
Introduction

• The relationship between traits and life goals has yet to be extended to the specific 

population of military members and spouses of military members, who both share and 

differ in their experience of the service.   

• Military service members and their partners may have different life goals, and it is 

unclear how the life goals of single service members, partnered service members, and 

partners of service members may differ.

• The current study asked military members and non-paired partners to report their 

current life goals using a free-response format. We were interested in exploring the 

relationship between traits and life goals as moderated by relationship status. 

Method
Participants

• 343 United States military members and non-paired partners were recruited through 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk across three studies. Participant demographic information 

and military characteristics are reported in Table 1.

Measures

• Open-Ended Goals: Participants listed up to 10 goals that were currently important to 

them in an open-ended, free-response format; responses were coded into 1 of 8 goal 

categories (academic/occupational, relationship, financial, health, organization, affect 

control, independence, and moral/religious) by independent judges using the taxonomy 

described in Reisz, Boudreaux, and Ozer (2013). 

• The proportion of goal type from total number of goals (frequency of goal type 

reported) was used in the analyses. All analyses were exploratory.

Data preparation

• To assess the role of group membership, contrast codes were used to compare goal 

proportions across categories:

• 1) military members versus partners (negative values used for partners)

• 2) those in a relationship versus not (negative values used for single participants).

• Due to the exploratory nature of the study, process of elimination was used to 

determine which models would be assessed with all potential predictors (including the 

interactions):

• Stage 1: Does group membership predict any of the goal category proportions?

• Stage 2: If Stage 1 is significant, are goal category proportions correlated with 

personality traits (z-scored)?

• Stage 3: Only if BOTH group membership and personality traits predicted goal 

category proportions was the full multiple regression model analyzed.
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Table 1. Participant 

Demographic 

Information

Military Members NOT 

in a Relationship 

(N=76)

Military Members IN 

a Relationship 

(N=188)

Partner of a Military 

Member 

(N=79)

Male 75% 71.28% 74.68%

Mean Age (SD) 34.55 (10.48) 38.05 (11.90) 28.61 (4.90)

Caucasian 72.4% 79.3% 74.7%

Air Force, Marines, or 

Navy
43.4% 47.4% 51.9%

Army 50% 41% 40.5%

Branch Undefined 6.6% 11.6% 7.6%

PTSD (yes) 30.3% 29.8% 19%
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Results and Discussion

• Stage 1: Group membership and goal category proportions

• Military status and relationship status were entered into a multiple 

regression model predicting the proportion of goals in each of the 8 goal 

categories (military members/those in a relationship were coded as 1).

• Only 2 of the 8 goal category proportions were significantly predicted by 

group membership:

• Service members reported significantly more financial goals and fewer 

affect control goals.

• Stage 2: Correlations between goal category proportions and personality traits

• Those high in neuroticism reported significantly more financial goals and 

fewer affect control goals. 

• Those high in agreeableness reported significantly fewer affect control 

goals.

• Stage 3: Group membership and personality traits predicting goal category 

proportions. Only if the goal category proportion was significantly predicted 

by group membership AND significantly related to a personality trait were the 

interaction terms assessed. Three analyses fit with this inclusion criteria (see 

Table 2):

• Financial goal proportions as predicted by group membership and 

neuroticism – none of the interaction terms were significant.

• Affect control goal proportions as predicted by group membership and 

neuroticism; military status and neuroticism interaction was significant 

(see Figure 1). 

• Military members low in neuroticism have a greater proportion of 

affect control goals than partners low in neuroticism.

• Affect control goal proportions as predicted by group membership and 

agreeableness – none of the interaction terms were significant.

Discussion

• The results of this study suggest that perhaps there is a relationship between 

military group membership and neuroticism when predicting the proportion 

of affect control goals.

• Interestingly, self- (or partner-) reported PTSD did not play a role in affect 

control goal proportions.

• These analyses were purely exploratory and interpretation should be made 

with caution. 

• Future research should dive more deeply into why it is only those military 

members low in neuroticism have a greater proportion of affect control 

goals compared to non-military members and assess if their affect control 

goals are aimed at increasing positive affect or decreasing negative affect.

Table 2. Group Membership and Personality Traits Predicting Goal Category Proportions

Goal Category B β t p

Financial

Military Status -0.017 -0.121 -2.105 .036*

Relationship Status 0.006 0.03 0.537 0.592

Neuroticism 0.014 0.078 1.3398 0.163

Model 1 R=.159, F(3, 339)=2.918, p=.034

Military Status -0.015 -0.105 -1.769 0.078

Relationship Status 0.01 0.044 0.789 0.431

Neuroticism 0.009 0.051 0.828 0.408

MilitaryStatus x Neuroticism -0.012 -0.093 -1.586 0.114

Relationship Status x Neuroticism 0.016 0.071 1.126 0.261

Model 2 R=.183, F(5, 337)=2.345, p=.041 Fchange(2, 337)=1.474, p=.230

Affect Control

Military Status 0.014 0.129 2.257 .025*

Relationship Status -0.003 -0.019 -0.354 0.724

Neuroticism -0.013 -0.094 -1.693 0.091

Model 1 R=.178, F(3, 339)=3.687, p=.012

Military Status 0.02 0.179 3.061 0.002**

Relationship Status -0.005 -0.029 -0.52 0.603

Neuroticism -0.008 -0.058 -0.955 0.34

Military Status x Neuroticism -0.015 -0.147 -2.539 .012*

Relationship Status x Neuroticism -0.011 -0.067 -1.067 0.287

Model 2 R=.246, F(5, 337)=4.334, p=.001 Fchange(2, 337)=5.167, p=.006

Affect Control

Military Status 0.014 0.125 2.122 .035*

Relationship Status -0.003 -0.015 -0.276 0.783

Agreeableness -0.012 -0.084 -1.46 0.145

Model 1 R=.172, F(3, 339)=3.437, p=.017

Military Status 0.014 0.124 2.027 .043*

Relationship Status -0.008 -0.048 -0.81 0.419

Agreeableness -0.005 -0.033 -0.499 0.618

Military Status x Agreeableness 0.008 0.082 1.334 0.183

Relationship Status x Agreeableness -0.017 -0.092 -1.405 0.161

Model 2 R=.193, F(5, 337)=2.613, p=.025 Fchange(2, 337)=1.367, p=.256

Note. Only predictors that were both significant independently with the outcome were included in the final 

analyses, *p<.05, **p<.01.

Figure 1. Affect Control Goal Proportion as predicted by the interaction between Group membership and Neuroticism.


