of Phase 3 partner instrumentality was associated with 

greater amount investment at Phase 4 (Path D1; β = 0.08, p < .05). Correlations between 

the partner instrumentality and investment latent variables within phase were positive and 

significant at Phase 1 and Phase 2 (rs = .30 and .39, respectively, both p < .001) and 

positive but not significant at Phase 3 and Phase 4 (rs = .11 and .06, respectively).  

The third model in the investment set is the transactional model including within-

phase paths from partner instrumentality to investment. This model had identical fit to the 

cross-lagged model (CFI: .90; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .05 - .06]; AIC: 39,256). The 

autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of within-variable stability over time (all 

β >= 0.75, all p < .001), and the correlation between latent variables at Phase 1 remained 
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significant (r = .30, p < .001). The earlier investment to later partner instrumentality 

cross-lagged paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) remained identical to those in the cross-lagged 

model, while the earlier partner instrumentality to later investment cross-lagged paths 

(Paths D1, D2, and D3) in this model were inconsistent. The path from Phase 1 partner 

instrumentality to Phase 2 investment (Path D1) was significant and negative (β = -0.15, 

p < .05), such that higher levels of partner instrumentality at Phase 1 was related to lower 

levels of investment at Phase 2. The two remaining paths from partner instrumentality to 

investment at the subsequent phase (Paths D2 and D3) were non-significant (βs = 0.00 

and 0.06). The transactional paths (Paths F1, F2, and F3) followed this same temporal 

pattern, with Phase 2 partner instrumentality significantly predicting Phase 2 investment 

(Path F1; β = 0.29 , p < .001), such that a positive change in partner instrumentality from 

Phase 1 to Phase 2 was associated with a positive change in investment across that same 

time period. The transactional paths from partner instrumentality to investment at Phase 2 

and Phase 3 were positive but non-significant (Paths F2 and F3; βs = 0.06 and 0.03). 

The fourth and final model in the investment set is the transactional model including 

within-phase paths from investment to partner instrumentality (and not the within-phase 

paths from partner instrumentality to investment). This model also had identical fit to the 

cross-lagged model and the first transactional model (CFI: .90; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .05 - 

.06]; AIC: 39,256). The autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of within-

variable stability over time (all β >= 0.74, all p < .001), and the correlation between latent 

variables at Phase 1 remained significant (r = .30, p < .001). The earlier partner 

instrumentality to later investment cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, and D3) were 

identical to those in the cross-lagged model, while the earlier investment to later partner 

instrumentality cross-lagged paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) in this model were 

inconsistent. The path from Phase 1 investment to Phase 2 partner instrumentality (Path 
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C1) was significant and negative (β = -0.46, p < .001), such that higher levels of 

investment at Phase 1was related to lower levels of partner instrumentality at the Phase 2. 

The two remaining paths from investment to partner instrumentality at the subsequent 

phase (Paths C2 and C3) were negative but non-significant (βs = -0.14 and -0.03). The 

transactional paths (Paths E1, E2, and E3) followed this same temporal pattern, with 

Phase 2 investment significantly associated with Phase 2 partner instrumentality (Path 

E1; β = 0.51 , p < .001), such that a positive change in investment from Phase 1 to Phase 

2 was associated with a positive change in partner instrumentality across that same time 

period.  The transactional paths from partner instrumentality to investment at Phase 2 and 

Phase 3 were non-significant (Paths E2 and E3; βs = 0.19 and 0.12).  
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Table 12 

Figure 1 

Label Path β SE β SE β SE β SE

Autoregressive

A1 Inv1 → Inv2 0.89*** 0.03 0.86*** 0.04 0.87*** 0.04 0.86*** 0.04

A2 Inv2 → Inv3 0.94*** 0.02 0.91*** 0.03 0.91*** 0.03 0.91*** 0.03

A3 Inv3 → Inv4 0.98*** 0.02 0.95*** 0.03 0.94*** 0.03 0.95*** 0.03

B1 Ins1 → Ins2 0.76*** 0.04 0.78*** 0.04 0.78*** 0.04 0.74*** 0.04

B2 Ins2 → Ins3 0.84*** 0.03 0.83*** 0.03 0.83*** 0.03 0.82*** 0.04

B3 Ins3 → Ins4 0.84*** 0.03 0.81*** 0.04 0.81*** 0.04 0.80*** 0.05

Cross-lagged

C1 Inv1 → Ins2 -- -- -0.02 0.06 -0.02 0.06 -0.46*** 0.12

C2 Inv2 → Ins3 -- -- 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 -0.14 0.22

C3 Inv3 → Ins4 -- -- 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.06 -0.03 0.29

D1 Ins1 → Inv2 -- -- 0.08† 0.04 -0.15* 0.07 0.08† 0.04

D2 Ins2 → Inv3 -- -- 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.05 0.04

D3 Ins3 → Inv4 -- -- 0.08* 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.08* 0.04

Transactional

E1 Inv2 → Ins2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.51*** 0.12

E2 Inv3 → Ins3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.19 0.23

E3 Inv3 → Ins4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.12 0.29

F1 Ins2 → Inv2 -- -- -- -- 0.29*** 0.07 -- --

F2 Ins3 → Inv3 -- -- -- -- 0.06 0.07 -- --

F3 Ins4 → Inv4 -- -- -- -- 0.03 0.07 -- --

Correlations

X0 Inv1 with Ins1 0.31*** 0.05 0.30*** 0.05 0.30*** 0.05 0.30*** 0.05

X1 Inv2 with Ins2 0.43*** 0.08 0.39*** 0.08 -- -- -- --

X2 Inv3 with Ins3 0.21† 0.12 0.11 0.13 -- -- -- --

X3 Inv4 with Ins4 0.11 0.14 0.06 0.14 -- -- -- --

Fit Statistics

CFI

RMSEA [90% C.I.]

AIC

Note: Inv refers to Investment latent variable and Ins refers to partner instrumentality latent variable. *** p < .001, ** p < 

.01, *p < .05, † < .10 

.06 [.05 - .06] .06 [.05 - .06] .06 [.05 - .06] .06 [.05 - .06]

39,261.152 39,256.755 39,256.755 39,256.755

0.896 0.897 0.897 0.897

Table 12: Study 2 Structural Equation Models for Investment

Autoregressive Cross-lagged Ins → Inv Trans Inv → Ins Trans
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ALTERNATIVES MODELS 

The purely autoregressive alternatives model had acceptable fit (CFI: .88; 

RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .06]; AIC: 41,104) and indicated that both the alternatives and 

partner instrumentality latent variables are highly stable over time (all β > 0.75, all p < 

.001) and that they are significantly negatively correlated with one another within phase 

at Phase 1 ( r = -.36, p < .001) and Phase 2 (r = -.25, p < .01), and negatively, but non-

significantly, correlated at Phase 3 and Phase 4 (rs = -.06 and -.18; See Table 13 for full 

results for the four alternatives SEMs). The cross-lagged alternatives model had very 

slightly worse fit (CFI: .88; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .06]; AIC: 41,106) from the purely 

autoregressive model and the autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of stability 

in alternatives and partner instrumentality over time (all β >= 0.75, all p < .001). The 

cross-lagged paths revealed that the latent variable of alternatives was not associated with 

the subsequent phase partner instrumentality latent variable (Paths C1, C2, C3; all β < 

|0.08|, all ns). The opposite cross-lagged paths (i.e., earlier instrumentality to later 

alternatives) did not display a consistent pattern.  Higher levels of Phase 3 partner 

instrumentality were associated with lower levels of Phase 4 alternatives (Path D3; β = -

.11, p < .05). Phase 1 and Phase 2 partner instrumentality were non-significantly 

associated with the subsequent phase of alternatives (Paths D1 and D2; βs = 0.02 and -

0.05). Correlations between the partner instrumentality and alternatives latent variables 

within phase were negative and significant at Phase 1 and Phase 2 (rs = -.36 (p < .001) 

and -.22 (p < .05)) but were not significant at Phase 3 and Phase 4 (rs = .01 and -.13).  

The third model in the alternatives set is the transactional model including within-

phase paths from partner instrumentality to alternatives. This model had identical fit to 

the cross-lagged model (CFI: .88; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .06]; AIC: 41,104). The 

autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of within-variable stability over time (all 
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β >= 0.75, all p < .001), and the correlation between latent variables at Phase 1 remained 

negative and significant (r = -.36, p < .001). The earlier alternatives to later partner 

instrumentality cross-lagged paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) remained identical to those in 

the cross-lagged model, while the earlier partner instrumentality to later alternatives 

cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, and D3) in this model were again inconsistent. The 

path from Phase 1 partner instrumentality to Phase 2 alternatives (Path D1) was 

marginally significant and positive (β = 0.15, p = .05), such that higher levels of partner 

instrumentality at Phase 1 was related to higher ratings of alternatives at Phase 2. The two 

remaining paths from partner instrumentality to alternatives at the subsequent phase 

(Paths D2 and D3) were non-significant (βs = -0.06 and -0.03). The transactional paths 

(Paths F1, F2, and F3) followed this same temporal pattern, with Phase 2 partner 

instrumentality significantly negatively associated with Phase 2 alternatives (Path F1; β = 

-0.18 , p < .05), such that a positive change in partner instrumentality from Phase 1 to 

Phase 2 was associated with a negative change in ratings of alternatives across that same 

time period. The transactional paths from partner instrumentality to alternatives in Phase 

3 and Phase 4 were both non-significant (Paths F2 and F3; βs = 0.01 and -0.10). 

The fourth and final model in the alternatives set is the transactional model including 

within-phase paths from alternatives to partner instrumentality (and not the within-phase 

paths from partner instrumentality to alternatives). This model also had identical fit to the 

cross-lagged model and the first transactional model (CFI: .88; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - 

.06]; AIC: 41,104). The autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of within-

variable stability over time (all β > 0.75, all p < .001), and the correlation between latent 

variables at Phase 1 remained significant and negative (r = -.36, p < .001). The earlier 

partner instrumentality to later alternatives cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, and D3) 

were identical to those in the cross-lagged model, while the earlier alternatives to later 
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partner instrumentality cross-lagged paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) in this model were 

inconsistent but all non-significant (βs = 0.20, -0.03, and 0.07, respectively). The 

transactional paths (Paths E1, E2, and E3) were also inconsistent. Higher ratings of 

alternatives at  Phase 2 were significantly associated with Phase 2 partner instrumentality 

(Path E1; β = -0.27,  p < .05), such that a positive change in quality of alternatives from 

Phase 1 to Phase 2 was associated with a negative change in partner instrumentality 

across that same time period.  The transactional paths from partner instrumentality to 

alternatives in Phase 3 and Phase 4 were non-significant (Paths E2 and E3; βs = 0.02 and 

-0.18). 
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Table 13 

Figure 1 

Label Path β SE β SE β SE β SE

Autoregressive

A1 Alt1 → Alt2 0.89*** 0.04 0.90*** 0.04 0.89*** 0.04 0.90*** 0.04

A2 Alt2 → Alt3 0.87*** 0.03 0.85*** 0.04 0.85*** 0.04 0.85*** 0.04

A3 Alt3 → Alt4 0.92*** 0.03 0.89*** 0.04 0.88*** 0.04 0.89*** 0.04

B1 Ins1 → Ins2 0.77*** 0.03 0.76*** 0.04 0.76*** 0.04 0.76*** 0.04

B2 Ins2 → Ins3 0.84*** 0.03 0.84*** 0.03 0.84*** 0.03 0.84*** 0.03

B3 Ins3 → Ins4 0.84*** 0.03 0.82*** 0.04 0.80*** 0.04 0.80*** 0.04

Cross-lagged

C1 Alt1 → Ins2 -- -- -0.04 0.06 -0.04 0.06 0.20 0.13

C2 Alt2 → Ins3 -- -- -0.01 0.06 -0.01 0.06 -0.03 0.14

C3 Alt3 → Ins4 -- -- -0.08 0.06 -0.08 0.06 0.07 0.16

D1 Ins1 → Alt2 -- -- 0.02 0.05 0.15† 0.08 0.02 0.05

D2 Ins2 → Alt3 -- -- -0.05 0.05 -0.06 0.10 -0.05 0.05

D3 Ins3 → Alt4 -- -- -0.11* 0.05 -0.03 0.09 -0.11* 0.05

Transactional

E1 Alt2 → Ins2 -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.27* 0.12

E2 Alt3 → Ins3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.02 0.05

E3 Alt3 → Ins4 -- -- -- -- -- -- -0.18 0.16

F1 Ins2 → Alt2 -- -- -- -- -0.18* 0.08 -- --

F2 Ins3 → Alt3 -- -- -- -- 0.01 0.10 -- --

F3 Ins4 → Alt4 -- -- -- -- -0.10 0.10 -- --

Correlations

X0 Alt1 with Ins1 -0.36*** 0.05 -0.36*** 0.05 -0.36*** 0.05 -0.36*** 0.05

X1 Alt2 with Ins2 -0.25** 0.09 -0.22* 0.09 -- -- -- --

X2 Alt3 with Ins3 -0.06 0.12 0.01 0.12 -- -- -- --

X3 Alt4 with Ins4 -0.18 0.12 -0.13 0.12 -- -- -- --

Fit Statistics

CFI

RMSEA [90% C.I.]

AIC

Note: Alt refers to alternatives latent variable and Ins refers to partner instrumentality latent variable. *** p < .001, ** p < 

.01, *p < .05, † < .10 

.06 [.06 - .06] .06 [.06 - .06] .06 [.06 - .06] .06 [.06 - .06]

41,103.727 41,105.738 41,105.738 41,105.738

0.881 0.881 0.881 0.881

Table 13: Study 2 Structural Equation Models for Alternatives

Autoregressive Cross-lagged Ins → Alt Trans Alt → Ins Trans
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COMMITMENT MODELS 

The purely autoregressive commitment model had acceptable fit (CFI: .89; 

RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 41,253) and indicated that both the commitment and 

partner instrumentality latent variables are highly stable over time (all β > 0.77, all p < 

.001) and that they are significantly positively correlated with one another within phase 

(rs = .56 (p < .001), .39 (p < .001), .27 (p < .01), .36 (p < .001), respectively; See Table 

14 for full results for the four commitment SEMs). The cross-lagged commitment model 

had slightly improved fit (CFI: .89; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 41,243) from the 

purely autoregressive model and the autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of 

stability in commitment and partner instrumentality over time (all β >= 0.73, all p < 

.001). The cross-lagged paths were much less consistent, with a higher level of Phase 3 

commitment associated with greater Phase 4 partner instrumentality (Path C3; β = 0.19, p 

< .01), but Phase 1 and Phase 2 commitment were not associated with partner 

instrumentality at the subsequent phase (Paths C1 and C2; βs = 0.10 and .05, both ns). 

The opposite cross-lagged paths (i.e., earlier instrumentality to later satisfaction) were 

also inconsistent, as a higher level of Phase 1 partner instrumentality were associated a 

higher level of Phase 2 commitment (Path D1; β = 0.08, p < .05), while Phase 2 and 

Phase 3 partner instrumentality were not associated with the subsequent phase of 

commitment (Paths D2 and D3; βs = -0.01 and 0.05, both ns). Correlations between the 

partner instrumentality and commitment latent variables within phase remained positive 

and significant (all r >= .22).  

The third model in the commitment set is the transactional model including 

within-phase paths from partner instrumentality to commitment. This model had identical 

fit to the cross-lagged model (CFI: .89; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 - .07]; AIC: 41,243), but 

revealed important information with a more consistent set of path coefficients. The 
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autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of within-variable stability over time (all 

β >= 0.73, all p < .001), and the correlation between variables at Phase 1 remained high (r 

= .54, p < .001). The earlier commitment to later partner instrumentality cross-lagged 

paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) remained identical to those in the cross-lagged model, but 

the earlier partner instrumentality to later satisfaction cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, 

and D3) in this model were all negative and marginally significant (βs = -0.10, -0.13, -

0.12, respectively), such that higher levels of partner instrumentality was related to lower 

levels of commitment at the subsequent phase. This counter-intuitive association is 

qualified by the transactional paths (Paths F1, F2, and F3) which were all significant and 

positive (βs = 0.24 (p < .001), 0.14 (p < .05), 0.22 (p < .01), respectively), such that a 

positive change in partner instrumentality across phases was associated with a positive 

change in commitment across the same time period. As with the satisfaction transactional 

models, these contradictory paths can be best understood by consulting the total effect of 

earlier partner instrumentality on subsequent commitment (Oud, 2002; Gershoff et al., 

2009).When all of the direct (D2) and indirect (B2F2 and F1A2) paths from Phase 2 

partner instrumentality to Phase 3 commitment are considered, the total effect is 

significant and positive (β = 0.22, SE = .06, p < .001), such that a higher level of Phase 2 

partner instrumentality is predictive of a higher level of Phase 3 commitment. When all 

of the direct (D3) and indirect (B3F3 and F2A3) paths from Phase 3 partner 

instrumentality to Phase 4 commitment are considered, the total effect is significant and 

positive (β = 0.18, SE = .07, p < .01), such that a higher level of Phase 3 partner 

instrumentality is predictive of a higher level of Phase 4 commitment. 

The fourth and final model in the commitment set is the transactional model including 

within-phase paths from commitment to partner instrumentality (and not the within-phase 

paths from partner instrumentality to commitment). This model also had identical fit to 
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the cross-lagged model and the first transactional model (CFI: .89; RMSEA: .06 [CI: .06 

- .07]; AIC: 41,243), but again revealed important information with a more consistent set 

of path coefficients. The autoregressive paths again revealed a high level of within-

variable stability over time (all β >= 0.69, all p < .001), and the correlation between latent 

variables at Phase 1 remained high (r = .54, p < .001). The earlier partner instrumentality 

to later commitment cross-lagged paths (Paths D1, D2, and D3) remained identical to 

those in the cross-lagged model, but the earlier commitment to later partner 

instrumentality cross-lagged paths (Paths C1, C2, and C3) became negative (βs = -0.35, -

0.26, -0.31, respectively) and Path C1 was significant (p < .01) and C3 was marginally 

significant (p = .05), such that a higher level of commitment at Phase 1 and at Phase 3 

was associated with lower levels of partner instrumentality at the subsequent phase. 

Again, this counter-intuitive association is qualified by the transactional paths (Paths E1, 

E2, and E3) which were all significant and positive (βs = 0.53 (p < .001), 0.33 (p < .05), 

and 0.41 (p < .01), respectively), such that a positive change in commitment across 

phases was associated with a positive change in partner instrumentality across the same 

time period. As with the previous model and the satisfaction models, it is important to 

consult the total effects here. When all of the direct (C2) and indirect (A2E2 and E1B2) 

paths from Phase 2 commitment to Phase 3 partner instrumentality are considered, the 

total effect is significant and positive (β = 0.48, SE = .10, p < .001), such that a higher 

level of Phase 2 satisfaction is predictive of a higher level of Phase 3 partner 

instrumentality. When all of the direct (C3) and indirect (A3E3 and E2B3) paths from 

Phase 3 satisfaction to Phase 4 partner instrumentality are considered, the total effect is 

significant and positive (β = 0.44, SE = .12,  p < .001), such that a higher level of Phase 3 

satisfaction is predictive of a higher level of Phase 4 partner instrumentality. 
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Table 14 

MODERATION MODELS 

Again, these moderation analyses were originally designed to be conducted in a 

multiple group format using the same transactional models described above, but the 

Figure 1 

Label Path β SE β SE β SE β SE

Autoregressive

A1 Com1 → Com2 0.90*** 0.02 0.87*** 0.03 0.81*** 0.03 0.87*** 0.03

A2 Com2 → Com3 0.93*** 0.02 0.94*** 0.03 0.94*** 0.03 0.94*** 0.03

A3 Com3 → Com4 0.94*** 0.02 0.92*** 0.03 0.88*** 0.03 0.92*** 0.03

B1 Ins1 → Ins2 0.78*** 0.03 0.73*** 0.05 0.73*** 0.05 0.69*** 0.05

B2 Ins2 → Ins3 0.84*** 0.03 0.82*** 0.05 0.82*** 0.05 0.82*** 0.05

B3 Ins3 → Ins4 0.84*** 0.03 0.76*** 0.05 0.78*** 0.05 0.73*** 0.05

Cross-lagged

C1 Com1 → Ins2 -- -- 0.10 0.07 0.10 0.07 -0.35** 0.12

C2 Com2 → Ins3 -- -- 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 -0.26 0.16

C3 Com3 → Ins4 -- -- 0.19** 0.06 0.19** 0.06 -0.31† 0.16

D1 Ins1 → Com2 -- -- 0.08* 0.04 -0.10† 0.05 0.08* 0.04

D2 Ins2 → Com3 -- -- -0.01 0.04 -0.13† 0.07 -0.01 0.04

D3 Ins3 → Com4 -- -- 0.05 0.04 -0.12† 0.06 0.05 0.04

Transactional

E1 Com2 → Ins2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.53*** 0.11

E2 Com3 → Ins3 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.33* 0.15

E3 Com3 → Ins4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.54** 0.16

F1 Ins2 → Com2 -- -- -- -- 0.24*** 0.05 -- --

F2 Ins3 → Com3 -- -- -- -- 0.14* 0.06 -- --

F3 Ins4 → Com4 -- -- -- -- 0.22** 0.06 -- --

Correlations

X0 Com1 with Ins1 0.56*** 0.04 0.54*** 0.04 0.54*** 0.04 0.54*** 0.04

X1 Com2 with Ins2 0.39*** 0.07 0.36*** 0.07 -- -- -- --

X2 Com3 with Ins3 0.27** 0.09 0.22* 0.10 -- -- -- --

X3 Com4 with Ins4 0.36*** 0.10 0.34*** 0.10 -- -- -- --

Fit Statistics

CFI

RMSEA [90% C.I.]

AIC

Note: Com refers to commitment latent variable and Ins refers to partner instrumentality latent variable. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, 

*p < .05, † < .10 

.06 [.06 - .07] .06 [.06 - .07] .06 [.06 - .07] .06 [.06 - .07]

41,253.074 41,242.665 41,242.665 41,242.665

0.887 0.888 0.888 0.888

Table 14: Study 2 Structural Equation Models for Commitment

Autoregressive Cross-lagged Ins → Com Trans Com → Ins Trans
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multiple group models had severe problems of fit that prevented interpretation of their 

results (Hu & Bentler, 1999). This was most likely due to the limited sample size and the 

decreased degrees of freedom inherent to splitting models into groups (Frazier, Tix, & 

Barron, 2004; Little, Card, Bovaird, Preacher, & Crandall, 2007), and so the decisions 

was made to explore these potential moderating effects in a multiple regression format 

(Tate, 2004; Curran, Bauer, & Willoughby, 2006). In these models, which accounted for 

the fact that observations at each phase were nested within participants who completed 

multiple phases by estimating intercepts and effects separately for each participant, each 

of the four outcome variables were regressed on partner instrumentality for a single goal, 

the continuous variable of motivation to assess the relationship, and their interaction 

term. A comparable series of models, one for each of the four outcome variables, was run 

in which the motivation to assess the relationship variable was replaced with the 

dichotomous variable of gender.   

The interaction term of motivation to assess the relationship and partner 

instrumentality was a significant predictor of satisfaction (β = 0.03, p < .01; See Figure 2 

for a graphical depiction of this effect.), such that the effect of partner instrumentality on 

satisfaction was stronger for those participants that were motivated to assess the 

relationship (See Table 15 for full results of the moderation models). Simple slopes 

analyses conducted as recommended in Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006) further 

revealed that the effect of partner instrumentality on satisfaction was positive and 

significant for both participants high (i.e., +1 SD)  and low (i.e., -1 SD) in the motivation 

to assess the relationship (both p < .001). The interaction term of motivation to assess the 

relationship and partner instrumentality was also a significant predictor of commitment (β 

= 0.02, p < .01; See Figure 3 for a graphical depiction of this effect.), again revealing that 

the effect of partner instrumentality on commitment was stronger for participants who 
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were motivated to assess the relationship. Simple slopes analyses again revealed that that 

the effect of partner instrumentality on commitment was positive and significant for both 

participants high (i.e., +1 SD) and low (i.e., -1 SD) in the motivation to assess the 

relationship (both p < .001). Comparable evidence of moderation by motivation to assess 

the relationship was not found for the outcome variables of investment or alternatives 

(both βs = 0.00, both ns).  

 

Figure 2 
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Table 15 

B SE B SE

Satisfaction Satisfaction

Intercept 6.92*** 0.45 Intercept 5.50*** 0.21

PartIns 0.16* 0.07 PartIns 0.27*** 0.03

AssessMotiv -0.31*** 0.07 Gender -0.57† 0.32

AssessMotiv*Partins 0.03** 0.01 Gender*Partins 0.11** 0.04

Investment Investment

Intercept 5.67*** 0.45 Intercept 5.11*** 0.22

PartIns 0.18** 0.07 PartIns 0.19*** 0.03

AssessMotiv -0.07 0.07 Gender 0.32 0.34

AssessMotiv*Partins 0.00 0.01 Gender*Partins 0.00 0.05

Alternatives Alternatives

Intercept 3.17*** 0.55 Intercept 4.77*** 0.26

PartIns -0.14† 0.08 PartIns -0.16*** 0.04

AssessMotiv 0.34*** 0.08 Gender 0.82* 0.4

AssessMotiv*Partins 0.00 0.01 Gender*Partins -0.02 0.06

Commitment Commitment

Intercept 7.60*** 0.36 Intercept 6.52*** 0.19

PartIns 0.10* 0.05 PartIns 0.19*** 0.02

AssessMotiv -0.24*** 0.05 Gender -0.67* 0.29

AssessMotiv*Partins 0.02** 0.01 Gender*Partins 0.08* 0.04

Motivation to Assess the Relationship

Table 15: Assessment Motivation and Gender Moderation Models

Gender

Note: PartIns = Partner Instrumentality for a Single Goal; AssessMotiv = Motvation to Assess the 

Relationship; *** p < .001, ** p < .01, *p < .05, † < .10 
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Figure 3 

The interaction term of gender and partner instrumentality was a significant 

predictor of satisfaction (β = 0.11, p < .01; See Figure 4 for a graphical depiction of this 

effect.), revealing that the effect of partner instrumentality on satisfaction was stronger 

for male participants than for female participants. Simple slopes analyses revealed, 

however, that the effect of partner instrumentality on satisfaction was significant for both 

male and female participants (both p < .001). The interaction term of gender and partner 

instrumentality was also a significant predictor of commitment (β = 0.08, p < .05; See 

Figure 5 for a graphical depiction of this effect.), revealing that the effect of partner 

instrumentality on commitment was stronger for men than for women. Simple slopes 

analyses again revealed, however, that the effect of partner instrumentality on 
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commitment was significant for both male and female participants (both p < .001). 

Comparable evidence of moderation by gender was not found for the outcome variables 

of investment and alternatives (βs = 0.00 and -0.02, respectively, both ns).  

 

Figure 4 
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Figure 5 

Study 2 Discussion 

Before commenting on results from paths of interest from the SEMs in Study 2, it 

is necessary to mention indications of model fit for the four sets of models as fit indices 

are often used in SEM to select the most appropriate model for the data (Hooper, 

Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). The satisfaction and commitment sets of models both saw 

small improvements in model fit from the purely autoregressive model to the cross-

lagged model. This small increase, however, can be understood as a meaningful one in 

that SEM fit indices punish complexity and reward parsimony (Aikake, 1987; Preacher, 

2006), and so even a small improvement in fit for a model that estimates more parameters 
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(as the cross-lagged model does) deserves attention. A similar case can be made for the 

investment set of models, which also had an improvement in model fit (albeit, a very 

small one) from the autoregressive model to the cross-lagged model. In the alternatives 

set of models, there was a small decrease in fit from the autoregressive to the cross-

lagged model. Even though, because of the additional complexity of the cross-lagged 

model, this change could be understood as acceptable, it still casts a degree of doubt on 

the appropriateness of the more complex models in the alternatives set.  

As for the comparison of the cross-lagged and transactional models in each set, 

which all displayed identical fit in each set, it is important to consider that theoretical 

justification is the necessary foundation for all SEM (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Hooper et al., 

2008). Identical fit indices, which could have been anticipated given the identical 

complexity of these three models in each set, allow for model selection based on 

theoretical justification. In these sets of models, the transactional models (both those with 

paths to and paths from partner instrumentality) offer a more complete theoretical picture 

of the continuous interplay between partner instrumentality and relationship evaluations. 

Furthermore, as is often the case when comparing cross-lagged and transactional models 

(Oud, 2002), the consistency of the paths in the satisfaction and commitment 

transactional models offer far more interpretable information than do the inconsistent 

cross-lagged models. For these reasons, the results from the transactional models will be 

the focus of the discussion here.  

Results of Study 2 confirm the second hypothesis for the outcome variables of 

satisfaction and commitment, as changes in partner instrumentality were consistently 

related to changes in ratings of both satisfaction and commitment over the same time 

period. Following from Oud (2002) and Gershoff et al. (2009), these significant 

transactional paths are interpreted as indicating that partner instrumentality for a single 
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goal has an influence on satisfaction and commitment over the continually unfolding 

process of relationship evaluation. This finding serves as a strong confirmation that 

partner instrumentality for even a single goal is a metric that individuals continually 

consider (and notice changes in) when evaluating their satisfaction with and commitment 

to their relationships. For example, a participant who rated her partner as becoming more 

instrumental between Phase 1 and Phase 2 for the goal she described as “I want to write 

and edit a screenplay, and send it out to agents for consideration” should also have 

become more satisfied with and committed to her relationship over that time period 

specifically because her partner helped her to make progress on that screenplay more than 

he had previously. On the level of application, this means that inducing a positive change 

in the level of instrumentality for even a single goal can bring about meaningful changes 

in relationship evaluations.  

Two additional points about the satisfaction and commitment models need to be 

considered. The first is that, despite the negative effects of the cross-lagged paths in these 

models (which are to be expected in this type of analyses; Oud, 2002), the total effect 

from Phase 2 partner instrumentality to the Phase 3 outcome (i.e., satisfaction or 

commitment) and from Phase 3 partner instrumentality to the Phase 4 outcome confirm 

that there is a positive longitudinal effect of partner instrumentality on satisfaction and 

commitment. This replicates the longitudinal effect of partner instrumentality on 

satisfaction found for male partners in Study 1, and the present but not robust 

longitudinal effect of partner instrumentality on commitment for both male and female 

partners in Study 1. The second point is that the pattern of effects described here from 

partner instrumentality to satisfaction and commitment is identical to the pattern of 

effects found in the reverse paths (from satisfaction or commitment to partner 

instrumentality). In other words, changes in satisfaction or commitment were associated 
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with changes in ratings of partner instrumentality over the same time period and there 

was a positive total effect of satisfaction and commitment on partner instrumentality at 

the subsequent phase. One possible way to understand these findings is that, despite the 

specificity of focusing on a single goal, ratings of single goal partner instrumentality are 

still strongly shaped by more general feelings about the relationship. More broadly, it 

suggests that there is a complex and reciprocal interplay between single goal partner 

instrumentality and the relationship evaluations of satisfaction and commitment. As an 

individual’s partner becomes more instrumental for an important goal of the individual, 

satisfaction with and commitment to the relationship increase, and, simultaneously, as 

feelings of satisfaction with and commitment to the relationship increase, the partner 

becomes more instrumental for the individual’s important goals. This makes sense, as 

satisfied and committed partners should be more motivated to be instrumental and 

instrumental partners should be more satisfying and suitable for commitment.  

The investment and alternatives models did not yield consistent patterns of 

results. Both produced some evidence of an influence of partner instrumentality (and the 

reciprocal influence of investment and alternatives) in the expected direction in the initial 

transactional paths (i.e., Paths E1 and F1), but those effects were not present in later 

phases. Additionally, problems of model fit, particularly for the alternatives transactional 

models, indicate a need to reconsider the idea that partner instrumentality is an important 

metric in these relationship evaluations. Results from Study 1 corroborate some of these 

concerns, as partner instrumentality was not robustly related to ratings of investment in 

the relationship and was only related to ratings of the quality of alternatives for female 

partners. Though there is previous evidence (Tennant et al., in preparation) of those 

associations, it is possible that more rigorous longitudinal tests of these possibilities were 

needed to conclude that there is only a limited influence of partner instrumentality in 
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these cognitive calculations. In sum, there is, at best, mixed evidence to support the idea 

that individuals use their partner’s level of instrumentality for a single goal to inform 

their evaluations of their investment in and alternatives to their relationship. 

Finally, results of Study 2 also indicate partial support for hypothesis three and 

partially replicate the differential effects of partner instrumentality by gender from Study 

1. The influence of partner instrumentality on satisfaction and commitment was 

moderated by the degree to which the individual was motivated to assess their 

relationship, with partner instrumentality having a stronger positive impact on the 

relationship evaluations of satisfaction and commitment for individuals who are more 

motivated to evaluate their relationship. That is, when individuals were motivated to 

assess their relationship, they were more likely to consider their partner’s level of 

instrumentality for their important goals in their calculation of their satisfaction and 

commitment. It should be noted though, that, even those participants who were low in the 

motivation to assess the relationship, partner instrumentality was still related to the 

evaluations of satisfaction and commitment. This moderation by motivation to assess the 

relationship was not present for the effect (or lack thereof) of partner instrumentality on 

investment or alternatives. That is, even for those who were motivated to assess their 

relationship, partner instrumentality for a single goal does not seem to have been included 

in their calculations of investment in or alternatives to that relationship. Still, the presence 

of the effect in the satisfaction and commitment models means that the motivation to 

assess the relationship warrants consideration when thinking about the process of 

evaluating a relationship and the role of specific metrics. 

Similarly to Study 1, the effect of partner instrumentality on relationship 

satisfaction was stronger for men than for women, but, in contrast to findings from Study 

1, the effect was still positive and significant for women. The effect of partner 
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instrumentality on relationship commitment was also stronger for men than for women in 

Study 2, but was again still positive and significant for women, while in Study 1 the 

positive effect was comparable for men and women. In Study 1, gender moderated the 

association between partner instrumentality and alternatives. However, in Study 2, there 

was no evidence of moderation by gender of this association. In both Studies 1 and 2 

there was no evidence that gender moderated the association between partner 

instrumentality and investment. This differential pattern of effects by gender was not 

originally hypothesized, but is consistent in the in the satisfaction models across Study 1 

and Study 2 and is present, but not consistent, in the alternatives and commitment 

models. Given this, it seems worthwhile to consider the possibility that men and women 

weight metrics differently (or choose different metrics entirely) in their evaluation 

processes of various components of their relationships.  

LIMITATIONS 

The first and most important limitation of Study 2 revolves around the fit of the 

SEMs and the decision to focus attention on the transactional models in each set. The fit 

of complex models, which these certainly are, is a complicated and even controversial 

topic, but the decision rationale explained above flows directly from importance of 

theoretical justification in SEM (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Hooper et al., 2008, Bollen, 2014). 

The second important limitation to note is that the decreased sample size in later phases 

removed the possibility of testing for moderation by motivation to assess the relationship 

or gender in the full transactional models. Though this was disappointing, examination of 

the interaction in a multilevel model was a statically valid method of establishing the 

general presence or absence of differential effects.  
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Results from two studies indicate support for the idea that people consider their 

partner’s level of instrumentality for a single goal when evaluating their relationships. 

The use of longitudinal data and advanced statistical modeling techniques allowed for 

novel and meaningful findings on the importance of partner instrumentality for even a 

single goal in relationship evaluations. Furthermore, by using the constructs of the 

investment model (Rusbult, 1980) as outcome variables, examining participants’ 

orientation or motivation to evaluate their relationship, and exploring potential 

discrepancies by gender, an initial examination of differential effects of partner 

instrumentality on various conditions of relationship evaluation processes was possible. 

The most consistent pattern of findings indicates that men utilize their partner’s level of 

instrumentality as an important metric in their evaluation of satisfaction with their 

relationships such that a higher level of partner instrumentality is related to a higher level 

of satisfaction. Additionally, Study 2 provides evidence that a change in the level of 

partner instrumentality influences a change in relationship satisfaction, which can be 

understood as indicative of a causal influence of partner instrumentality on relationship 

evaluations (Gershoff et al., 2009), for both men and women.  

Compelling, but less consistent, evidence on the importance of partner 

instrumentality for the evaluation of relationship commitment and on the role of 

motivation to assess the relationship was also found. Single goal partner instrumentality 

was related (but not robustly) to evaluations of relationship commitment over time for 

both men and women in Study 1 and positive changes in single goal partner 

instrumentality induced positive changes in the level of commitment over the same time 

period in Study 2, again for both men and women. Though not as a consistent as the 
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influence of partner instrumentality on satisfaction, the findings from the commitment 

models represent a fairly strong evidence base for the claim that partner instrumentality 

for a single goal is an influential metric used in the cognitive process of rating one’s level 

of romantic commitment.  

One way to understand the manner in which partner instrumentality for a single 

goal influences evaluations of satisfaction and commitment is to invoke the concept of 

attribute substitution (Kahneman, 2003), which explains that when people are faced with 

a complicated question they often answer by attending to only a subset of potentially 

relevant information related to that question. In the context of the current work, the 

complicated questions under consideration are “how satisfied with and committed to your 

relationship are you?” The findings discussed above indicate that partner instrumentality 

for even a single goal is among the subset of relationship relevant factors that people 

consider when trying to answer those complicated questions. When examined through 

this lens, the potential to improve relationships by targeting consequential cognitive 

processes, rather than simply targeting what can easily be changed (as described in Doss 

et al., 2005), becomes clear. By understanding which pieces of information are naturally 

considered relevant in these cognitive calculations and how changes in those attributes 

impact broader feelings about the relationship, interested parties can focus their 

modification efforts on making changes that will have a meaningful downstream impact. 

These efforts could be applied in the context of direct couple therapy (e.g., as a 

‘homework assignment’ to spend the week focused on being instrumental for the 

collaboratively chosen goal of each partner) or in the context of public health 

interventions that seek to promote behaviors generally agreed to be positive (e.g., 

stopping smoking; Cutler, 2004).  
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Results also indicated that the influence of single goal partner instrumentality on 

both satisfaction and commitment was stronger for individuals higher in the motivation to 

assess the relationship in Study 2, but this pattern of effects was not present for 

individuals oriented toward relationship evaluation in Study 1. The use of different 

measures to capture this construct (Knee and colleagues’ evaluation orientation (2003) in 

Study 1 and a measure designed specifically for Study 2), may explain this disparity, 

especially given that the measure used in Study 1 was a dichotomous variable based on 

two median splits. Further evidence for this possibility can be seen by examining the 

correlation tables in Study 1 and Study 2 (Table 3 and Table 9, respectively). The 

motivation to assess the relationship variable created for Study 2 is significantly 

correlated with the outcome variables of satisfaction, commitment, and alternatives, 

while the evaluation orientation variable in Study 1 is not. That, at least when using the 

variable created for Study 2, the motivation to assess the relationship moderated the 

influence of single goal partner instrumentality on relationship evaluations means that 

such a motivation likely needs to be considered when thinking about the implications of 

these findings. If individuals who are motivated to assess the relationship are more 

readily attending to their partner’s level of instrumentality for a single goal, are those 

individuals more or less likely to end up in a fulfilling relationship? Are they more likely 

to achieve their important personal goals? Is there a ‘sensitive period’ during which the 

majority of individuals attend to their partner’s level of instrumentality and then form the 

broad relationship evaluations that then become difficult to alter? This facet of this work 

can lead in a variety of directions that, like the project as a whole, have the potential to 

spur basic and applied research. 

The findings and potential implications discussed above are necessarily qualified 

by the absence of support for several hypothesized positions. Across two studies, there is 
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very limited evidence that partner instrumentality for a single goal is a meaningful metric 

used in the rating of investment in a relationship or the quality of alternatives to a 

relationship. These outcome measures were included specifically to find this kind of 

differential impact of partner instrumentality on various relationship evaluations, but the 

lack of a consistent longitudinal influence for these measures is still troubling. The fact 

that satisfaction and commitment are the most highly correlated pair of investment model 

constructs in this and other samples (e.g., Rusbult et al., 1998) supports the contention 

that the cognitive processes of rating those variables meaningfully differs from the 

cognitive processes of rating investment in a relationship and alternatives to the 

relationship, which may help to explain why the impact of partner instrumentality differs 

between variables in the way that it does. To say this another way, perhaps there is a 

different set of specific metrics used in the calculation of investment size (e.g., “I will 

lose my place to live if this relationship ends.”) or quality of alternatives (e.g., “Three 

attractive women smiled at me on the street this week…”) than there is for satisfaction 

and commitment (e.g., “My partner is really helping me to reach my goals.”). Future 

investigations of the metrics that individuals use to calculate their quality of alternatives 

and their investment in the relationship could both basically delineate the various 

cognitive paths to commitment and could be used to help individuals who are too quick 

or too slow in committing to work through the reasons that may be the case. Just as more 

committed individuals are more likely to derogate potential alternatives, particularly 

under relationship threatening conditions (Johnson & Rusbult, 1989), perhaps some 

individuals are chronically prone to look at the positive (or negative) facets of potential 

alternatives and are harmed by that tendency by leaving suitable relationships too soon 

(or staying in unsuitable relationships too long). Establishing the set of metrics that are 

used in the ratings of potential alternatives could clarify this complex process.  
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Other complicating findings cast doubt on the straightforward and intervention-

ready conclusions that may be drawn from the results discussed above. That changes in 

ratings of both satisfaction and commitment influence changes in ratings of single goal 

partner instrumentality in Study 2 indicates a need to consider the alternate possibility 

that as individuals become more satisfied and committed they also pay more attention to 

or make more favorable attributions for partner behaviors that could be considered 

instrumental. If this is the case, attempts to increase instrumentality may not be 

successful for individuals who are not satisfied or committed (i.e., precisely the 

individuals that such an intervention would likely target) because behaviors that could be 

seen as instrumental will likely not be considered as such by those individuals. This is 

obviously a troubling possibility when considering an attempt to use partner 

instrumentality as the focus of an intervention, but the consistently significant 

transactional paths from partner instrumentality to both satisfaction and commitment 

(Paths F1, F2, and F3 in Figure 1) in Study 2, which indicate that changes in partner 

instrumentality influence changes in those ratings over the same time period, provide 

evidence that can begin dispute this concern. That is, if changes in partner instrumentality 

for a single goal are noticed and lead to changes in relationship evaluations, then there is 

reason to believe that such an intervention may confer benefits.  

Relatedly, the pattern of findings in Study 1 and Study 2 also casts doubt on the 

degree to which specific metrics (or at least the specific metric of partner instrumentality 

for a single goal) are accurate trackers of experience. One way to understand the fact that 

single goal partner instrumentality was influenced by changes in broader relationship 

variables and the high level of stability seen in it over time is that even the rating of 

instrumentality for a single goal was biased by more global feelings about the 

relationship. Though there is a strong theoretical case for that position, it could not be 
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directly tested here and so other possible explanations (e.g., that partner instrumentality 

and global relationship evaluations co-vary as explained by a third variable) should also 

be considered. For example, perhaps ratings of single goal partner instrumentality and 

more global relationship evaluations are both simply a function of the amount of time 

spent together. A more complete investigation of this bi-directional influence of general 

and specific metrics would likely need to include a more objective rating of the level of 

the specific metrics (e.g., single goal partner instrumentality; perhaps from a third party 

rater or a match between self and partner reports). Such an investigation could yield 

important information on the degree of accuracy with which specific metrics are tracked 

and which individuals track which metrics (e.g., perhaps those who are not yet highly 

committed pay more attention to specific metrics). Regardless, the value of specific 

metrics rests not only on the accuracy with which they track reality, but also on the 

potential malleability that can induce broader relationship change.  

Changing the level of partner instrumentality for even a single goal should lead to 

meaningful changes in ratings of relationship satisfaction and commitment, but likely 

would not impact ratings of investment in the relationship or the quality of alternatives to 

the relationship. This focused influence of partner instrumentality for a single goal 

suggests that meaningful facets of relationship evaluation (i.e., satisfaction, investment, 

alternatives, and commitment) are naturally informed by different metrics. Along this line 

of thought, two additional questions merit consideration here. First, will bringing a 

naturally occurring and perhaps sub-conscious process into the forefront of attention to 

modify it change the way in which it functions and might there be an iatrogenic effect? 

While this is certainly possible, a recent study found that when capitalization processes, 

which may serve a similar function to partner instrumentality in relationship evaluations, 

were modified through an intervention there were downstream benefits for the 
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relationship (Woods, Lambert, Brown, Fincham, & May, 2014). Furthermore, this type of 

constructive and promotion-focused intervention should be “sticky” and self-replicating 

in a way that could lead to a magnification of relationship positivity (Seligman, Steen, 

Park, & Peterson, 2005), but that may also fade from conscious attention while becoming 

a habit of relationship maintenance.  

Second, what other potentially modifiable metrics are included in the subset of 

relationship relevant information that people substitute for their broader relationship 

evaluations? Recent work (Joel, MacDonald, & Plaks, 2013) has suggested that tools 

from the field of Judgement and Decision Making may be able to assist Social 

Psychologists in the search for such metrics. For example, perhaps additional metrics can 

be discovered through the application of the techniques of process-tracing to decision 

making in ongoing relationships. Such a meticulous investigation of the method that 

individuals use to evaluate their relationships may take the form of analyzing their salient 

language use when asked relationship evaluation questions, examining their skin 

conductance during various evaluation tasks, or exploring fMRI data collected while the 

individual was considering the suitability of the relationship (Schulte-Mecklenbeck, 

Kühberger, & Ranyard, 2011). Analysis of language use, for example, could corroborate 

the finding here that some individuals (i.e., those who are more motivated to assess the 

relationship) are more likely to attend to specific metrics and could aid in the creation of 

a catalogue of those specific metrics.  

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

There are three important limitations to the tests of the ideas conducted in the two 

studies presented here, and each provides an important direction for future work. The first 

is that the measures used to capture broad relationship evaluations (e.g., satisfaction and 
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commitment) are far more established than are measures of specific metrics used in those 

evaluations (including the two different measures of single goal partner instrumentality in 

these studies and the measure of general partner instrumentality in Study 1). The 

establishment of measures for the broad relationship evaluations was an appropriate and 

necessary first step, but opportunities for further development of useful measures abound 

as the field of relationship science grows. If the development of a catalogue of these 

specific metrics used in relationship evaluations is to be taken seriously, an important 

step will be developing valid and reliable measures of them. This will allow for the 

exploration of the ways these metrics relate to each other and to the real experience of 

people in relationships (e.g., how daily changes in a specific metric are related to daily 

changes in prosocial relationship behaviors and stay-or-leave decisions). 

The second limitation rests on the nature of working with correlational data. 

While the statistical analyses described here represent among the best possible methods 

for discerning causality from correlational data, there are simply limits to what can be 

inferred from correlational studies (Sameroff & MacKenzie, 2003). Without true 

experimental design, the precise causal influence of change in one variable on change in 

another is impossible to determine, and so the theoretical assumption that changing an 

important metric will change broader relationship evaluations is not fully tested here. 

Unlike many studies that utilize cross-lagged and transactional models (e.g., Benner & 

Kim, 2009), it is plausible to test the ideas presented here in an experimental paradigm 

and so conclusions about directional of influence can and should be confirmed in that 

fashion. One possibility would be to create a novel and important (perhaps through the 

use of powerful incentives) goal for participants in the lab, and randomly assign the 

participant’s partner to one of three conditions in which he or she would have been given 

helpful, neutral, or misleading information on how to facilitate the participant’s 
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achievement of that goal. A carefully controlled study of this sort could largely eliminate 

the confounding factors around instrumentality (e.g., the partner’s level of intelligence) 

and so could bolster the position that partner instrumentality even for a single goal is 

included as a metric in relationship evaluations.  

The assumption that partner instrumentality for a single goal can be altered 

through intervention is not directly explored here and so must be noted as a limitation as 

well. Though there is support in the existing literature on behavioral change for the idea 

that more specific interventions are more successful (Cutler, 2004) and so instrumentality 

for a single goal should be altered more easily than general partner instrumentality, that 

assumption can and should be directly tested. Such a study, in combination with the two 

future directions already described in this section, has the potential to form a solid 

foundation for both a basic catalogue of specific metrics and a new theoretically-

informed class of highly focused interventions designed to improve relationships.   

CONCLUSIONS 

The influence of partner instrumentality for a single important goal on 

relationship evaluations is an important question for both the basic understanding of 

relationship processes and the application of that understanding to relationship 

improvement efforts. In this paper, the presence of that influence is established (under 

some conditions) for evaluations of satisfaction with and commitment to ongoing 

relationships. Per the mandate from Beach and Fincham (2003) for Social Psychologists 

and couple therapists to work together to improve relationships, these findings have the 

potential to theoretically inform interventions that could aid interventionists in their quest 

to alter meaningful relationship processes (Doss et al., 2005). For example, knowledge of 

the importance of partner instrumentality for a single goal could improve the success rate 



 

 88 

and impact of support provision in relationships by focusing support efforts, which may 

help to prevent some of the common errors made by relationship partners when giving 

each other support (Rafaeli & Gleason, 2009).  

More broadly, the study of specific metrics can help us to better understand the 

cognitive processes in partner selection and in the evaluation in ongoing relationships. 

Ariely and Norton (2011) contend that, at least in the potential mate value stage of online 

dating, evaluations are often a problem of “thinking too much” based on findings that the 

glut of information about potential partners on a dating website obscures the reality of the 

importance an in-person meeting and leads to faulty predictions about the likelihood of 

success of the potential relationship. The possibility of “thinking too little”, however, is 

also troubling. Unsurprisingly, relationships formed and maintained without concerted 

consideration are less satisfying and more likely to include an instance of infidelity 

(Owen, Rhoades, & Stanley, 2013). Taken together, these findings suggest that there are 

some metrics that should not be ignored, but that including every available variable in the 

evaluation of your relationship is also a mistake. An understanding of meaningful and 

movable metrics should help people to avoid the perils of “thinking too little” when 

choosing a partner, while also limiting the need to keep their eyes “half shut” after 

making their choice.  
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