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Abstract 

This research sought to clarify the construct of life meaning by creating a new, 

multidimensional measure of life meaning. In an initial study, 392 university 

undergraduates (317 women, 75 men) completed several existing life meaning measures. 

Exploratory factor analytic procedures undertaken on the item responses supported the 

extraction of 10 factors: Achievement, Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, 

Interpersonal Satisfaction, Fulfillment/Excitement, Giving to the World, Existential 

Vacuum, Intimacy, and Control. Of the original 170 items, the 64 items with the highest 

factor loadings were retained, and together comprise the Multidimensional Life Meaning 

Scale (MLMS). Higher-order exploratory factor analyses yielded three factors: Personal 

Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment. A second study, conducted with an 

independent sample of undergraduate students (N = 262; 200 women, 62 men), provided 

mixed support for the factor structure of the MLMS at the item level, but replicated the 

higher-order factor structure revealed in the initial study. The criterion-related (concurrent 

and discriminant) validity was also examined in the second study, by factor analyzing the 

MLMS factors along with criterion subscales thought to be related to life meaning, and 

support was found for 7 of the 10 first-order factors. In a final study, support was found 

for the existence of group differences that were hypothesized on the basis of rational links 

to interpreted higher-order dimensions of life meaning. In accordance with predictions, 

Theology students (n = 28) reported higher levels of Self-Transcendence and depressed 

students (n = 31) indicated lower levels of Fulfillment compared to a baseline group of 

undergraduate students (n = 262). Contrary to expectations, Law/Business students (n 

=35) were not significantly different from the baseline group on  Personal Efficacy. Based 
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on the results of these three studies, it is concluded that the life meaning construct is 

multidimensional. The Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale is a promising measure of 

the construct, and the inclusion of both lower-order and higher-order factors is a new way 

of conceptualizing life meaning. 
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Statement of Purpose 

 The purpose of the current research was to define the construct of life meaning 

through examining the multidimensionality of measures that purport to assess it. This 

exploration resulted in the creation of a new meaning measure, the Multidimensional Life 

Meaning Scale (MLMS). The validity of the resultant measure’s dimensionality was 

subsequently explored.  

 In the initial chapter, a rationale for the development of a new life meaning measure 

is explicated by first reviewing a variety of theoretical perspectives on meaning. Although 

each way of conceptualizing life meaning is distinct, the similarities common to these 

theories are highlighted, with emphasis placed upon life meaning’s current position 

within the positive psychology movement. 

 Chapter 2 consists of a review of the empirical literature linking meaning to a 

variety of constructs, including those representing distress, positive outcomes, and 

personality. This chapter highlights the importance of continuing to improve on the 

measurement of life meaning given the integral role it plays in numerous areas of 

functioning, which leads to the third chapter, a review of the pre-established measures of 

life meaning. Chapter 4 summarizes prior research examining life meaning as a 

multidimensional construct; provides a rationale for, and overview of, the current 

research; and posits several research questions.  

 The first study, described in Chapter 5, addresses the initial research question: What 

is the dimensionality of the life meaning scales? In this study, the MLMS is developed 

using items from several pre-existing life meaning measures, and the resulting scale 

consists of 10 factors – Achievement, Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, 



 xv 

Interpersonal Satisfaction, Fulfillment/Excitement, Giving to the World, Existential 

Vacuum, Intimacy, and Control. The similarities between the three higher-order factors 

(Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment) derived from this study and 

earlier conceptualizations of life meaning are addressed at the end of this chapter. 

 The second study, set out in Chapter 6, addresses the second research question: 

How do the various life meaning dimensions relate to criterion measures? This chapter 

establishes the concurrent and discriminant validity of the MLMS, and it also highlights 

additional evidence in favour of the scale’s factor structure. 

 The final research question asked: Are these dimensions able to differentiate among 

relevant criterion groups? The third study, explicated in Chapter 7, addresses this 

question via an examination of group differences on the MLMS higher-order dimensions 

which were predicted based on rational links between the selected criterion groups and 

these dimensions. This study provides additional support for the criterion-related validity 

of the MLMS. 

 Chapter 8, the General Discussion, reviews the findings of the three studies and 

explores their theoretical and clinical implications. It also includes research limitations 

and suggestions for future study. 
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CHAPTER I: THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON LIFE MEANING 

 The importance of having a sense of meaning in life is captured in the well-known 

Nietzsche quote, “He who has a why to live can bear with almost any how.” Believing 

that one’s life is worthwhile may be a key component of psychological health. But how 

does meaning in life develop? Is it constructed, or is it discovered? What shapes an 

individual’s sense of meaning? How can life meaning be measured empirically? Is it 

better to derive meaning from a few sources or from many? Can sources of meaning be 

ordered from shallowest to deepest, and are deep meanings superior? What are the 

consequences of a lack of meaning in life? What are the benefits of having a strong sense 

of meaning? These are but a few of the questions that researchers in the area of life 

meaning have been attempting to answer. Life meaning is a topic more often addressed by 

philosophers, but, even so, these questions can be and have been examined empirically by 

researchers in psychology. 

 Psychological conceptualizations of life meaning can be found in work published 

from about the mid-20th century onward, but meaning research has flourished within the 

last 10 or so years in concert with the recent positive psychology movement. In 1989, 

Ryff pointed out that, whereas positive well-being was frequently being given attention 

by researchers, those “more enduring life challenges” (p. 1077) including developing 

meaning or purpose in life, were continuing to be overlooked. However, in the year 2000, 

an entire issue of American Psychologist was devoted to “Happiness, Excellence, and 

Optimal Human Functioning”. In this issue, Martin Seligman and Mihaly 

Csikszentmilhalyi (2000) called for a shift in perspective from psychology’s usual focus 

on pathology to a “science of positive psychology” (p. 5). They maintained that the 
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disease model has resulted in the attributes that contribute to a good life - including hope, 

creativity, wisdom, spirituality, responsibility, courage, and perseverance - being 

overlooked or “explained as transformations of more authentic negative impulses” (p. 5). 

Meaning in life is one of those attributes. “This almost exclusive attention to pathology 

neglects the fulfilled individual and the thriving community. The aim of positive 

psychology is to begin to catalyze a change in the focus of psychology from 

preoccupation only with repairing the worst things in life to also building positive 

qualities.” (p. 5). 

 Although scientists may have lagged in the inclusion of positive psychological traits 

such as meaning in their research, the general public recognizes meaning as an area of 

great importance. Lay people include meaning in their conceptualizations of “the good 

life” (King & Napa, 1998).  

 It also may not be accurate to regard positive mental health and mental illness as 

two sides of the same coin. Larson (2000) eloquently argues this point from a 

developmental perspective:  

High rates of boredom, alienation, and disconnection from meaningful challenge 

[emphasis mine] are not signs of psychopathology, at least not in most cases, but 

rather signs of a deficiency in positive development. The same might be said for 

many cases of problem behavior, such as drug use, premature sexual involvement, 

and minor delinquency – that they are more parsimoniously described, not as 

responses to family stress, emotional disturbance, or maladaptive cognitions, but 

rather to the absence of engagement in a positive life trajectory. Many youth do their 

schoolwork, comply with their parents, hang out with their friends, and get through 
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the day, but are not invested in paths into the future that excite them or feel like they 

originate from within. A central question of youth development is how to get 

adolescents’ fires lit, how to have them develop the complex of dispositions and 

skills needed to take charge of their lives. (p. 170). 

 Viktor Frankl (1946/1986) asserted that the question of meaning in life comes to the 

forefront during adolescence, although it can gain prominence at any point during the 

lifespan in times of crisis. If Frankl is correct, questioning the meaning of one’s existence 

is normative for adolescents and likely for young adults as well, and conducting research 

with this age group is imperative. 

 According to Yalom (1980), two questions one can ask pertaining to meaning are, 

“What is the meaning of life?” and “What is the meaning of my life?” (p. 423). The 

former concerns cosmic meaning, that is, whether or not life is part of a coherent pattern 

or design existing superior to oneself. The latter deals with terrestrial meaning: What is 

the purpose one is to fulfill, and what goals are needed to achieve this purpose? 

 A similar distinction is made by Frankl (1946/1963), who suggested that the two 

levels of life meaning are provisional and ultimate. Daily tasks and events generate 

provisional meaning, whereas deeper beliefs and experiences (e.g., spiritual practices) 

result in a sense of ultimate meaning. Frankl believed that meaning in life is not created 

or given to someone. Rather, it already exists and must be discovered. Farran and Kuhn 

(1998) highlighted Frankl’s four suppositions respecting meaning. The first pertained to 

the distinction between provisional and ultimate meaning. The others are that values are 

the basis for one’s life meaning; meaning is created when people make choices - 

discovering meaning in difficult situations is, in itself, a choice; and people are 
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accountable for their behaviour and choose both their attitudes and their actions following 

a challenging event.  

 Frankl (1946/1986) suggested that there are three types of values that give one’s 

existence meaning: creative values, experiential values, and attitudinal values. The 

dominance of each of these values can vary depending on the situation. Creative values, 

or what one gives to the world, are generally realized through the work one does on a 

daily basis. Experiential values are what we can take from the world, and those moments 

where we are struck by the beauty around us can be quite profound:  

Imagine a music-lover sitting in the concert hall while the most noble measures of 

his favorite symphony resound in his ears. He feels that shiver of emotion which 

we experience in the presence of the purest beauty. Suppose now that at such a 

moment we should ask this person whether his life has meaning. He would have to 

reply that it had been worth while [sic] living if only to experience this ecstatic 

moment. For even though only a single moment is in question – the greatness of a 

life can be measured by the greatness of a moment: the height of a mountain range 

is not given by the height of some valley, but by that of the tallest peak. In life, too, 

the peaks decide the meaningfulness of the life, and a single moment can 

retroactively flood an entire life with meaning. Let us ask a mountain-climber who 

has beheld the alpine sunset and is so moved by the splendor of nature that he feels 

cold shudders running down his spine – let us ask him whether after such an 

experience his life can ever again seem wholly meaningless. (Frankl, 1946/1986, 

pp. 43-44). 

 By “attitudinal values,” Frankl meant the attitude one takes towards suffering – in 
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those situations in which one has no control and must bear the unpleasant circumstances 

to the best of one’s ability. Frankl’s conceptualization of existential meaning was shaped 

by his experiences in a concentration camp, where he and his fellow prisoners had 

nothing left to hold onto but their attitude towards suffering. Frankl himself maintains 

that he was able to survive this experience by imagining speaking and writing about his 

time in the camp after he was released, and these images gave him hope and a sense of 

purpose even in the bleakest moments (Frankl, 1946/1963).  

 Together, these three values highlight the sense of responsibility inherent in human 

life: “A man’s life retains its meaning up to the last – until he draws his last breath. As 

long as he remains conscious, he is under obligations to realize values, even if these be 

only attitudinal values. As long as he has consciousness, he has responsibleness. This 

responsibility remains with him to the last moment of his existence” (Frankl, 1946/1986, 

pp. 44-45). Frankl criticized the pre-eminence of the “pleasure principle” in 

psychoanalytic schools of thought, suggesting instead that “pleasure is not the goal of our 

aspirations, but the consequence of attaining them” (p. 35). 

 Reker’s (2000) conception of existential meaning overlaps with Yalom’s (1980) 

aforementioned two questions. He defines existential meaning as “attempts to understand 

how events in life fit into a larger context. It involves the process of creating and/or 

discovering meaning, which is facilitated by a sense of coherence (sense of order, reason 

for existence) and a sense of purpose in life (mission in life, direction, goal orientation)” 

(p. 39). Coherence seems to address Yalom’s first question (“What is the meaning of 

life?”) whereas a sense of purpose could be seen as a response to the second (“What is the 

meaning of my life?”). Also central to Reker’s formulation of existential meaning are 
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what he refers to as the “core processes” of meaning-making, i.e., searching for meaning 

and finding meaning.  

 Reker (2000) also differentiates between existential meaning and implicit or 

definitional meaning. The latter, he states, pertains to the personal significance attached 

to things or events, and involves making sense of individual experiences. In contrast, 

existential meaning involves an understanding of the larger context. 

 An important distinction to be made when considering theories of life meaning is 

the relativistic/terrestrial view versus the ultimate/cosmic view (Battista & Almond, 

1973). A relativistic model of life meaning would allow for the possibility of any set of 

beliefs, as long as one is committed to those beliefs, providing a sense of meaningfulness. 

Accordingly, belief in a higher power, or even in any source of meaning external to the 

self, is not necessary for one to have a meaningful life. This view is phenomenological 

and “focuses on people’s perceptions of their reality within their frame of reference” 

(O’Connor & Chamberlain, 1996, p. 462). The process of believing is important, not the 

content of the beliefs themselves. In contrast, an ultimate or cosmic model of meaning is 

focused on the content of one’s beliefs. This model operates under the assumption that 

there is some intrinsic meaning to life, whether that comes from God, Being, humanism, 

or self-transcendence (Battista & Almond, 1973). Battista and Almond take a relativistic 

position, and see meaning in life as being congruent with positive life regard. That is, 

individuals with positive life regard feel that they are working toward achieving life 

goals, and these frameworks or goals give them understandable ways of viewing their 

lives: 

Thus, when an individual states that his [sic] life is meaningful, he implies 1. that he 
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is positively committed to some concept of the meaning of life; 2. that this concept 

of the meaning of life provides him with some framework or goal from which to 

view his life; 3. that he perceives his life as related to or fulfilling this concept of 

life; 4. that he experiences this fulfillment as a feeling of integration, relatedness, or 

significance. (Battista & Almond, 1973, p. 410).  

 The emphasis under a relativistic model is on one’s commitment to a belief system, 

whatever that belief system may be. A relativistic position can regard a wide variety of 

belief systems as meaningful compared to an ultimate meaning model. For example, “the 

Zen philosophy of union through the dissolution of the ego (Suzuki) appears to be 

contradictory to the existentialist’s belief in man’s need to develop his own unique ego 

and act in terms of it (Nietzsche), regardless of the level of analysis” (Battista & Almond, 

1973, pp. 414-415). However, the relativistic position has also been criticized for being 

overly broad: 

One may feel that one’s life is meaningful, one may be daily and enthusiastically 

involved in the pursuit of a goal, but one’s name may be Hitler, and the end pursued 

may be the destruction of a race of people. The word “meaningful” in the sense of a 

meaningful life should not be used in such a way that Hitler’s life must be judged 

meaningful just because he may have judged it so…a meaningful life in the fullest 

sense must have an objective moral component [emphasis mine] (Baird, 1985, p. 

119).  

 Frankl’s (1946/1963) theory of meaning is an exemplar of the ultimate meaning 

model. He believed that meaning is discovered rather than created and that the path which 

leads to the discovery of meaning is based on self-transcendence. Rather than focusing on  
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oneself, meaning can only be attained through directing one’s energies towards other 

people and towards spiritual beliefs. 

 This division in the life meaning field between relativistic and cosmic views is a 

significant one, resulting in not only different conceptualizations of meaning but also 

marked differences in the empirical measurement of meaning. 

 Baumeister (1991) took a somewhat different tack by suggesting that the meaning 

of one’s life is not a distinct form of meaning. Rather, it is no different from the meaning 

in a sentence: the parts come together to form a coherent whole, it can be comprehended 

by other people, it fits into a wider context, and it evokes particular assumptions 

understood by the culture. The two functions meaning serves, according to Baumeister, 

are to anticipate and manage the environment and to regulate emotion.  

 Baumeister (1991) further suggested that there are four needs necessary in order for 

life to be meaningful: purpose, value, efficacy, and self-worth. The first need for meaning, 

purpose, consists of imagining a goal or state of fulfillment, evaluating one’s options, and 

choosing a course of action necessary to achieve the goal or state. The second need, 

value, refers to “people’s motivation to feel that their actions are right and good and 

justifiable” (Baumeister, 1991, p. 36). Both positive values (e.g., striving to be helpful to 

others) and negative values (e.g., the prohibition against stealing in the Ten 

Commandments) are thought to contribute to a sense of meaning. Efficacy involves 

feeling capable of achieving goals and living by one’s values. A subjective sense of 

efficacy is thought to be more important than whether or not one is actually in control. 

Finally, self-worth refers to people seeking “some criteria according to which they can 

regard themselves and convince others to regard them positively” (Baumeister, 1991, p. 
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44). If any one of these needs is not satisfied, the individual will be motivated to make 

changes in his or her life, by either bolstering their existing sources of meaning or by 

actively seeking out new sources of meaning.  

 Baumeister’s (1991) two functions of meaning share some overlap with Klinger’s 

(1977) conception of meaning. Klinger maintained that people are motivated to pursue 

incentives, that is, items or events which are valued. One’s activities are planned for the 

purpose of obtaining incentives, and the pursuit and enjoyment of incentives determines 

the nature and quality of one’s thoughts and feelings. Furthermore, an incentive deficit 

results in the experience of life lacking meaning, and this meaninglessness can in turn 

lead to attempts to relieve inner turmoil through, for example, substance abuse or suicide 

(Klinger, 1977). 

 Sense of meaning is believed to be fairly stable, although it may vary slightly as an 

individual’s values and beliefs change (Reker & Wong, 1988). 

 As one can see from the variety of theories outlined thus far, there are many 

unanswered questions regarding the meaning of life – a topic that does not necessarily 

lend itself to scientific study. However, as Debats, Drost, and Hansen (1995) state:  

The subject of meaning in life becomes accessible to empirical investigation when 

the focus is shifted towards the questions ‘What are the components of an 

individual’s experience of her or his life as meaningful?,’ and ‘What are the 

conditions under which an individual will experience her or his life as meaningful?’ 

(p. 359). 

 Reker and Wong (1988) suggest the existence of several dimensions of meaning – 

sources of meaning, depth of meaning, breadth of meaning, and structural components. 
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This system provides a useful framework for considering the various aspects of life 

meaning. I will now explicate each of these dimensions in turn.  

Sources of Meaning 

 Sources of meaning are “the different content areas or personal themes from which 

meaning is experienced” (Reker, 2000, p. 42). According to Frankl (1946/1963), meaning 

can be derived from three major sources: what one gives to the world (involving 

creativity or helping others), what one takes from the world (involving enjoyment and 

appreciation of aesthetics or love), and the attitude one takes toward suffering in the 

world. These sources vary from person to person, and are shaped by culture, ethnicity, 

sociodemographic factors, and stage of development (Reker, 2000). 

 Several researchers, employing various samples and methodologies, have 

contributed to a body of work on the sources from which people derive meaning. Battista 

and Almond (1973) outlined six “major life orientations” – Interpersonal (“emphasizes 

relationships, love, giving”), Service (“emphasizes aiding, taking care of some 

disadvantaged group”), Understanding (“emphasizes developing theories, abstract 

thinking”), Obtaining (“emphasizes obtaining possessions, respect, responsibility”),  

Expressive (“emphasizes self-expression through feelings, art, athletics”) and Ethical 

(“emphasizes living in terms of political, religious, social belief”). The authors did not 

detail how they arrived at these six life orientations; however, participants who endorsed 

a high level of positive life regard indicated that they had made greater progress towards 

their goals in these six areas, and that they expected to continue doing well in these areas 

in the future, compared to participants with a low level of positive life regard.  

 In one of the first qualitative studies of sources of meaning (DeVogler & Ebersole, 
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1980), undergraduate students listed and described their three most salient sources of 

meaning. The researchers then sorted the results into categories, using Battista and 

Almond’s life orientations as a starting point, and modifying these as well as adding two 

new categories. Categories used were: Relationship (listing relationships with family, 

friends, or partners as providing meaning, e.g., “Spending time with my friends and 

boyfriend is most meaningful to me”), Service (helping others, e.g., “My meaning is to 

help children learn”), Growth (working toward potentials or achieving goals, e.g., “I 

believe I was born to find out about myself and to develop my talents. That’s what life is 

about: change, growth, and obtaining goals”), Belief (being guided by religious, political 

or social beliefs, e.g., “Now I have found God my life is full of meaning”), Existential-

Hedonistic (pleasure and day-to-day living providing meaning, e.g., “My meaning is to 

enjoy each day as fully as possible”), Obtaining (acquiring possessions, garnering respect 

or responsibility, e.g., “I want to make as much money as possible so that I feel secure”), 

Expression (self-expression via art, athletic pursuits, music, writing, etc., e.g., “When I 

see my artistic talent expressed by making something with my hands I feel full of 

meaning”) and Understanding (working to gain knowledge, e.g., “My meaning is to learn 

all I can about the subject that interests me”). A second study with an undergraduate 

student sample (Ebersole & DeVogler, 1981) uncovered similar categories, and a 

goodness-of-fit test indicated that the category distributions were not significantly 

different across the two studies.  

 Similarly, Debats (1999) asked university students to list their three most important 

sources of meaning, and found the sources to be, in order of occurrence, Relationships 

(e.g., “having a good relationship with my parents. The feeling that they support me”), 
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Life Work (e.g., “I derive a sense of meaning from my job as a teacher”), Personal Well-

Being (e.g., “Life itself, that is to say the scenery, plants, trees, birds. The sounds of the 

birds, the sea, a brooklet”), Self-Actualization (e.g., “I want to become a good dentist”), 

Service (e.g., “My visits to a group of disabled children and cheer them with my puppet 

show”), Beliefs (e.g., “Being an active member of my church community”), Materiality 

(e.g., “Having lots of money in order to buy everything I want”), and Future/Hope (e.g., 

“Hope that my life will soon become pleasant to live”). In each of these studies, and in 

other investigations of different age groups (e.g., Taylor & Ebersole, 1993 - first graders; 

DeVogler & Ebersole, 1983 - adolescents; and Ebersole & DePaola, 1987 - seniors), the 

Relationships category was always ranked as the most important source of meaning. 

 Given that values are thought to influence the development of meaning in life 

(Farran & Kuhn, 1998), and values are shaped by culture (Keats, 1986), differences in 

sources of meaning across culture would not be surprising. Prager (1996) compared the 

sources judged to be most important in his sample of community-dwelling Australian 

adults to data collected by Reker (1988, as cited by Prager, 1996) in Canada. Prager noted 

that both Australians and Canadians rated personal relationships, meeting personal needs, 

and preserving values and traditions highly. Two sources of meaning that were relatively 

unimportant in both samples were religious activities and leaving a legacy for the next 

generation. Canadians rated leisure activities more highly than Australians, whereas 

interest in social causes was more important to Australians. The most marked differences 

found by Prager were that, when the data were examined by age group, Australians 

tended to show a more static pattern in salient meaning sources compared to Canadians. 

For example, whereas both personal growth and creative activities were equally important 
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to Canadians regardless of age group, among Australians these sources were less 

important to older age groups. 

 When considering cultural differences in sources of meaning, it is important to go 

beyond comparisons across Western cultures. Prager’s (1998) study of an Israeli 

community sample revealed that all age groups considered personal relationships, 

preservation of values and ideals, humanistic concerns, and financial security to be 

important sources of meaning. Participating in religious activities was one of the least 

important sources of meaning, although there was a nonsignificant trend for this source to 

increase with age. Leaving a legacy for the next generation and hedonistic pursuits were 

also rated as relatively unimportant. 

 Bar-Tur, Savaya, and Prager (2001) conducted an additional study with Israeli Jews 

and Arabs, using a self-report measure of meaning sources which had been constructed 

utilizing Israeli and Jewish focus groups (Prager, Savaya, & Bar-Tur, 2000) and was 

therefore considered to be more appropriate for this culture than other established 

measures. Across both age groups (20-40 years old and 60+) the following sources were 

rated as very meaningful: family and communal values, autonomy and independence, 

interpersonal relationships, attainment of tranquility, self-development and leisure, family 

relationships, and good relationship with spouse. Materialistic concerns were rated as 

more meaningful in the younger group compared to the older group whereas the opposite 

pattern was seen for family/communal values. Although this study used a different 

measure than the research previously reported, making it difficult to make direct 

comparisons, it is notable that relationships and personal development seem to feature 

prominently across cultures, and religious practices are of lesser importance to most age 
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groups. When people are asked about their sources of meaning, they list sources 

representing terrestrial meaning far more often than those exemplifying cosmic meaning 

(Auhagen, 2000). 

 One area in the sources of meaning literature which has been somewhat neglected is 

the role of negative sources or events. Baum and Stewart (1990) asked a community 

sample ranging in age from 17 to 96 to write about the most important events in their 

lives, to note the age at which these events occurred, and to give reasons why the events 

were meaningful. The most frequently mentioned events for women were births of 

children, love/marriage, and work, whereas for men the common events were work, 

love/marriage, and independent pursuits (e.g., travel, leisure). The experiences reported as 

most meaningful did not differ dramatically by age group. Some of the events that were 

meaningful to respondents were negative events such as accidents, illnesses, deaths, and 

divorces, although these events were not among the most important for either gender. 

However, the results suggest that, for a significant minority of the sample, negative events 

have an important influence on sense of meaning. Given the emphasis placed by Frankl 

(1946/1963) on the attitude one takes towards suffering, this oversight is somewhat 

surprising.  

 Notably, the sources from which we derive meaning are the same sources which can 

lead to a sense of meaninglessness. Auhagen (2000) illustrates this point using the 

example of social relationships as a source which is usually very important to an 

individual’s concept of a meaningful life, but can also, when a relationship is lost, result 

in feeling a sense of meaninglessness. She further states that sources of meaning research, 

on its own, does not allow for an understanding of how and when the experience of 
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meaninglessness occurs. It is important, therefore, for researchers to consider other 

dimensions of meaning in addition to sources. 

Depth of Meaning 

 Depth of meaning, as defined by Reker and Wong (1988), is the level of self-

transcendence attained by an individual. This definition is derived from Frankl’s 

(1946/1963) postulate that self-transcendence, or valuing something outside of oneself, is 

a necessary precursor to having a fully developed sense of meaning. Because values are 

hierarchical, with some values being more significant for an individual than others 

(Rokeach, 1973), Reker and Wong similarly proposed four levels of meaning depth. 

These are, from shallowest to deepest: hedonism and personal comfort (e.g., attaining 

financial security); personal growth (e.g., engaging in creative activities); serving others 

and concern with societal causes (e.g., involvement in human rights issues); and self-

transcendence and focus on cosmic meaning (e.g., participation in religious activities). 

 How do depth of meaning sources relate to one’s overall sense of life meaning? In 

support of the postulate that one can only experience meaning fully when one’s meaning 

sources transcend the self, Reker (1991, as cited in Reker, 2000) found that participants 

who derived meaning from the two highest levels reported a higher overall sense of life 

meaning and greater life satisfaction and fulfillment than did those whose meaning 

sources came from the two shallowest levels. 

 However, contrary to Reker’s (1992) findings of deeper sources of meaning 

correlating with life purpose, a study of older adults by Van Ranst and Marcoen (2000) 

revealed that those who valued self-centered goals over self-transcendent ones reported 

greater life purpose. A possible explanation for these findings, the authors suggest, is that 
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one can more easily tell when materialistic goals are met as compared to self-transcendent 

ones, thereby providing a clear marker of goal achievement only for shallow sources of 

meaning. 

 Another way of classifying one’s depth of meaning has been suggested by 

DeVogler-Ebersole and Ebersole (1985). When people are asked to write about the 

sources which provide a sense of meaning, those meanings described with greater 

complexity, specificity, or individuality are considered by the researchers to be deep; 

meanings which are new and relatively untried, or older but fixed, are counted as shallow. 

This method is cumbersome, but in contrast to Reker and Wong’s (1988) system, is not 

based on the ultimate or cosmic view of meaning. The relationships between these two 

depth classification systems needs to be explored further. 

Breadth of Meaning 

 Breadth or diversity of meaning is indicated by the number of sources from which 

an individual derives meaning (Reker, 2000). According to Reker and Wong’s (1988) 

model, meaning should ideally come from different sources, and a large variety of sources 

should lead to a greater sense of fulfillment. Most people rely on several different sources 

of meaning rather than on one source alone. For example, when asked by DeVogler-

Ebersole and Ebersole (1985) to list everything that gave their life meaning, participants 

listed, on average, sources from 4.26 content categories. Reker (1994) similarly reported 

that participants across three different age groups indicated, on average, that between six 

and seven sources provided meaning. Reker (1994) also found that individuals with high 

meaning breadth had higher scores on measures of personal meaning, psychological well-

being, and physical well-being compared to those with low meaning breadth. 
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 Reker and Wong (1988) contend that breadth of meaning and depth of meaning, 

taken together, comprise one’s personal meaning system. They suggest that:  

A highly differentiated and integrated personal meaning system is necessary to 

promote optimal adaptation. A complex meaning system is a flexible one; it 

facilitates divergent thinking and thereby alternative constructions of reality….the 

personal meaning system of an individual who has available a variety of sources of 

meaning and who strives for deeper levels of personal meaning will be highly 

differentiated and integrated. (p. 226)  

 There is some similarity between this postulate and DeVogler-Ebersole and 

Ebersole’s (1985) depth classification system, which featured both complexity and 

individuality. 

Structural Components 

 Reker and Wong’s (1988) structural components of meaning, or the modalities in 

which one experiences meaning, consist of cognitive, motivational, and affective 

components. Cognitively, meaning can make sense of life experiences through the 

construction of a belief system or world view. Not only cosmic meaning, but also 

everyday events can be comprehended through this belief system. The cognitive 

component could reflect an individual’s religious beliefs, or a set of secular beliefs such 

as the belief that the world is just. In either case, these belief systems would heavily 

influence the way the individual acts.  

 The motivational component is influenced by values. These values serve as guides 

for choosing goals and determining how we wish to conduct our lives. Values are derived 

from our needs, beliefs, and culture. Meaning and purpose arise from the pursuit and 
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attainment of goals (Reker & Wong, 1988). This component, therefore, includes both 

one’s values and one’s behaviours. The last component, the affective component, refers to 

the feelings of satisfaction and fulfillment which prevail when personal meaning is 

realized and goals are achieved (Reker, 2000). 

 These structural components, as set forth by Reker and Wong, share some overlap 

with the theories of others in the meaning field. Battista and Almond (1973), in their 

research on positive life regard, suggest that it is comprised of two facets, framework and 

fulfillment. These two facets correspond with Reker and Wong’s cognitive and affective 

structural components. Baumeister (1991), who suggested the four needs that must be met 

to have a meaningful life (purpose, value, efficacy, and self-worth), also maintained that 

if any of these needs are not being met, the individual will be motivated to change his or 

her life. In this way, Baumeister’s needs are functionally similar to Reker and Wong’s 

(1988) motivational component of meaning.  Additionally, Baumeister’s need for value 

overlaps substantially with Reker and Wong’s cognitive and motivational components, 

while the needs for purpose and efficacy also overlap with the motivational component. 

Finally, the need for self-worth is similar to Reker and Wong’s affective component. 

 The structural components are hypothesized to be connected in the following ways 

(see Figure 1): the cognitive component affects the motivational and affective 

components, while the motivational component influences the affective component 

(Reker & Wong, 1988).  

 O’Connor and Chamberlain (1996) provide some evidence for the existence of these 

structural components. They interviewed middle-aged adults, asking them to tell about 
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Figure 1. Reker and Wong’s (1988) structural components of meaning and  

revised model suggested by Van Ranst and Marcoen (2000). 
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their experiences of life meaning, and found that each source of meaning included  

cognitive, motivational, and affective components. They suggest that an experience may 

not be meaningful unless all three components are present. The following is an example 

of the three structural components given by a participant in O’Connor and Chamberlain’s 

study who was discussing the importance of relationships as one source of meaning: 

We are social animals. To satisfy that we need some overall set of beliefs to 

incorporate other people into one’s life. It makes that into something bigger than 

just individual relationships with individual people [cognitive]…. I have social 

interaction with people, I have intelligent discussion, ideas exchanged, I have 

physical relationships with people, all those things…. Valuing one’s own 

contribution gives life meaning in the context of all the other contributions that are 

made as well [motivational]…. It’s a big adventure to see what happens and where 

it goes, enjoying the individuality of other people, sharing the adventure on the way 

and pushing the edges of this – the movement, the dynamic that goes on. The 

rewards and satisfactions that come from going places with other people. It expands 

one’s thinking and it’s interesting, and it’s fun and it’s satisfying [affective]. (p. 

471) 

 However, Van Ranst and Marcoen’s (2000) study of adults aged 48 to 88 suggests a 

slightly different structural model from the one proposed by Reker and Wong (1988). 

They used a measure of personal meaning and the framework dimension of positive life 

regard to represent the cognitive component; a sources of meaning scale as a measure of 

the motivational component; and a number of different well-being measures to represent 

the affective component. Using path analyses, two models were tested - Reker and 
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Wong’s, and a second model allowing for additional feedback mechanisms (i.e., the 

affective component influencing the cognitive and motivational components, and the 

motivational component affecting the cognitive component). The second model was 

found to be a better fit compared to the first one, although the path from the affective to 

the motivational component was not significant. This model, therefore, indicated that the 

presence of positive feelings and the absence of negative ones, as well as the valuing of a 

number of different goals, leads to a sense of meaning and purpose in life (Van Ranst & 

Marcoen, 2000). 

 Halama (2002) employed structural equation modeling to test Reker and Wong’s 

(1988) structural components, using two measures to represent each of the three 

components. He found that the motivational component acted as a partial mediator 

between the cognitive and the affective components, and interpreted this finding as 

suggesting that it is the commitment and goal pursuit which arises from one’s beliefs that 

results in feelings of fulfillment rather that the beliefs themselves.

 In reviewing earlier findings on sources of meaning, O’Connor and Chamberlain 

(1996) note that many “sources” are, in fact, structural components. For example, they 

suggest that Understanding is part of the cognitive component, whereas Service could be 

considered a motivational component of relationships. Similarly, Pleasure could be 

congruent with the affective component. They maintain that, if the sources which are also 

structural components are excluded from consideration, only five sources of meaning 

remain - Personal Relationships, Social/Political, Religious/Spiritual, Creative, and 

Personal Development (O’Connor & Chamberlain, 1996).  

 Although not a direct test of Reker and Wong’s (1988) model, researchers 
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examining the link between positive affect and life meaning raise additional questions 

about the directionality of this relationship. King, Hicks, Krull, and Del Gaiso (2006) 

posited that “although it may well be that the experience of meaning often leads to 

enhanced positive feelings….it may also be that positive feelings themselves may 

enhance one’s subjective feeling of meaningfulness” (p. 179). In their first study, utilizing 

a student sample, King et al. found that daily meaning in life, represented by questions 

pertaining to sense of coherence and life purpose, was associated with higher positive 

mood and lower negative mood. They also examined the relationship between goal 

pursuits and life meaning and found that, while the association was significant, it was 

quite small compared to the meaning – mood relationship. With the next study, King et 

al. discovered that the best predictor of the reported meaningfulness of a given day was 

the degree of positive affect reported in that same day, and the average positive affect 

reported in the preceding weeks was the best predictor of retrospective reported meaning 

in life. Other predictors (daily reports of meaning, goal-directed activity, goal-directed 

thought) were inferior. A third study revealed that a significant relationship between 

meaning in life and mood existed only in concurrent measures of each and not in 

prospective ones. The authors concluded from this study that current mood may be the 

most important contributing factor to the experience of life as meaningful. However, the 

time between data collection was two years, which may be too long to detect a 

prospective relationship between life meaning and mood. Two additional studies revealed 

that participants’ self-reported meaning in life increased after either priming with 

positive-mood concepts or induction of positive mood, suggesting that the subjective 

experience of meaning is stronger when mood is positive. A final study demonstrated that 
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positive affect was related to discriminative responding – participants whose moods were 

positive reported that they found a meaningful task (reading philosophical essays) to be 

more meaningful, and a meaningless task (counting the number of es in a passage) to be 

less meaningful, than participants whose moods were negative. Based on the results of 

these six studies, the authors suggested that the “cognitive broadening” that occurs when 

affect is positive “may allow the person to ‘solve’ the problem of meaning…. [or]…. 

affect itself may serve as a sign to stop one’s search for meaning because meaning has 

been found” (p. 192). 

 Although the proposed dimensions of meaning – sources of meaning, depth of 

meaning, breadth of meaning, and structural components – seem to be a comprehensive 

way of considering life meaning, the array of studies to date do not provide clear-cut 

results. Perhaps these dimensions over-complicate the matter, and a more focused way of 

viewing the meaning construct is needed. 

  My own conceptual definition of life meaning has been shaped by earlier theorists’ 

views (e.g., Antonovsky, 1979, 1987; Battista & Almond, 1973; Frankl , 1946/1963; 

Reker, 2000; Yalom, 1980). I see meaning as comprised of a set of beliefs that make the 

world understandable; goals towards which one strives and the view that one is capable of 

achieving those goals; selfless engagement with other entities (i.e., other people, animals, 

nature, or a higher power); and a sense of fulfillment or contentment that arises from the 

presence of these components. 
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CHAPTER II: CORRELATES OF LIFE MEANING 

 The previous chapter illustrated the variety of theoretical viewpoints on life 

meaning, and the lack of agreement in the field about how best to operationalize the 

meaning construct. This chapter will review findings linking meaning to a variety of 

concepts, roughly divided into the areas of distress (associated with a lower level of life 

meaning), positive functioning (associated with higher levels of life meaning), and 

personality (where the direction of the relationships vary). These findings are itemized in 

Table 1. 

Distress 

Depression/Negative Affect 

 Many studies support a negative relationship between meaning in life and 

depression or negative affect. For example, Lester and Badro (1992) obtained a 

correlation of -.55 between self-reported purpose in life and depression in a sample of 

undergraduate students. Ryff (1989) also found a negative relationship between purpose 

in life scores and self-ratings of depression in a sample comprised of university students 

and middle-aged/older adult community dwellers. Zika and Chamberlain (1992) 

demonstrated a negative relationship between life meaning and negative affect in two 

community samples – mothers and older adults – using a variety of scales representing 

different meaning-related constructs (i.e., positive life regard for both samples, as well as 

purpose in life and sense of coherence for the sample of mothers). 

 Debats, van der Lubbe, and Wezeman (1993) found large, negative correlations 

between a Dutch measure of positive life regard and self-reported symptoms of 

depression and general psychological distress, and moderate negative correlations  
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Table 1 

Summary of Meaning-Related Findings 

Researchers Sample(s) Findings 

Depression/Negative Affect 

Lester & Badro (1992) Undergraduates  depression (-.55) 

Ryff (1989) Undergraduates, middle-

aged and older adults 

depression (-.60) 

Zika & Chamberlain (1992) Mothers; older adults negative affect (-.37 to -.68) 

Debats et al. (1993) Student psychotherapy 

candidates; community  

depression (-.59 to  -.64), general distress  

(-.51 to  -.52), anxiety (-.28 to  -.40), and 

interpersonal sensitivity (-.44 to  -.45) 

Moomal (1999) Undergraduates hypochondriasis (-.34), depression (-.47), 

psychopathic deviation (-.55), paranoia  

(-.49), psychasthenia (-.50), schizophrenia  

(-.50), social introversion (-.51), anxiety  

(-.53)   

Yarnell (1972) Male Air Force Members; 

schizophrenic males 

need for meaning and anxiety (.29 to .43) and 

depression (.38)  

Death Anxiety 

Van Ranst & Marcoen 

(2000) 

Older adults fear of death (positive) and death avoidance 

(positive)a  

Rappaport et al. (1993) Older adults death anxiety (-.33) 

Weiler (2001) Older adults fear of death (-.23) 

Suicidality 

Lester & Badro (1992) Undergraduates previous suicide attempts (-.17), previous 

ideation (-.43), current ideation (-.47) 
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Table 1 (Continued – 2) 

Summary of Meaning-Related Findings 

Researchers Sample(s) Findings 

Edwards & Holden (2001) Undergraduates previous suicidal ideation (-.54), self-reported 

likelihood of future suicidal behaviour (-.32) 

Petrie & Brook (1992)b Suicide attempters suicidal ideation (-.55) 

Substance Abuse 

Waisberg & Porter (1994)b Inpatients inpatients’ meaning < non-patients (p < 

.0001); increase in meaning following 

treatment (p < .0001)c  

Crumbaugh (1977) Inpatients/outpatients higher need to find meaning compared to 

non-patients (d = .80) 

Nicholson et al. (1994) Inpatients matched to 

community 

life purpose scores lower (d = 1.15) and 

existential vacuum scores higher (d = 1.02) in 

patient sample  

Well-Being 

Chamberlain & Zika 

(1988b) 

Stay-at-home mothers positive affect (.41 to .77), life satisfaction 

(.40 to .71) 

Zika & Chamberlain (1987) Undergraduate; community general life satisfaction (.63 to .66), positive 

affect (.66 to .70) 

Wong (1998) Undergraduates; 

community; older adults 

psychological well-being (.49), physical well-

being (.17) 

Debats et al. (1993) Student psychotherapy 

candidates; community 

happiness (.67 to .73) 
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Table 1 (Continued – 3) 

Summary of Meaning-Related Findings 

Researchers Sample(s) Findings 

Compton (2000) Undergraduates affect balance (.62), life satisfaction (.60), 

happiness (.58) 

Reker (1977) Male prison inmates self-concept (.61), self-ideal discrepancy  

(-.40) 

Religiosity 

Steger & Frazier (2005) Undergraduates religiousness (.27 to .40) 

Sherman et al. (1999) Medical patients strength of religious faith (.18 to .24)  

Weinstein & Cleanthous 

(1996) 

Ministers/parishioners intrinsic religious motivation (.65) 

Chamberlain & Zika 

(1988b) 

Stay-at-home mothers intrinsic religiosity (.25 to .27) 

Control 

Ryff (1989) Undergraduates; middle-

aged and older adults 

powerful others (-.37), internal locus of 

control (.53), chance (-.46) 

Reker (1977) Male prison inmates internal locus of control (.71) 

Newcomb & Harlow 

(1986) 

12 to 18 year olds meaninglessness and perceived loss of 

control (.29 to .64) 

Coping 

Edwards (1999) Undergraduates task-oriented coping (.43) 

Edwards & Holden (2001) Undergraduates emotion-oriented coping (-.35) 

Stevens et al. (1987) Undergraduates emotion-oriented coping (-.37) 
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Table 1 (Continued – 4) 

Summary of Meaning-Related Findings 

Researchers Sample(s) Findings 

Debats et al. (1995) Undergraduates positive relationship between meaning and 

interpersonal contact; negative relationship 

between meaninglessness and alienationa 

Moomal (1999) Undergraduates ego strength (.23) 

Yarnell (1972) Male Air Force members; 

schizophrenic males 

need for meaning and ego strength (-.42 to 

-.50) 

Therapy 

Debats et al. (1993) Student psychotherapy 

candidates; undergraduates; 

community 

psychotherapy candidates have lowest level 

of meaning (d = 1.36 to 1.78) 

Battista & Almond (1973) Medical students  negative relationship between meaning and 

number/duration of psychiatric visits (p < 

.05)c 

Debats (1996) b Outpatients post-treatment psychological distress (.18 to 

.21), happiness (.15 to .22), self-esteem (.36) 

Waisberg & Porter (1994) b Inpatients life purpose at discharge predicts 

abstinence/reduction in substance use 3 

months post-treatment (d = .53) 

Personality 

Pearson & Sheffield (1974) Outpatients neuroticism (-.34 to -.48), extraversion (.23 to 

.25), sociability (.30 to .43) 

Reker (1977) Male prison inmates planning/organizing (.36), carefree (.38) 
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Table 1 (Continued – 5) 

Summary of Meaning-Related Findings 

Researchers Sample(s) Findings 

Mascaro & Rosen (2005) Undergraduates conscientiousness (.44 to .49), agreeableness 

(.17 to .43), extraversion (.20 to .48), 

neuroticism (-.34 to -.53) 

Moomal (1999) Undergraduates neuroticism (-.36) 

Halama (2005) Undergraduates  extraversion (.18 to .45), conscientiousness 

(.25 to .46), agreeableness (.23 to .29), 

neuroticism (-.35 to -.60)   

Bonebright et al. (2000) Salaried employees enthusiastic workaholics >  nonenthusiastic 

workaholics (p < .02), enthusiastic 

workaholics = most types of nonworkaholicsa 

 
 

Note. Except where noted, coefficients in brackets represent correlations with life meaning variable. 

 aMagnitudes of relationships not provided in original source. bProspective study. cInsufficient information 

provided to calculate effect sizes and, consequently,  p values are listed.
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between positive life regard and anxiety and interpersonal sensitivity in a sample of 

students referred for psychotherapy. The pattern of correlations was similar in a second 

sample of participants from the general population.  

 The relationship between mood and life meaning is undoubtedly complex. As 

pointed out in 1964 by Crumbaugh and Maholick, “it is likely that lack of meaning can be 

both a cause and an effect of depression, and that both lack of purpose and depression can 

result from other causes” (p. 205).  

 In addition to the above findings, life meaning is associated with many other forms 

of psychopathology. The MMPI clinical scales representing hypochondriasis, depression, 

psychopathic deviation, paranoia, psychasthenia, schizophrenia, and social introversion, 

as well as the anxiety content scale, all demonstrated negative relationships with purpose 

in life in a sample of students (Moomal, 1999). 

 However, the direction of the meaning – anxiety relationship is quite different when 

the construct being assessed is not the presence of life meaning but a need or motivation 

to find meaning. Yarnell (1972) found positive relationships between need for meaning 

and both anxiety and depression in both clinical and nonclinical samples of males. 

Death Anxiety 

 A more specific type of anxiety, anxiety towards death, is also relevant to one’s 

sense of meaning. In fact, it is unclear whether death anxiety is best considered a correlate 

of life meaning or an integral facet of it. Van Ranst and Marcoen (2000) suggest that:  

From an existential point of view, attitudes toward death cannot be separated from 

the search for meaning. The manner in which individuals look at life affects their 
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attitudes toward death. But the converse is also true: the manner in which people 

look at death affects how they see life. (pp. 67-68)  

 These researchers found a positive relationship between life purpose and both fear 

of death and death avoidance in a sample of community-dwelling older adults. However, 

other studies of older adults have found a negative relationship between purpose in life 

and death anxiety (Rappaport, Fossler, Bross, & Gilden, 1993) and a negative association 

between a measure of personal meaning and fear of death (Weiler, 2001). Perhaps the 

contrary findings are due to demographic differences: compared to Van Ranst and 

Marcoen’s sample, both Weiler’s and Rappaport et al.’s samples were older and had a 

higher proportion of female participants. Also, given that these studies were conducted 

with older adults, it is unclear how applicable they are to younger individuals to whom 

thoughts of mortality may not be as salient. 

Suicidality 

 Unsurprisingly, given the above-mentioned connection between life meaning and 

negative affect, a dearth of meaning is also related to suicidal manifestations. Lester and 

Badro (1992) reported that lower life purpose scores predicted previous suicide attempts, 

previous suicidal ideation, and current suicidal ideation in undergraduate students. 

Similarly, Edwards and Holden’s (2001) research with undergraduates revealed negative 

relationships between life purpose and both suicide ideation and self-reported likelihood 

of future suicidal behaviour. A lack of sense of coherence, a construct which includes 

viewing life as meaningful, was a significant predictor of suicidal ideation in suicide 

attempters both at admission to hospital and at six months following the attempt; 

moreover, it was also a predictor of future attempts (Petrie & Brook, 1992). Although the 
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precise nature of the relationship between life meaning and suicidality is unknown, one 

possibility is that suicidal individuals may be deficient in adaptive, life-maintaining 

beliefs and expectancies, which may act as mediators of suicidal behaviour (Linehan, 

Goodstein, Nielsen, & Chiles, 1983). 

Substance Abuse 

 Frankl (1978) posited that addictions are at least partially the result of feelings of 

meaninglessness, as individuals turn to mind-altering substances in an attempt to relieve 

the emotional pain that may accompany a lack of meaning. The literature supports a link 

between a dearth of meaning and substance abuse. Waisberg and Porter (1994) reported 

that life purpose scores were lower than the normal range in patients about to begin 

inpatient treatment for substance abuse (primarily alcohol addiction). By the end of 

treatment, the mean score on the same measure was within the normal range. Conversely, 

when the construct in question is need to find meaning, the mean scores of inpatients in 

an alcoholism treatment unit and outpatients at a methadone clinic are significantly higher 

compared with non-patients (Crumbaugh, 1977). Significant differences in life meaning 

scores were also found when inpatients in drug treatment programs are matched on age, 

race, and gender to a community sample (Nicholson et al., 1994). The largest differences 

between the two groups were in their life purpose scores, with the patients scoring lower 

than the community sample, and existential vacuum  (i.e., a lack of meaning as reflected 

by feelings of boredom, absence of goals, indifference, and apathy), which was higher 

among the patients. 

Positive Functioning 

 The research reviewed thus far pertains to a variety of negative outcomes related to 
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life meaning. However, an equally important line of inquiry is the ways in which meaning 

relates to adaptive behaviours and mental health. Ryff and Singer (1998) maintain that 

life purpose is one of the key features of positive human health, along with quality 

relationships, a sense of mastery, and positive self-regard. Furthermore, when people are 

asked about their concept of “the good life”, meaning and happiness are judged to be 

much more important than wealth (King & Napa, 1998).  

Well-Being 

 The relationships between meaning in life and well-being are often very strong. 

Chamberlain and Zika (1988b), surveying stay-at-home mothers, found correlations 

ranging from .41 to .77 between measures of meaning (life purpose, positive life regard, 

and sense of coherence) and measures of positive affect, negative affect, and life 

satisfaction. Zika and Chamberlain (1987) also found stronger relationships between life 

purpose and well-being measures (general life satisfaction, positive affect, and negative 

affect) than between either locus of control or assertiveness and well-being in both 

student and community samples 

 Wong (1998), using his multidimensional measure of personal meaning, found 

correlations between overall level of meaningfulness and both psychological and physical 

well-being; furthermore, all personal meaning subscales correlated with psychological 

well-being (moderate to strong correlations) whereas only the meaning subscales of 

achievement, fulfillment, and self-transcendence related weakly but significantly with 

physical well-being. Additionally, Debats et al.’s (1993) study of student psychotherapy 

candidates and community members found that both groups’ scores on positive life 

regard and an index of happiness were strongly correlated. 
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 Mascaro and Rosen (2005) suggest that mental health may be both mediated and 

moderated by life meaning. Life meaning has been shown to act as a mediator. Compton 

(2000), utilizing an undergraduate student sample, demonstrated that meaningfulness 

mediated the relationships between what he classified as personality variables (i.e., self-

esteem, positive relations with others, locus of control, and optimism) and well-being, 

represented by the variables happiness, affect balance, and life satisfaction. Also, when 

compared to self-esteem, control, and optimism, meaningfulness was the strongest 

predictor of well-being. 

 Positive views of the self are also positively associated with meaning in life. 

Reker’s (1977) study of male prison inmates revealed a significant correlation between 

life purpose and both self-concept and self-esteem. 

 Although research indicates strong links between meaning and well-being, another 

way of considering meaning is as a part of well-being rather than a predictor or mediator 

of it. Ryff (1989), for example, conceptualizes well-being as a multifaceted construct, 

including purpose in life along with self-acceptance, positive relationships with others, 

autonomy, environmental mastery, and personal growth. 

Religiosity 

 Although religiosity is considered by some to be part of the life meaning construct 

(e.g., Wong, 1998), others have seen them as separate but related entities. Steger and 

Frazier (2005) hypothesized that meaning in life would mediate the relationship between 

religiousness and well-being. Their research with undergraduate students revealed that, 

indeed, the presence of life meaning acted as a mediator between religiousness and life  
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satisfaction, self-esteem, and optimism. It also was found to mediate the relationship 

between daily religious actions and well-being.  

 Significant associations between life meaning and religiosity have also been found 

in samples of medical patients. Sherman et al. (1999) reported modest correlations 

between strength of religious faith and both purpose in life and meaningfulness in women 

assessed at a gynecology clinic as well as bone marrow transplant patients. In addition, 

Weinstein and Cleanthous’ (1996) research with Protestant ministers and their 

parishioners revealed that, for both groups, high levels of purpose in life were associated 

with higher scores on a measure of intrinsic religious motivation. Intrinsic religiosity, or 

“religion as a meaning-endowing framework in terms of which all of life is understood” 

(Donahue, 1985, p. 400) is also significantly related to life purpose and meaningfulness in 

stay-at-home mothers (Zika & Chamberlain, 1988b). 

Control 

 In order to believe that one’s life is meaningful, it may be necessary to view life 

circumstances as controllable, and a number of studies have found significant 

relationships between meaning in life and control. More specifically, purpose in life is 

positively correlated with internal locus of control in samples of university 

students/community dwellers (Ryff, 1989) and inmates (Reker, 1977). Expectations of 

control by powerful others and belief in chance are also negatively related to purpose in 

life (Ryff, 1989). 

 Newcomb and Harlow (1986) attested that the relationship between stressful events 

and drug abuse is mediated by both perceived loss of control and meaninglessness. 

Further, perceived loss of control was hypothesized to lead to a sense of meaninglessness. 
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In a sample of 12 to 18 year olds, structural equation modeling revealed that, once the 

mediating effects of loss of control and meaninglessness were accounted for, no 

significant direct relationship between stressful events and drug abuse remained. In a 

second, slightly older sample of young adults, the stressful events/drug use direct 

relationship remained significant when the mediating effects of control and 

meaninglessness were removed. A possible explanation for the differing results, the 

authors suggested, is that the older sample may have a more definitive set of automatic 

responses for dealing with stressful events. 

Coping 

 Meaning is thought to facilitate adaptive coping (Park & Folkman, 1997). 

Conversely: 

Lack of purpose or meaning implies a failure to perceive an integrated pattern of 

goals and values in life, with a consequent dissipation of energies which can be only 

debilitating.  Existence may become boring and not worth the struggle to overcome 

obstacles. (Crumbaugh & Maholick, 1964, p. 205)   

To be able to overcome obstacles an active, problem-focused coping strategy is often 

necessary – that is, methods used to solve a problem, reconceptualize it or minimize its 

impact –  yet a lack of life purpose and sense of coherence are associated with a deficit in 

task-oriented strategies (Edwards, 1999). When life meaning is lacking, individuals may 

rely primarily on emotion-focused strategies - self-preoccupation, fantasy or other 

techniques employed to regulate emotion - and negative correlations between meaning 

and emotion-oriented coping have been reported (Edwards & Holden, 2001; Stevens, 

Pfost, & Wessels, 1987). 
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 Similarly, differing levels of life meaning may influence the coping strategies 

adolescents select when faced with frustrating interpersonal situations. Halama (2000) 

reported that high school students endorsing greater levels of existential vacuum chose 

more aggressive strategies, such as accusations and threats, than did those reporting a 

lesser amount of existential vacuum. In addition, these same students completed a depth 

of meaning measure, and those whose responses were rated by the researcher as being 

self-transcendent also endorsed a lower number of aggressive strategies and a higher 

number of constructive strategies (i.e., problem-focused approaches that demonstrated 

consideration for the other party) compared to adolescents whose meaning depth 

responses reflected a focus on self-preoccupation, self-realization, or social support 

(Halama, 2000). 

 A view that life is meaningful may also increase one’s reliance on social 

interactions as a way of coping with adverse events. Debats et al. (1995) asked Dutch 

undergraduate students to compose essays recounting occasions when their lives felt 

meaningful and meaningless. A content analysis of the essays revealed that 

meaningfulness was strongly associated with interpersonal contact with family, friends, 

and even strangers, and that these interactions were associated with enjoyable leisure 

times, planning for the future, and well-being. The times of meaninglessness were 

accompanied by feelings of alienation – alienation from the self, from others, and from 

the world. 

 Meaning in life has also been shown to be associated with ego strength, which 

relates to an individual’s ability to cope with stress. Moomal (1999) discovered a positive 

relationship between life purpose and ego strength in an undergraduate student sample, 
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whereas Yarnell (1972) reported negative correlations between need for meaning and ego 

strength in both male Air Force members and schizophrenic men. 

Therapy 

 Students referred for psychotherapy report a lower level of positive life regard than 

either a general student sample or a community sample (Debats et al., 1993). Medical 

students who report low levels of positive life regard also report having seen psychiatrists 

more often, and for longer periods of time, than those possessing a high level of life 

regard (Battista & Almond, 1973). Together, these studies suggest that a lack of life 

meaning may lead individuals to seek therapy – but, once they engage in therapy, is a 

sense of meaning related to improvement in symptoms? Frankl (1946/1986), Jung (1966), 

and Yalom (1980) have all posited that meaningfulness positively impacts both the 

psychotherapy process and its outcome, even though meaninglessness in itself is seldom 

considered to be a focal treatment area; instead, if it is considered at all, it is as a 

symptom of a “primary” disorder such as depression or alcohol abuse (Yalom,1980).  

 Debats (1996) examined the ability of positive life regard to predict post-treatment 

distress and well-being in a prospective study of patients with non-psychotic presenting 

problems treated by clinical psychologists. Therapists in this study reported their 

theoretical orientations as either eclectic or behavioural, and did not focus on meaning 

directly during treatment. Of the two aspects of positive life regard, framework and 

fulfillment, a high pre-treatment level of fulfillment was the better predictor of lower 

post-treatment levels of psychological distress, as well as higher self-reported happiness 

and self-esteem post-treatment. Framework, which refers to viewing one’s life within a 

perspective or context from which life goals are derived (Battista & Almond, 1973), 



39 

significantly predicted post-treatment psychological distress and happiness, but not self-

esteem. Based on these findings, Debats suggests that fulfillment seems to increase as a 

result of standard therapy, whereas framework remains relatively unchanged. Perhaps 

greater differences in framework would have resulted had the therapists been operating 

from an existential orientation. 

 In addition to favourable associations between meaning and well-being immediately 

post-treatment, meaning has also been found to predict adjustment several months after 

treatment has completed. Waisberg and Porter’s (1994) study of inpatients in substance 

abuse treatment programs revealed that, within a skills acquisition treatment group, high 

levels of life purpose at the end of their program predicted positive outcome three months 

post-treatment. 

Personality 

 A final area to consider is personality. There have been some relatively consistent 

findings of positive relationships between meaning and both extraversion and 

conscientiousness, and negative associations between meaning and neuroticism. For 

example, Pearson and Sheffield (1974) found a significant negative correlation between 

life purpose and neuroticism and positive correlations between life purpose and both 

extraversion and sociability in a sample of outpatients. A sample of prison inmates also 

yielded significant relationships between meaning and personality; more specifically, life 

purpose was positively correlated with subscales representing planning/organizing and 

being carefree (Reker, 1977). 

 More recently, Mascaro and Rosen (2005) asked undergraduate students to 

complete two meaning measures (one assessing personal meaning and the other tapping 
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into the existence of a framework for understanding life) as well as a measure of the Big 

Five personality factors. Their results revealed positive relationships between both 

meaning measures and conscientiousness, agreeableness, and extraversion, and a negative 

relationship between the meaning scores and neuroticism. Moomal (1999) also found that  

undergraduate students who achieve high scores on a measure of neuroticism tend to 

report lower life purpose. 

 An additional study which addressed the relationships between meaning and 

personality (Halama, 2005) looked specifically at Reker and Wong’s (1988) structural 

components of meaning – that is, cognitive, motivational, and affective – and how they 

relate to the Big Five personality factors. Four university student samples, two of which 

were comprised of older adults enrolled in programs geared specifically to seniors, 

completed Slovak-translated measures of personality, purpose, coherence, and structural 

meaning components. The general student samples yielded significant, positive 

correlations between all three structural components and both extraversion and 

conscientiousness, and a negative correlation between all structural components and 

neuroticism; further, the affective component was positively associated with 

agreeableness. Purpose and coherence were significantly and positively related to 

conscientiousness, and negatively related to neuroticism; purpose was positively 

associated with extraversion, and coherence was positively correlated with agreeableness. 

The main difference between the general student sample and the older adult sample was 

that there were significant positive correlations between openness to experience and some 

of the meaning measures in the older adult sample. Halama hypothesizes that meaning 

and personality might be connected in the following ways: the strong negative emotions 
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and emotional lability found in individuals high in neuroticism could serve to block the 

path to a meaningful life; extraverts expressing high positive emotions, a positive outlook 

on life and engagement in their goals would find life fulfilling; and people who are 

strongly conscientious – orderly, disciplined, and achievement oriented – would be 

particularly likely to experience meaning via the motivational component, as they tend to 

be focused on goals and put forth great energy in achieving them (Halama, 2005). 

 Although, of the findings reviewed thus far, only Halama’s (2005) older adult 

sample yielded a relationship between life meaning and openness to experience, 

Duberstein (1996) presents a compelling argument in favour of a link between these two 

variables. He states:  

Highly open persons derive meaning and fulfillment from personal and 

transcendent relationships (e.g., via religion), from their creative endeavors, and 

from the variety of events and situations they encounter and experience. Persons 

low in OTE [openness to experience] derive meaning and fulfillment from 

engaging in a relatively narrow range of behaviors (such as performing their work 

roles, or other concrete, time-limited tasks) and from engaging in repetitive 

physical activity. Meaning is derived from behavior, not from experience 

itself…persons low in OTE are more vulnerable to meaninglessness because most 

of their meaning-generating behaviors, tasks, and roles are time-limited.” (p. 54)  

Even though Duberstein was referring specifically to older adults, this hypothesized 

mechanism could also be relevant to individuals across the life span. 

 Though not specifically pertaining to personality, Bonebright, Clay, and 

Ankenmann’s (2000) finding of purpose in life significantly correlating with work 
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enjoyment has some implications for personality – meaning links. Based on self-report 

responses to questionnaires measuring drive, work involvement, and enjoyment of work, 

the authors sorted their sample of salaried employees into six groups: two types of 

workaholics and four types of nonworkaholics. Both types of workaholics - “enthusiastic” 

workaholics and “nonenthusiastic” workaholics – endorsed items representing high work 

involvement and high work drive; however, only enthusiastic workaholics reported high 

enjoyment of work. Findings showed that enthusiastic workaholics reported more purpose 

in life than nonenthusiastic workaholics. This finding suggests that not all workaholics 

derive a sense of purpose from their work – it is how enjoyable a person finds their work 

that is key, regardless of how driven or involved they are. The finding that enthusiastic 

workaholics have higher levels of purpose in life than non-enthusiastic workaholics is 

perhaps not surprising, given the definition of enthusiastic workaholic as an 

“achievement-oriented workaholic”, who can lose track of time and even miss meals 

when they are immersed in their work (Spence & Robbins, 1992, as cited in Bonebright et 

al., 2000). However, it is interesting that the purpose in life mean scores for the majority 

of the nonworkaholic groups were not significantly different from the mean of the 

enthusiastic workaholic group. This finding is perhaps suggestive of the idea that work 

achievement is only one way to have a sense of purpose. 

Summary 

 Life meaning plays an integral role in the prediction of psychopathology, positive 

adjustment, and personality. Viewing life as meaningful seems to have a wide–ranging 

impact; however, Table 1 illustrates that the strongest links are between meaning and 

depression or well-being. Not having a system for understanding the world and one’s
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place in it may leave one vulnerable to depression or make it difficult to be satisfied with 

one’s life. Moreover, in attempting to cope with the negative feelings associated with 

meaninglessness, one may attempt to escape by abusing drugs or alcohol or engaging in 

suicidal behaviour.

 Although a variety of meaning measures were used and different populations (e.g., 

students, older adults, community samples, patients) were sampled, findings were 

generally fairly consistent across studies. However, there are some characteristics of the 

research - related to sampling, study design, and measurement of life meaning - which 

need to be noted. 

 The majority of studies investigated life meaning in undergraduate students, who 

are predominantly White, educated, and from families with high socioeconomic status. 

These demographic characteristics limit the generalizability of the findings. Conversely, 

research pertaining to death anxiety has been confined to older adult samples, and these 

results may not be applicable to other age groups.  

 Almost all studies have used a retrospective design, rather than examining life 

meaning as a predictor utilizing a longitudinal design; therefore, it is unclear whether a 

lack of meaning leads to, for example, depression, or depression causes a sense of 

meaninglessness. Furthermore, life meaning research relies on self-report data, which 

raises concerns that participants may not be willing or able to accurately reflect upon the 

meaningfulness of their lives. 

 Lastly, findings to date are difficult to compare because each researcher seems to 

conceptualize life meaning in a distinct way, and use different instruments to measure  
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meaningfulness. The next sections will review the most frequently used meaning scales, 

and highlight the need for unification in the field.  
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CHAPTER III: MEASUREMENT OF LIFE MEANING 

 Given the wide variety of ways in which life meaning has been conceptualized, it 

should not be surprising that methods of measuring the construct are also quite varied. 

The following section reviews several different measures of meaning or closely related 

constructs, ordered chronologically. Included is a description of each scale, as well as 

pertinent information concerning reliability and validity. Basic information pertaining to 

these measures can be found in Table 2. 

Purpose in Life Test 

 Designed to measure Frankl’s (1967) concept of “existential vacuum”, believed to 

ensue when a sense of meaning is lacking, the Purpose in Life Test  (PIL; Crumbaugh & 

Maholick, 1969) is a 20-item measure of the degree to which an individual perceives his 

or her life as purposeful and meaningful. Each question has a 7-point response scale 

(ranging, for example, from very worthwhile to completely worthless). Nine items are 

reverse keyed. Total scores can vary from 20 to 140, where a high score indicates a high 

level of life meaning. 

 After a review of the existential/logotherapy literature, the PIL’s authors created 

items which they hoped would discriminate psychiatric patients from nonpatients. 

Following a pilot study, half of these items were discarded and new items were 

substituted. It is doubtful that the low number of items initially generated (25) was 

enough to represent fully the meaning construct (Frazier, Oishi, & Steger, 2003). 

 Crumbaugh (1968, as cited in Seeman, 1991) reported a split-half correlation of .85 

for the PIL, whereas Zika and Chamberlain (1992) reported an alpha reliability coefficient 

of .91. Test-retest correlations have been reported at .88 with a 3-week retest interval  
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Table 2 

Summary of Pre-Existing Life Meaning Scales 

 

Measure 

Number 

of Items 

 

Subscales 

 

Reliabilitya 

Purpose in Life 

Test  

20 0 rTT = .88 (3 weeks)/.68 (12 weeks)  

α = .91  

split-half reliability = .85 

Life Regard Index 28 2: Framework, Fulfillment rTT= .94 (30 days; Total)/.73 - .79 (5 

weeks; subscales) 

α = .86 (Total); .79 - .87 (subscales) 

Seeking of Noetic 

Goals Test 

20 0 rTT = .66 - .71 (8 weeks) 

α = .84 

Sense of 

Coherence Scale 

28 3: Comprehensibility, 

Manageability, Meaningfulness) 

rTT = .92 (1 week; Total) 

α = .84 - .93 (subscales) 

Life Attitude 

Profile – Revised 

48 6: Purpose, Coherence, Choice 

/Responsibleness, Death 

Acceptance, Existential Vacuum, 

Goal Seeking 

rTT = .77 - .90 (4-6 weeks; subscales)  

α = .79 - .91 (subscales) 

Sources of 

Meaning Profile – 

Revised 

17 4: Self-Preoccupation, 

Individualism, Collectivism, 

Self-Transcendence 

rTT = .70 (3 months; Total)  

α = .71 - .80 (Total) 

Personal Meaning 

Profile 

57 7: Achievement, Relationship, 

Religion, Self-Transcendence, 

Self-Acceptance, Intimacy, Fair 

Treatment  

rTT = .85 (3 weeks; Total)/.75 (2 

months; Total) 

α =.95 (Total); .70 - .91 (subscales) 



47 

Table 2 (Continued – 2) 

Summary of Pre-Existing Life Meaning Scales 

 

Measure 

Number 

of Items 

 

Subscales 

 

Reliabilitya 

Spiritual Meaning 

Scale 

14 0 α = .89 (Total) 

Meaning in Life 

Questionnaire  

10 2: Presence of Meaning, Search 

for Meaning 

rTT = .70 - .73 (1 month; subscales)  

α = .81 - .84 (subscales) 

 
arTT = test-retest reliability coefficient;

 α = alpha reliability coefficient.
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(Morrison, 1977, as cited in Seeman, 1991) and .68 when the retest period increases to 12  

weeks (Reker, 1977). 

 Although the scale authors did not design the PIL to include subscales, several 

factor analyses of the Purpose in Life Test indicate the presence of more than one factor. 

In 1979, Reker and Cousins completed a joint factor analysis of the PIL and the Seeking 

of Noetic Goals test (Crumbaugh, 1977), and found that the PIL loaded primarily onto six 

dimensions, which they labelled Purpose in Life, Goal Achievement, Contentedness with 

Life, Internal-External Locus of Control, Self-Fulfillment, and Life View. Harlow, 

Newcomb, and Bentler (1987), using a revised version of the PIL with simplified 

vocabulary, extracted four factors: Lack of Purpose, Positive Purpose, Motivation for 

Meaning, and Existential Confusion. Chamberlain and Zika (1988a) also derived a four-

factor solution, consisting of Commitment and Goal Achievement, Contentedness with 

Life, Being in Control, and Excitement/Enthusiasm with Life. The factors derived in this 

study share considerable overlap with the dimensions reported by Reker and Cousins. 

Finally, two related studies (Shek, 1988; Shek, Hong, & Cheung, 1987) using a Chinese 

version of the PIL, resulted in the extraction of five factors for both samples. Each 

analysis resulted in components labelled Quality of Life and Meaning of Existence, but 

the remaining components differed. Shek et al. also extracted components labelled 

Constraints of Existence, Answers to Existence, and Future Existence/Self-

Responsibility, whereas Shek’s remaining components were Death, Choice, and 

Retirement. In both of these analyses, however, several components were loaded by just 

one or two items, which raises the possibility of overfactoring. 

 Although the results of these studies vary widely, several dimensions emerged in 
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more than one study, namely, goal achievement or motivation, contentedness, and 

control. Given the divergent methodologies (i.e., use of different versions of the PIL and 

different factor analytic procedures) and results, these findings cannot be considered 

conclusive. Therefore, the dimensionality of the Purpose in Life Test remains unclear. 

 An asset in using the PIL is that, because it is one of the oldest measures of life 

meaning, it is also the one that has accumulated the largest body of research. However, 

there are also several drawbacks to the PIL. The scale format, with unique scale anchors 

for each item, was thought by Crumbaugh and Maholick (1964) to be less monotonous; 

however, it also makes the scale cumbersome to use. Some of anchors do not seem to be 

truly bipolar. For example, is wanting to have “nine more lives just like this one” (Item 6) 

really the opposite of “prefer[ring] never to have been born”? The aforementioned 

unstable factor structure and method of scale development are also concerning. In terms 

of the discriminant validity of the PIL, Dyck (1987) factor analyzed 15 self-report 

measures, including the PIL, and found that the PIL loaded strongly onto a factor which 

was also loaded by several measures of depression. From this result, he concluded that 

the PIL was not factorially independent from depression. The scale may also be 

confounded with social desirability (Braun & Dolmino, 1978; Yalom, 1980). 

 Another issue with respect to the validity of the PIL is its relationship with values. 

Crumbaugh and Maholick (1964) maintained that the PIL was relatively uncorrelated 

with values; however, Garfield’s (1973) interview research with several different samples 

(residents of a ghetto, commune dwellers, engineering students, religion students, and 

psychology students) indicated that they interpreted the items in markedly different ways.  

He concluded, based on this data, that the PIL’s content reflects “assumptions grounded 
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in white, middle-class, capitalist establishmentarianism. In addition, other more general 

assumptions appear grounded in Western philosophy and rationality” (p. 402). More 

specifically, high scorers on the PIL are active, rather than passive (valuing the Protestant 

work ethic), have a future orientation with clear goals, and enjoy high amounts of 

stimulation (Garfield, 1973). 

Life Regard Index 

 Created as a “value-independent” alternative to the Purpose in Life Test, the Life 

Regard Index (LRI; Battista & Almond, 1973) is a 28-item measure of positive life regard 

consisting of two dimensions, Framework and Fulfillment. Framework refers to the 

ability to view life within a perspective or context and to have developed from this 

perspective life-goals or a life-view, whereas Fulfillment measures the extent to which 

individuals see themselves as fulfilling or working towards fulfilling their life-goals or 

life-view. The authors provide no information about how the items were generated. Each 

dimension is measured with 14 items, and half the items on each dimension are 

negatively keyed. Items are answered on a 5-point Likert scale. 

 In 1988, Chamberlain and Zika conducted a principal component analysis of the 

Life Regard Index and extracted six components. Two components related to goal 

achievement, two to aimlessness, and two to framework. A second-order analysis failed 

to support the theoretical two-dimensional structure of the LRI. However, Debats’ (1990) 

principal components analysis of the Life Regard Index resulted in 24 of the 28 items 

loading onto their corresponding dimensions. The Framework and Fulfillment dimensions 

are not orthogonal; correlations between the subtests range from .52 to .75 (Debats, 

1990). 
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 When reviewing the psychometric properties of the Life Regard Index, Debats 

(1998) maintains that the Framework subscale is equivalent to a cognitive dimension of 

life meaning and the Fulfillment subscale represents an affective dimension. He further 

suggests that an additional factor, commitment/engagement, may be needed to fully 

represent the meaning construct. These dimensions would then be similar to Reker and 

Wong’s (1988) cognitive, affective, and motivational components of meaning. 

 After a 30-day period, the test-retest reliability of the LRI is .94 (Battista & 

Almond, 1973), whereas the 5-week test-retest reliability coefficients are .73 for 

Framework, .79 for Fulfillment, and .80 for the overall LRI (Debats et al., 1993). The 

internal consistency of the LRI is also quite strong (alpha reliability coefficients of .79 for 

Framework, .87 for Fulfillment, and .86 for the LRI Total; Debats, 1990). 

 Debats (1998) made some minor modifications to the LRI, including randomizing 

the order of the Framework and Fulfillment items and removing the qualifiers “much,” 

“completely,” and “very” from three of the items. This revised version of the LRI is an 

improvement over the original format and it is the one that is most frequently used by 

researchers. 

 Two major advantages of the LRI over the PIL are the relatively “value-free” items 

and the separation of the affective dimension of life meaning from the cognitive 

dimension. Research findings have supported the LRI’s independence from values – for 

example, Debats et al. (1993) reported that the LRI was significantly correlated with just 

1 out of 36 values listed on the Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973). The 

independence of the cognitive and affective dimensions is a particularly important 

strength of the LRI, as concerns have been raised on many occasions about the 
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confounding of meaning measures with well-being (Dyck et al., 1987; Frazier et al., 

2003), and this format provides the option of using LRI-Framework on its own. 

Furthermore, factor analytic studies (Chamberlain & Zika, 1988a; Debats et al., 1993; 

Van Ranst & Marcoen, 1997) have generally supported the hypothesized two-factor 

internal structure of the LRI. One drawback of the LRI is that the items are somewhat 

repetitive. Further, it has been suggested that positive life regard as measured by the LRI 

may be more closely related to self-esteem than to life meaning (Reker & Wong, 1988). 

Seeking of Noetic Goals Test (SONG) 

 The SONG (Crumbaugh, 1977) was designed to be used in a complementary 

fashion with the PIL – whereas the PIL indicates to what degree meaning or purpose has 

been found, the SONG is meant to measure the “strength of motivation to find meaning 

and purpose in life” (Crumbaugh, 1977, p. 900). Although Crumbaugh states that items 

were compiled that were thought to best represent the search for meaning, he does not list 

the sources from which they came, nor does he indicate how many items were included in 

the initial scale development. The final scale, however, consisted of 20 items, each 

answered on a 7-point Likert-type scale. Sink, van Keppel, and Purcell (1998) reported 

eight-week test-retest reliability coefficients of .66 and .71 in samples of metropolitan-

area and rural high school students, respectively, and the SONG’s internal consistency 

was .84 among undergraduate students (Schulenberg, 2004). Moderate negative 

correlations between the SONG and the PIL were found in several student and patient 

samples (Crumbaugh, 1977). 

 A joint factor analysis of the PIL and the SONG (Reker & Cousins, 1979) yielded a 

10-dimension solution. The four dimensions loaded primarily by SONG items were 
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labeled Goal Seeking, Existential Vacuum, Search for Adventure, and Futuristic 

Aspirations. 

 Dyck (1987) maintains that the premise that individuals are aware of, and can report 

upon, their discontent with respect to meaning runs counter to Frankl’s concept of will to 

meaning. Furthermore, Dyck found that the correlation between the PIL and the SONG is 

reduced to .01 when depression is controlled for. Therefore, there is no substantial 

support for the validity of this measure, and it is rarely used. 

Sense of Coherence Scale (SOC) 

 Antonovsky’s (1979, 1987) concept of sense of coherence, seen as a dispositional 

feature of personality, shares some conceptual overlap with meaning in life. Antonovsky 

posits that sense of coherence is comprised of three components which together 

contribute to an overall feeling of confidence: comprehensibility, the degree to which the 

environment is seen as structured and understandable; manageability, the view that one 

has the ability and resources necessary to overcome obstacles; and meaningfulness, the 

extent to which life’s struggles and demands are seen as worthwhile and challenging 

rather than burdensome.  

 The SOC (Antonovsky, 1979) is comprised of 29 items – 11 measuring 

Comprehensibility, 10 measuring Manageability, and 8 measuring Meaningfulness. Items 

are rated on a 7-point Likert scale, and answers for each question can range from 1 (e.g., 

very often) to 7 (e.g., very seldom or never). Thirteen items are reverse keyed.  

Antonovsky (1987) reports alpha reliabilities ranging from .84 to .93.  Frenz, Carey, and 

Jorgensen (1993) found a test-retest reliability of .92 over a 1-week interval. 

 Most important to one’s sense of coherence, according to Antonovsky, is 
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meaningfulness, which is seen as a motivational component. Significant positive 

correlations have been found between the Purpose in Life Test and the Sense of 

Coherence Scale’s meaningfulness subscale in a sample of elderly people and stay-at-

home mothers, suggesting that these two measures assess similar constructs (Zika & 

Chamberlain, 1992). However, factor analyses have not yielded a stable 3-factor structure 

for the SOC (cf. Frenz et al., 1993; Sammallahti, Holi, Komulainen, & Aalberg, 1996; 

Sandell, Blomberg, & Lazar, 1998). 

Life Attitude Profile - Revised (LAP-R) 

 In developing the LAP-R, Reker (1992) endeavoured to “operationalize Frankl’s 

(1946/1963) concepts of will to meaning, existential vacuum, personal choice and 

responsibleness, realities and potentialities, and death transcendence” (Reker, 1992, p. 

10). Although both the PIL and the LAP-R are based on the writings of Frankl, the PIL 

has a narrower focus than the LAP-R (i.e., will to meaning and existential vacuum only). 

The original scale (Reker & Peacock, 1981) consisted of 56 items from the Purpose in 

Life Test (Crumbaugh & Maholick, 1969), the Seeking of Noetic Goals Test 

(Crumbaugh, 1977), the Personal Orientation Inventory (Shostrom, 1962), and the Death 

Perspective Scale (Lowe, Gormanous, & Hubbard, 1979, as cited in Reker & Peacock, 

1981), along with some new items. Several items were added and deleted to improve the 

scale’s reliability and validity, resulting in the present incarnation of the scale consisting 

of 48 items, six subscales each represented by eight items: Purpose, Coherence, 

Choice/Responsibleness, Death Acceptance, Existential Vacuum, and Goal Seeking. 

There are also two composite scales associated with the LAP-R: the Personal Meaning 

Index and Existential Transcendence. The Personal Meaning Index is simply the sum of 
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scores on the Purpose and Coherence subscales, while Existential Transcendence is the  

sum of Existential Vacuum and Goal Seeking subtracted from the sum of Purpose, 

Coherence, Choice/Responsibleness, and Death Acceptance. 

 A principal components analysis with a varimax rotation (Reker, 1992) supported 

the theoretical LAP-R dimensions, with one exception: Purpose and Coherence loaded 

onto one dimension. Reker maintains that this result is not problematic because, together, 

these dimensions are hypothesized to represent the Personal Meaning construct. 

 Alpha reliability coefficients for the six LAP-R dimensions fall between .79 and 

.86, with values of .90 and .91 for Existential Transcendence and Personal Meaning, 

respectively (Reker, 1992). After 4 to 6 weeks, the test-retest reliabilities of the LAP-R 

dimensions ranged from .77 to .87, and .90 for each of the composite scales (Reker, 

1992). Reker also reported good concurrent validity for the LAP-R, as indicated by the 

correlations between the various dimensions and several criterion variables, including 

existing measures of life meaning, death attitudes, optimism, depression, well-being, and 

life satisfaction. 

 The initial LAP included some items that related to the affective component of 

meaning (Reker, 1992). An examination of the items included in the revised version of 

the scale indicates that some of these items are no longer included; however, a handful of 

items related to affect remain (e.g., “In achieving life’s goals, I have felt completely 

fulfilled;” “My life is running over with exciting good things”). Some correlations 

between the LAP-R dimensions and social desirability are significant (Reker, 1992), but 

not as high as the correlations reported between the PIL and social desirability. Some of 

the dimensions are also significantly related to value orientations (based on a modified 
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version of Rokeach’s Value Survey); however, Reker (1992) asserts that these results 

support the LAP-R’s construct validity. 

 The LAP’s construct validity has been criticized by Frazier et al. (2003), who 

suggest that there is no theoretical basis given for including items tapping into either self-

actualization or death concerns. Additionally, given that many of the items used 

originated from the PIL and the SONG, the drawbacks of those scales may be relevant to 

the LAP-R as well. 

Sources of Meaning Profile - Revised (SOMP-R) 

 A 17-item measure of “provisional meaning”, the SOMP-R (Reker, 1996) consists 

of a list of sources, and individuals are asked to indicate (using a 7-point Likert scale) 

how meaningful each source is to them. A high score, therefore, indicates a large variety 

of sources from which one presently draws meaning. In addition to a total score on the 

SOMP-R, a breadth index is determined by counting the number of sources which receive 

a meaningfulness rating of 5 or higher. 

 Initially, Reker (1996) reviewed the relevant literature for sources of meaning and 

chose the most commonly occurring ones. Reker then undertook a principal components 

analysis of the original, 13-item Sources of Meaning Profile and extracted four 

components: Self-Preoccupation, Individualism, Collectivism, and Self-Transcendence. 

According to Reker, these dimensions (in the order listed above) can be ranked from least 

depth to greatest depth. The SOMP was revised to improve the wording and increase the 

number of sources from 13 to 17. Self-Preoccupation now includes items pertaining to 

hedonism, material belongings, meeting essential needs, and financial security. The 

Individualism dimension consists of leisure, creativity, self-growth, and achievement, 
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whereas Collectivism includes leaving a legacy, cultural traditions, social causes, and 

human rights concerns.  Finally, Self-Transcendence is comprised of relationships with 

people and nature, lasting values, religion, and altruism. 

 For the total SOMP-R, the test-retest reliability is .70 after a three-month interval, 

while the median alpha reliability coefficient was found to be .77, with a range of .71 to 

.80 (Reker, 1996). The concurrent validity of the SOMP-R is supported by the moderate 

correlations found between it and both the Personal Meaning Index of the LAP-R (Reker, 

1996) and a measure of self-transcendence, as well as a significant relationship between 

the SOMP-R and a psychological well-being measure (Ellis, 1994, as cited in Reker, 

1996). 

 This scale is a valuable addition to the empirical measurement of life meaning. 

Most research on sources of meaning has utilized essay formats, which can be 

challenging for participants who have difficulty expressing themselves in writing, as well 

as cumbersome for researchers to score. However, the meaning of some of the SOMP-R 

items tends to be abstruse (e.g., “preservation of culture and tradition”), and, similar to 

the PIL, some items selected to be included in the measure have a Western bias. For 

example, some items pertain to goal achievement whereas none represent enjoying the 

present moment fully - with the possible exception of the item pertaining to “hedonistic 

activities”, which is considered a “shallow” source of meaning. 

Personal Meaning Profile 

 The Personal Meaning Profile (PMP; Wong, 1998) was developed using an implicit 

theories approach – lay persons were initially asked to describe characteristics they 

associated with an ideally meaningful life. After a list of 102 attributes was generated, an 
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independent group of participants rated the items based on their conception of an ideally 

meaningful person, as well as on how closely they themselves met these criteria. A third 

administration compared young, middle-aged, and older adults on Ideal- and Self-ratings. 

Once items with either low item-total correlations, shared factor loadings, or low mean 

self-ratings were removed, a principal components analysis with a varimax rotation 

indicated a nine-component solution, consisting of the following dimensions: 

Achievement Striving, Religion, Relationship, Fulfillment, Fairness-Respect, Self-

Confidence, Self-Integration, Self-Transcendence, and Self-Acceptance. The items were 

then rated by a new sample of young, middle-aged, and older adults, and new items were 

added to lengthen the shorter dimensions. The most recent, 57-item version of the PMP, 

when factor analyzed, consists of seven dimensions: Achievement (16 items), 

Relationship (9 items), Religion (9 items), Self-Transcendence (8 items), Self-Acceptance 

(6 items), Intimacy (5 items), and Fair Treatment (4 items).  Items are answered on a 1 

(Not at all) to 7 (A great deal) scale.

 Older individuals rated the Religion and Self-Acceptance dimensions more highly 

than middle-aged and young adults, whereas Religion received a higher mean rating from 

women than from men (Wong, 1998). Not only are Reker and Wong’s (1988) structural 

components (cognitive, affective, and motivational) represented in these dimensions, but 

there are also two additional areas not covered by the structural model - relational and 

personal (Wong, 1998). 

 In terms of the reliability of the PMP, Lang (1994, as cited in Wong, 1998) reported 

a 3-week stability coefficient of .85 for the PMP Total, whereas the 2-month test-retest 

reliability coefficient is .75 (Mascaro & Rosen, 2005). Weiler (2001) calculated alpha 
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reliability coefficients of .95 for the overall PMP, with subscale coefficients ranging from 

a low of .70 (Self-Acceptance) to a high of .91 (Religion and Achievement). 

 McDonald and Klaassen (2002) conducted a scale-level principal components 

analysis of the PMP, along with measures of intrinsic/extrinsic religiosity, religious quest, 

hardiness, and hope. Five factors were rotated to a varimax criterion. Subscales of the 

hardiness and religious quest scales each loaded most highly onto their own distinct 

components, as did the extrinsic religiosity subscales. The PMP subscales, however, 

divided into two components: one component comprised of PMP Achievement, 

Relationship, Self-Acceptance, Intimacy, and Fair Treatment, as well as the two Hope 

subscales (Agency and Pathways), and a second component loaded most highly by PMP 

Religion and intrinsic religious orientation. Additionally, PMP Self-transcendence loaded 

on both of these components. 

 Wong (1998) also had participants in his series of studies fill out a criterion measure 

of meaning, consisting of a number of questions pertaining to the meaningfulness of life 

in the past, present, future, and overall. Both Ideal- and Self-ratings were significantly 

correlated with the criterion score. Self-ratings were particularly strongly associated with 

the criterion measure, providing evidence of the convergent validity of the PMP. 

Similarly, Self-Ratings on the Total PMP were positively correlated with the positive 

dimensions of  the original LAP (Reker & Peacock, 1981) and were negatively correlated 

with the negative dimensions of the LAP (Wong, 1998). 

 In support of the criterion-related validity of the Personal Meaning Profile, Wong 

(1998) found that the PMP Total correlated significantly and positively with the Physical 

and Psychological subscales of Reker and Wong’s (1984) Perceived Well-Being scale.  
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 One strength of this measure is the distinct way in which it was developed. 

However, this is also a weakness, in that the items are clearly biased towards Western 

values such as achievement. It is also not a face valid measure, in that none of the items 

refer directly to meaning in life. Some of the items comprising the Religion subscale are 

also problematic. Weiler (2001) gave the PMP to a sample of older adults and reported 

that several comments were written in the margins of the returned questionnaires, 

objecting to the use of “God” in the item wording. Based on other measures she had 

participants complete, she maintained that the sample on the whole was comfortable with 

items pertaining to spirituality, but they did not feel that the items referring to God 

adequately represented their beliefs. Given the age group of her sample - older adults, 

who tend to report higher levels of religiosity than other age groups (Ploch & Hastings, 

1994; Wink & Dillon, 2001), it is likely that these items would be problematic for 

younger participants as well. 

 Given the newness of this measure, there are few empirical studies to date that 

utilize the PMP, which could be considered a drawback of using this scale. 

Spiritual Meaning Scale (SMS) 

 The authors of the SMS (Mascaro, Rosen, & Morey, 2004) envision three meaning-

related constructs – personal meaning, implicit meaning, and spiritual meaning. They 

believe that the former two constructs have already had scales developed to measure them 

(i.e., the LRI for personal meaning and the PMP for implicit meaning), but they saw a 

need to develop a measure of the third construct, which they define as, “the extent to 

which an individual believes that life or some force of which life is a function has a 

purpose, will, or way in which individuals participate.” (p. 847). Their goal was to 
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construct a spiritual meaning measure which was not confounded with affect. The 

resulting 14-item scale utilizes a 5-point response format and has been shown to have a 

coefficient alpha of .89 (Mascaro et al., 2004). No test-retest reliabilities have been 

reported in the literature to date. When the SMS, LRI Framework, and PMP were used 

together as predictors of mental health variables (i.e., hope, depression, anxiety, and 

antisocial features) each significantly improved the prediction of most of these variables 

above and beyond the ability of the Big Five personality factors. Correlations of .67 and 

.49 were reported between the SMS and the PMP and LRI-Framework, respectively, 

suggesting that these are separate but related constructs (Mascaro et al., 2004). 

 Although the authors differentiate spiritual meaning from other types of meaning, 

an examination of the items included in this measure shows that most are quite similar to 

the items used in other existing meaning measures (e.g., “Life is inherently meaningful;” 

“I see a special purpose for myself in this world.”). It may be difficult to truly parcel out 

spiritual meaning from one’s overall sense of meaning in life. 

The Meaning in Life Questionnaire 

 The most recently developed life meaning measure, the Meaning in Life 

Questionnaire (MLQ; Steger, Frazier, Oishi, & Kaler, 2006), has an empirical base. The 

scale authors set out to develop a measure that did not suffer from the same weaknesses 

as existing measures, i.e., being confounded with outcome measures such as well-being, 

having unstable factor structures, and being value-laden. They also wanted to include 

items tapping into the search for meaning. Starting from a broad definition of meaning - 

“The sense made of, and significance felt regarding, the nature of one’s being and 

existence” (p. 81) - the authors used an oversampling approach, generating 83 items, 
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dropping any items relating to either negative or positive affect, then retaining and factor 

analyzing 44 of them. Additional data collection and analyses eventually reduced the 

number of items to 10, loading on two factors – Presence of Meaning and Search for 

Meaning. These two factors are negatively correlated with one another; however, given 

the modest strength of the relationship between Presence and Search, it seems that the 

two dimensions are not merely bipolar opposites of each other.  

 Steger et al. (2006) report internal reliability coefficients of .81 for Presence and .84 

for Search. Test-retest coefficients, using a one-month interval, were .70 and .73 for 

Presence and Search, respectively. 

 In terms of convergent validity, Presence is positively correlated with satisfaction 

with life, positive emotions, intrinsic religiosity, extraversion, agreeableness, and 

conscientiousness. Negative correlations were found between Presence of Meaning and 

depression, negative emotions, and neuroticism. The Search for Meaning factor was 

positively associated with neuroticism, depression, fear, shame, and sadness. Presence is 

significantly and positively related to the Purpose in Life Test and the Life Regard Index, 

whereas the correlations between Search and these two measures are negative. The 

discriminant validity of the two factors is also good – both factors are unrelated to value 

rankings, social desirability, and extrinsic religiosity. All correlations were small to 

moderate, suggesting that Presence and Search are not overly confounded with the 

outcome measures (Steger et al., 2006). 

 Although the empirical rigour with which the MLQ was developed is commendable, 

and the Search factor is an improvement empirically over the SONG (the only other 

measure of the search for meaning) the scale has a major drawback: low bandwidth. Even 
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though each subscale consists of only five items, these items are highly repetitive. It 

seems unlikely that this measure taps into the richness of the life meaning construct.  

Rationale for Measures Used in Present Research 

 The Purpose in Life Test (Crumbaugh & Maholick, 1969), the Life Regard Index 

(Battista & Almond, 1973), and the Life Attitude Profile - Revised (Reker, 1992) were 

chosen for inclusion in the current research because they are the most widely used general 

measures of life meaning, and they also have strong psychometric properties. The Sources 

of Meaning Profile - Revised (Reker, 1996) is the shortest and most convenient way of 

measuring the sources from which an individual derives meaning. The Personal Meaning 

Profile (Wong, 1998) is a fairly recently created measure which has not yet received 

much attention, but which is valuable because of the way in which it was developed, 

using an implicit theories approach.  

 Although the Sense of Coherence Scale (Antonovsky, 1987) is a widely used 

measure, it taps into a construct broader than life meaning. Despite some researchers 

using the Meaningfulness subscale on its own to represent the meaning construct, the 

factor structure of the SOC is not stable and so the SOC was not selected for use in the 

current research. The Seeking of Noetic Goals Test (Crumbaugh, 1977) has questionable 

validity, and the Spiritual Meaning Scale (Mascaro et al., 2004) does not appear to 

provide anything unique to the measurement of meaning. Finally, the MLQ (Steger et al., 

2006) was developed after the current research had begun, and, consequently, was not 

used. 

 The measures chosen collectively provide a broad range of items tapping into the 

life meaning construct, and are based on a variety of ways of conceptualizing meaning. 
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They provide a good starting point for the development of a new, comprehensive 

measure. 
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CHAPTER IV: OVERVIEW AND GOALS OF THE PRESENT STUDIES 

 The previous chapters have established that there are many different ways of 

conceptualizing the life meaning construct, as well as several existing meaning measures. 

A review of the literature also highlighted that life meaning is related to many important 

outcomes, with a dearth of meaning generally predictive of poorer outcomes and high 

levels of meaning associated with positive outcomes. However, there is a distinct lack of 

unity in the life meaning psychological literature, and many unanswered questions about 

precisely what the life meaning domain includes. 

 The purpose of the current research was to investigate the multidimensionality of 

the life meaning scales and the validity of life meaning’s operationalization. Although 

there are several existing measures of life meaning, “it is not known whether the 

measures, collectively, converge to form a unitary, coherent construct” (Reker & 

Chamberlain, 2000, p. 203). Once the dimensionality of life meaning was determined, a 

new meaning measure was created and the measure was then validated empirically.  

 Prior to the present research, two empirical investigations of note attempted to 

address the issue of meaning multidimensionality. In 1988, Chamberlain and Zika 

undertook an examination of the factor structure of three meaning measures – the Purpose 

in Life Test, the Sense of Coherence Scale, and the Life Regard Index – completed by a 

group of stay-at-home mothers. Utilizing principal components analyses with oblique 

rotations, first order item level analyses revealed all three scales to be multidimensional – 

the PIL yielded a four-factor solution (factors represented commitment/goal achievement, 

contentedness, control, and excitement/enthusiasm), the SOC a seven-factor solution 

(representing enthusiasm, comprehensibility, seeing social relationships as 
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understandable, managing problems, control of feelings, purpose in life, and an 

“uninterpretable” factor), and the LRI a six-factor solution (factors representing 

fulfillment/achievement of goals, negative aspects of framework, limitations in achieving 

goals, resignation to a lack of purpose or framework, and two factors representing 

aimlessness). These results should be interpreted cautiously - given the heuristics 

employed in the determination of the number of factors to retain (i.e., scree plot and 

eigenvalues greater than one), it is a strong possibility that these solutions were all 

overextracted. When the authors then undertook a second-order, scale level analysis, one 

higher-order factor was retained.  

 From these results, Chamberlain and Zika (1988a) concluded that meaning is a 

multidimensional construct. Furthermore: 

Meaning may be gained through goal achievement or fulfillment, through an 

enthusiastic orientation that views life as exciting, through having a clear 

philosophy or framework, or more simply through contentedness or satisfaction 

with what one has in life. In contrast to these positive dimensions, there may be 

other negative dimensions, such as aimlessness and lack of direction, or resignation 

to a lack of purposefulness, that are more than the bipolar opposites of the positive 

factors. (p. 595)  

Finally, they maintain from the scale level analysis that the dimensions are underpinned 

by a general meaning in life dimension. 

 O’Connor and Chamberlain (1996) also endeavoured to examine the dimensionality 

of life meaning, but, in contrast with Chamberlain and Zika (1988a), this study was 

designed to test Reker and Wong’s (1988) multidimensional model of life meaning 
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directly. Employing qualitative methods when interviewing mid-life (aged 40 – 50 years) 

adults, researchers inquired about important sources of meaning in the participants’ lives, 

followed by questions to confirm the existence of cognitive, motivational, and affective 

components for each source. Sources were classified into five groups derived from earlier 

research - Relationships with People, Creativity, Personal Development, 

Religious/Spiritual, and Social/Political. A sixth source also was needed, Relationship 

with Nature. With respect to the hypothesized structural components of meaning, almost 

all participants described cognitive, motivational, and affective components for the 

sources they listed. Regarding breadth of meaning, participants on average supplied six 

specific sources of meaning fitting into four of the broad categories. To examine depth of 

meaning, participants’ responses were classified according to Reker and Wong’s levels of 

depth; additionally, responses were coded for “internalization” and “recent development” 

as per DeVogler-Ebersole and Ebersole’s (1985) depth criteria. Most sources were 

representative of Reker and Wong’s third depth level (commitment to societal/political 

causes) or fourth level (self-transcendent sources). Depth scores were highest for nature, 

religious/spiritual, and social/political sources. Individual sources could be personal and 

cosmic without being social, indicating that depth may be nominal rather than ordinal as 

Reker and Wong have proposed (O’Connor & Chamberlain, 1996). The authors did not 

provide the results of the DeVogler-Ebersole and Ebersole depth criteria ratings, other 

than to say that the “outcome was not satisfactory” (p. 474). They conclude that their 

findings generally support Reker and Wong’s structural model of meaning; however, the 

measurement of the depth dimension needs to be improved in future.  

 The present research also used a variety of life meaning measures to examine the 
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multidimensionality of the life meaning construct, but, in contrast to both of the 

aforementioned studies, it was conducted primarily with late adolescent-aged samples. 

This age group is an important one to investigate with respect to life meaning. As noted 

by Halama (2000): 

Adolescence is one of the specific periods in developing meaning of life. In this 

period young people start to think and speak about existential matters to a greater 

extent. They ask about the direction and fundamentals of their life, they 

philosophize about such things as truth, freedom, etc. This is the outcome of the 

development of abstract thinking, appearing just in this period. New directions and 

opportunities are opened to a young person and he/she is forced to choose and carry 

responsibility for his/her own life. The development of abstract thinking causes a 

need for reinterpretation of [the] individual’s meaning of life, which has been, until 

now, experienced mostly through the parents’ or other adults’ mediating.…The 

main life task of an adolescent is to build an identity and create his/her meaning of 

life, which is the identity’s main component (p. 341). 

Research Questions 

1.  What is the dimensionality of the life meaning scales? Previous research (e.g., 

Chamberlain & Zika, 1988a; Crumbaugh, 1977; McDonald & Klaassen, 2002) 

suggests that life meaning is multidimensional, with factors commonly emerging 

representing framework, religion, control, enthusiasm, goal achievement, and 

relationships. 

2.  How do the various life meaning dimensions relate to criterion measures (e.g., 

personality characteristics, suicide ideation)? The literature reveals that meaning is 
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related to a variety of personality factors (e.g., Halama, 2005; Mascaro & Rosen, 

2005; Moomal, 1999; Pearson & Sheffield, 1974; Reker, 1977) as well as to death 

anxiety (Rappaport et al., 1993; Weiler, 2001), suicidality (Edwards & Holden, 2001, 

Lester & Badro, 1992), and intimacy (Debats et al., 1993). 

3.  Are these dimensions able to differentiate among relevant criterion groups (e.g., 

theology students and law/business students)? Theology students’ life meaning may 

be related to their religiosity, and earlier research (Sherman et al., 1999; Weinstein & 

Cleanthous, 1996) has demonstrated a meaning – religiosity link. Law and business 

students, in contrast, may derive meaning from their relationships with people (i.e., 

extraversion; Mascaro & Rosen, 2005) or their drive to succeed in their respective 

fields (e.g., Bonebright et al., 2000). 

Overview 

 Three studies were conducted to gain a better understanding of the life meaning 

construct. The first study created a new, multidimensional measure of life meaning. The 

second and third studies established the concurrent and discriminant validity of the 

newly-created dimensions of life meaning. The second study examined how the different 

dimensions of the life meaning construct related to several criterion measures, whereas 

the third study tested the ability of the new measure to discriminate among different 

criterion groups.  
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CHAPTER V: STUDY 1 

 In this first study, participants completed several measures of life meaning in order 

to establish the dimensionality of the life meaning construct. From the analyses of their 

responses, a new, multidimensional measure of life meaning was created (the 

“Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale” or MLMS). 

 In order to reveal the nature of the life meaning construct, I examined the data using 

a number of exploratory factor analytic procedures, and searched for converging results. 

These analyses involved the use of differing factor algorithms (i.e., principal components 

analysis, principal axis factor analysis), rotations (i.e., orthogonal and oblique rotations), 

and decision criteria for number of factors to retain (e.g., scree plot, eigenvalue greater 

than one rule, parallel analysis, and minimum average partial criterion). Only items with 

moderate to high loadings on each factor were retained, and were used to construct the 

MLMS. 

Predictions 

 Although this study was exploratory in nature, it had one hypothesis - that the life 

meaning construct would be multidimensional. More specifically, I predicted that the 

results of the various factor analyses would converge to suggest that more than one factor 

was present and should be retained. Based on the findings reviewed in the previous 

chapter, I expected that joint factor analyses of the life meaning measures would support 

the extraction of factors related to framework, religiosity, control, enthusiasm, goal 

achievement, and relationships.  

Method 

Participants 

 Data were collected from 393 participants. Of this total, 174 participants were
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undergraduate students recruited from the Queen’s University Psychology Department’s 

summer subject pool. These participants indicated their interest in the study by replying to 

an email which had been sent to the entire subject pool. They each received $7 for their 

participation. An additional 219 participants were students enrolled in an introductory 

psychology course; these students volunteered in exchange for course credit. One 

participant was excluded from the analyses due to excessive missing data (> 10% of 

responses unanswered), leaving 392 cases (317 women, 75 men). Following previous 

practices, all analyses were carried out with men and women combined. Age of 

participants ranged from 15 to 51 years, with an average age of 20.4 years (SD = 3.8). The 

median and mode for age were both 19.  

 Institutional ethics approval was obtained from the Queen's University General 

Research Ethics Board. Treatment of participants was in accordance with the ethical 

standards of the American Psychological Association. 

Materials 

 The questionnaire booklet consisted of the Purpose in Life Test (PIL; Crumbaugh & 

Maholick, 1969), the Life Regard Index (LRI; Battista & Almond, 1973), the Personal 

Meaning Profile (PMP; Wong, 1998), the Life Attitude Profile - Revised (LAP-R; Reker, 

1992), and the Sources of Meaning Profile - Revised (SOMP-R; Reker, 1996). A review 

of each of these measures was included in Chapter 3.   

 Copies of all non-copyrighted materials are contained in Appendix A. All the 

questionnaires were included in their entirety, but the response formats used in some of 

the measures were altered so as to be uniform from one questionnaire to the next (i.e., a 

7-point Likert-type scale). This change was made because, otherwise, the different 
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response formats might have affected item latent structures, and the end result could be 

factor-analytically derived dimensions related not only to item content but also to item 

response formats. The Debats (1998) modification of the LRI (order of items randomized, 

qualifiers “much,” “completely,” and “very” removed from three items) was utilized. 

 The only measure which was substantially modified was the Purpose in Life Test. In 

its original form, each item had different scale anchors, and the scale has been criticized 

for being too cumbersome in this regard (Harlow et al., 1987). Each item was rewritten so 

that strongly agree and strongly disagree could be used as the scale anchors, and this 

change resulted in a measure with a similar format to the others included in the 

questionnaire package. 

Procedure 

 After reading an information letter and signing a consent form, each participant 

completed a packet containing a demographic sheet (i.e., asking respondents to specify 

their ages and genders) and the questionnaires in the following randomized order: 

Personal Meaning Profile, Life Attitude Profile – Revised, Life Regard Index, Purpose in 

Life Test, and Sources of Meaning Profile - Revised. The questionnaires were completed 

in one sitting, and participants were not permitted to take the packet away with them. 

Time to complete the questionnaire package was approximately 20 to 30 minutes. 

Participants read and were permitted to keep a debriefing form after they had returned the 

questionnaire package to the researcher. 

Results 

Missing Data 

 Prior to undertaking any statistical analyses, the data were screened for any missing 
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and out of range values. Out of range values were corrected by checking them against 

participants’ questionnaire packages. Approximately 12% of participants had one or more 

missing data points; however, missing data appeared to be randomly distributed. If any 

individual items had had any one response option given by 95% or greater of the 

participants, it would have been excluded due to lack of adequate variance; however, no 

items showed this pattern and, therefore, all items were retained for the analyses.  

 Computation of total scale scores was achieved via pro-rating when there were one 

or more items but not more than 10% of the scale’s items missing for any given 

participant. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Descriptive statistics for each of the life meaning measures are shown in Table 3, 

along with alpha reliability coefficients. For all descriptive statistics reported in this 

section, scores for all life meaning items were reflected, so that, for the positively worded 

items, a higher score indicates a higher level of life meaning. The distributions of scores 

for several of the scale and subscale totals did not meet the assumption of univariate 

normality; the PIL Total, LRI Fulfillment subscale, PMP Total, all PMP subscales 

excepting Religion, the LAP Choice and Goal-Seeking subscales, and the SOMP-R 

Individualism subscale were all negatively skewed. 

 Means and standard deviations for the PIL and LAP-R were comparable to those 

found in previous research (Hutzell, 1987; Reker, 1992). Because of the change in the 

response scale format, the LRI descriptives obtained in the present study could not be 

compared to other research. The mean and standard deviation for the PMP total score was 

also quite close to previous findings (Mascaro & Rosen, 2005) as were the descriptives 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for Study 1 Measures (N = 392) 

 

 

 

Scale 

 

 

Number 

of items 

 

Range of 

possible 

scores 

 

 

 
M 

 

 

 
SD 

 

 

 
α 
 

 

Purpose in Life Testa 

 

 

20 

 

20-140 

 

107.1 

 

 13.5 

 

.81 

Life Regard Index – Totalb 28 28-196 138.2 25.8 .93 

     Framework 14 14-98  67.5 13.6 .87 

     Fulfillment 14 14-98  70.7 14.1 .91 

Personal Meaning Profile – Total 57 57-399 307.3 38.6 .94 

     Achievement 16 16-112  91.3 12.2 .92 

     Relationship   9 9-63  52.6 7.4 .90 

     Religion   9 9-63   42.1 11.6 .89 

     Self-Transcendence   8 8-56  42.1 6.7 .81 

     Self-Acceptance   6 6-42  30.1 5.7 .71 

     Intimacy   5 5-35  27.4 6.3 .79 

     Fair Treatment   4 4-28  21.7 3.5 .62 

Life Attitude Profile – Revised      

     Personal Meaning Indexc 16 16-112  73.2 15.0 .89 

     Existential Transcendenced 48 -80-208  79.7 27.8 .87 

     Purpose   8 8-56  38.0 8.0 .83 

 



75 

Table 3 (Continued – 2) 

Descriptive Statistics for Study 1 Measures (N = 392) 

 

 

 

Scale 

 

 

Number 

of items 

 

Range of 

possible 

scores 

 

 

 
M 

 

 

 
SD 

 

 

 
α 
 

      

     Coherence 

 

  8 

 

8-56 

 

35.2 

 

  8.3 

 

.82 

     Choice/Responsibleness   8 8-56 43.1   6.9 .81 

     Death Acceptance 

 

  8 8-56 34.1 10.7 .88 

     Existential Vacuum   8 8-56 28.9   8.0 .74 

     Goal Seeking   8 8-56 41.9   6.4 .72 

Sources of Meaning Profile – Total 17 17-119 87.4 11.3 .76 

     Self-Preoccupation   4 4-28 19.0   4.3 .59 

     Individualism   4 4-28 23.2   3.1 .53 

     Collectivism   4 4-28 19.3   4.5 .76 

     Self-Transcendence   5 5-35 26.0   4.2 .46 

 

 
aResponse format changed – one set of anchor labels removed. bResponse format changed 

to 7-point Likert scale. cPersonal Meaning Index scores were calculated by summing 

Purpose and Coherence scores. dExistential Transcendence = Purpose + Coherence + 

Choice/Responsibleness + Death Acceptance – (Existential Vacuum + Goal Seeking). 
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for the PMP subscales (Weiler, 2001). No comparisons are available for the SOMP-R, as 

only the original, 13-item version has published means and standard deviations.

 The internal consistency of the PIL, the LRI, the PMP, and the LAP-R were all at an 

acceptable level1 as indicated by the alpha coefficients for the total scales. The SOMP-

R’s internal consistency was slightly lower, but still adequate, at .76. Several of the 

subscales did not display adequate internal consistency, particularly those with few items 

such as PMP Fair Treatment and SOMP-R Individualism. Each of these subscales, 

however, consists of only four items. 

Initial Analyses of Life Meaning Items 

 To examine the latent structure of the life meaning construct, three separate 

exploratory factor analytic procedures were undertaken on the item intercorrelations: a 

principal components analysis rotated to a varimax criterion; a principal components 

analysis rotated to an oblimin criterion; and principal axis factoring (PAF) rotated to an 

oblimin criterion. Maximum likelihood estimation was not utilized because of its 

assumption of multivariate normality, an assumption that the data in this study violated. 

These different procedures for extraction are algorithms that should converge when 

distributional assumptions are met (Velicer, 1977). When differing results are produced, 

one source of discrepancy is that the wrong number of factors are being extracted. Hence, 

congruent results among the different procedures would provide some assurance that the 

correct number of factors are being retained. For all factor analytic procedures, missing 

                                                           
1 Cicchetti's (1994) standards for internal consistency are as follows: α < .70 is "unacceptable"; α > .70 is 

"acceptable"; α = .70 - .79 is "fair"; α = .80 - .89 is "good"; and α > .90 is “excellent”. 
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cases were excluded pairwise. 

 Heuristics used to determine the number of factors to retain included Kaiser’s 

(1960) eigenvalue greater than one rule, a scree plot, Velicer’s (1976) minimum average 

partial (MAP) criterion, and parallel analysis (Horn, 1965). There is no one correct 

decision rule for the number of factors to extract; as a consequence, convergence among a 

variety of heuristics was sought.  Even though the eigenvalue greater than one rule and 

the scree plot may lead to factor overextraction when used in item level analyses, they 

were calculated in combination with empirically favoured rules (i.e., the MAP procedure 

and parallel analysis) because these heuristics are widely used and expected to be 

reported. Consideration was also given to issues of interpretability and replicability across 

subsamples.  

 The various heuristics resulted in a marked lack of convergence: 36 eigenvalues 

exceeded unity, whereas the scree plot yielded ambiguous results, supporting the possible 

retention of one, three, or five factors. The MAP procedure suggested retaining 23 

components, and parallel analysis, using either mean or 95th percentile eigenvalues, 

indicated that 12 factors should be retained. 

 Both the eigenvalue greater than one rule and the scree plot have been questioned: 

the former because it often results in factor overextraction, particularly when large 

numbers of variables are present (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Stevens, 1992) and the 

latter because of its subjectivity in interpretation. More weight was placed on the MAP 

procedure and parallel analysis, both mathematically-derived rules. The MAP criterion 

uses the minimum average squared partial correlation from the matrix of residual 
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correlations to identify the number of factors. The parallel analysis criterion is based on a 

comparison of the eigenvalues produced by the factor analysis to mean eigenvalues 

derived from a Monte Carlo procedure using randomly generated data with comparable 

parameters. The choice of number of factors retained is based on the last eigenvalue that 

exceeds the randomly generated mean eigenvalues or the eigenvalue at the 95th percentile. 

 Of these two heuristics, the 12-factor solution indicated by the parallel analysis 

procedure was the most parsimonious and resulted in the superior clarity of structure and 

factor interpretability. For these reasons, twelve components/factors were retained in each 

of the three procedures. Table 4 lists the factors derived in each of the forced, 12-factor 

solutions and the number of items comprising each factor. For each solution, an item was 

assigned to one and only one factor based on its highest loading. The 12-factor, unrotated 

principal components solutions each accounted for 50.0% of the total variance in scores, 

and the principal axis factoring solution accounted for 46.4% of the common item 

variance.  

 The factor structure was strikingly similar across the three procedures, providing 

strong support (e.g., Velicer, 1977) for the retention of 12 factors. Generally, across 

analyses, items with the highest loadings on each factor remained constant, whereas the 

items with lower loadings were less stable and moved to different factors. The factors 

labeled Achievement and Interpersonal Satisfaction were the only two which varied 

somewhat among the three analyses. The Achievement factor in the principal components 

analysis with the varimax rotation and the principal components analysis with the oblimin 

rotation contained items pertaining both to achievement and to interpersonal satisfaction. 

In the principal axis factor analysis, this factor was solely represented by items relating to 
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Table 4 

Number of Items for Initial Factor Analytic Procedures 

  

Number of itemsa 

 

Factor label 

 

PC varimax 

 

PC oblimin 

 

PAF oblimin 

 

 

Achievement 

 

38 

 

27 

 

22 

 

Existential Vacuum 30 20 24 

Religion   9 12 10 

Death Acceptance   9 9   9 

Interpersonal Satisfaction 11 14 18 

Fulfillment/Excitement   9 18 14 

Goals 12 13 13 

Taking from the World   5   5   5 

Giving to the World 10 14 14 

Purpose/Framework 24 20 21 

Intimacy   3   6   7 

Control 10 12 13 

 

Note. PC varimax = Principal components analysis rotated to a varimax criterion; PC 

oblimin = Principal components analysis rotated to an oblimin criterion; PAF oblimin = 

Principal axis factor analysis rotated to an oblimin criterion. Total number of items = 170. 

aBased on the highest factor loading for each item. Range of factor loadings was |.27| - 

|.70| for PC varimax, |.30| - |.88| for PC oblimin, and |.29| - |.88| for PAF oblimin.
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achievement. The Interpersonal Satisfaction factor was similar in the PC oblimin and 

PAF oblimin analyses, but was more a measure of general contentment in the PC varimax 

analysis.

 Although the results across the three data reduction procedures were similar, one 

procedure needed to be chosen over the others for further analysis. The principal axis 

factor analysis rotated to the oblimin criterion was chosen because it imposes fewer 

distributional assumptions, it allows factors to be correlated, and it demonstrated superior 

interpretability compared to the other choices. The factor loadings for each item from this 

analysis are located in Appendix D.

 The first rotated factor accounted for 19.5% of the common variance. This factor 

was interpreted as representing an Achievement dimension, as the items loading most 

strongly reflected goal pursuit and living up to one’s potential.  

 The second rotated factor accounted for 5.6% of the common variance and was 

loaded by items pertaining to having a framework or philosophy that makes life 

understandable. It was labeled Framework/Purpose. 

 A third rotated factor accounted for 4.9% of the common variance. This factor was 

labeled Religion, as the item content pertained to relationship with God, belief in an 

afterlife, and participation in religious activities. 

 Items reflecting a lack of concern about death or acceptance of death loaded most 

strongly on the fourth rotated factor, labeled Death Acceptance. This factor accounted for 

3.2% of the common variance. 

 The fifth rotated factor accounted for 2.8% of the common variance. Items that 

loaded most prominently onto this factor reflected contentment with personal  
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relationships, the belief that one has received fair treatment, and acceptance of oneself 

and one’s past. This factor was named Interpersonal Satisfaction. 

 The sixth rotated factor accounted for 2.1% of the common variance. Items with the 

strongest loadings on this factor pertained to contentment with life and a sense that life is 

exciting; therefore, this factor was labeled Fulfillment/Excitement. 

 The seventh rotated factor accounted for 1.8% of the common variance. Items with 

the highest loadings on this factor pertained to having goals and plans for the future and a 

purposeful existence. This factor was labeled Goals. 

 The eighth rotated factor accounted for 1.6% of the common variance. This factor 

was loaded most strongly by items that pertained to finding meaning in having financial 

security, receiving recognition for achievements, meeting basic needs, and participating in 

hedonistic pursuits. It was labeled Taking from the World. 

 The ninth rotated factor accounted for 1.3% of the common variance. The items 

loading most strongly on this factor related to finding meaning in human rights issues, 

serving others, devoting one’s life to a cause, and being creative. It was labeled Giving to 

the World. 

 Existential Vacuum was the label given to the next rotated factor, which accounted 

for 1.3% of the common variance. It was loaded most strongly by items reflecting a sense 

that something is missing from one’s life, a lack of direction, an inability to find a life 

purpose, and experiencing apathy towards life. 

 The eleventh rotated factor accounted for 1.2% of the common variance. Items 

loading most strongly on this factor reflected being involved in an intimate relationship 
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and having significant others to confide in and to receive support from. It was named 

Intimacy. 

 Finally, the twelfth rotated factor accounted for 1.0% of the common variance. The 

highest loading items on this factor reflected a belief in having control over one’s life and 

freedom to make choices. This last factor was labeled Control. 

 Subsequently, to secure converging evidence of the underlying factor structure, 

split-half principal axis factor analyses were undertaken (i.e., two separate analyses, the 

first utilizing all odd-numbered cases and the second all even-numbered cases) and 

rotation to oblimin criteria. Table 5 lists the factors that emerged in each analysis and the 

number of items comprising each factor – each of the 170 items was assigned to the 

factor for which it had the highest loading.

 All of the factors from the whole sample except Goals replicated in the odd-

numbered cases and even-numbered cases analyses. Taking from the World was 

subsumed in the odd-numbered cases analysis by Giving to the World, whereas 

Existential Vacuum split into two factors. In the even-numbered cases analysis, 

Framework/Purpose split into two different factors (labeled Ultimate Meaning and 

Personal Efficacy). Furthermore, in the even-numbered cases analysis, Interpersonal 

Satisfaction was subsumed under Achievement. However, when a 13-factor solution was 

forced with the even-numbered cases, the two separate factors reemerged. 

 Previous findings (Reker, 1996) have indicated that Self-Preoccupation, the 

“shallowest” level of meaning from the SOMP-R, is not correlated with an overall sense 

of meaningfulness. In the present study, Taking from the World, which was mainly 

comprised of SOMP-R Self-Preoccupation items, was not strongly correlated with any of  
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Table 5 

Comparison of Three Principal Axis Factor Analyses Rotated to Oblimin Criteria  

  

Number of itemsa 

 

 

 

Factor label 

 

Whole sample 

 

(N=392) 

 

Odd numbered  

 

cases (N=196) 

 

Even numbered  

 

cases (N=196) 
 

 

Achievement 

 

22 

 

22 

 

27 

Framework/Purposeb 21 17 17 

Religion 10 14   8 

Death Acceptance   9 10   9 

Interpersonal Satisfaction 18 14   - 

Excitement/Fulfillment 14 12 19 

Goals 13 n/a 13 

Taking from the World   5 -   6 

Giving to the World 14 12 18 

Existential Vacuum  24 15/21c 23 

Intimacy   7   5   4 

Control 13 15 13 

Contentment n/a 13 n/a 

Personal Efficacy n/a n/a 13 

 
aBased on the highest factor loading for each item. Range of factor loadings was |.29| - |.88| for the whole 

sample, |.28| - |.91| for odd-numbered cases, and |.27| - |.87| for even-numbered cases. bItems pertained to 

Ultimate Meaning in even-numbered cases analysis. cExistential Vacuum split into two separate factors in 

the odd-numbered cases analysis.
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the other factors (with the exception of the correlation between Taking from the World 

and Control, which was .12, all correlations between Taking from the World and the 

other factors were less than |.07|). For this reason, the factor was removed from further 

analyses, as well as the Goals factor, which did not replicate across all analyses. A 10-

factor solution remained. Based on these results, the structure of the life meaning 

construct is multidimensional and consists of the following factors: Achievement, (lack 

of) Existential Vacuum, Religion, Death Acceptance, Interpersonal Satisfaction, 

Excitement/Fulfillment, Giving to the World, Purpose/Framework, Intimacy, and 

Control.  

 To shorten the measure to a manageable level from its intermediate 170 items, the 

following heuristic was used: retain those items that loaded greater than |.45| on their own 

factor, while not loading above |.45| on any other factors. Using this guideline, only those 

items with relatively high loadings on their respective factors and not on any other factors 

would be retained.  Other cut points, namely, |.40| and |.50|, were also tried. The former 

was less interpretable than the |.45| cut point and the latter eliminated too many items. 

Additionally, each subscale was to consist of no more than 7 items, because any more 

items than this would have risked creating a scale of unwieldy length. One item was 

eliminated that was redundant: both the PIL and the LAP-R included the following item: 

“My life is in my hands and I am in control of it”. Two items were also removed from the 

Religion subscale (“I seek to do God’s will” and “I seek to glorify God”) because some 

participants left comments on the questionnaire sheets indicating that these items as 

worded did not apply to them, or were biased. These comments were quite strongly 

worded, suggesting that some people might have been offended by these items. 
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 Of the original 170 items, 64 were retained. Items for each subscale are listed in 

Table 6. All of the items included in the Existential Vacuum subscale, as well as some of  

the items from the Fulfillment/Excitement subscale, are negatively worded and were 

recoded prior to any further analyses.

 Table 7 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the new scale, hereinafter referred 

to as the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale (MLMS). With the exception of 

Existential Vacuum and Control, both with fair (i.e., in the .70 - .79 range; Cicchetti, 

1994) alpha coefficients of .79, all other reliability coefficients fall into the good to 

excellent range (i.e., .80 - .89 as the range for good reliability and .90 and higher the 

cutoff for excellent reliability; Cicchetti, 1994). 

 Scale intercorrelations are presented in Table 8. The largest correlation (r = .59) is 

between Framework/Purpose and Fulfillment/Excitement, and the smallest (r = -.02) is 

between Giving to the World and Existential Vacuum. Given the number of significant  

correlations among the life meaning variables, it is apparent that a factor analytic 

procedure that allows for correlated factors is the most appropriate choice. 

Higher-Order Analyses of the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

 Because a 10-factor solution was not exceptionally parsimonious, the final stage in 

examining the life meaning construct with this set of data involved conducting higher 

order factor analyses on the subscale intercorrelation matrix. In keeping with the 

procedure employed in the item-level analyses, three procedures were again undertaken: a 

principal components analysis rotated to a varimax criterion, a principal components 

analysis with an oblimin rotation, and a principal axis factor analysis followed by an  

oblimin rotation. As with the earlier analyses, retention criteria did not converge. The  
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Table 6 

Items Chosen for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

Item Original source r 

Factor 1: Achievement 

1. I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals.  PMP - Achievement .70 

2. I am successful in achieving my aspirations.  PMP - Achievement .70 

3. I strive to achieve my life goals.  PMP - Achievement .72 

4. I am committed to my work. PMP - Achievement .69 

5. I pursue worthwhile objectives.  PMP - Achievement .70 

6. I take initiative.  PMP - Achievement .56 

7. I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing.  PMP - Achievement .66 

Factor 2: Framework/Purpose 

1. I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for 

leading my life. 

 

LRI - Framework 

 

.76 

2. I have a system or framework that allows me to truly 

understand my being alive. 

 

LRI - Framework 

 

.76 

3. I have discovered a satisfying life purpose.  LAP - Purpose .68 

4. I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life. LAP - Coherence .68 

5. I have a framework that allows me to understand or make 

sense of my life.  

 

LAP - Coherence 

 

.67 

6. I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living 

significance.  

 

LRI - Framework 

 

.64 

7. In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here.  LAP - Coherence .63 
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Table 6 (Continued – 2) 

Items Chosen for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

Item Original source r 

Factor 3: Religion 

1. I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God.  PMP - Religion .76 

2. Taking part in religious activities. SOMP - Self-

Transcendence 

 

.68 

3. I am at peace with God.  PMP - Religion .68 

4. I believe in afterlife.  PMP - Religion .65 

5. I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning.   PMP - Religion .58 

6. I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe.  PMP - Religion .55 

Factor 4: Death Acceptance 

1. Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not.  LAP - Death 

Acceptance 

 

.83 

2. With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid.  PIL .78 

3. Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it.  LAP - Death 

Acceptance 

 

.78 

4. Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense 

worrying about it.  

LAP - Death 

Acceptance 

 

.70 

5. I accept death as another life experience.  LAP - Death 

Acceptance 

 

.69 

6. I think I am generally much less concerned about death than 

those around me.  

LAP - Death 

Acceptance 

 

.66 
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Table 6 (Continued – 3) 

Items Chosen for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

Item Original source r 

7. I would neither fear death nor welcome it. LAP - Death 

Acceptance 

 

.62 

Factor 5: Interpersonal Satisfaction 

1. I am treated fairly by others.  PMP - Fair Treatment .66 

2. I have a number of good friends.  PMP - Relationship .57 

3. I relate well to others.  PMP - Relationship .56 

4. Life has treated me fairly.  PMP - Fair Treatment .61 

5. I care about other people.  PMP - Relationship .52 

6. I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards.  PMP - Fair Treatment .61 

7. I am at peace with my past.  PMP - Self-

Acceptance 

 

.48 

Factor 6: Fulfillment/Excitement 

1. I really feel good about my life.  LRI - Fulfillment .71 

2. Life to me seems always exciting.  PIL .64 

3. If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. R PIL .46 

4. Living is deeply fulfilling.  LRI - Fulfillment .65 

5. My life is empty, filled only with despair. R PIL .52 

6. Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me. R LRI - Fulfillment .51 
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Table 6 (Continued – 4) 

Items Chosen for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

Item Original source r 

7. I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of 

energy I didn’t know that I had.  

 

LRI - Fulfillment 

 

.55 

Factor 7: Giving to the World 

1. Interest in social causes.  SOMP - Collectivism .64 

2. Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns).  SOMP - Collectivism .61 

3. Preserving human values and ideals. SOMP - Self-

Transcendence 

 

.57 

4. Being of service to others.  SOMP - Self-

Transcendence 

 

.61 

5. I strive to make this world a better place.  PMP - Self- 

Transcendence 

 

.48 

6. Leaving a legacy for the next generation.  SOMP - Collectivism .45 

7. Taking part in creative activities.  SOMP - Individualism .39 

Factor 8: Existential Vacuum 

1. I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new 

identity. R 

LAP - Existential 

Vacuum 

 

.54 

2. Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to 

do. R 

 

LRI -  Fulfillment 

 

.60 

3. I am restless. R LAP - Goal Seeking .47 

4. I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing 

from my life. R 

LAP - Existential 

Vacuum 

 

.57 



90 

Table 6 (Continued – 5) 

Items Chosen for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

Item Original source r 

5. I need to find something that I can really be committed to. R LRI - Framework .46 

6. I get confused when I try to understand my life. R LRI - Framework .48 

7. I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use. R LRI - Fulfillment .48 

Factor 9: Intimacy 

1. I have found someone I love deeply.  PMP - Intimacy .78 

2. I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. PMP - Intimacy .78 

3. I have someone to share intimate feelings with. PMP - Intimacy .63 

Factor 10: Control 

1. My life is in my hands and I am in control of it.  PIL .67 

2. I determine what happens in my life.  LAP - Choice / 

Responsibleness 

 

.64 

3. Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am 

absolutely free to make all life choices.  

LAP - Choice / 

Responsibleness 

 

.47 

4. It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to 

do.   

LAP - Choice / 

Responsibleness 

 

.54 

5. When it comes to important life matters, I make my own 

decisions.  

LAP - Choice / 

Responsibleness 

 

.51 

6. My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my 

own efforts.  

LAP -  Choice / 

Responsibleness 

 

.48 

 

Note. R = reverse-coded item. Total number of items = 64. Corrected item-subscale total correlations are 

represented by r. 
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale (N = 392) 

 

 

 

Dimension 

 

Number of  

 

items 

 

Range of 

possible scores 

 
 

M 

 
 

SD 

 
 
 
α 

 

Achievement 

 

  7 

 

7-49 

 

  40.48 

 

  5.79 

 

.88 

Framework/Purpose   7 7-49   31.18   8.56 .89 

Religion   6 6-42   28.46   8.39 .85 

Death Acceptance   7 7-49   30.64 10.04 .91 

Interpersonal Satisfaction   7 7-49   39.20   6.32 .82 

Fulfillment/Excitement   7 7-49   38.19   6.39 .82 

Giving to the World   7 7-49   36.40   6.36 .80 

Existential Vacuum   7 7-49   28.26   8.13 .79 

Intimacy   3 3-21   15.52   5.10 .85 

Control   6 6-42   31.63   5.74 .79 

MLMS Total 64 64-448 320.05 40.68 .93 

 

  



 

Table 8 
 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Intercorrelations (N = 392) 
 
  

A 

 

FP 

 

R 

 

DA 

 

IS 

 

FE 

 

G 

 

EV 

 

I 

 

C 

 

 

Achievement 

 

1.00 

         

Framework/Purpose  .34** 1.00         

Religion  .19**  .48** 1.00        

Death Acceptance  .10*  .24**  .13** 1.00       

Interpersonal Satisfaction  .55**  .39**  .23**  .20* 1.00      

Fulfillment/Excitement  .49**  .59**  .25*  .07  .48** 1.00     

Giving to the World  .32**  .37**  .27**  .14**  .33**  .27** 1.00    

Existential Vacuum  .29**  .42**  .15**  .08  .29**  .52** -.02 1.00   

Intimacy  .29**  .25**  .18**  .12*  .36**  .29**  .13*  .27** 1.00  

Control  .45**  .17** -.13*  .11*  .31**  .35**  .22**  .14**  .21** 1.00 

 

Note. A = Achievement; FP = Framework/Purpose; R = Religion; DA = Death Acceptance; IS = Interpersonal Satisfaction; FE = Fulfillment/Excitement; G = 

Giving to the World; EV = Existential Vacuum; I = Intimacy; C = Control. 

*p < .05; **p < .01.
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scree plot and Velicer’s (1976) MAP procedure indicated one higher order factor, 

whereas the eigenvalues greater than one rule and Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis 

suggested three factors. However, it is feasible that a large number of factors (i.e., 10)  

could be successfully represented by both three sub-higher order factors and one highest- 

order factor. Because the three-factor rotation was interpretable, it was retained. 

 The loadings for the three-factor solutions for the PC analysis rotated to a varimax 

criterion, the PC analysis with an oblimin rotation, and the PAF analysis rotated to an 

oblimin criterion are reported in Appendix E, Appendix F, and Table 9, respectively. 

Because the factors are significantly correlated with one another, the PAF analysis rotated 

to an oblimin criterion was chosen as the most appropriate procedure for interpretation.   

 With three factors extracted, 45.5% of the total scale variance was accounted for. 

The first factor had an eigenvalue of 3.5 and accounted for 30.6% of the common 

variance. It was interpreted as Personal Efficacy, and the Achievement, Interpersonal 

Satisfaction, Control, and Intimacy subscales loaded most strongly on this factor. The 

eigenvalue for the second higher-order factor was 1.3, and the factor accounted for 8.1% 

of the common variance. This factor was labeled Self-Transcendence, and the 

Framework/Purpose, Religion, Giving to the World, and Death Acceptance subscales 

loaded most highly on this factor. The final factor, labeled Fulfillment, had an eigenvalue 

of 1.1 and accounted for an additional 6.8% of the common variance. The Existential 

Vacuum and Fulfillment/Excitement subscales loaded most strongly on this higher-order 

factor. Descriptive statistics for the higher-order factors are summarized in Table 10. 
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Table 9 

Results of Higher-Order Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 

392) 

 

  

Factor loading 

  

Factor I 
 

Factor II 

 

Factor III 

 
 

Achievement 
 

.72 

 

.38 

 

-.31 

Control .65 .06 -.15 

Interpersonal Satisfaction .64 .44 -.32 

Intimacy .36 .27 -.30 

Framework/Purpose .37 .72 -.51 

Religion .07 .69 -.21 

Giving to the World .42 .51  .02 

Death Acceptance .17 .24 -.08 

Existential Vacuum .26 .21 -.81 

Fulfillment/Excitement .58 .47 -.62 

  

Factor intercorrelations 

 

Factor I 
   

Factor II  .36**   

Factor III -.28** -.27**  

 

Note. Loadings in bold italics represent highest factor loadings for each subscale. 

**p < .01. 



 95 

Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Higher-Order Factors  

(N = 392) 

 

 

 

Dimension 

 

Number of 

items 

 

Range of 

possible scores 

 
 

M 

 
 

SD 

 
 
 
α 

 

Personal Efficacya 

 

23 

 

23-161 

 

126.92 

 

16.67 

 

.89 

Self-Transcendenceb 27 27-189 126.64 22.44 .89 

Fulfillmentc 14 14-98   66.45 12.67 .85 

 

aPersonal Efficacy calculated by summing Achievement, Interpersonal Satisfaction, 

Intimacy, and Control subscale totals. bSelf-Transcendence calculated by summing 

Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, and Giving to the World subscale 

totals. cFufillment calculated by summing Fulfillment/Excitement and Existential 

Vacuum subscale totals. 
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Discussion 

 The current results indicate that, as predicted, the life meaning construct is 

multidimensional. A variety of factor analytic procedures converged, resulting in the 

creation of a new, 10-factor measure, the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale. 

 Initial analyses of the pre-existing life meaning measures (i.e., the Purpose in Life 

Test, the Life Attitude Profile – Revised, the Personal Meaning Profile, the Life Regard 

Index, and the Sources of Meaning Profile – Revised) revealed that, although the internal 

consistency of each measure’s scale total was good, alpha reliability coefficients for one 

of the PMP subscales and three of the SOMP-R  subscales were unacceptable (i.e., 

coefficients below the Cicchetti, 1994 cutoff of .70). This finding would suggest that the 

overall scales are reliable measures of the life meaning construct, and were appropriate 

for use in the creation of the new measure. The reliability of the dimensions, however, is 

questionable in some cases, and points to a need for further research into the underlying 

dimensionality of the life meaning construct.  

 The results of three separate factor analytic procedures on the item intercorrelations 

were markedly similar; furthermore, split-half principal axis factor analyses replicated the 

factor structure of the whole sample across the majority of the factors. The ensuing 10-

factor, 64-item scale includes numerous items from each of the five pre-existing meaning 

measures – 23 items from the PMP, 5 items from the PIL, 18 items from the LAP-R, 11 

items from the LRI, and 7 items from the SOMP-R. The 10 subscales – Achievement, 

Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, Interpersonal Satisfaction, 

Fulfillment/Excitement, Giving to the World, Existential Vacuum, Intimacy, and Control 

– have adequate or higher internal consistency, indicating that the items are reliable 
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indicators of their dimensions. In addition, most of the subscales are significantly 

correlated with one another. However, since the highest subscale intercorrelation is .59, 

this would suggest that the dimensions represented by the subscales are related but 

distinguishable from one another.  

 How does the factor structure of the MLMS compare to other measures of life 

meaning? The Personal Meaning Profile is comprised of seven factors: Achievement, 

Relationship, Religion, Self-Transcendence, Self-Acceptance, Intimacy, and Fair 

Treatment. Aspects of all of these dimensions, with the exception of Self-Acceptance, are 

represented in the MLMS, with PMP Achievement, Religion, and Intimacy representing 

as same-named factors on the MLMS; PMP Self-Transcendence similar to MLMS Giving 

to the World; and PMP Relationship and Fair Treatment subsumed under MLMS 

Interpersonal Satisfaction. The Life Attitude Profile - Revised includes subscales 

representing Purpose, Coherence, Choice/Responsibleness, Death Acceptance, Existential 

Vacuum, and Goal Seeking. Purpose and Coherence are parceled together in the MLMS 

(as Framework/Purpose), and a goal seeking factor was not retained. The LAP-R Death 

Acceptance and Existential Vacuum subscales are quite similar to the same-named 

MLMS subscales, and LAP-R Choice/Responsibleness is very close in item content to 

MLMS Control. The Life Regard Index has two components, Framework and Fulfillment, 

both of which are represented in the MLMS factor structure (LRI Framework being 

similar to MLMS Framework/Purpose and LRI Fulfillment represented by MLMS 

Fulfillment/Excitement and Existential Vacuum). Factor analytic studies of the Purpose 

in Life Test (e.g., Chamberlain & Zika, 1988; Crumbaugh, 1977; Harlow, Newcomb, & 

Bentler, 1987; Reker & Cousins, 1979; Shek et al., 1987; Shek, 1988) have been 
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equivocal, but the factors that commonly emerge represent goal achievement/motivation, 

contentedness, and control. All three of these factors emerged in the present solution. 

Finally, the SOMP-R consists of four sources of meaning levels: Self-Preoccupation, 

Individualism, Collectivism, and Self-Transcendence. The latter three sources are all 

represented in Giving to the World, particularly Collectivism and Self-Transcendence, 

whereas Self-Preoccupation, which emerged in the current results as a separate factor 

(Taking from the World) was dropped because it is not associated with an overall sense 

of meaning. SOMP-R Individualism, with its focus on self-improvement, may also share 

some similarity with MLMS Achievement. Overall, the MLMS has integrated the 

structure of five divergent meaningfulness measures quite well. Table 11 lists the factors 

from the MLMS and the other five life meaning measures and is included for comparison 

purposes. 

 A preliminary higher-order meaning structure was also suggested by the data, with 

factors representing Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment. These 

dimensions were also internally consistent and were moderately correlated with one 

another. This higher-order structure, although distinct from previous findings, shares 

some similarities with various conceptualizations of life meaning. The Self-

Transcendence and Personal Efficacy factors are conceptually similar to Frankl’s 

(1946/1963) ultimate and provisional meaning levels, as well as Yalom’s (1980) cosmic 

and terrestrial meaning – the former thought to answer the question, “What is the 

meaning of life?” and the latter addressing the question, “What is the meaning of my 

life?”. MLMS Personal Efficacy can be thought of as the day-to-day pursuits that give us 

a sense of purpose or meaning, whereas MLMS Self-Transcendence deals with weightier 



 

Table 11 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Factors Compared to Factors from Other Life Meaning Measures 

MLMS PMP LAP-R LRI PILa SOMP-R 

Achievement Achievement N/A N/A Achievement/Motivation Individualism 

Framework/ Purpose N/A Purpose/ Coherence Framework N/A N/A 

Religion Religion N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Death Acceptance N/A Death Acceptance N/A N/A N/A 

Interpersonal Satisfaction Relationship 

Fair Treatment 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Fulfillment/ Excitement N/A N/A Fulfillment Contentedness N/A 

Giving to the World Self-

Transcendence 

N/A N/A N/A Individualism 

Collectivism 

Self-Transcendence 



 

Table 11 (Continued – 2) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Factors Compared to Factors from Other Life Meaning Measures 

 

MLMS 

 

PMP 

 

LAP-R 

 

LRI 

 

PILa 

 

SOMP-R 

 

Existential Vacuum N/A Existential Vacuum Fulfillment N/A N/A 

Intimacy Intimacy N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 

Control 

 

N/A 

 

Choice/ 

Responsibleness 

 

N/A 

 

Control 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

Self-Preoccupation 

 
aPIL does not have subscales; factors listed based on those most commonly found when measure is factor analyzed.
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issues such as the ultimate meaning of life, an overarching life philosophy, attitudes 

towards mortality, and self-sacrifice. 

 Farran, Graham, and Loukissa (2000) have developed a life meaning measure 

(Finding Meaning Through Caregiving; FMTCG) specifically for use with caregivers 

who provide care to individuals with Alzheimer’s disease. The themes which emerged 

from their initial qualitative study and were refined in subsequent studies included three 

major areas: Loss/Powerlessness, Provisional Meaning, and Ultimate Meaning. The 

Loss/Powerlessness dimension primarily involved negative feelings associated with 

caregiving. Their Provisional Meaning dimension included finding meaning through 

personal choices and valuing relationships with the impaired family member as well as 

with other relatives and friends. Ultimate Meaning included appraising caregiving as a 

spiritual calling, understanding life experiences from a religious perspective, and drawing 

strength from religion. Although this measure was developed based on work with 

caregivers, it is interesting that the three dimensions are similar to the higher order factors 

revealed in the present research. Of particular note is Farran et al.’s Provisional Meaning 

dimension, which, in common with MLMS Personal Efficacy, includes relationships and 

control over choices. The similarities between the MLMS and the FMTCG provide some 

support for the hypothesized higher order structure of the MLMS. 

 One finding of interest in the current research is that Intimacy and Death 

Acceptance did not load strongly onto any higher order factor. Although these could be 

important facets of life meaning, perhaps they are not as salient to a university-aged 

sample as they would be to adults in older age groups. 

 These initial results indicate that the MLMS may be an instrument that can unify the 
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pre-existing conceptualizations of life meaning. However, additional research is needed 

to establish the validity of the MLMS factors. This will be explored in the second study.  
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CHAPTER VI: STUDY 2 

 The purpose of the second study was twofold: to continue to examine the factor 

structure of the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale (MLMS), and to explore the 

measure’s criterion-related (concurrent and discriminant) validity. To achieve these goals, 

a second, independent sample of students completed the MLMS as well as several 

measures believed to be related to the life meaning factors.  

 If the factor structure of the MLMS replicated in a new sample, it would provide 

considerable support for the multidimensionality of the life meaning construct. It was also 

necessary to determine whether the MLMS subscales measure what they are purported to 

represent. In order to make this determination, several valid and reliable criterion 

measures were chosen representing various facets of personality, as well as religiosity, 

death anxiety, suicidality, and intimacy. The literature pertaining to the links among life 

meaning and personality, religiosity, death anxiety, suicidality, and positive relations with 

others was reviewed in Chapter 2. 

Method 

Participants 

 As with the first study, participants were recruited from the Psychology 

Department’s summer subject pool and from an introductory psychology course. 

Participants from the summer pool were paid for their participation (n = 134) and 

participants from the introductory psychology course (n = 128) took part in the study in 

exchange for course credit.  The 262 participants (200 women, 62 men) had a mean age 

of 20.4 years (SD = 2.8 years).  

 Treatment of participants was in accordance with the ethical standards of the 
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American Psychological Association. Institutional ethics approval was obtained from the 

Queen's University General Research Ethics Board. 

Materials 

 The 64-item Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale (MLMS) was completed by all 

participants. The wording of the items was unchanged from their wording presented in 

Study 1, with one exception: all items taken from the SOMP-R had “is an important 

source of meaning for me” or “is an important source of meaning in my life” added to 

make the items into full sentences. The items were arranged in order by alternating 

factors.  Participants also answered the following relevant criterion measures (see 

Appendix B for copies of all non-copyrighted materials):  

 The NEO Personality Inventory - Revised (NEO-PI-R; Costa & McCrae, 1992). The 

NEO-PI-R was selected for the current research due to its psychometric strengths, 

including 3-week test-retest reliabilities exceeding .78, domain scale alpha reliabilities 

above .86, and validity demonstrated by moderate correlations between self- and 

peer/spousal reports (Holden, 2000).  It consists of a list of 240 statements that 

participants are asked to rate on a 5-point Likert scale where 0 equals strongly disagree 

and 4 equals strongly agree. Domain scales represent the Big Five personality dimensions 

and include Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and 

Agreeableness. Each domain is comprised of six facets, with eight items per facet scale. 

Alpha reliability coefficients range from .56 (Tender-Mindedness) to .90 (Depression), 

and are “acceptable for scales with only eight items” (Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 44). 

Although participants completed the NEO-PI-R in its entirety, only the following facet 

scales were of interest in the current study: Depression (n3), Impulsiveness (n5), 
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Vulnerability (n6), Warmth (e1), Activity (e4), Excitement Seeking (e5), Positive 

Emotions (e6), Ideas (o5), Values (o6), Trust (a1), Straightforwardness (a2), Altruism 

(a3), Tendermindedness (a6), Competence (c1), Achievement Striving (c4), and Self-

Discipline (c5). 

 Although there have been a small number of studies conducted on the relationship 

between personality and life meaning, such as Pearson and Sheffield (1974), who found 

extraversion to be positively correlated and neuroticism to be negatively correlated with 

purpose in life, no known published studies to date have addressed the relationships 

between specific dimensions of life meaning and the facet scales of the NEO-PI-R. 

 Santa Clara Strength of Religious Faith Questionnaire (SRFQ; Plante & 

Boccaccini, 1997a). This 10-item questionnaire was designed to measure strength of 

religious faith independent of one’s religious denomination. Items are answered on a 1 

(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) scale. Split-half reliability estimates range from 

.90 to .96 (Plante & Boccaccini, 1997b) and alpha reliability coefficients of .93 to .97 

have been reported in student samples (Lewis, Shevlin, McGuckin, & Navrátil, 2001; 

Plante & Boccaccini, 1997b). Evidence for the validity of the SRFQ includes strong 

correlations between it and subscales of other established religiosity measures (Plante & 

Boccaccini, 1997b). 

 Templer/McMordie Death Anxiety Scale (DAS; Templer, 1970; McMordie 1979). 

The DAS consists of 15 items assessing death anxiety. Six of these items are reverse 

keyed. The original scale format was true/false; however, McMordie converted the 

format to a 7-point Likert scale (very strongly disagree to very strongly agree) to bolster 

the scale’s psychometric properties. The internal consistency of the DAS when the Likert 
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scale format is employed is .84 (McMordie, 1979), whereas the test-retest reliability after 

a three-week interval was .83 using the original format (Templer, 1970). Utilizing a 

sample of psychiatric patients, Templer found that those who had spontaneously reported 

a fear of death or preoccupation with death obtained higher scores on the DAS than did 

control patients. 

 Triangular Theory of Love Scale - Revised (TTLS; Sternberg, 1997). Sternberg 

(1986, 1988) has posited a theory of love consisting of three components: intimacy, 

passion, and decision/commitment. If all three components are present to a sufficient 

degree, consummate, or complete love, is said to exist. The first component, intimacy, 

encompasses “feelings of closeness, connectedness, and bondedness in loving 

relationships” (Sternberg, 1997, p. 315). 

 The Intimacy subscale from the TTLS was utilized in the current study because of 

the rational link between the TTLS Intimacy and MLMS Intimacy constructs. It consists 

of 15 statements rated on a 1 (not at all) to 9 (extremely) Likert-type scale. Sternberg 

(1997) reported an alpha reliability coefficient of .91 for this subscale, and a correlation 

between intimacy and overall relationship satisfaction of .76. When asked to rate six 

different relationships (mother, father, sibling, lover/spouse, same-sex friend, and ideal 

lover/spouse), participants in Sternberg’s study indicated that intimacy was of at least 

moderate importance to all relationships in question. Given this finding, which recognizes 

that intimacy can occur not only in romantic relationships but also in close friendships 

and in familial relationships, I added the following instructions as a preface to the 

measure: “The blanks represent the person in your life to whom you feel closest (e.g., 

romantic partner, relative, or friend).” This instruction was included to decrease the 
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likelihood of participants who were not romantically involved with a partner at the time 

of their participation choosing not to answer the items from this measure. 

 Scale for Suicide Ideation (SSI; Beck, Kovacs, & Weissman, 1979). Originally a 

semi-structured interview, a self-report version of the SSI developed by Holden and 

Kroner (2003) was included in this study. It consists of 19 items scored on a 3-point 

scale. Each item is composed of three alternatives, and participants are asked to indicate 

which alternative best describes them. Based on Holden, Mendonca, and Mazmanian’s 

(1985) factor analysis of the SSI interview format, the two independent dimensions of the 

SSI are Suicide Preparation and Suicidal Desire. Suicidal Desire indicates one’s 

subjective desire to die, whereas Suicide Preparation focuses on suicide plans, 

expectations, and hindrances. Suicidal Desire is strongly related to depression and 

hopelessness, whereas the associations between these two variables and Suicide 

Preparation are more modest (Holden & Kroner, 2003). Only the Suicidal Desire subscale 

was used in subsequent analyses. Previous research (Holden & Kroner, 2003) has 

indicated that the self-report version of the Suicidal Desire subscale possesses good 

internal consistency, with an alpha reliability coefficient of .80.  

 A number of studies have shown a strong connection between life meaning and 

suicidal manifestations. For example, utilizing an undergraduate sample, Edwards and 

Holden (2001) found significant, negative correlations between purpose in life and both 

suicidal ideation and self-reported likelihood of future suicidal behaviour.  

Procedure 

 After reading an information letter and signing a consent form (see Appendix B), 

each participant was given a packet containing the questionnaires in the same randomized 
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order (MLMS, TTLS Intimacy, DAS, SSI, NEO-PI-R, and SFRQ). The questionnaires 

were completed in one sitting, and participants were not permitted to take the packet 

away with them. The questionnaire package took approximately 30-40 minutes to 

complete. After returning the questionnaire packet to the researcher, each participant was 

given a debriefing form.  

Predictions 

1. The factor structure of the life meaning construct revealed by analysis of the Study 1 

data will replicate in an independent sample. A confirmatory item factor analysis on 

the MLMS item intercorrelations was planned. Specifically, I predicted that fit indices 

would support a 10-factor model, with factors representing Achievement, 

Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, Interpersonal Satisfaction, 

Fulfillment/Excitement, Giving to the World, Existential Vacuum, Intimacy, and 

Control.  

2. The higher order factor structure of the MLMS was also expected to replicate in this 

sample. Again, a confirmatory factor analysis on the 10 MLMS factors was planned, 

and I predicted that fit criteria would indicate a three higher-order factor model, 

representing Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment. 

3. The MLMS would possess convergent and discriminant validity. A number of 

criterion scales and subscales were chosen based on rational links between them and 

the MLMS subscales. I planned to undertake a confirmatory factor analytic procedure 

on the interrcorrelation matrix of the MLMS subscales and criterion measures. 

Generally, in order to show convergent validity, coefficients on the “validity 

diagonals” need to be significant and of moderate magnitude. To show discriminant 
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validity, validity coefficients need to be larger than coefficients representing irrelevant 

links (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Specifically, I predicted that fit tests would favour a 

10-factor model, with variables displaying the highest loadings on the factors 

specified in Table 12. 

Results 

Missing Data 

 Screening of the data to detect missing and out of range values was carried out prior 

to undertaking any statistical analyses. Out of range values were corrected by checking 

them against participants’ questionnaire packages. 

 A large proportion (38%) of participants had one or more missing data points. Data 

that were missing appeared to be randomly distributed with the exception of four Scale 

for Suicide Ideation items, each of which was left blank by many participants. The 

wording of these items does not include an option for participants to indicate that the item 

is not applicable to them, and given the substantial amount of missing data for these 

items, the self-report version of this scale might benefit from re-wording. 

 The computation of scale totals was carried out using pro-rating when not more than 

10% of a scale’s items were missing for any given participant. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 13 presents the descriptive statistics and coefficient alphas for the MLMS. 

Means and standard deviations for each of the 10 subscales were markedly similar to the 

values obtained in the first study. The internal consistency was at least acceptable for all 

subscales, with seven of the ten coefficients surpassing the .80 cutoff for “good” 

reliability (Cicchetti, 1994). The internal consistency for the Interpersonal Satisfaction, 
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Table 12 

Study 2 Convergent and Discriminant Validity Predictions 

 

Factor 

 

Variables 

 

I 

 

MLMS Achievement; NEO Competence, Achievement Striving,  

and Self-Discipline 

 

II MLMS Framework/Purpose; NEO Ideas and Values 

III MLMS Religion; Santa Clara Religious Faith 

IV MLMS Death Acceptance; Templer/McMordie Death Anxiety 

V MLMS Interpersonal Satisfaction; NEO Warmth, Trust, and 

Straightforwardness 

VI MLMS Fulfillment/Excitement; NEO Activity, Excitement-

Seeking, Positive Emotions, Depression; Scale for Suicide 

Ideation 

VII MLMS Giving to the World; NEO Altruism and Tender-

Mindedness 

VIII MLMS Existential Vacuum; NEO Depression, Vulnerability; 

Scale for Suicide Ideation 

IX MLMS Intimacy; TTLS Intimacy 

X MLMS Control; NEO Competence, Impulsiveness, Vulnerability 
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Table 13 

Descriptive Statistics for the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale (N = 262) 

 

 

 

Dimension 

 

 

Number of 

items 

 

Range of 

possible 

scores 

 

 

 
M 

 

 

 
SD 

 

 

 
α 
 

 

Achievement 
 

  7 

 

7-49 

 

  38.6 

 

  6.1 

 

.87 

Framework/Purpose   7 7-49   33.0   8.3 .90 

Religion   6 6-42   26.7   8.6 .86 

Death Acceptance   7 7-49   30.7   9.3 .90 

Interpersonal Satisfaction   7 7-49   39.4   5.6 .75 

Fulfillment/Excitement   7 7-49   38.3   6.4 .82 

Giving to the World   7 7-49   35.2   6.2 .76 

Existential Vacuum   7 7-49   27.2   7.4 .75 

Intimacy   3 3-21   14.9   5.4 .87 

Control   6 6-42   32.8   5.3 .80 

Personal Efficacy 23 23-161 125.6 15.7 .87 

Self-Transcendence 27 27-189 125.6 22.1 .89 

Fulfillment 14 14-98   65.5 12.0 .84 

MLMS Total 64 64-448 316.7 41.4 .93 
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Giving to the World, and Existential Vacuum subscales was somewhat lower in this study 

as compared to the first study.  

 Means, standard deviations, and coefficient alphas for the higher order MLMS 

factors were also similar to those attained in the first study. The internal consistency for 

the total MLMS is .93, a value considered to be in the “excellent” range (Cicchetti, 1994). 

 Descriptive statistics for the criterion measures used in Study 2 are supplied in 

Table 14. Alpha reliability coefficients for some of the NEO-PI-R facet scales do not 

meet Cicchetti’s (1994) “acceptable” standard (i.e., α > .70); however this is perhaps not 

surprising given the small number of items comprising each facet scale.  

 The mean score in the present study on the measure of religious faith was somewhat 

lower, and the internal consistency higher, than has been previously reported in American 

and North Irish university samples (Lewis et al., 2001; Plante & Boccaccini, 1997a). The 

descriptives for the Death Anxiety Scale were similar to earlier values reported 

(McMordie, 1979), except that the internal consistency was slightly lower in the current 

research. Sternberg (1997) reported descriptives very similar to those obtained in the 

present study on the Intimacy subscale of the TTLS. The mean for SSI Suicidal Desire 

was very close to the value reported by Holden and Kroner (2003). The standard 

deviation in the current research was somewhat lower than Holden and Kroner’s; 

however, the aforementioned research was conducted using a sample of inmates. Also, 

the current research produced an alpha reliability coefficient which was adequate, but 

somewhat lower, than has been previously reported (Holden & Kroner, 2003). Means and 

standard deviations for the NEO-PI-R facet scales were relatively similar to those 

reported in the manual (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and very similar to the descriptive scores  
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Table 14 

Descriptive Statistics for Criterion Measures (N = 262) 

 

 

 

Dimension 

 

 

Number 

of items 

 

Range of 

possible 

scores 

 

 

 
M 

 

 

 
SD 

 

 

 
α 
 

 

NEO-PI-R 
 

 

    

  N3 – Depression 8 0-32 14.9 6.1 .85 

  N5 – Impulsiveness 8 0-32 18.8 4.7 .70 

  N6 – Vulnerability 8 0-32 12.8 4.3 .72 

  E1 – Warmth 8 0-32 23.6 4.3 .78 

  E4 – Activity 8 0-32 17.8 3.8 .55 

  E5 – Excitement-Seeking 8 0-32 20.6 5.2 .70 

  E6 – Positive Emotions 8 0-32 22.8 5.1 .82 

  O5 – Ideas 8 0-32 21.0 6.0 .85 

  O6 – Values 8 0-32 22.4 3.7 .60 

  A1 – Trust 8 0-32 18.8 4.8 .81 

  A2 – Straightforwardness 8 0-32 18.4 4.7 .71 

  A3 – Altruism 8 0-32 23.7 3.8 .75 

  A6 – Tender-Mindedness 8 0-32 21.3 3.4 .54 

  C1 – Competence 8 0-32 20.3 3.7 .61 

  C4 – Achievement Striving 8 0-32 18.8 5.1 .82 

  C5 – Self-Discipline 8 0-32 17.6 5.3 .80 
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Table 14 (Continued – 2) 

Descriptive Statistics for Criterion Measures (N = 262) 

 

 

 

 

Dimension 

 

 

Number 

of items 

 

Range of 

possible 

scores 

 

 

 
M 

 

 

 
SD 

 

 

 
α 
 

 

Santa Clara Strength of Religious Faith  

 

  Questionnaire 

 

 

 

10 

 

 

 

10-40 

 

 

 

21.0 

 

 

 

 

  9.7 

 

 

 

 

.97 

 

Templer/McMordie Death Anxiety Scale 15 15-105 57.6 12.6 .78 

Scale for Suicide Ideation: Suicidal Desire   9 9-27 10.9   1.8 .70 

Triangular Theory of Love Scale – 

  Revised:  Intimacy subscale 

 

15 

 

15-135 

 

121.0 

 

12.9 

 

.91 

 

Note. NEO-PI-R = NEO Personality Inventory – Revised. N = Neuroticism; E = 

Extraversion; O = Openness to Experience; A = Agreeableness; C = Conscientiousness. 
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of three Queen’s University undergraduate groups who completed the NEO-PI-R under 

standard administration instructions (Holden & Evoy, 2005).

 MLMS subscale intercorrelations are provided in Table 15. In general, the pattern of 

intercorrelations found in Study 2 was similar to those revealed in Study 1. Table 16  

contains the correlations among the MLMS subscales and the criterion measures.  

Item Level Replication 

 A maximum-likelihood confirmatory factor analysis was undertaken on the 64 item 

x 64 item correlation matrix, using the LISREL 8.53 statistical software package 

(Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2002). For this and all subsequent factor analytic procedures, 

missing cases were excluded pairwise. An oblique solution was specified by leaving all 

correlations in the Phi matrix free to be estimated. Errors in the Theta-Delta matrix were 

also left free and uncorrelated. A ten-factor model was tested where all items were 

permitted to load freely on only one dimension, yielding χ2(1907) = 3773.84, p < .01. 

Please refer to Appendix G for the factor loadings obtained from this analysis. 

 The LISREL program provides a large number of fit statistics. Both Hu and Bentler 

(1999) and Browne and Cudeck (1993) provide guidelines for choosing which statistics to 

use as well as the appropriate cutoffs to indicate a good fit:  The Root Mean Square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) is a measure of parsimonious fit; the Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI) assesses the comparative fit of the hypothesized model relative to the null model; 

and the Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) provides a means of judging the 

absolute fit between the obtained and implied covariance matrices.  Hu and Bentler 

suggest that, for good model fit, the RMSEA must be less than or equal to .06 and the 

CFI should exceed .95. Bentler (1990, as cited in Brown, 2006) proposed that a range of  



 

Table 15 

 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Intercorrelations (N = 262) 
 
  

  A 

 

 FP 

 

  R 

 

 DA 

 

 IS 

 

 FE 

 

  G 

 

  EV 

 

   I 

 

  C 

 

 

Achievement 

 

1.00 

         

Framework/Purpose   .59** 1.00         

Religion   .17**   .52** 1.00        

Death Acceptance   .12   .28**   .16* 1.00       

Interpersonal Satisfaction   .40**   .44**   .23**   .17** 1.00      

Fulfillment/Excitement   .56**   .63**   .20**   .13*   .68** 1.00     

Giving to the World   .42**   .46**   .23**   .11   .44**   .44** 1.00    

Existential Vacuum   .46**   .47**   .09   .18**   .44**   .49**   .09 1.00   

Intimacy   .25**   .27**   .14*   .07   .28**   .29**   .10   .37** 1.00  

Control   .41**   .26**  -.01   .10   .41**   .41**   .16*   .27**   .22** 1.00 

 

Note. MLMS = Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale; A = Achievement; FP = Framework/Purpose; R = Religion; DA = Death Acceptance; IS = Interpersonal 

Satisfaction; FE = Fulfillment/Excitement; G = Giving to the World; EV = Existential Vacuum; I = Intimacy; C = Control.  

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



   

Table 16 

Correlations Between Multidimensional Life Meaning Subscales and Criterion Measures (N = 262) 

  

A 

 

FP 

 

R 

 

DA 

 

IS 

 

FE 

 

G 

 

EV 

 

I 

 

C 

 

 

N3 – Depression 

 

-.51** 

 

-.50** 

 

-.08 

 

-.19** 

 

-.55** 

 

-.67** 

 

-.20** 

 

-.57** 

 

-.26** 

 

-.47** 

N5 – Impulsiveness -.30** -.24** -.12 -.16** -.21** -.17** -.09 -.30** -.14* -.20** 

N6 – Vulnerability -.42** -.40** -.14* -.23** -.38** -.49** -.23** -.36** -.14* -.39** 

E1 – Warmth  .30**  .32**  .17** -.00  .50**  .45**  .38**  .27**  .16*  .33** 

E4 – Activity  .47**  .29** -.01  .00  .30**  .43**  .32**  .23**  .16*  .32** 

E5 – Excitement-Seeking -.03  .01  .01 -.01  .14*  .12*  .04 -.05  .05  .18** 

E6 – Positive Emotions  .23**  .36**  .16** -.00  .51**  .56**  .33**  .28**  .18**  .29** 

O5 – Ideas  .27**  .15* -.14*  .16**  .22**  .21**  .30**  .08  .05  .22** 

O6 – Values  .00 -.20** -.48** -.09  .08  .01  .00  .06  .02  .24** 

A1 – Trust  .22**  .26**  .21**  .05  .45**  .34**  .21**  .35**  .19**  .22** 

A2 – Straightforwardness  .06  .06  .03 -.03  .10  .01  .08  .20**  .06  .00 

 

A3 – Altruism  .14*  .13*  .18** -.02  .35**  .18**  .31**  .17**  .22**  .12 



   

 

Table 16 (Continued – 2) 

Correlations Between Multidimensional Life Meaning Subscales and Criterion Measures (N = 262) 

  

A 

 

FP 

 

R 

 

DA 

 

IS 

 

FE 

 

G 

 

EV 

 

I 

 

C 

 

           

A6 – Tender-Mindedness  .03  .08  .21** -.05  .10  .03  .28**  .02  .02 -.12 

C1 – Competence  .64**  .46**  .16*  .01  .34**  .44**  .33**  .35**  .20**  .43** 

C4 – Achievement Striving  .72**  .32**  .07 -.04  .13*  .27**  .21**  .33**  .16**  .23** 

C5 – Self-Discipline  .63**  .31**  .08  .07  .16*  .24**  .15*  .41**  .17**  .28** 

Strength of Religious Faith  

 

 .05  .35**  .86**  .12  .14*  .07  .21**  .03  .06 -.17** 

Death Anxiety -.15* -.17** -.00 -.61** -.21** -.19**  .03 -.30** -.14* -.17** 

SSI Suicidal Desire -.33** -.38** -.20**  .13* -.36** -.48** -.24** -.24** -.16* -.22** 

TTLS Intimacy  .24**  .29**  .22**  .04  .45**  .39**  .20**  .37**  .45**  .19** 

 
Note. A = Achievement; FP = Framework/Purpose; R = Religion; DA = Death Acceptance; IS = Interpersonal Satisfaction; FE = Fulfillment/Excitement; G = 

Giving to the World; EV = Existential Vacuum; I = Intimacy; C = Control. 

*p < .05; **p < .01. 
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.90 - .95 for the CFI may indicate acceptable fit. Further, Browne and Cudeck provide a 

guideline for acceptable fit of less than or equal to .09 for the SRMR, .05 or less for close 

fit of the RMSEA, and .08 - .10 for the RMSEA to be considered a “mediocre” fit. In the 

present study, the RMSEA was .062 (90% CI = .059, .065), the CFI was .93, and the 

SRMR was .074. Therefore, although all indices met the cut-off values for acceptable fit, 

the RMSEA and CFI values did not fall in the ranges representing good fit.

 Because there was not uniform agreement among the various fit criteria, the 

suitability of the hypothesized model was also examined using an alternative approach. A 

principal axis factor analysis was undertaken on the item intercorrelations, forcing a 10-

factor solution, and the obtained unrotated factor loading matrix was then rotated to an 

oblique target matrix. Appendix H contains the SPSS syntax written for this analysis, 

which was based on a procedure and equations outlined by Horst (1965). Those equations 

are also included in Appendix H. Similar to the previous analysis, the target matrix values 

were entered as +1.00 and 0.00 for keyed and nonkeyed items on any given factor, 

respectively. Table 17 presents the factor loadings from this analysis. 

 Congruence coefficients were then calculated to assess the fit between the data and 

the hypothesized target matrix. These values are listed in Table 18. Three of the ten 

coefficients on the diagonal (i.e., the coefficients for the hypothesized loadings) were 

below .80, indicating that items from the Framework/Purpose, Interpersonal Satisfaction, 

and Fulfillment/Excitement subscales did not match acceptably on their respective 

factors.  

 The final factor analytic technique that was carried out at the item level was an 

exploratory principal axis factor analysis. Because this analysis was an attempt to 



  

   

Table 17 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Factor Loadings – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item number and content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

1. I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals.  

 

 
.77 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-.25 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

11. I am successful in achieving my aspirations.  .49 -- -- -- -- .25 -- -- -- -- 

21. I strive to achieve my life goals.  .69 -- -- -- -- .20 -- -- -- -- 

31. I am committed to my work. .74 -- -- -- -- -- -- .30 -- -- 

40. I pursue worthwhile objectives.  .58 -- -- -- -- .31 -- -- -- -- 

49. I take initiative.  .45 .32 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .23 

58. I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing.  .75 -- -- -- -- -- -- .21 -- -- 

2. I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my life. .26 .50 .20 -- -- .31 -- -- -- -- 

12. I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand my being alive. -- .64 .20 -- -.23 .21 -- -- -- -- 

22. I have discovered a satisfying life purpose. -- .64 -- -- -.26 -- -- -- -- -- 

32. I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life. -- .68 .32 -- -.23 -- -- .26 -- -- 



  

   

Table 17 (Continued – 2) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Factor Loadings – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item number and content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

41. I have a framework that allows me to understand or make sense of my life.  

 

 

-- 

 
.65 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.36 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

50. I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  .21 .59 -- -- -.20 -- -- -- -- -- 

59. In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here.  -- .46 .35 -- -- .27 -- -- -- -- 

3. I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God.  -- -- .95 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

13. Taking part in religious activities is an important source of meaning in my life. -- -- .91 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

23. I am at peace with God.  -- .22 .87 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

33. I believe in afterlife.  -- .25 .90 -- -- -- -- -.25 -- -- 

42. I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning.   -- .35 .70 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

51. I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe.  -- .32 .66 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4. Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not.  -- -- -- .92 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

14. With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid.  -- -- -- .93 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



  

   

Table 17 (Continued – 3) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Factor Loadings – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item number and content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

24. Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it.  

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 
.90 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

34. Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense worrying about it.  -- -- -- .90 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

43. I accept death as another life experience.  -- -- -- .83 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

52. I think I am generally much less concerned about death than those around me.  -- -- -- .89 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

60. I would neither fear death nor welcome it. -- -- -.30 .91 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

5. I am treated fairly by others.  -- -.23 -- -- .60 .27 -- .31 -- .25 

15. I have a number of good friends.  -- -- -- -- .70 .40 -- -- -.25 -- 

25. I relate well to others.  -- -- -- -- .51 .33 -- -- -- -- 

35. Life has treated me fairly.  -.22 -.20 -- -- .69 .47 -- -- -- -- 

44. I care about other people.  -- -.30 -- -- .64 -- .37 -- -- -- 

53. I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards.  -- -.31 -- .20 .67 .25 -- -- -- -- 



  

   

Table 17 (Continued – 4) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Factor Loadings – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item number and content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

61. I am at peace with my past. 

  

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.20 

 

-- 

 
.38 

 

.35 

 

-- 

 

.23 

 

-- 

 

-- 

6. I really feel good about my life.  -- -- -- -- .26 .58 -- -- -- -- 

16. Life to me seems always exciting.  -- -- -- -- .38 .57 -- -- -- -- 

26. If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. -- -.24 -- .25 -.27 -.63 -- -- -- -- 

36. Living is deeply fulfilling.  -- -- -- -- .49 .51 -- -- -- -- 

45. My life is empty, filled only with despair. -.21 -- -- -- -.29 -.67 -- -- -- -- 

54. Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me. -- -.24 -- -- -.37 -.37 -- -- -- -- 

62. I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy I didn’t know that I 

had.  

.29 .26 -.24 -- -- .55 -- -- -- -- 

7. Interest in social causes is an important source of meaning for me.  -- -- -- -- .23 -- .84 -- -- -- 

17. Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns) is an important source of meaning in my 

life.  

-- -- -.28 -- -- -- .81 -- -- -- 



  

   

Table 17 (Continued – 5) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Factor Loadings – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item number and content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

27. Preserving human values and ideals is an important source of meaning for me. 

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-.20 

 
.82 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

37. Being of service to others is an important source of meaning in my life.  -- -- .23 -- .46 -- .59 -- -- -.21 

46. I strive to make this world a better place.  .23 -- -- -- -- -- .63 -- -- -- 

55. Leaving a legacy for the next generation is an important source of meaning for me.  .38 -- .42 -- -- -- .46 -.28 -- -- 

63. Taking part in creative activities is an important source of meaning in my life.  -- .27 -.23 -- -- .38 .55 -.22 -- -- 

8. I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new identity. -- -- -- -- -.46 -.39 .30 -.50 -- -- 

18. Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do. -- -- -- -- -.22 -- -- -.64 -- -- 

28. I am restless. -.21 -- -- -.20 -.32 -- .28 -.56 -- -- 

38. I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing from my life. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -.67 -- -- 

47. I need to find something that I can really be committed to. -- -.25 -- -- -- -- -- -.82 -- -- 

56. I get confused when I try to understand my life.  .25 -.42 -- -- -- -- -- -.61 -- -- 



  

   

Table 17 (Continued – 6) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Factor Loadings – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item number and content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

64. I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use. 

 

-.31 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.22 

 

-- 

 

.28 

 

-- 

 

-.73 
 

-- 

 

-- 

 

9. I have found someone I love deeply.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .90 -- 

19. I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .90 -- 

29. I have someone to share intimate feelings with. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .83 -- 

10. My life is in my hands and I am in control of it.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .80 

20. I determine what happens in my life.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .82 

30. Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am absolutely free to make all  

life choices.  

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .79 

39. It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to do.   .21 .25 -- -- -- .31 -.25 -- -- .53 

48. When it comes to important life matters, I make my own decisions.   -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .87 
 

57. My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my own efforts.  

 

 

.21 

 

-.28 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.22 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 
.78 

 



  

   

Note. To simplify table, only those loadings > |.20| are presented. Loadings in italics represent items keyed on given factor. Factor 1 = Achievement; Factor 2 = 

Framework/Purpose; Factor 3 = Religion; Factor 4 = Death Acceptance; Factor 5 = Interpersonal Satisfaction; Factor 6 = Fulfillment/Excitement; Factor 7 = 

Giving to the World; Factor 8 = Existential Vacuum; Factor 9 = Intimacy; Factor 10 = Control. 



  127 

Table 18 

Congruence Coefficients for Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory 

Model – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Congruence coefficients 

 

Factor 

 

I 

 

II 

 

III 

 

IV 

 

V 

 

VI 

 

VII 

 

VIII 

 

IX 

 

X 

 

 

A 

 

.84 
 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

F/P 

 

-- 

 
.76 

 

.25 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.23 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

R 

 

-- 

 

.22 

 

.87 
 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

DA 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 
.96 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

IS 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 
.74 

 

.38 

 

.24 

 

.20 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

FE 

 

-- 

 

.25 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.40 

 
.70 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

G 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.20 

 

-- 

 
.89 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

EV 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 
.87 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

I 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.91 
 

-- 

 

C 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.93 
 

 
Note. To simplify table, only those congruence coefficients > |.20| are presented. Coefficients in 

italics represent hypothesized salients. A = Achievement; FP = Framework/Purpose; R = 

Religion; DA = Death Acceptance; IS = Interpersonal Satisfaction; FE = Fulfillment/Excitement; 

G = Giving to the World; EV = Existential Vacuum; I = Intimacy; C = Control. 
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replicate the results from Study 1, ten factors were extracted and rotated to an oblimin 

criterion. The factor loadings obtained in this analysis are contained in Appendix I. Of  

note is the close similarity between the loadings derived in the present analysis and the 

ones from Study 1; all but 6 of the 64 items loaded most highly on their hypothesized 

factors. These items were from the Interpersonal Satisfaction and Fulfillment/Excitement 

subscales – some Interpersonal Satisfaction items loaded most highly on 

Fulfillment/Excitement, and vice versa. 

Higher-Order Replication

 The next set of analyses on the data collected for this study was carried out in order 

to answer the question of whether or not the higher order factor structure from Study 1 

would replicate in Study 2. A maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis was 

attempted using LISREL 8.53 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2002), testing a three higher order 

factor model with variables permitted to load freely on one and only one dimension. An 

oblique solution was again specified by leaving all correlations in the Phi matrix free to 

be estimated. Errors in the Theta-Delta matrix were also left free to vary (but 

uncorrelated). This analysis would not estimate properly, producing a “Phi is not positive 

definite” error message. Other confirmatory factor analyses were attempted using the 

LISREL program, including a generalized least squares approach and a maximum 

likelihood analysis using variables transformed to be univariate normal. The same error 

message emerged. 

 Wothke (1993) lists a number of reasons for a “not positive definite” error message. 

These include linear dependency of a variable on another variable or set of variables, an 

error reading the data, a typographical error, poor starting values (applies only to positive 
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definite sigma matrix), small sample size, a significant amount of missing data, one or 

more variables in the data set having a single value (zero variance), use of a polychoric 

correlation matrix, a diagonal element of Theta-delta or Theta-epsilon being fixed at zero, 

and negative error variances. Most of these possible reasons were not applicable to my 

data, or could be easily checked. The solution Wothke proposes, making a ridge 

adjustment to the correlation matrix, biases the parameter estimates, standard errors, and 

fit statistics. Therefore, finding an alternative way of analyzing the data, one that would 

not produce a biased solution, was desirable. 

 A second analysis undertaken to examine the higher order structure of the MLMS 

was a principal axis factor analysis on the subscale intercorrelations. A three-factor 

solution was forced, and the unrotated factor loading matrix was subsequently rotated to 

an oblique target matrix, using the syntax written to run in SPSS. Target matrix values 

were represented by values of +1.00 and 0.00 for keyed and nonkeyed variables on any  

given factor, respectively. The rotated factor loadings are presented in Table 19. Each 

variable loaded most highly on its hypothesized higher order factor. 

 Table 19 also includes the congruence coefficients (Harman, 1976) which represent 

the fit between the data matrix and the hypothesized target matrix. Using the guideline of 

.80 as the lower bound indicating an acceptable match (Barrett, 1986), with all three 

congruence coefficients on the diagonal exceeding .80, these results provide support for 

the underlying higher-order structure of the MLMS revealed in the first study. 

Criterion Validity of the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

 The planned analysis to examine the convergent and discriminant validity of the 

MLMS was a maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis using the LISREL 8.53  
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Table 19 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Higher Order Confirmatory Model, Factor 

Loadings, and Congruence Coefficients – Targeted Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Higher order factor 

 

 

Factor 

 

 

I 

 

II 

 

III 

 

Achievement 

    

 
.79 

 

-- 

 

-- 

Framework/Purpose    -- .61 .36 

Religion   -.36 .91 -- 

Death Acceptance    .26 .70 -- 

Interpersonal Satisfaction .67 .25 -- 

Fulfillment/Excitement    .47 -- .54 

Giving to the World    .36 .70 -.38 

Existential Vacuum    -- -- .93 

Intimacy    .56 -- .41 

Control    .98 -.27 -- 

 

 

 

Congruence coefficients 

 

   

  I 

 

 

.88 
 

  .08 

 

  .25 

  II .08   .94 -.02 

  III .24 -.01   .81 

 
Note. To simplify table, only those loadings > |.20| are presented. Loadings in italics represent 

factors keyed on given higher order factor. 
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software package (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2002). This analysis specified a 10-latent factor 

structure, each latent factor including one of the ten MLMS variables and one or more 

criterion variables. Please refer to the Method section for the pattern of specified 

loadings. The solution was an oblique one, with all correlations in the Phi matrix left free 

to be estimated. Errors in the Theta-Delta matrix were left uncorrelated and free to vary.  

 Similar to the higher order CFA, the LISREL program terminated early, generating 

several error messages, including one stating that the fitted covariance matrix was not 

positive definite and another stating that one of the Theta-Delta terms was not identified. 

Transforming the data so that it was univariate normal did not yield a more successful 

result. 

 Therefore, the 30 variable by 30 variable interrcorrelation matrix was subjected to a 

principal axis factor analysis, with a 10-factor solution being specified. The unrotated 

factor loading matrix which resulted from this analysis was then rotated to an oblique 

target matrix, again using SPSS syntax commands. The target matrix values were entered 

as +1.00 and 0.00 for keyed and nonkeyed variables on any given factor, respectively. 

Rotated factor loadings are listed in Table 20. The majority of variables loaded most 

highly on their hypothesized factor(s); however, there were several discrepancies, 

particularly with respect to loadings on Factor 2 (Framework/Purpose). 

 Coefficients of congruence (Harman, 1976) are also provided in Table 20, 

indicating the goodness of fit between the rotated factor matrix and the hypothesized 

target matrix. Using the cutoff of .80 to indicate a match (Barrett, 1986), seven of the ten 

latent factors fit acceptably well. The three latent factors that did not meet the cutoff 

guideline for congruence are Framework/Purpose (r = .51), Interpersonal Satisfaction (r = 
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Table 20 

Criterion Validity Model, Factor Loadings, and Congruence Coefficients – Targeted 

Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Variables 

 

I 

 

 

II 

 

III 

 

IV 

 

V 

 

VI 

 

VII 

 

VIII 

 

IX 

 

X 

 

MLMS Achievement 
 

  .61 

 

  .34 

 

   -- 

 

  -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

NEO Competence   .60    --    -- -.21    --    --    --    --    --   .51 

NEO Achievement 

  Striving 

 

  .89 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

NEO Self-Discipline   .83    --    --   --    --    --    --    --    --   .25 

MLMS 

  Framework/Purpose 

 

   -- 

 

  .51 

 

  .25 

 

  -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .24 

 

   -- 

 

  .27 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

NEO Ideas    --   .27 -.22   .22    --    --   .44    --    --    -- 

NEO Values    -- -.45 -.39    --    --    --   .23    --    --    -- 

MLMS Religion    --   .28   .82    --    --    --   .20    --    --    -- 

Strength of Religious 

  Faith 

 

   -- 

 

  .30 

 

  .78 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .24 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

MLMS Death Acceptance    --   .49    --   .95    -- - .21    --    --    --    -- 

Death Anxiety    --    --    -- -.82    --    --   .25    --    --    -- 

MLMS Interpersonal 

  Satisfaction 

 

   -- 

 

  .23 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .34 

 

  .24 

 

  .20 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

NEO Warmth    --    --    --    --   .50   .35   .30    --    --    -- 
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Table 20 (Continued – 2) 

Criterion Validity Model, Factor Loadings, and Congruence Coefficients – Targeted 

Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Variables 

 

I 

 

 

II 

 

III 

 

IV 

 

V 

 

VI 

 

VII 

 

VIII 

 

IX 

 

X 

 

NEO Trust 

 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 
 

  .72 

 

  .20 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

NEO Straightforwardness    -- -.23    --    --   .64    --   .41    --    --    -- 

MLMS 

  Fulfillment/Excitement 

 

   -- 

 

  .32 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .48 

 

   -- 

 

  .36 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

NEO Depression    --    --    --    --    --  -.39   .25 -.54    -- -.23 

NEO Activity   .50   .21    --    --    --   .48    --    --    --    -- 

NEO Excitement Seeking    --    --    --    --    --   .48 -.28    --    --    -- 

NEO Positive Emotions    --    --    --    --   .39   .59    --    --    --    -- 

SSI Suicidal Desire    --    --    --   .36    -- -.41    -- -.44    --    -- 

MLMS Giving to the 

  World 

 

   -- 

 

  .66 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .21 

 

   -- 

 

  .70 

 

-.23 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

NEO Altruism    --    --    --    --   .53    --   .63    --    --    -- 

NEO Tender-Mindedness    --    --   .27    --    --    --   .82    --    --    -- 

MLMS Existential 

  Vacuum 

 

  .20 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .20 

 

   -- 

 

  .26 

 

   -- 

 

  .45 

 

  .21 

 

   -- 

NEO Vulnerability    --    -- -.22    --    -- -.20    -- -.47   .18 -.48 

MLMS Intimacy    --    --    --    --    --    --    --    --   .80    -- 
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Table 20 (Continued – 3) 

Criterion Validity Model, Factor Loadings, and Congruence Coefficients – Targeted 

Oblique Rotation (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Variables 

 

I 

 

 

II 

 

III 

 

IV 

 

V 

 

VI 

 

VII 

 

VIII 

 

IX 

 

X 

 

TTLS Intimacy 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .69 

 

   -- 

 

MLMS Control 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 
 

  .46 

 

NEO Impulsiveness -.38    --    --    -- -.32   .23    --    --    -- -.42 

  

Congruence Coefficients 

 

 

I 

 

  .86 
 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

   -- 

 

  .38 

 

II    --   .51   .30   .32    --     --   .21    --    --    -- 

III    --    --   .84    --    --     --    --    --    --    -- 

IV    --    --    --   .89    --     --    --    --    --    -- 

V    --    --    --    --   .78   .82    --   .45    --    -- 

VI    --    --    --    --   .22   .82    --   .45    --    -- 

VII    --    --    --    --   .32    --   .76 -.20    --    -- 

VIII    --    --    --    --    --   .46    --   .80    --    -- 

IX    --    --    --    --    --    --    --    --   .91    -- 

X   .39    --    --    --    --    --    --   .33    --   .86 

 
Note. To simplify table, only those loadings and congruence coefficients > |.20| are presented. Loadings in 

bold italics represent items keyed on given component. Coefficients in bold italics represent hypothesized 

salients.
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.78), and Giving to the World (r = .76). Referring back to the correlations between the 

MLMS subscales and the criterion measures (Table 16), it is not surprising that 

Framework/ Purpose was an especially poor match – its criterion measures, the NEO 

facet scales Ideas and Values, are correlated in opposite directions with 

Framework/Purpose. 

 Correlations between the criterion measures and the MLMS higher order factors and 

MLMS total scale score are presented in Table 21. Though many of the correlations are 

significant, the most substantial associations are between Personal Efficacy and NEO 

Depression, NEO Vulnerability, NEO Competence, and TTLS Intimacy; between Self-

Transcendence and Strength of Religious Faith; between Fulfillment and NEO 

Depression and NEO Vulnerability; and between MLMS Total and NEO Depression, 

NEO Vulnerability, and NEO Competence. 
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Table 21 

Correlations Between Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Higher Order Factors and 

Criterion Measures (N = 262) 

  

Provisional  

 

Meaning 

 

Self- 

 

Transcendence 

 

 

 

Fulfillment 

 

MLMS  

 

Total 

 
 

N3 – Depression 
 

      -.64** 

 

      -.35** 

 

     -.71** 

 

   -.64** 

 
N5 – Impulsiveness       -.30**       -.23**      -.28**    -.32** 

N6 – Vulnerability       -.48**       -.36**      -.49**    -.52** 

E1 – Warmth        .46**        .29**       .41**     .45** 

E4 – Activity        .45**        .20**       .37**     .39** 

E5 – Excitement-Seeking        .12        .01       .03     .06 

E6 – Positive Emotions        .43**        .29**       .47**     .46** 

O5 – Ideas        .27**        .15*       .16**     .23** 

O6 – Values        .11       -.30**       .05    -.10 

A1 – Trust        .38**        .25**       .40**     .40** 

A2 – Straightforwardness        .07        .05       .13*     .09 

A3 –  Altruism        .29**        .19**       .20**     .27** 

A6 – Tender-Mindedness        .01        .17**       .03     .11 

C1 – Competence        .58**        .33**       .46**     .53** 

C4 – Achievement Striving        .45**        .19**       .35**     .38** 

C5 – Self-Discipline        .45**        .22**       .38**     .40** 
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Table 21 (Continued – 2) 

Correlations Between Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Higher Order Factors and 

Criterion Measures (N = 262) 

  

Provisional  

 

Meaning 

 

Self- 

 

Transcendence 

 

 

 

Fulfillment 

 

MLMS  

 

Total 

 
 

Strength of Religious Faith 

 

 

       .03 

 

       .57** 

 

       .06 

 

      .33** 

Death Anxiety        .23**        .31**        .29**       .34** 

SSI Suicidal Desire      -.39**      -.23**       -.41**      -.39** 

TTLS Intimacy        .48**       .26**        .44**       .45** 

   

*p < .05; **p < .01. 
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Discussion 

 The results of the second study provide further support for the reliability and 

underlying factor structure of the MLMS. The means and standard deviations for the 

overall MLMS, as well as its 10 subscales, are markedly similar across two independent 

undergraduate student samples (i.e., samples from the first and second studies). The 

internal consistency of the measure is excellent, and all subscales produced acceptable or 

higher alpha reliability coefficients. Furthermore, the means, standard deviations, and 

alpha reliability coefficients for higher order dimensions - Personal Efficacy, Self-

Transcendence, and Fulfillment - were also similar to those found in the initial study.  

 In terms of the factor structure of the MLMS, confirmatory factor analytic 

procedures at the item level produced mixed results. The fit indices from the maximum-

likelihood confirmatory factor analysis, as well as the confirmatory principal component 

analysis, suggested the 10-factor solution was an acceptable fit for the data. In contrast, 

the confirmatory principal axis factor analysis suggested that not all of the subscales 

matched acceptably on their hypothesized factors. Finally, an exploratory principal axis 

factor analysis at the item level produced favourable results, indicating that 58 of the 64 

items loaded most highly on their hypothesized factors. The items that did not conform to 

the hypothesized factor structure across exploratory and confirmatory procedures were 

from the Fulfillment/Excitement and Interpersonal Satisfaction subscales, indicating that 

these subscales would benefit from further refinement. The Interpersonal Satisfaction 

factor, in particular, appears to contain items related to more than one domain – 

contentment with relationships, fair treatment, and satisfaction with one’s past. The 
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 Fulfillment/Excitement items appear to be more unified; however, this subscale is the 

only one of the ten which contains both positively worded and negatively worded items. 

 The higher order factor structure of the MLMS was supported in the current 

research. That is, the results strongly suggest an underlying structure comprised of factors 

representing Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment. Personal Efficacy 

consists of perceived control over one’s environment, commitment to goals and efficacy 

in achieving those goals, satisfaction with interpersonal relationships, and involvement in 

intimate relationships. Self-Transcendence includes religious beliefs and/or participation 

in religious rituals, an acceptance of one’s mortality, engagement in altruistic pursuits, 

and having a framework or philosophy that makes life understandable. Finally, 

Fulfillment relates to not feeling empty, restless, or confused about one’s life and feeling 

excited and contented with life. 

 Some support was provided for the construct validity of the MLMS in the form of 

convergent and discriminant validity among the 10 MLMS factors and a variety of 

constructs hypothesized to be related to these factors. More specifically, congruence 

coefficients indicated that MLMS Achievement, Control, Intimacy, Religion, Death 

Acceptance, Fulfillment/Excitement, and Existential Vacuum loaded acceptably onto 

factors that also contained criterion measures hypothesized to be related to these 

constructs. MLMS Achievement is related to competence, achievement striving, and self-

discipline; MLMS Religion is conceptually similar to strength of religious faith; MLMS 

Death Acceptance is strongly negatively related to death anxiety; Fulfillment/Excitement 

shares overlap with activity, excitement seeking, and positive emotions, and is negatively 

related to depression and suicidal desire; Existential Vacuum is related to depression, 
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suicidal desire, and vulnerability; MLMS Intimacy is similar to another measure of 

intimacy; and MLMS Control is related positively to competence and negatively to 

vulnerability and impulsiveness. These criterion variables were hypothesized to be related 

to the MLMS subscales based on rational links among the constructs.  

 MLMS Interpersonal Satisfaction did not show the hypothesized pattern of 

convergent and discriminant validity. However, given that the item level analysis 

suggested problems with the construct, the present results are unsurprising. 

 MLMS Giving to the World demonstrated convergent validity in terms of its 

relationships with altruism and tender-mindedness; however, it did not show the expected 

pattern of discriminant validity, due to significant relationships with a number of other 

criterion variables. This finding suggests that Giving to the World is related to personality 

facets in a more complex way than initially anticipated. The criterion variables which 

showed unexpected correlations with Giving to the World were predominantly facets of 

NEO Extraversion, namely, Warmth, Positive Emotions, and Activity. Given that the 

items comprising MLMS Giving to the World are largely interpersonally focused (e.g., 

“Interest in social causes is an important source of meaning for me”; “Being of service to 

others is an important source of meaning in my life”), the association between Giving and 

facets of Extraversion is reasonable. Prior research (e.g., Johnson et al., 1989; Rushton, 

Fulker, Neale, Nias, & Eysenck, 1989) has indicated a positive relationship between 

altruism and extraversion. Moreover, because MLMS Giving to the World is one of the 

subscales contributing to the higher-order Self-Transcendence factor, any research 

revealing an association between self-transcendence and extraversion is relevant to the 

present findings. Schnell and Becker (2006) examined relationships among personality 
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variables and sources of meaning in a German convenience sample and found that 

individuals who were extraverted/open tended to report high levels of self-transcendence.  

 The pattern of relationships between MLMS Framework/Purpose and the criterion 

variables NEO Ideas and NEO Values was interesting and unexpected. No a priori 

predictions about the direction of the hypothesized relationships were made, and Ideas 

and Values were both significantly related to Framework/Purpose, but in opposite 

directions. In retrospect, this pattern is unsurprising – NEO Ideas, which was positively 

related to Framework/Purpose, consists of items pertaining to intellectual curiosity and 

abstract ideas. It would make sense that an individual who has developed a framework 

that provides meaning would also be someone who enjoys abstract thought. In contrast, 

the items comprising NEO Values include an openness to viewpoints foreign to one’s 

own ideas and a flexibility concerning right and wrong. This construct was negatively 

related to MLMS Framework/Purpose. Given that individuals who achieve high scores on 

Framework/Purpose may do so by possessing set ideas about the way they see the world, 

it also stands to reason that they could be relatively less open in terms of their values.  

 These results are tempered by the finding that, in the current study, many of the 

NEO facet scales possessed questionable internal consistency, as reflected by 

unacceptable (i.e., below .70) or borderline adequate (i.e., .70 - .72) alpha reliability 

coefficients. Some of the facet scales with the lowest reliability coefficients, such as 

Values and Tender-Mindedness, were also the ones with loadings which did not support 

the hypothesized pattern of convergent and discriminant validity.  

 In general, the results of the second study support the reliability of the MLMS and 

the validity of the underlying hypothesized constructs. However, additional research is 
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desirable to further explore the construct validity of the MLMS. The third study was 

conducted for this purpose. 
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CHAPTER VII: STUDY 3 

 In this third study, my goal was to establish further the construct validity of the 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale by testing for theory-consistent group differences 

on the higher-order dimensions of the MLMS (i.e., Personal Efficacy, Self-

Transcendence, and Fulfillment). Because the reference group to which other groups were 

to be compared was comprised of students, it was desirable to choose students to 

represent the other groups. Ideally, each pair of groups (reference group vs. criterion 

group) would differ only on one higher-order dimension. 

 The Personal Efficacy higher order factor is represented by items from the 

Achievement, Interpersonal Satisfaction, Control, and Intimacy subscales. A person 

scoring highly on this dimension, therefore, is goal-oriented, driven, and has an internal 

locus of control. They are also people-oriented and content with their close relationships. 

This description seemed to be best represented by students working towards Law or MBA 

degrees, as these are professions requiring a strong work ethic and a high degree of 

comfort working with a variety of people. 

 In contrast, high scorers on the Self-Transcendence dimension - comprised of the 

Framework/Purpose, Religion, Giving to the World, and Death Acceptance subscales – 

are individuals who have a framework or philosophy that helps them make sense of their 

lives, have a strong sense of purpose, and possess strong religious convictions. They are 

concerned with social justice and helping people. In addition, they are less anxious about 

the eventuality of their deaths. This dimension would best seem to describe Theology 

students, who are either studying to be ministers or have a great interest in the study of  
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theology, and whose program of study includes opportunities for field work in third world 

countries.  

 The third higher-order dimension, Fulfillment, includes the Existential Vacuum and 

Fulfillment/Excitement subscales. Individuals with low scores on this dimension either 

have a sense of being blocked from leading a fulfilling life or are confused about the 

direction they would like their lives to take. Further, they feel bored, listless, and empty. 

Because there was no naturally-occurring group of students who would be likely to fit this 

description, I chose instead to screen undergraduate students for depressive symptoms 

and compare this sub-group to the reference undergraduate group. 

Predictions 

1. Primary: The combined criterion group of Law/MBA students will have a 

significantly higher mean than the undergraduate reference group on the Personal 

Efficacy dimension. Secondary: Because a higher level of Personal Efficacy may lead 

to a higher sense of Fulfillment, Law/MBA students may also score higher than the 

reference group on the Fulfillment dimension; however, the most substantial 

difference will be on the Personal Efficacy dimension.  

2. Primary: Theology students will score significantly higher than the undergraduate 

reference group on the Self-Transcendence dimension. Secondary: Again, because 

possessing a higher sense of Self-Transcendence could result in a higher sense of 

Fulfillment, Theology students may also have a significantly higher score on the 

Fulfillment dimension compared to the reference group, but this difference will not be 

as great as the difference on the Self-Transcendence dimension. 
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3. Depressed undergraduates will have a significantly lower mean than the 

undergraduate reference group on the Fulfillment dimension. 

Method 

Participants 

 Reference Group. The Reference Group used in this study was the same sample of 

262 undergraduate students (200 women, 62 men) who participated in Study 2. These 

students had a mean age of 20.4 years (SD = 2.8).  

 Law/MBA Group. Twelve students studying at Queen’s University for the three-year 

Bachelor of Laws (LL.B.) degree filled out and returned questionnaires. Admission 

criteria for this degree include a minimum of two years’ undergraduate coursework, and 

there were approximately 450 students enrolled in the program at the time the study was 

being conducted. One participant’s data was discarded due to an excessive number of 

unanswered responses (> 50% of items left blank) leaving 11 participants, 4 men and 7 

women. Their mean age was 26.0 years (SD = 3.2 years). 

 A total of 26 Master’s of Business Administration for Science and Technology 

(MBAST) students completed and returned study materials. The MBAST program at 

Queen’s University is of 12 months’ duration, running from May until April of the 

following year, and prerequisites for admission include a 4-year undergraduate degree and 

2 years of relevant work experience. There were 74 students enrolled in the MBAST 

program during the first year the study was conducted. Data from two participants were 

discarded due to an excessive number of unanswered responses (> 50%), which left 16 

men and 8 women with completed questionnaires. The mean age of this group was 30.1 

years (SD = 3.8 years). 
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 Theology Group. Thirty-one Theology students filled out and returned 

questionnaires. These students were enrolled in Queen’s Theological College and were 

working towards either a two-year Master’s of Theological Studies (M.T.S.) or a three-

year Master’s of Divinity (M.Div.) degree. Students enrolled in either of these programs 

are required to have obtained a B.A. or equivalent degree prior to admission. There were 

approximately 40 to 60 M.T.S. and M.Div. students active within the Theological College 

throughout the time I was collecting data, although a minority of these students were 

completing off-campus internships at any given time. Three participants who filled out 

questionnaires were excluded from further analyses because they were taking a theology 

course but were not enrolled in either degree program, leaving a total of 28 participants – 

10 M.T.S. students and 18 M.Div. students. Participants were comprised of 10 men and 

18 women, with a mean age of 38.7 years (SD = 10.0 years). No participants were 

excluded due to excessive missing data. 

 Depressed Group. An additional 320 undergraduate students (a separate sample 

from the reference group) participated in this study - students who were enrolled in an 

introductory psychology course and who participated in exchange for course credit. Of 

the total sample, 31 (9.7%; 25 women and 6 men) scored above the designated cut-off of 

15 on the Revised Beck Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck & Steer, 1987) and were 

included in subsequent analyses. Other recent studies of North American undergraduate 

students utilizing the BDI have classified similar percentages of participants in the 

moderate to severe depression range (e.g., 10.9%, 11.3%, and 8.7%; Gutierrez, 

Rodriguez, & Garcia, 2001; Myers, 2001; and Woolley, 2002, respectively). The 

depressed group in the current study had a mean age of 19.1 years (SD = 3.3 years). 
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 Treatment of all participants was in accordance with the ethical standards of the 

American Psychological Association. Institutional ethics approval was obtained from the 

Queen's University General Research Ethics Board. 

Materials 

 Copies of all letters of information, consent forms, questionnaires, and debriefing 

forms are located in Appendix C. Because the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale has 

been detailed previously, a description of the measure will not be included here. The 

letter of information, consent, and debriefing forms given to the undergraduate sample 

varied slightly from the others because a colleague and I were collecting data together, 

and we combined our forms.

 Beck Depression Inventory – Revised (BDI; Beck & Steer, 1987). A widely used 

measure of cognitive, affective, somatic, and vegetative symptoms of depression, the BDI 

consists of 21 statements, each with 4 response choices of increasing symptom intensity. 

Responses are coded on a 0 to 3 scale, and the total scale score can range from 0 to 63.  

Respondents are asked to consider how they have been feeling over the past week when 

choosing the most appropriate answer. If a participant believes that two choices apply 

equally well, he or she is instructed to circle both of them, but only the more severe of the 

two responses is included in the total score. One of the BDI items pertains to weight loss, 

and the respondent is also asked to indicate whether or not they are purposely trying to 

lose weight. If they respond positively to this statement, their score for the item is not 

included in the calculation of the total score. The BDI takes approximately 10 to 15 

minutes to complete, and is appropriate for both adolescent and adult populations. 
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 The BDI manual (Beck & Steer, 1987) provides total score ranges for Minimal, 

Mild, Moderate, and Severe depressive symptoms in clinical populations. However, the 

authors suggest that in a normal population, a score of greater than 15 is indicative of a 

need for further assessment.  

 The BDI has been shown to possess more than adequate reliability and validity in 

both clinical and nonclinical samples (Beck, Steer, & Garbin, 1988). Internal consistency 

of the measure is acceptable, with alpha reliability coefficients in the .79 to .90 range 

(Beck et al., 1988). BDI items are consistent with the DSM-IV diagnostic criteria for 

Major Depressive Disorder (Waller, 1998), and the concurrent validity has been 

demonstrated through correlations of .38 to .76 with the Beck Hopelessness Scale; .40 to 

.87 with the Hamilton Depression Rating Scale; and .76 with the Symptom Checklist-90 - 

Revised (Carlson, 1998). Further, BDI scores correspond well with clinician ratings of 

depressive symptoms in psychiatric samples (Beck et al., 1988). 

Procedure 

 Law and MBAST Students. Students in each of these departments have access to 

shared mailboxes, and several copies of the study package (consisting of Letter of 

Information, Consent Form, MLMS with blanks for age and gender, Debriefing Form, 

and return envelope) were left in all mailboxes. Subsequently, students were informed 

about the study via a brief email message sent out to their respective departmental list 

serves. The message stated that I was conducting a study on the topic of meaning in life 

and that copies of the study materials had been left in student mailboxes. Interested 

students who retrieved questionnaire packages were asked to read the letter of 

information first, sign the consent form if they wished to continue, complete the MLMS, 
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and read the debriefing form. They were then asked to return the consent form and 

completed questionnaire to me in the enclosed envelope. 

 Law students were sought out on one occasion, whereas MBAST students were 

contacted during two consecutive years. The MBAST program is of only one year’s 

duration; therefore, two separate groups of students were contacted. 

 The package, including time to read all materials and complete the questionnaire, 

took approximately 10 to 20 minutes for pilot participants to complete. 

 Theology Students. The initial procedure for theology students was identical to that 

undertaken with the MBAST and Law students. That is, a message was sent via the 

Theology department’s list serve and the study packages were left in shared student 

mailboxes. However, due to the low number of completed surveys returned during the 

first two years, I received permission from two course instructors to go into theology 

classes to recruit participants in the third year. I chose one course that is mandatory for 

both M.Div. and M.T.S. students, and a second course that is only offered on occasion 

and is popular with upper year graduate students in both degree programs.  

 Students in these two classes were briefly told about the study (during the class 

break for one course and at the end of the class for the second course) and any students 

who were interested in participating were invited to stay in the classroom to complete the 

package. They were also informed that they would be paid $10 for their participation. I 

stayed in the classroom while participants read the letters of information, read and signed 

the consent forms, and completed the questionnaires. They received $10 and the 

debriefing form regardless of whether or not they finished the questionnaire. Students 

took approximately 10 to 20 minutes to complete their participation. 
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 Depressed Students. Because it was necessary for me to collaborate with a colleague 

in the collection of the final sample (i.e., in order to obtain enough participants with 

notable depressive symptoms within a reasonable time period), these students completed 

several measures in addition to the ones relevant to the current study (i.e., in addition to 

the MLMS and BDI). These measures were administered in the same randomized order, 

and time to read the letter of information, sign the consent form, complete the 

questionnaires, and read the debriefing form was approximately 20 to 30 minutes. The 

questionnaires were completed in one sitting, and participants were not permitted to take 

the packet away with them. 

Results 

Missing Data 

 As with the previous two studies, the data were screened for missing and out of 

range values before any statistical analyses were undertaken. Out of range values were 

corrected by checking them against participants’ questionnaire packages. Approximately 

9.5% of participants had one or more missing data points on the Multidimensional Life 

Meaning Scale, and the missing data appeared to be randomly distributed. No data points 

were missing on the BDI for the group of participants who completed this measure.  

 Computation of MLMS total and factor scale scores was achieved via pro-rating 

when there were one or more items but not more than 10% of the factor’s items missing 

for any given participant. Because no data points were missing on the BDI responses, the 

total scale score was derived simply by summing participants’ item responses on this 

measure. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

 Means, standard deviations, and alpha reliability coefficients for each of the MLMS 

higher order factors, as well as for the MLMS total, are provided in Table 22 for each of 

the four groups. All data was normally distributed except for Personal Efficacy in the 

Law/MBAST sample, which was negatively skewed and leptokurtic. The internal 

consistency of the higher order factors was acceptable across all four groups, using the > 

.70 convention (Cicchetti, 1994) and was in the good to excellent range in most cases. 

Group Differences 

 A series of independent samples t-tests was conducted to test for differences 

between the reference group (undergraduate students) and the criterion groups 

(Law/MBAST students, Theology students and Depressed students) on each of the 

MLMS higher order factor scales. The results of these tests are shown in Table 23, along 

with effect sizes. The Law/MBAST students did not differ significantly from the index 

group on any of the MLMS scales (ps > .05), whereas the theology students scored 

significantly higher than the reference group on Self-Transcendence (p < .001; d = 1.22) 

and Fulfillment (p < .05; d = .45). Depressed undergraduates scored significantly lower 

than the index group on Personal Efficacy (p < .001; d = 1.26), Self-Transcendence (p < 

.001; d = .94), and Fulfillment (p < .001; d = 1.65)2. 

 Because the assumption of normality was violated in one of the Personal Efficacy 

                                                           
2 Random sampling was subsequently used to construct reference groups equal in sample size to each of the 

criterion groups, and effect sizes were calculated as follows:  

Reference Group vs. MBAST/Law Students: d = .13, .03, and .28 for Personal Efficacy, Self-
Transcendence, and Fulfillment, respectively; Reference Group vs. Theology Students: d = .05, 1.44, and 
.33 for Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment, respectively; Reference Group vs. 

Depressed Students: d = 1.27, .95, and 1.72 for Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment, 
respectively. 



  

  

   

Table 22 

Descriptive Statistics by Group 

  

Personal Efficacy 

 

Self- Transcendence 

 

Fulfillment 

 

MLMS Total 

 

 M SD α M SD α M SD α M SD α 

 

Reference group (n = 262) 
 

125.6 

 

15.7 

 

.87 

 

125.6 

 

22.1 

 

.89 

 

65.5 

 

12.0 

 

.84 

 

316.7 

 

41.4 

 

.93 

 

Law/MBAST students (n = 35) 128.5 19.5 .94 129.0 18.3 .86 69.5 10.1 .85 327.0 36.1 .92 

Theology students (n = 28) 127.0 10.0 .72 151.9 15.4 .88 70.8 10.3 .82 348.9 28.9 .90 

Depressed undergraduates (n = 31) 105.1 20.2 .91 104.4 25.5 .91 46.2  9.3 .74 255.6 45.7 .94 

 
Note. Ranges of possible scores are as follows: Personal Efficacy – 23 - 161; Self-Transcendence – 27 - 189; Fulfillment – 14 - 98; 

MLMS Total – 64 - 448.
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Table 23 

Differences Between Index and Criterion Groups on the Multidimensional Life Meaning 

Scale Higher-Order Factors 

 

 

 

 

 

Comparisons 

 

 

 

 
 
t 

 

Effect size 

 

for mean 

 

(Cohen’s d)a 

 

Reference Group vs. MBAST/Law Students 

 

  Personal Efficacy 

 

  Self-Transcendence 

 

  Fulfillment 

 

 

 

 

-1.00 

 

   .39 

 

-1.87 

 

 

 

  .18 

 

  .16 

 

  .34 

 

Reference Group vs. Theology Students 

 

  Personal Efficacy 

 

  Self-Transcendence 

 

  Fulfillment 

 

 

 

 

  -.63 

 

    -8.18** 

 

  -2.24* 

 

 

 

  .09 

 

1.22 

 

  .45 

 

Reference Group vs. Depressed Students 

 

  Personal Efficacy 

 

  Self-Transcendence 

 

  Fulfillment 

 

 

 

      6.65** 

 

      4.96** 

 

    10.58** 

 

 

 

1.26 

 

  .94 

 

1.65 

 
 

Note. Reference Group n = 262; Law/MBAST student group n = 35; Theology student group n = 28; 

Depressed student group n = 31.  

aCohen’s (1988) conventions are > .20, > .50, and > .80 for small, medium, and large effect sizes, 

respectively. 

*p < .05; **p < .001.
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comparison groups (Law/MBAST students), the data were also analyzed using a non- 

parametric test. The results of a Mann-Whitney U test revealed that the Law/MBAST 

students’ level of Personal Efficacy was not significantly higher than the reference group 

(z = 1.68, p = .09). The medians for these groups, which may be a more appropriate 

measure of central tendency for skewed data, were 127 for the Reference Group and 133 

for Law/MBAST students. 

 Group means for each higher order factor were converted to T-scores, setting the 

reference group’s means at 50. These T-scores are shown plotted in Figure 2. 

 Because the mean ages of the Law/MBAST and Theology students were 

significantly older than the baseline group, a series of analyses of covariance 

(ANCOVAs) were conducted, covarying out the potential effects of age on the dependent 

variables. When age was controlled, there were still no significant differences between 

Law/MBAST students and the reference group on either Personal Efficacy or Self-

Transcendence. Fulfillment scores, however, were significantly higher among 

Law/MBAST students compared to the reference group (F(1, 294) = 7.16, p < .01). 

Theology students were not significantly different from the reference group on Personal 

Efficacy or Fulfillment when age was controlled. Self-Transcendence scores were 

significantly higher in Theology students than they were in the reference group (F(1, 287) 

= 8.51, p < .01) when age was covaried out. 
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Figure 2. Mean values on higher-order factors converted to T-scores for Undergraduate 

reference group (n = 262), Law/MBAST students (n = 35), Theology students (n = 28) 

and Depressed undergraduates (n = 31). 
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Discussion 

 The third study indicated that the overall MLMS, as well as its three higher-order 

dimensions, are internally consistent across three different groups of students, providing 

additional support for the reliability of the MLMS. The most significant finding, however, 

was the partial support for the existence of theory-consistent group differences on the 

MLMS higher-order dimensions. As hypothesized, the theology student group attained a 

higher mean score than the reference group on the Self-Transcendence dimension, and the 

magnitude of this difference was very large. Depressed undergraduates were significantly 

lower than the reference group on the Fulfillment dimension, and this difference was 

again marked. Finally, the combined Law/MBAST group did not have a significantly 

higher mean score on the Personal Efficacy dimension than the reference group. One 

possible reason that the difference between the two groups was not larger in the current 

study was that over half of the reference group consisted of undergraduate students who 

were involved in university activities during the summer, and may have been unusually 

high achievers. 

Some previous research is relevant to the current findings. Pöhlmann, Gruss, and 

Joraschky (2006) asked theology students and science/engineering students to name 

things that provided meaning to their lives, and to rank order the sources from most to 

least important. Researchers subsequently categorized their responses into eight meaning 

domains. The sources ranked as most important were related to beliefs and service to 

others more often for theology students than for science/engineering students, though the 

mean difference for service to others was non-significant. The Relationships source was 

ranked as most important much less often for theology students compared to 
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science/engineering students. Belief and service to others are conceptually similar to the 

MLMS Self-Transcendence higher order factor, and intimate relationships is one means 

of attaining a high score on MLMS Personal Efficacy. Similar to the present result of the 

Depressed group yielding a lower score than the baseline group on Fulfillment, Debats et 

al. (1993) reported large, negative correlations between a self-report measure of 

depression and the Fulfillment subscale of the Life Regard Index in a community sample, 

a student sample, and a sample of distressed individuals referred for psychotherapy. 

 A recent study (Orrange, 2003) investigated the sources of meaning given by Law 

and MBA students during face-to-face interviews. Participants were asked specifically 

about meaning pertaining to domains of work, family, leisure, and community. The 

results indicated that family was by far the most important domain of meaning, followed 

by work. Community as a source of meaning was very rarely endorsed by the participants, 

and when it was, it generally pertained to community in relation to their children or 

friends rather than community in a more global sense. This finding is in contrast to one 

outcome of the current research, which indicated that Law/MBAST students were not 

significantly different from the baseline group on Personal Efficacy (which contains two 

interpersonal lower-order dimensions), and in agreement with the current outcome of no 

significant differences between the Law/MBAST students and the baseline group on Self-

Transcendence.  

 Other findings of note were that theology students endorsed a higher level of 

Fulfillment than the reference group and the depressed student group had lower mean 

scores on Personal Efficacy and Self-Transcendence than the reference group. These  

differences, while significant, were not as large as the hypothesized group differences. 
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Furthermore, the difference between the reference group and the theology group on the 

Fulfillment dimension ceased to be significant when age was controlled. Finally, with age 

as a covariate, Law/MBAST students reported higher levels of Fulfillment than the 

reference group. 

 Previous research also lends some support to these current exploratory findings. 

Similar to the higher mean Fulfillment score of the theology student group compared to 

the reference group, Pöhlmann et al. (2006) reported that theology students endorsed a 

higher level of self-reported life satisfaction than did science and engineering students. 

Literature also exists that is relevant to the MLMS subscales comprising Personal 

Efficacy. Namely, depression has been negatively associated with academic achievement 

(Hysenbegasi, Hass, & Rowland, 2005), mastery (Schieman & Van Gundy, 2001), self-

efficacy (Makaremi, 2000), and internal locus of control (Presson & Benassi, 1996). 

Additionally, depressed individuals report a lower level of intimacy and enjoyment in 

their social interactions compared to non-depressed people (Nezlek, Hampton, & Shean, 

2000). Comparable to the current finding of depressed students reporting a lower level of 

self-transcendence than the baseline group, depression has been shown to demonstrate a 

negative relationship with self-transcendence in samples of undergraduate students 

(Matsudaira & Kitamura, 2006), middle-aged adults (Ellermann & Reed, 2001), and older 

adults (Reed, 1991). 

 The present findings may suggest that a lack of personal efficacy and self-

transcendence may lead to a lack of fulfillment, or vice versa. The question of the 

directionality of the relationships among the three higher-order dimensions has not yet 

been addressed.  
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CHAPTER VIII: GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 Meaning in life is an important topic for empirical investigation, one that has 

increased in momentum as the field of positive psychology has gained prominence. 

Previous research has revealed significant relationships between a lack of meaning and a 

wide variety of negative outcomes, including depression (e.g., Lester & Badro, 1992), 

anxiety (e.g., Moomal, 1999), death anxiety (e.g., Rappaport et al., 1993), suicidality 

(e.g., Edwards & Holden, 2001), and substance abuse (e.g., Waisberg & Porter, 1994). In 

addition, high levels of life meaning are related to well-being (e.g., Chamberlain & Zika, 

1988b), religiosity (e.g., Sherman et al., 1999), internal locus of control (e.g., Ryff, 1989), 

task-oriented coping (e.g., Edwards, 1999), and positive therapy outcome (e.g., Waisberg 

& Porter, 1994). Given these findings, as well as the prominent role life meaning is 

thought to take during adolescence (Frankl, 1946/1986), the present research, conducted 

with student samples, makes a significant contribution to the life meaning field.  

 The introductory chapter illustrated a number of different theoretical perspectives 

pertaining to life meaning that have arisen over time, beginning with Viktor Frankl’s 

(1946/1963) distinction between provisional meaning and ultimate meaning. This 

categorization is similar to Yalom’s (1980) terrestrial and cosmic meaning groupings, as 

well as Reker’s (2000) differentiation between implicit/definitional meaning and 

existential meaning. The importance of values in the conceptualization of life meaning is 

a theme that has emerged repeatedly – it is seen in Frankl’s (1946/1986) writings on 

creative, experiential, and attitudinal values; in Baumeister’s (1991) assertion that the 

need for value (along with the needs for purpose, efficacy, and self-worth) must be 

fulfilled in order for life to be seen as meaningful; in Reker and Wong’s (1988) 
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motivational component of meaning, believed to be fueled by one’s values; and in 

Battista and Almond’s (1973) desire to create a value-free life meaning measure.  

 Reker and Wong (1988) proposed that life meaning can be conceptualized via a 

number of different dimensions – sources of meaning, depth of meaning, breadth of 

meaning, and structural components of meaning (i.e., cognitive, motivational, and 

affective), and some research has supported the existence of these dimensions (e.g., 

Debats, 1999; O’Connor & Chamberlain, 1996; Reker, 1992; Reker, 1994). However, 

questions still remain about whether other ways of conceptualizing meaning as a 

multidimensional construct have merit. 

 The main purposes of my research were to determine the dimensionality of the life 

meaning construct and to demonstrate the validity of its subsequent operationalization. 

By utilizing a variety of pre-established meaning measures, each developed with a unique 

theoretical perspective, the construct was examined by content that sampled broadly from 

the universe of potential content. As such, this approach sought to sample 

representatively from the measures of life meaning, with the intent of maximizing content 

validity with items characteristic of the entire domain of the life meaning construct. 

 Item level analyses of the five measures chosen for inclusion in the initial study 

(i.e., the Purpose in Life Test, the Life Attitude Profile – Revised, the Personal Meaning 

Profile, the Life Regard Index, and the Sources of Meaning Profile – Revised) resulted in 

the creation of a 10-factor, 64-item scale – the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

(MLMS). The MLMS includes items from each of the five original measures, and its 

subscales – Achievement, Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, 

Interpersonal Satisfaction, Fulfillment/Excitement, Giving to the World, Existential 



  161 

Vacuum, Intimacy, and Control – demonstrated adequate or better internal consistency 

(i.e., alpha reliability coefficients above .70). The first study also included higher order 

analyses of the 10 factors, resulting in three higher-order factors, labeled Personal 

Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and Fulfillment. These higher order factors were also 

internally consistent, and the pattern of correlations among the factors suggested that they 

are distinct but conceptually related.  

 Further support for the underlying dimensionality of the MLMS was garnered in the 

second study. Whereas the results of item level confirmatory factor analytic procedures 

were ambiguous, an exploratory procedure revealed that the vast majority of MLMS 

items loaded most highly on their hypothesized factors. In fact, the loading pattern of all 

items from eight of the ten subscales was an exact replication of the pattern from the 

initial study. The remaining two factors - Interpersonal Satisfaction and 

Fulfillment/Excitement - would likely benefit from conceptual refinement. Importantly, at 

the higher order level, the factor structure determined in the first study was again 

supported in the second study. 

 An additional purpose of the second study was to evaluate the construct validity of 

the 10-factor structure. These findings were mixed. Whereas the convergent and 

discriminant validity of the Achievement, Control, Intimacy, Religion, Death Acceptance, 

Fulfillment/Excitement, and Existential Vacuum factors were demonstrated by their 

relationships with a variety of criterion variables (i.e., competence, achievement striving, 

self-discipline, strength of religious faith, death anxiety, activity, excitement seeking, 

positive emotions, depression, suicidal desire, vulnerability, intimacy, and 

impulsiveness), the construct validity of the MLMS factors Interpersonal Satisfaction, 
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Giving to the World, and Framework/Purpose was not verified. This lack of support 

could be due to difficulties with the factors at the item level or poor choice of criterion 

variables for these factors. A third possibility is that characteristics of the sample (i.e., 

university students who are predominantly White, female, and of high socioeconomic 

status) yielded results different from what would have been found in a more diverse 

community sample. 

 The findings of the second study, therefore, provided some support for the construct 

validity of the MLMS at the lower-order factor level; however, the construct validity of 

the higher-order factors was yet to be evaluated. The purpose of the third study was to 

establish the construct validity of these higher-order factors by looking for theory-

consistent differences across naturally occurring groups. The undergraduate sample from 

the second study was used as the baseline group, and additional student groups were 

selected that were each hypothesized to differ on at least one of the higher order factors. 

A combined Law/MBAST student group was expected to demonstrate a higher mean 

level of Personal Efficacy than the baseline student group, based on the expectation that 

the former group would be more goal-oriented, driven, interpersonally skilled, and have a 

greater sense of mastery and control over their environment. The results revealed that 

Law/MBAST students were not, in fact, significantly higher on the Personal Efficacy 

dimension compared to the baseline group. 

 The group hypothesized to endorse a higher level of Self-Transcendence than the 

baseline group was theology students. These individuals were believed to be more likely 

to have an overarching life philosophy or framework, to have a strong sense of purpose, 

an interest in social justice and helping others, strong religious convictions, and an
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acceptance of their own mortality. This prediction was supported, and the magnitude of 

the difference between the two groups was very large.  

 Choosing a student group who would be expected to differ significantly from the 

baseline group on the third higher order dimension, Fulfillment, proved to be more 

difficult. Because there was no naturally occurring group who would be likely to 

demonstrate this specific difference, an additional group of undergraduate students was 

sampled, and those who scored above a specific cut score on a measure of depression 

were chosen to represent a depressed student group. This group was expected to have a 

lower mean score than the baseline group on Fulfillment due to feeling blocked or 

confused about their lives and feeling bored, listless, and empty. This hypothesis was 

supported, and the effect size for this difference was also very large.  

 Together, the results of the three studies indicate that meaning in life is indeed a 

multidimensional construct, and the resulting MLMS is internally consistent. The 

construct validity of the measure is generally favourable. The 10-factor solution, as well 

as the higher-order factors, provides some support for a number of theoretical 

conceptualizations of life meaning; this will be examined in more detail in the following 

section. 

Theoretical Implications 

 The 10 MLMS factors which emerged from the item level analyses offer a view of 

the life meaning construct that is broad in scope. The items comprising these scales were 

developed in a number of divergent ways – from attempts to quantify Frankl’s 

(1946/1963) theoretical conceptualization of existential meaning (e.g., the PIL, the LAP-

R, the SOMP-R) to efforts to represent lay people’s ideas of a meaningful life (e.g., the 



  164 

PMP) to a measure representing meaning from a relativistic, value-free orientation (e.g., 

the LRI), to a specific focus on sources that contribute to a meaningful life (e.g., the 

SOMP-R). Given the wide variety of measures utilized, it is perhaps unsurprising that a 

large number of lower-order factors emerged (i.e., 10).  

 One content area which was not subsequently represented on the MLMS was 

materialism. This area has arisen previously in the sources of meaning literature. For 

example, Debats (1999) found material concerns to be one of the areas listed by 

university students when they were asked to write about their three most important 

sources of meaning. On Reker’s (1996) Sources of Meaning Profiled – Revised, half of 

the Self-Preoccupation items pertain to materialism. In the present research, Self-

Preoccupation items, including those representing materialism, loaded onto a factor that 

was not strongly correlated with any of the other meaning factors, and was thus dropped 

from subsequent analyses. This result suggests that, although some individuals may list 

materialism as a source that provides them with meaning, this area is not generally related 

to experiencing meaning in life.  

 From a developmental perspective, it is unsurprising that MLMS factors include 

those representing Achievement, Interpersonal Satisfaction, and Intimacy. Erikson’s 

(1950) developmental task perspective states that the task for a young adult age group is 

the establishment of close relationships, and thus having two factors related to 

interpersonal adjustment is justified. Furthermore, among university students, satisfaction 

with education has been shown to be related to positive life regard (Battista & Almond, 

1973). The prominence of the MLMS Achievement factor, and, to a lesser extent, the 

Control factor, are reflective of the samples utilized in this research. 
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 In Chapter 4, Chamberlain and Zika’s (1988a) joint factor analysis of three meaning 

measures was reviewed. From their results, they concluded that meaning “may be gained 

through goal achievement or fulfillment, through an enthusiastic orientation that views 

life as exciting, through having a clear philosophy or framework, or more simply through 

contentedness or satisfaction with what one has in life” (p. 595). The present research 

revealed life meaning dimensions similar to those found by Chamberlain and Zika – 

Achievement, Fulfillment/Excitement, Framework/Purpose, and Interpersonal 

Satisfaction, respectively. They also concluded that, “there may be other negative 

dimensions, such as aimlessness and lack of direction, or resignation to a lack of 

purposefulness, that are more than the bipolar opposites of the positive factors” (p. 595). 

Interestingly, the MLMS Existential Vacuum factor consists entirely of items which are 

negatively worded, suggesting that the idea of negative dimensions not being merely 

opposites of the positive dimensions has merit.  

 In addition to the considerable overlap between the present findings and 

Chamberlain and Zika’s (1988a), the MLMS encompasses an even broader range of 

content. Factors emerged representing Religion, Death Acceptance, Giving to the World, 

Intimacy, and Control. Together, the 10-factor solution is a rich, multifaceted 

representation of the life meaning construct. 

 With respect to the MLMS higher-order factors of Personal Efficacy, Self-

Transcendence, and Fulfillment, the former two are similar to Frankl’s (1946/1963) 

provisional and ultimate meaning dimensions, to Yalom’s (1980) terrestrial and cosmic 

meanings, and to Reker’s (2000) implicit-definitional and existential meaning divisions. 

 The variety of ways of conceptualizing meaning set out in Reker and Wong’s 
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(1988) model (i.e., structural components, depth of meaning, breadth of meaning, and 

sources of meaning) do not correspond in a straightforward manner with either the 

MLMS lower-order or higher-order dimensions. In terms of the structural components, 

MLMS Purpose/Framework is most similar to Reker and Wong’s cognitive component, 

and the MLMS Fulfillment/Excitement dimension is somewhat similar to Reker and 

Wong’s affective component. Typically, the SOMP-R is used by researchers to represent 

the motivational component (e.g., Van Ranst & Marcoen, 2000). The MLMS includes 

one factor that is comprised almost entirely of SOMP-R items – Giving to the World. 

However, several MLMS dimensions remain which do not fit neatly into the structural 

components model. 

 Depth of meaning, according to Reker and Wong (1988), is the level of self-

transcendence attained by an individual. The MLMS Self-Transcendence higher-order 

factor could potentially be used as an indicator of meaning depth. 

 In their critique of existing meaning measures, Frazier et al. (2003) stated that both 

the Purpose in Life Test and the original version of the Life Attitude Profile contain items 

that are confounded with affect. Affect-laden items can be problematic when researchers 

are attempting to use a meaning measure to predict outcomes related to well-being. Based 

on the results of my research, as well as pre-existing models of meaning, I contend that an 

affective component is an integral part of the life meaning construct. The MLMS does 

include some items tapping into affect; however, these items cluster together on the 

Fulfillment/Excitement dimension.  

 One method of eliminating the potential confounds between an affective dimension 

of meaning and outcome measures is to remove items related to affect from the meaning 
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measure. For example, when Wong (1998) asked lay people to generate items 

representing an ideally meaningful life, several items pertained to feeling fulfilled. Wong 

subsequently dropped these items from the PMP.  

 Another option is to include the affective items in the measure but to have the 

choice of excluding them from analysis. Given that existing models of meaning (e.g., 

Reker & Wong, 1988) incorporate an affective component, that lay people see fulfillment 

as being part of meaning, and that the current results of my research support the inclusion 

of an affective dimension, this option seems to be the best one.  

 There is some overlap between the higher-order Personal Efficacy dimension and 

the constructs hope and efficacy.  McDonald and Klaassen’s (2002) scale-level principal 

components analysis found that most PMP subscales loaded onto a component which also 

was loaded by two Hope subscales (Agency and Pathways). According to Babyak et al. 

(1993), “The agency component is characterized by the willful sense of determination and 

energy to meet goals. The pathway component reflects an individual's perceptions 

regarding the availability of ways to attain a goal" (p. 155). This finding would suggest 

that there is a relationship between meaning and efficacy.  

 In a similar vein, differences in personal efficacy have been shown to be associated 

with differences in meaning. Lindeman and Verkasalo (1996) hypothesized that students 

studying in more abstract fields, who deal with poorly defined problems both in their 

schooling and in their future careers, would report lower levels of life meaning than 

would students facing problems that are more concrete and defined. They sampled four 

different student groups – psychology, nursing, social work, and firefighter trainees – 

whose “future work could be justified as good in a humanitarian sense” (p. 648). The 
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researchers found, in accordance with their hypothesis, that the firefighter trainee group 

reported the highest level of positive life regard, followed by nursing and social work 

students, with psychology students reporting the lowest level of life regard. The authors 

speculated that it was differences in personal efficacy that led to the differences in life 

meaning. This finding suggests that Personal Efficacy may be at least as important to 

overall sense of meaning as Self-Transcendence. 

Clinical Implications 

 There are several implications of the current research relevant to clinical practice. 

First, the MLMS is a measure that could be used in the future to assess life meaning in a 

clinical setting, and in a more comprehensive way than the most widely used life meaning 

measure, the Purpose in Life Test. The MLMS could be useful on a number of different 

fronts. It could be used to assess an individual’s overall level of meaning; it could 

pinpoint possible areas for intervention; and it could be used to assess changes over time, 

both during and post-treatment. 

 It would be a worthwhile endeavour to attempt to increase awareness among 

clinicians that life meaning is a potential area for intervention. This is especially true in a 

setting such as a university counselling service, where the clientele may not have 

diagnosable mental disorders and are primarily late adolescents - a developmental period 

where meaning concerns are believed to come to the forefront (e.g., Halama, 2005). 

 Furthermore, it would be beneficial to disseminate information to clinicians about 

the various dimensions that appear to be a part of the life meaning construct. If these 

dimensions can be thought of as themes that may arise during therapy, then knowledge 

about the life meaning construct may allow therapists to be attuned to these themes as 
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being possibly related to the larger picture of life meaning rather than being isolated 

content areas. For example, if a client were to present with issues related to control or 

efficacy, a clinician may not necessarily connect this presenting problem to an underlying 

deficit in life meaning.  

 The present findings indicate that some MLMS factors are related to suicidal desire 

and NEO depression. These relationships suggest that there would be value in 

interventions attempting to boost one’s meaning. A therapeutic orientation focused on 

existential meaning, such as logotherapy (e.g., Frankl, 1946/1986) is only one way of 

aiding clients in increasing their sense of meaning. Interventions not directly focused on 

meaning can also be beneficial in bolstering meaning (e.g., Debats, 1996, reported that 

clients’ meaning scores increased post-treatment, even though the theoretical orientations 

of the clinicians were eclectic or behavioural and treatment did not address life meaning 

specifically). Furthermore, very simple exercises designed to increase meaning can be 

effective. For example, brief interventions designed to increase meaning (e.g., activities 

assigned to help individuals “give to the world” [involving creativity or helping others] or 

“take from the world” [increasing one’s enjoyment and appreciation]) have been shown to 

increase life purpose scores (Sappington, Bryant, & Oden, 1990). 

Limitations 

 There are a number of limitations associated with the present research concerning 

sampling, study design, and inferences. First, it is important to recognize that participants 

chosen for all three studies were students, mainly first-year undergraduate students. 

Whereas late adolescence is thought to be a developmental period where life meaning 

concerns become salient (Frankl, 1946/1973), thus making this age group a valuable one 
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to study, caution should be exercised in drawing conclusions about the nature of the life 

meaning construct in other age groups. Similarly, the findings of the current research do 

not necessarily apply to similar-aged peers who are not pursuing post-secondary 

education. The prominence of an achievement-oriented meaning dimension, for example, 

may well be a characteristic of the age and education demographics of the chosen sample. 

 A limitation of the third study relating to sampling pertains to the method employed 

to select the Depressed group of students from a larger sample. I included data from all 

students who scored above a particular cut value on the Revised Beck Depression 

Inventory (Beck & Steer, 1987), a value which was recommended by the scale authors as 

indicating a need for additional assessment. However, the BDI was designed to be used as 

a quick screening tool and should not be used on its own to diagnose depressive disorders 

in the absence of a face-to-face assessment with a qualified professional (Carlson, 1998). 

Therefore, it cannot be assumed that all students included in the Depressed group were, in 

fact, suffering from depression.  

 Although the inclusion of several pre-existing meaning measures from a wide 

variety of theoretical perspectives is a strength of the initial study’s design in terms of 

optimizing bandwidth, the assumption that these measures adequately represented the 

meaning construct is a potential limitation. Each of the five pre-existing measures 

selected has its own set of weaknesses (e.g., the “value-laden” language of the PIL) and, 

since the measure I developed consists of items from the initial scales with the original 

wording, these weaknesses may well carry over into the MLMS.  

 One such weakness pertains to socially desirable responding. Some of the pre-

existing measures of life meaning used to construct the MLMS are positively correlated 
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with social desirability (e.g., Braun & Dolmino, 1978; Yalom, 1980) and I did not include 

a social desirability measure when examining the convergent and discriminant validity of 

the MLMS subscales. However, the MLMS is comprised of multiple, relatively 

independent factors, and the process of selecting items loading highly on only one factor 

but not on others should implicitly minimize the presence of general factors such as a 

social desirability factor. 

 A related limitation concerns the negatively worded items. Only 3 of the 5 pre-

existing meaning measures contained negatively worded items, and in the initial analyses, 

all of the negatively worded items which were retained for the MLMS loaded most highly 

onto two factors – Fulfillment/Excitement and Existential Vacuum. These two factors 

also comprise the higher-order Fulfillment dimension. Having all the negatively worded 

items loading onto just two factors could perhaps indicate that these factors represent 

response format differences as well as/instead of factors related to the underlying 

meaning construct. 

 The cross-sectional design of each study can also be considered a limitation. 

Whereas it was sufficient to address the particular research questions that I sought to 

answer, it can only provide information on the life meaning construct at a particular point 

in time. This design does not allow for the exploration of important issues such as how 

meaning may develop or change over time.  

 Similarly, the correlational design of the first and second studies does not allow for 

causal inferences to be drawn. For example, although there were many significant 

relationships between the MLMS factors and the criterion measures, which included NEO 

personality facets, I cannot conclude that having certain personality facets causes one to 
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experience meaning in a particular way, or vice versa. It is also possible that both the life 

meaning factors and the criterion variables are caused by a third, unmeasured factor.  

 The third study employed a quasi-experimental design, which also limits causal 

inferences. Although I hypothesized that particular individual differences existed between 

the various student groups, and would lead to them endorsing different higher-order 

meaning dimensions, it is again possible that either meaning itself causes these 

differences in personality and interests, or that a third factor is responsible for the 

differences in the higher-order dimensions.  

Future Research Directions 

 The present research raises many interesting possibilities for future study. First, the 

MLMS in its current form could benefit from additional scrutiny. In particular, it may be 

advantageous to undertake conceptual refinement of the Interpersonal Satisfaction and 

Fulfillment/Excitement factors, with new items generated and subsequently factor 

analyzed to determine whether these items would improve the clarity of the factor 

structure or if, indeed, these factors represent valid dimensions of the meaning construct. 

Some of the items could be re-worded to decrease ambiguity and to eliminate the problem 

of “double-barrelled” statements. For example, the item, “Some people are very 

frightened of death, but I am not” could be altered to read “I am not frightened of death”. 

The test-retest reliability of the MLMS is also unknown, and would be an important 

avenue for future examination of the scale’s psychometric properties. 

 The construct validity of the MLMS also requires further examination in the form of 

research exploring the scale’s convergent and discriminant validity. For example, 

research should be undertaken to look for a pattern of strong associations between the 
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MLMS and its subscales with other measures of life meaning, such as the Sense of 

Coherence Meaningfulness subscale (Antonovsky, 1979) and the Meaning in Life 

Questionnaire (Steger et al., 2006), and weaker relationships between the MLMS and 

constructs which should be relatively unrelated to meaning, such as social desirability.  

 Another important area for future research involves the examination of the meaning 

construct across different populations. Would the underlying structure be similar utilizing 

clinical samples, community groups, or different age groups? Reker and Fry (2003), using 

item parcels from a variety of life meaning measures, have demonstrated that the 

underlying factor structure of meaning is age invariant at the first-order level, while also 

highlighting the existence of age differences in how meaning is conceptualized, with 

older adults perhaps having a “more integrated, coherent, holistic, and consolidated 

conceptualization of meaning in life” (p. 989). It would be of particular interest to 

uncover any potential differences between younger and older adults in the higher-order 

structure of the MLMS. Recall that the first and second studies revealed that the Death 

Acceptance factor correlated weakly, and in many cases non-significantly, with the other 

lower-order factors. Given Frankl’s (1946/1963) contention that older adults have a 

greater acceptance of their own mortality, and Reker and Fry’s suggestion of a more 

consolidated life meaning conceptualization with this age group, it would be beneficial to 

see how the Death Acceptance factor in particular is related to the other meaning factors 

in an older adult sample. Similarly, religion has been shown to be of greater importance 

to older adults (Ploch & Hastins, 1994; Wink & Dillon, 2001) and this difference may 

also be reflected in MLMS scores for older adults. 
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 Although the higher-order meaning structure revealed in the initial study and 

replicated in the second study suggests a preliminary multidimensional model, the ways 

in which these dimensions relate to each other is yet to be explored and presents an 

exciting direction for further study. Is it possible to have a sense of Fulfillment without 

either Self-Transcendence or Personal Efficacy? Are one or both necessary to feel 

fulfilled? Could Personal Efficacy mediate or moderate the relationship between Self-

Transcendence and Fulfillment? These possibilities could be assessed utilizing structural 

equation modeling. The unhypothesized findings in my third study - that the Depressed 

group was not just lower on Fulfillment but also on Personal Efficacy and Self-

Transcendence than the baseline group, and that Theology students were also higher on 

Fulfillment than the baseline group – raises the alternative of causal links among the 

higher-order constructs. There is also a possibility that Fulfillment leads to increased 

levels of Personal Efficacy and Self-Transcendence, similar to the findings of Van Ranst 

and Marcoen’s (2000) study, which revealed that the affective structural component had a 

positive impact on the cognitive structural component, and King et al.’s (2006) series of 

studies which suggest that mood affects meaning. 

 Lastly, a potential area for future research concerns the relationship between 

negative life events and life meaning. Although negative life events are often found to be 

related to negative outcomes, such as increased incidence of depression (Klocek, Oliver, 

& Ross, 1997), anxiety (Joiner, Katz, & Lew, 1999), or suicide attempts (Yen et al., 

2005) Frankl’s (1946/1963) inclusion of one’s attitude towards suffering in the values 

that provide meaning would suggest that negative events could play a role in shaping 

one’s sense of meaning. In fact, Baum and Stewart (1990) found that negative events 
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were listed by some participants in their community sample as sources of meaning. 

Responses in this study were in essay format, and it would be challenging but worthwhile 

to develop quantifiable items which would tap into this potential relationship between 

negative life events and meaning.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

 This research makes a number of important contributions to the life meaning field. 

First, it confirms that the life meaning construct is, indeed, multidimensional. The present 

research serves to unify the field by highlighting the commonalities among a diverse array 

of theoretical conceptualizations of the construct. The factors uncovered – Achievement, 

Framework/Purpose, Religion, Death Acceptance, Interpersonal Satisfaction, 

Fulfillment/Excitement, Giving to the World, Existential Vacuum, Intimacy, and Control 

– demonstrate that a sense of meaning is derived from a broad array of experiences, roles, 

and ways of thinking about the world and one’s place in it. 

 Second, the three higher-order factors – Personal Efficacy, Self-Transcendence, and 

Fulfillment – represent distinct dimensions of life meaning, and offer a concise yet 

comprehensive means of considering the life meaning construct. Personal Efficacy and 

Self-Transcendence are conceptually similar to the dimensions suggested by several 

prominent writers in the life meaning literature. Additionally, the present research 

strongly suggests that Fulfillment is, in fact, an important part of life meaning. The view 

of life meaning including both lower-order and higher-order factors is a new way of 

conceptualizing the construct. 

 Finally, the Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale is a promising new measure of 

meaning in life. Given the abundance of evidence linking life meaning to depression, 

well-being, and suicide, it is important to have a measure like the MLMS to assess life 

meaning. In the future, the scale could be a useful tool for researchers as it has the option 

of parceling out the affective (i.e., Fulfillment) dimension of meaning. Furthermore, 

clinicians could use the MLMS to assess their clients’ levels of meaning both broadly 
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(i.e., in terms of the higher order factors) and more specifically (i.e., the lower-order 

factors) when targeting areas for change.  
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Letter of Information 
 

This research is being conducted by Melanie Edwards, a graduate student, under the 

supervision of Dr. Ronald R. Holden of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s 

University. 

 

In this study, you will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires pertaining to life 

meaning. You will also be asked to record your age and gender.  

 

It is anticipated that this study, which has no known physical, psychological, economic, or 

social risks, will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Your participation in this 

study is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time with no effect on your 

standing in school. You may also choose not to answer any question that you find 

objectionable or which makes you feel uncomfortable.  

 

Regarding the information you provide us, this will be kept in a locked room that only 

authorized experimenters will have access to until the raw data is no longer needed and 

destroyed. Also, any research reports resulting from this study will contain no individual 

data, but will rather focus on grouped findings and results, a copy of which you are 

entitled to should you want one. Thus, individual results will not be available to you and 

confidentiality will be maintained now and in the future. 

 

In the event that you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, 

please feel free to contact Melanie Edwards at 533-2346, or Dr. Ronald R. Holden at 533-

2879. Should this approach not resolve your concerns, you may also contact the Head of 

the Psychology Department at 533-2492 or the Queen’s University General Research 

Ethics Board, c/o Queen’s University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

 

 

 

Melanie Edwards 
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Consent Form 
 

 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

 

 

I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my 

satisfaction. 

 

I understand that I will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires pertaining to life 

meaning, as well as record my age and gender, and that it may take me approximately 20 

minutes to complete this study. 

 

I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and that I may choose not to 

answer any questions and to terminate my participation at any time. I understand that such 

withdrawal will have no adverse consequences of any sort. 

 

I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now 

and in the future. 

 

I understand that individual results will not be made available but I am entitled to a 

debriefing at the completion of the study in which the purpose and expected outcomes of 

the study will be made available to me. 

 

If I have any questions, concerns, or complaints, I understand that I may contact the 

project researcher, Melanie Edwards, at 533-2346, or the project supervisor, Dr. Ronald 

R. Holden, at 533-2879. In addition, I may contact the Head of the Department of 

Psychology at 533-2492, or the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o 

Queen’s University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

 

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 

 

 

 

 

Signature: _________________________________   Date: _______________________ 
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Demographic Sheet 
 

Please complete all of the questionnaires on the following pages.  Do not put your name 

anywhere on the questionnaires.  This will ensure absolute confidentiality of the 

information you provide.  Please complete the questionnaires honestly and carefully, 

answering ALL questions.  Thank you very much for your interest and participation! 

 

Please provide us with the following demographic information.  This information is 

completely confidential. 

 

 

 

AGE: ________ 

 

 

 

GENDER:  __________ 
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Life Regard Index (Battista & Almond, 1973) 
  

Please read each statement carefully and respond by circling the appropriate number according to the 

following scale: 

 

1                         2                         3                         4                          5                         6                        7 

Strongly                                                              Neutral                                                               Strongly 

Agree                                                                                                                                            Disagree 

 

 SA          N         SD 

1.   I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

2.   Living is deeply fulfilling. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

3.   I really don’t have much of a purpose for living, even for myself.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

4.   There honestly isn’t anything that I totally want to do. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

5.   I really feel good about my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

6.   I spend most of my time doing things that really aren’t very important to me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

7.   I have really come to terms with what’s important for me in my life.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

8.   I need to find something that I can really be committed to.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

9.   I just don’t know what I really want to do with my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

10. Other people seem to have a better idea of what they want to do with their 

lives than I do.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

11. I have some aims and goals that would personally give me a great deal of 

satisfaction if I could accomplish them. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

12. I don’t seem to be able to accomplish those things that are really important to 

me.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

13. I really don’t believe in anything about my life very deeply.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

14. I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

15. Other people seem to feel better about their lives than I do.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

16. I get confused when I try to understand my life.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

17. Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

18. I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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 SA          N         SD 

19. When I look at my life, I feel the satisfaction of really having worked to 

accomplish something.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

20. I have real passion in my life.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

21. I feel that I’m really going to attain what I want in life.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

22. I don’t really value what I’m doing.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

23. I have a clear idea of what I’d like to do with my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

24. I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy I didn’t 

know that I had.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

25. There are things that I devote all my life’s energy to.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

26. Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

27. I feel that I am living fully.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

28. I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand my being 

alive.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Personal Meaning Profile (Wong, 1998) 
 

This questionnaire measures people’s perceptions of personal meaning in their lives. Generally, a 

meaningful life involves a sense of purpose and personal significance. However, people often differ in what 

they value most, and they have different ideals as to what would make life worth living. 

 

The following statements describe potential sources of a meaningful life. Please read each statement 

carefully and indicate to what extent each item characterizes your own life. You may respond by circling the 

appropriate number according to the following scale: 

 

1                         2                         3                         4                          5                         6                        7 

Strongly                                                              Neutral                                                               Strongly 

Agree                                                                                                                                            Disagree 

         

 SA         N          SD 

1.    I have a good family life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

2.    I believe I can make a difference in the world. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

3.    I am at peace with God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

4.    I have learned that setbacks and disappointments are an inevitable part of 

life. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

5.    I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

6.    I engage in creative work. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

7.    I am successful in achieving my aspirations. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

8.    I pursue worthwhile objectives. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

9.    I strive to achieve my life goals. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

10.  I care about other people. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

11.  I have someone to share intimate feelings with. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

12.  I believe in the value of my pursuits. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

13.  I seek to actualize my potentials. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

14.  I have found that there is rough justice in this world. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

15.  I strive to make this world a better place. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

16.  I am at peace with myself. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

17.  I have confidants to give me emotional support. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

18.  I relate well to others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

19.  I have a sense of mission or calling. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

20.  I seek to do God’s will. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

21.  I like challenge. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

22.  I believe that human life is governed by moral laws. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

23.  It is important to dedicate my life to a cause. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE 
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 SA         N          SD 

24.  I take initiative. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

25.  I am able to make full use of my abilities. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

26.  I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

27.  I have a number of good friends. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

28.  I am trusted by others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

29.  I am committed to my work. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

30.  I have a purpose and direction in life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

31.  I seek higher values—values that transcend self-interests. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

32.  I am highly regarded by others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

33.  I seek to glorify God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

34.  I am enthusiastic about what I do. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

35.  Life has treated me fairly. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

36.  I accept my limitations. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

37.  I am at peace with my past. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

38.  I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

39.  I have a sense of coherence and continuity in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

40.  I do not give up when I encounter setbacks or obstacles. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

41.  I am altruistic and helpful. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

42.  I am liked by others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

43.  I have found someone I love deeply. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

44.  I strive toward personal growth. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

45.  I bring happiness to others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

46.  I accept what cannot be changed. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

47.  I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

48.  I value my work. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

49.  I make a significant contribution to society. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

50.  I contribute to the well-being of others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

51.  I believe in afterlife. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

52.  I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

53.  I attempt to leave behind a good and lasting legacy. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

54.  I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

55. I am treated fairly by others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

56. I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

57. I have learned to live with suffering and make the best of it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Debriefing Form 
 

The questionnaires that you were asked to complete pertained to meaning in life. We will 

be using your responses, along with the responses of the other participants, to develop a 

new, potentially multidimensional, measure of life meaning. Meaning in life is believed 

to be integral to one’s well-being, and a dearth of meaning has been linked to substance 

abuse, suicide ideation, and anxiety, while higher meaning is associated with self-esteem, 

sense of control, and extraversion. 

 

Thank you for participating in this study! Your input will help contribute to the 

advancement of the field of meaning research. 

 

Please be aware that individual results of this research are anonymous and cannot be 

provided. However, if you would like a general summary of findings from this study, you 

may obtain them by contacting (after November 30, 2002) Melanie Edwards by telephone 

(533-2346) or by email (edwards@psyc.queensu.ca). 

 

If you have concerns or complaints about this study, please contact the project researcher, 

Melanie Edwards, at 533-2346, or the project supervisor, Dr. Ronald R. Holden, at 533-

2879. If your concerns are not resolved, you may contact the Head of the Department of 

Psychology at 533-2492, or the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o 

Queen’s University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

If you are interested in this area of research you may wish to consult the following 

references: 

 

Frankl, V. E. (1963). Man’s search for meaning. New York: Washington 

Square Press. 

 

Reker, G. T. (2000). Theoretical perspective, dimensions, and 

measurement of existential meaning. In G. T. Reker & K. Chamberlain 

(Eds.), Exploring existential meaning: Optimizing human development 
across the life span (pp. 39-55). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
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Letter of Information 
 

This research is being conducted by Melanie Edwards, a graduate student, under the 

supervision of Dr. Ronald R. Holden of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s 

University. 

 

In this study, you will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires pertaining to life 

meaning, personality, mood, relationships, religious faith, thoughts about death, and 

suicide. You will also be asked to record your age and gender.  

 

It is anticipated that this study, which has no known physical, psychological, economic, or 

social risks, will take approximately 45 minutes to complete. Your participation in this 

study is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time with no effect on your 

standing in school. You may also choose not to answer any question that you find 

objectionable or which makes you feel uncomfortable.  

 

Regarding the information you provide us, this will be kept in a locked room that only 

authorized experimenters will have access to until the raw data is no longer needed and 

destroyed. Also, any research reports resulting from this study will contain no individual 

data, but will rather focus on grouped findings and results, a copy of which you are 

entitled to should you want one. Thus, individual results will not be available to you and 

confidentiality will be maintained now and in the future. 

 

In the event that you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, 

please feel free to contact Melanie Edwards at 533-2346, or Dr. Ronald R. Holden at 533-

2879. You may also contact the Head of the Psychology Department at 533-2492 or the 

Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o Queen’s University Research 

Services, at 533-6081. 

 

 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

 

 

 

Melanie Edwards 
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Consent Form 
 

 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

 

 

I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my 

satisfaction. 

 

I understand that I will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires pertaining to life 

meaning, personality, mood, relationships, religious faith, thoughts about death, and 

suicide, as well as record my age and gender, and that it may take me approximately 45 

minutes to complete this study. 

 

I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and that I may choose not to 

answer any questions and to terminate my participation at any time. I understand that such 

withdrawal will have no adverse consequences of any sort. 

 

I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now 

and in the future. 

 

I understand that individual results will not be made available but I am entitled to a 

debriefing at the completion of the study in which the purpose and expected outcomes of 

the study will be made available to me. 

 

If I have any questions, concerns, or complaints, I understand that I may contact the 

project researcher, Melanie Edwards, at 533-2346, or the project supervisor, Dr. Ronald 

R. Holden, at 533-2879. In addition, I may contact the Head of the Department of 

Psychology at 533-2492, or the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o 

Queen’s University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

 

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 

 

 

 

 

Signature: _________________________________    Date: _______________________ 
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Demographic Sheet 
 

Please complete all of the questionnaires on the following pages in the order provided.  

Do not put your name anywhere on the questionnaires.  This will ensure absolute 

confidentiality of the information you provide.  Please complete the questionnaires 

honestly and carefully.  Thank you very much for your interest and participation! 

 

Please provide us with the following demographic information.  This information is 

completely confidential. 

 

 

 

 

 

AGE: ________ 

 

 

 

GENDER:  __________ 
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Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale 

 

Please read each statement carefully and indicate to what extent each item characterizes your own life. You 

may respond by circling the appropriate number according to the following scale: 

 

1                         2                         3                         4                          5                         6                        7 

Strongly                                                               Neutral                                                              Strongly 

Disagree                                                                                                                                            Agree 

 

 
 SD         N          SA 

1.  I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

2.  I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

3.  I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

4.  Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

5.  I am treated fairly by others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

6.  I really feel good about my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

7.  Interest in social causes is an important source of meaning for me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

8.  I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new identity. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

9.  I have found someone I love deeply. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

10.  My life is in my hands and I am in control of it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

11.  I am successful in achieving my aspirations. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

12.  I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand my being alive.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

13.  Taking part in religious activities is an important source of meaning in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

14.  With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

15.  I have a number of good friends. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

16.  Life to me seems always exciting. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

17.  Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns) is an important source of meaning in                                                                                                       

my life. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

18.  Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

19.  I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

20.  I determine what happens in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

21.  I strive to achieve my life goals. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

22.  I have discovered a satisfying life purpose. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

23.  I am at peace with God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

24.  Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

25.  I relate well to others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

26.  If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

27.  Preserving human values and ideals is an important source of meaning for me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

28.  I am restless.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE OVERLEAF 
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 SD         N          SA 

29.  I have someone to share intimate feelings with. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

30.  Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am absolutely free to make all 

life choices. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

31.  I am committed to my work. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

32.  I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

33.  I believe in afterlife. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

34.  Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense worrying about it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

35.  Life has treated me fairly. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

36.  Living is deeply fulfilling. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

37.  Being of service to others is an important source of meaning in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

38.  I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing from my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

39.  It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to do. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

40.  I pursue worthwhile objectives. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

41.  I have a framework that allows me to understand or make sense of my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

42.  I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

43.  I accept death as another life experience. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

44.  I care about other people. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

45.  My life is empty, filled only with despair. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

46.  I strive to make this world a better place.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

47.  I need to find something that I can really be committed to.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

48.  When it comes to important life matters, I make my own decisions. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

49.  I take initiative. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

50.  I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

51.  I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

52.  I think I am generally much less concerned about death than those around me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

53.  I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

54.  Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

55.  Leaving a legacy for the next generation is an important source of meaning for me.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

56.  I get confused when I try to understand my life.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

57.  My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my own efforts. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

58.  I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

59.  In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

60.  I would neither fear death nor welcome it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

61.  I am at peace with my past. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

62.  I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy I didn’t know that I 

had.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

63.  Taking part in creative activities is an important source of meaning in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

64.   I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Triangular Theory of Love Scale – Revised: Intimacy Subscale (Sternberg, 1997) 
 

Please read each statement carefully and respond by circling the appropriate number according to the 

following scale: 

 

     1                2                  3                  4                  5                  6                  7                 8                  9 

Not At                                                                Moderately                                                        Extremely 

   All 

 

The blanks represent the person in your life to whom you feel closest (e.g., romantic partner, relative, 

or friend). 

 

 
 NAA                M                   EX 

1.  I am actively supportive of ________’s well-being.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

2.  I have a warm relationship with ________.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

3.  I am able to count on _______ in times of need.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

4.  _______ is able to count on me in times of need.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

5.  I am willing to share myself and my possessions with _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

6.  I receive considerable emotional support from _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

7.  I give considerable emotional support to _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

8.  I communicate well with _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

9.  I value _______ greatly in my life.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

10.  I feel close to _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

11.  I have a comfortable relationship with _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

12.  I feel that I really understand _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

13.  I feel that _______ really understands me.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

14.  I feel that I really can trust _______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 

15.  I share deeply personal information about myself with ______.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7    8    9 
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Templer/McMordie Death Anxiety Scale (Templer, 1970; McMordie 1979) 
 

Please read each statement carefully and respond by circling the appropriate number according to the 

following scale: 

 

           1                     2                      3                     4                         5                      6                     7 

Very Strongly                                                        Neutral                                                     Very Strongly 

    Disagree                                                                                                                                    Agree 

 

 VSD             N            VSA 

1.  I am very much afraid to die.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

2.  The thought of death seldom enters my mind.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

3.  It doesn’t make me nervous when people talk about death.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

4.  I dread to think about having to have an operation.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

5.  I am not at all afraid to die.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

6.  I am not particularly afraid of getting cancer.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

7.  The thought of death never bothers me.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

8.  I am often distressed by the way time flies so very rapidly.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

9.  I fear dying a painful death.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

10.  The subject of life after death troubles me greatly.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

11.  I am really scared of having a heart attack.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

12.  I often think about how short life really is.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

13.  I shudder when I hear people talking about a World War III.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

14.  The sight of a dead body is horrifying to me.    1    2    3    4    5    6    7 

15.  I feel that the future holds nothing for me to fear.     1    2    3    4    5    6    7 
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Scale for Suicide Ideation (Beck, Kovacs, & Weissman, 1979) 
 

Please carefully read the following 19 statements and, for each, circle the most appropriate response for 

you. 
 
1. How strong is your wish to live? 

a) Moderate to strong. 

b) Weak. 

c) None. 

 

2. Do you have any wish to die? 

a) None. 

b) Some weak desire. 

c) Moderate to strong desire. 

 

3. In considering your reasons for living and dying: 

a) the reasons for living outweigh the reasons for dying. 

b) the reasons for living equal the reasons for dying. 

c) the reasons for dying outweigh the reasons for living. 

 

4. Do you have any desire to attempt to end your life? 

a) None. 

b) I have some weak desire. 

c) I have at least moderate desire. 

 

5. If for any reason your life was endangered and you were in a position to intervene, would you: 

a) take the necessary action to save your life? 

b) leave the final result of life and death to chance? 

c) avoid any steps which could be taken to save your life? 

 

6. For what duration have you had thoughts of taking your own life? 

a) If at all, they have been at the most brief, passing thoughts. 

b) They have persisted longer than the occasional passing thought. 

c) They are continuously on my mind. 

 

7. How frequently have you thought of taking your own life? 

a) If at all, only on rare occasions. 

b) Fairly frequently. 

c) Quite often, almost all the time. 

 

8. How do you feel about any thoughts of ending your life you might have? 

a) I reject them. 

b) I am unsure about them. 

c) I accept them. 

 

9. Do you feel you can control any thoughts of ending your life you might have? 

a) I feel they are under my control. 

b) I am unsure that I control them. 

c) I have no sense of control over these wishes. 

 

 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE OVERLEAF 
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10. Do you feel deterred from taking action to end your life by certain inhibiting factors (e.g., family, 

religious beliefs) within it? 

a) I would not attempt to end my life because of deterrents. 

b) I am moderately inhibited from ending my life by deterrents. 

c) I am unconcerned about any deterrent. 

 

11. What reasons could you have for attempting to end your own life? 

a) Only to get attention or revenge. 

b) To get attention and to escape my problems. 

c) To escape from my problems and solve them. 

 

12. Have you ever contemplated ending your own life to the extent of making a plan or choosing a method 

with which to do so? 

a) No, I have not considered it. 

b) Yes, but not to the extent of working out the details. 

c) Yes, I have considered and worked out a plan to do so. 

 

13. What opportunity would you have to end your own life? 

a) Very little, there is no available method or opportunity. 

b) Some, but getting an opportunity and acquiring a means to do so would take some 

effort. 

c) Considerable, an opportunity and means to do so are readily available. 

d) Considerable, although opportunity and means are not currently available, they would 

be in the future. 

 

14. How capable could you feel in carrying out an attempt to end your life? 

a) I would be too afraid, hesitant or incompetent. 

b) I would be unsure of my courage and competence. 

c) I would be quite sure of my courage and competence. 
 

15. Do you anticipate that you will ever make an actual attempt to end your life? 

a) No. 

b) I don’t know; I am not quite sure. 

c) Yes. 
 

16. Have you ever made any preparation for any attempt to end your life? 

a) No, none whatsoever. 

b) Some, but not complete preparation. 

c) Yes, complete preparation for an attempt. 
 

17. Have you ever formulated a suicide note for yourself? 

a) No. 

b) I thought about one but only started composing or writing it. 

c) Yes, I completed one. 
 

18. Have you ever taken any actions (e.g., insurance, will) in anticipation of attempting to end your own 

life? 

a) None at all. 

b) Some, I have thought about such action and made preliminary arrangements. 

c) Considerable, I have made a definite plan or completed such arrangements. 
 

19. To what degree have you openly revealed any thoughts you might have of ending your life? 

a) I have revealed any ideas openly. 

b) I have held back on revealing any thoughts of this nature. 

c)  I have kept them to myself or taken measures to conceal their knowledge from others. 
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Santa Clara Strength of Religious Faith Questionnaire (Plante & Boccaccini, 1997a) 
 

Please answer the following questions about religious faith using the scale below. Indicate the level of 

agreement (or disagreement) for each statement. 

 

1                                             2                                         3                                             4 

Strongly Disagree                          Disagree                                Agree                               Strongly Agree 

 

 SD                   SA 

1.  My religious faith is extremely important to me. 1       2       3       4 

2.  I pray daily. 1       2       3       4 

3.  I look to my faith as a source of inspiration. 1       2       3       4 

4.  I look to my faith as providing meaning and purpose in my life. 1       2       3       4 

5.  I consider myself active in my faith or church. 1       2       3       4 

6.  My faith is an important part of who I am as a person. 1       2       3       4 

7.  My relationship with God is extremely important to me. 1       2       3       4 

8.  I enjoy being around others who share my faith. 1       2       3       4 

9.  I look to my faith as a source of comfort. 1       2       3       4 

10.  My faith impacts many of my decisions. 1       2       3       4 
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Debriefing Form 
 

The questionnaires that you were asked to complete pertained to meaning in life, as well 

as attitudes and characteristics thought to be related to a sense of life meaning 

(personality, relationships, religious faith, death anxiety, depression, and suicidal 

ideation). We will be using your responses, along with the responses of the other 

participants, to examine the validity of a new, multidimensional measure of life meaning. 

Meaning in life is believed to be integral to one’s well-being, and a dearth of meaning has 

been linked to substance abuse, suicide ideation, and anxiety, while higher meaning is 

associated with self-esteem, sense of control, and extraversion. 

 

Thank you for participating in this study! Your input will help contribute to the 

advancement of the field of meaning research, and your generosity and willingness to 

participate are greatly appreciated. 

 

Sometimes people find the subject matter of these questionnaires disturbing. If answering 

any of these questions led you to feel distressed and you would like to speak to someone 

about your thoughts, please contact one of the following: 

 

                            Queen’s Student Counselling Service           533-2893 

                            TALK Distress & Information Line              544-1771 

                            Canadian Mental Health Association            549-7027 

 

Please be aware that individual results of this research are anonymous and cannot be 

provided. However, if you would like a general summary of findings from this study, you 

may obtain them by contacting (after June 30, 2003) Melanie Edwards by telephone (533-

2346) or by email (edwards@psyc.queensu.ca). 

 

If you have concerns or complaints about this study, please contact the project researcher, 

Melanie Edwards, at 533-2346, or the project supervisor, Dr. Ronald R. Holden, at 533-

2879. You may also contact the Head of the Department of Psychology at 533-2492, or 

the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o Queen’s University Research 

Services, at 533-6081. 

 

If you are interested in this area of research you may wish to consult the following 

references: 

 

Frankl, V. E. (1963). Man’s search for meaning. New York: Washington 

Square Press. 

 

Reker, G. T. (2000). Theoretical perspective, dimensions, and 

measurement of existential meaning. In G. T. Reker & K. Chamberlain 

(Eds.), Exploring existential meaning: Optimizing human development 

across the life span (pp. 39-55). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
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Letter of Information for Law, MBA, and Theology Students 
 

Hello, 

 

My name is Melanie Edwards and I’m a doctoral student in the Department of 

Psychology. I’m conducting a study on the topic of life meaning in students and I would 

appreciate it greatly if you could take a few minutes to fill out the attached questionnaire. 

If you would like to participate in this study, please read and sign the consent form on the 

following page. I have also enclosed a debriefing form; please read this debriefing form 

only after you have completed the questionnaire. Then, please use the attached envelope 

to send the consent form and questionnaire to me via interdepartmental mail. 

 

This research is being conducted by Melanie Edwards, a graduate student, under the 

supervision of Dr. Ronald R. Holden of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s 

University. 

 

In this study, you will be asked to complete a series of questions pertaining to life 

meaning. You will also be asked to record your age and gender.  

 

It is anticipated that this study, which has no known physical, psychological, economic, or 

social risks, will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. Your participation in this 

study is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time with no effect on your 

standing in school. You may also choose not to answer any question that you find 

objectionable or which makes you feel uncomfortable.  

 

Regarding the information you provide us, this will be kept in a locked room that only 

authorized experimenters will have access to until the raw data is no longer needed and 

destroyed. Also, any research reports resulting from this study will contain no individual 

data, but will rather focus on grouped findings and results, a copy of which you are 

entitled to should you want one. Thus, individual results will not be available to you and 

confidentiality will be maintained now and in the future. 

 

In the event that you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, 

please feel free to contact Melanie Edwards at (519) 685-8500 ext. 74707, or Dr. Ronald 

R. Holden at 533-2879. You may also contact the Head of the Psychology Department at 

533-2492 or the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o Queen’s 

University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

 

 

 

Melanie Edwards 
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Consent Form for Law, MBA, and Theology Students 
 

 

 

Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 

 

 

I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my 

satisfaction. 

 

I understand that I will be asked to complete a series of questionnaires pertaining to life 

meaning, as well as record my age and gender, and that it may take me approximately 10 

minutes to complete this study. 

 

I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and that I may choose not to 

answer any questions and to terminate my participation at any time. I understand that such 

withdrawal will have no adverse consequences of any sort. 

 

I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now 

and in the future. 

 

I understand that individual results will not be made available but I am entitled to a 

debriefing at the completion of the study in which the purpose and expected outcomes of 

the study will be made available to me. 

 

If I have any questions, concerns, or complaints, I understand that I may contact the 

project researcher, Melanie Edwards, at (519) 685-8500 ext. 74707, or the project 

supervisor, Dr. Ronald R. Holden, at 533-2879. In addition, I may contact the Head of the 

Department of Psychology at 533-2492, or the Queen’s University General Research 

Ethics Board, c/o Queen’s University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

 

I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research: 

 

 

 

 

Signature: _________________________________   Date: _______________________ 
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Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale and Demographic Information 
 

Please provide us with the following demographic information.  This information is completely 

confidential. 
 

AGE: _______GENDER:  __________   PROGRAM & YEAR OF STUDY:______________________________ 
 

Please read each statement carefully and indicate to what extent each item characterizes your own life. You 

may respond by circling the appropriate number according to the following scale: 
 

1                         2                         3                         4                          5                         6                        7 

Strongly                                                               Neutral                                                              Strongly 

Disagree                                                                                                                                            Agree 
 SD         N          SA 

1.  I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

2.  I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

3.  I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

4.  Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

5.  I am treated fairly by others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

6.  I really feel good about my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

7.  Interest in social causes is an important source of meaning for me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

8.  I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new identity. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

9.  I have found someone I love deeply. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

10.  My life is in my hands and I am in control of it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

11.  I am successful in achieving my aspirations. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

12.  I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand my being alive.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

13.  Taking part in religious activities is an important source of meaning in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

14.  With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

15.  I have a number of good friends. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

16.  Life to me seems always exciting. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

17.  Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns) is an important source of meaning in                                                                                                                                                                                          

my life. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

18.  Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

19.  I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

20.  I determine what happens in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

21.  I strive to achieve my life goals. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

22.  I have discovered a satisfying life purpose. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

23.  I am at peace with God. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

24.  Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

25.  I relate well to others. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

26.  If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

27.  Preserving human values and ideals is an important source of meaning for me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

28.  I am restless.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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 SD         N          SA 

29.  I have someone to share intimate feelings with. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

30.  Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am absolutely free to make all 

life choices. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

31.  I am committed to my work. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

32.  I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

33.  I believe in afterlife. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

34.  Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense worrying about it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

35.  Life has treated me fairly. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

36.  Living is deeply fulfilling. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

37.  Being of service to others is an important source of meaning in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

38.  I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing from my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

39.  It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to do. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

40.  I pursue worthwhile objectives. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

41.  I have a framework that allows me to understand or make sense of my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

42.  I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

43.  I accept death as another life experience. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

44.  I care about other people. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

45.  My life is empty, filled only with despair. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

46.  I strive to make this world a better place.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

47.  I need to find something that I can really be committed to.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

48.  When it comes to important life matters, I make my own decisions. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

49.  I take initiative. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

50.  I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

51.  I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

52.  I think I am generally much less concerned about death than those around me. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

53.  I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

54.  Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

55.  Leaving a legacy for the next generation is an important source of meaning for me.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

56.  I get confused when I try to understand my life.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

57.  My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my own efforts. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

58.  I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

59.  In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

60.  I would neither fear death nor welcome it. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

61.  I am at peace with my past. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

62.  I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy I didn’t know that I 

had.  

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

63.  Taking part in creative activities is an important source of meaning in my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

64.   I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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Debriefing Form for Law, MBA, and Theology Students 
 

The questionnaires that you were asked to complete pertained to meaning in life. We will 

be using your responses, along with the responses of the other participants, to examine 

the validity of a new, multidimensional measure of life meaning. Meaning in life is 

believed to be integral to one’s well-being, and a dearth of meaning has been linked to 

substance abuse, suicide ideation, and anxiety, while higher meaning is associated with 

self-esteem, sense of control, and extraversion. In this particular study, we are gathering 

responses from students in several programs (i.e., Theology, Law, and Business) to 

examine the ways in which sources of life meaning differ by program. 

 

Thank you for participating in this study! Your input will help contribute to the 

advancement of the field of meaning research, and your generosity and willingness to 

participate are greatly appreciated. 

 

Please be aware that individual results of this research are anonymous and cannot be 

provided. However, if you would like a general summary of findings from this study, you 

may obtain them by contacting (after June 30, 2004) Melanie Edwards by telephone (533-

2346) or by email (edwards@psyc.queensu.ca). 

 

If you have concerns or complaints about this study, please contact the project researcher, 

Melanie Edwards, at (519) 685-8500 ext. 74707, or the project supervisor, Dr. Ronald R. 

Holden, at 533-2879. You may also contact the Head of the Department of Psychology at 

533-2492, or the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board, c/o Queen’s 

University Research Services, at 533-6081. 

 

If you are interested in this area of research you may wish to consult the following 

references: 

 

Frankl, V. E. (1963). Man’s search for meaning. New York: Washington 

Square Press. 

 

Reker, G. T. (2000). Theoretical perspective, dimensions, and 

measurement of existential meaning. In G. T. Reker & K. Chamberlain 

(Eds.), Exploring existential meaning: Optimizing human development 

across the life span (pp. 39-55). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
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Letter of Information for Undergraduate Participants  
 

These studies are being conducted by Michelle DeLisle and Melanie Edwards and are 

sponsored by the Queen’s Department of Psychology. 

 

These studies are being conducted to examine how thoughts and feelings are associated 

with suicide risk and life meaning. By understanding the psychological factors related to 

self-harm, it is hoped that people at risk for self-harm may be understood, identified, and 

treated more effectively. You will be asked to complete a questionnaire booklet in a 

classroom setting.  The entire session should last approximately 60 minutes. 

 

There are no known physical, psychological, economic, or social risks associated with 

this research.  Your participation in this procedure is completely voluntary and you may 

withdraw from the studies at any time without any consequences on your academic 

standing at Queen’s University.  It would be greatly appreciated if you would answer 

ALL questions as honestly as possible. However, you should not feel obligated to answer 

any questions that you find objectionable or that make you feel uncomfortable. You will 

be awarded a course credit for your participation in the studies whether you complete 

them or not. 

 

The only information we will be recording about you is the information from the 

questionnaire booklet in these studies.  Please do NOT put your name, address, or any 

personally identifying information on the questionnaires. The only individuals who will 

have access to this information are the researchers, their supervisor, and academic 

colleagues with scholarly interests in self-harm. The data will be stored in a secure area in 

a locked office. Any publications or presentations at scientific conferences based on this 

research will be of general findings only, and will not breach personal confidentiality.  

 

If you would like further information about these studies, if you have additional questions 

or concerns, or if you would like a summary of the general research results (available in 

the fall of 2007), please feel free to contact the researchers, Michelle DeLisle, at 

0mmm1@qlink.queensu.ca, or Melanie Edwards, at 7mje@qlink.queensu.ca, 

Department of Psychology, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, K7L 3N6.  Concerns 

may also be addressed by contacting our supervisor, Dr. Ronald Holden, email 

holdenr@post.queensu.ca, the Head of the Department of Psychology at Queen’s 

University, Dr. Vernon Quinsey, email psychead@post.queensu.ca, or the Vice Chair of 

the Queen's University General Research Ethics Board at 533-6081. 
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Consent Form for Undergraduate Participants 
 

 

I, ____________________________, have volunteered to participate in the study titled, 

“Understanding the Diathesis-Stress Relationship between Depression, Hopelessness, 

Psychache and Suicide Risk – Study 1,” as well as the study titled “The Dimensionality 

and Construct Valid Measurement of Life Meaning – Study 3”. 

 

I have read the letter of information and any questions or concerns I had (if any) have 

been answered satisfactorily. I consent to the above information and understand what is 

required for participation in these studies.  I understand that my involvement in this 

research will entail completing a questionnaire booklet in a classroom setting. I am aware 

that the purpose of this research is to explore how feelings and thoughts relate to self-

harm and life meaning. 

 

I understand that my participation in these studies is completely voluntary and that I am 

free to withdraw at any time.  I also understand that my confidentiality will be protected 

throughout the study, and that the information I provide will be available only to 

researchers with scholarly interests in self-harm.   

 

Should I have further questions or complaints I understand that I can contact any of the 

following individuals:  the researchers, Michelle DeLisle, email 

0mmm1@qlink.queensu.ca, Melanie Edwards, email 7mje@qlink.queensu.ca, our 

supervisor, Dr. Ronald Holden, email holdenr@post.queensu.ca, the head of the 

Department of Psychology, Dr. Vernon Quinsey, email psychead@post.queensu.ca, the 

Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board at 533-6081, or the Chair of the 

General Research Ethics Board, Dr. Joan Stevenson, (613) 533-6000 ext. 74579, email 

stevensj@post.queensu.ca. 
 

 

 

Signature:   

 

 

Date:   
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Debriefing Form for Undergraduate Participants  
 

Please read this AFTER you have completed the Questionnaire Booklet. We thank you 

for your participation. 

 

Study A will examine the overlap between depression, hopelessness, and psychological 

pain or psychache, which are the three psychological variables most strongly associated 

with suicide risk. Assessing the how the thoughts and feelings associated with self-harm 

are related with each other and with suicide risk is a critical issue for mental health 

practitioners and researchers. Understanding how important statistical predictors of self-

harm overlap with each other will help researchers to develop more streamlined and 

effective methods for assessing suicide risk.  

 

Study B will examine the relationship between mood and meaning in life. We will be 

using your responses, along with the responses of other participants, to examine the 

validity of a new, multidimensional measure of life meaning. Meaning in life is believed 

to be integral to one’s well-being, and a dearth of meaning has been linked to substance 

abuse, suicide ideation, and anxiety, while higher meaning is associated with self-esteem, 

sense of control, and extraversion. 

 

Individual results of this research are anonymous and cannot be provided. However, if 

you would like a GENERAL SUMMARY of findings from either study, you may obtain 

them by contacting (after July, 2007): 

Study A: Michelle DeLisle by email at 0mmm1@qlink.queensu.ca, or by regular mail at: 

Michelle DeLisle, Department of Psychology, Queen’s University, Kingston, ON K7L 

3N6  

Study B: Melanie Edwards by email at 7mje@qlink.queensu.ca, or by regular mail at: 

Melanie Edwards, Department of Psychology, Queen’s University, Kingston, ON K7L 

3N6 

 

If you have concerns or complaints about this research, please contact either of the above 

individuals, or our supervisor, Dr. Ronald Holden (holdenr@post.queensu.ca, 533-2879). 

If your concerns are not resolved, you may contact Dr. Vern Quinsey, Head of the 

Department of Psychology (533-2492) or the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board 

(533-6081). 

 

If the recounting of your experiences has led you to feel distressed and you would like to 

speak to someone about your thoughts, you are encouraged to contact a local health 

practitioner (i.e., your physician) in your community. Alternatively, please contact any of 

the following (in Kingston, Ontario): 

 

 

Student Counselling, Queen’s University.…Telephone: (613) 533-2893 

Canadian Mental Health Association……. ..Telephone: (613) 549-7027 

Distress Centre…………………………..…...Telephone: (613) 544-1771 
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Debriefing Form for Undergraduate Participants Continued - 2 
 

 

We would ask you to maintain confidentiality about the purpose of the experiments since 

any pre-knowledge of the purpose will bias the data for that person, and thus cannot be 

used. 

 

If you are interested in finding out more about these research areas, suggested readings 

include: 

 

Abramson, L. Y., Alloy, L. B., & Metalsky, G. I. (1990). The hopelessness theory of 

depression: Current status and future directions. In N. L. Stein, B. Leventhal, & T. 

Trabasso (Eds.), Psychological and biological approaches to emotion (pp. 333-
358). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Beck, A. T. (1987). Cognitive models of depression. Journal of Cognitive Psychotherapy: 
An International Quarterly, 1, 5-37. 

Frankl, V. E. (1963). Man’s search for meaning. New York: Washington Square Press. 

Reker, G. T. (2000). Theoretical perspectives, dimensions, and measurement of 

existential meaning. In G. T. Reker & K. Chamberlain (Eds.), Exploring 
existential meaning: Optimizing human development across the life span (pp. 39-
55). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Shneidman, E. S. (1992). A conspectus of the suicide scenario. In R. W. Maris, A. L. 

Berman, J. T. Maltsberger, & R. I. Yufit (Eds.), Assessment and prediction of 
suicide (pp. 31-49). New York: Guildford. 

 
 

 
 



 

Appendix D 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ____________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP47 I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals.  .73 -.22  .10  .11 -.22  .20 -.23  .14 -.24 -.09  .38  .41 

PMP7 I am successful in achieving my aspirations.  .71 -.24  .07  .09 -.37  .30 -.18 -.04 -.17 -.25  .34  .37 

PMP9 I strive to achieve my life goals.  .67 -.19  .13  .05 -.31  .06 -.49  .01 -.22 -.12  .35  .44 

PMP29 I am committed to my work.  .66  -.14  .24  .09 -.35  .10 -.27  .06 -.27 -.17  .39  .30 

PMP8 I pursue worthwhile objectives.  .66 -.26  .16  .09 -.41  .13 -.32 -.04 -.27 -.16  .40  .37 

PMP24 I take initiative.  .65 -.08 -.02  .09 -.25  .11 -.18  .09 -.21  .01  .28  .26 

PMP26 I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing.   .65 -.13  .15  .11 -.29  .11 -.26  .00 -.28 -.14  .38  .31 

PMP25 I am able to make full use of my abilities.  .64 -.26  .07  .16 -.36  .28 -.08  .14 -.21 -.12  .35  .39 

PMP48  I value my work.  .62 -.24  .20  .02 -.27  .19 -.28  .04 -.33 -.14  .37  .39 

LAP2 In my life I have very clear goals and aims.  .62 -.55  .17  .08 -.10  .13 -.21  .18 -.12 -.26  .30  .36 

PMP40 I do not give up when I encounter setbacks or obstacles.   .60 -.22  .07  .17 -.25  .29 -.23  .02  -.19 -.07  .40  .33 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 2) 

 
Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP34 I am enthusiastic about what I do.  .59 -.19  .11  .14 -.37  .29 -.27 -.12 -.37 -.09  .40  .32 

PMP13 I seek to actualize my potentials.  .55 -.24  .08  .10 -.30  .05 -.38  .00 -.37 -.12  .42  .37 

PMP50 I contribute to the well-being of others.  .54 -.23  .23  .21 -.42  .11 -.15 -.11 -.50 -.01  .37  .20 

PMP49 I make a significant contribution to society.  .52 -.34  .23  .16 -.29  .27  .02  .01 -.49 -.09  .28  .25 

LRI19 When I look at my life, I feel the satisfaction of really having  

 worked to accomplish something.  .51 -.33  .17  .07 -.03  .42 -.16  .09 -.18 -.26  .33  .40 

LAP1 My past achievements have given my life meaning and purpose.  .51 -.21  .29  .05 -.30  .21 -.19  .07 -.24 -.01  .29  .30 

PMP21 I like challenge.  .49 -.09  .02  .15 -.19  .17 -.36 -.06 -.18  .02  .17  .27 

LAP3 I regard the opportunity to direct my life as very important.  .48 -.15  .06  .05 -.20  .04 -.34  .05 -.27  .01  .25  .42 

PIL8 In achieving life goals, I have made no progress whatsoever. -.47  .29 -.17 -.01  .11 -.39  .23  .01  .20  .37 -.30 -.27 

PMP44 I strive toward personal growth.   .45 -.20  .09  .20 -.34  .04. -.40 -.04 -.41  .03  .41  .28 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 3) 
 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PIL13 I am a very irresponsible person. -.37  .18 -.05 -.12  .09 -.21  .18 -.17  .09  .25 -.13 -.13 

LRI1 I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my  

 life.  .26 -.77  .39  .22 -.08  .28 -.07 -.03 -.23 -.26  .31  .26 

LRI28 I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand  

 my being alive.  .16 -.71  .37  .21 -.22  .36 -.01 -.02 -.26 -.13  .29  .24 

LAP5 I have discovered a satisfying life purpose.  .33 -.70  .34  .27 -.18  .23 -.03 -.07 -.22 -.31  .36  .25 

LAP37 I have a mission in life that gives me a sense of direction.   .27 -.68  .48  .18 -.02  .08  -.16  .12 -.27 -.15  .22  .25 

LAP38 I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life.   .07 -.67  .44  .19 -.15  .19  .09  .04 -.21 -.10  .17  .09 

LAP29 I have a framework that allows me to understand or make sense  

 of my life.  .17 -.64  .22  .25 -.15  .30  .05  .00 -.22  -.12  .23  .29 

LRI14 I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  .17 -.62  .36  .20 -.09  .27 -.11 -.13 -.39 -.15  .22  .25 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 4) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP27 In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here.   .21 -.61  .40  .16 -.24  .34 -.12  .03 -.22  -.20  .34  .23 

LRI23 I have a clear idea of what I’d like to do with my life.   .25 -.60  .13  .08  .07  .06 -.18  .22 -.00 -.37  .13  .27 

PIL20 I have discovered no mission or purpose in life.  -.17  .59 -.33 -.07  .02 -.26  .24 -.04  .17  .28 -.28 -.13 

PMP30 I have a purpose and direction in life.  .57 -.57  .29  .14 -.28  .09 -.27  .10 -.20 -.30  .36  .36 

LRI7 I have really come to terms with what’s important for me in my life.  .28 -.54  .21  .23 -.10  .30 -.17  .06 -.27 -.32  .33  .30 

LAP16 I have a philosophy of life that gives my existence significance.  .12 -.54  .28  .21 -.14  .19 -.06 -.22 -.36 -.07  .20  .19 

LAP26 I know where my life is going in the future.  .35 -.53  .08  .06 -.04  .12 -.02  .19 -.01 -.39  .18  .40 

PMP19 I have a sense of mission or calling.   .31 -.52  .51  .18 -.12  .02 -.07 -.03 -.32 -.12  .24  .11 

PIL17 I regard my ability to find a meaning, purpose, or mission in life  

 as very great.  .10 -.51  .38  .16 -.07  .12 -.19  .02 -.33  .02  .23  .25 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 5) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP31 I seek higher values—values that transcend self-interests.   .28 -.43  .36  .24 -.32 -.04 -.16 -.15 -.39 -.07  .21  .23 

LAP35 I have the sense that parts of my life fit together into a  

 unified pattern.  .26 -.42  .23  .24 -.16  .21 -.20  .04 -.27  .01  .23  .17 

LAP7 The meaning of life is evident in the world around us.   .06 -.40  .39  .20 -.21  .15  .12 -.03 -.25 -.06  .13  .11 

LRI25 There are things that I devote all my life’s energy to.   .29 -.40  .29  .13  .07  .15 -.06 -.04 -.28 -.09  .18  .25 

LAP46 My personal existence is orderly and coherent.   .10 -.34  .17  .22 -.24  .31  .06  .17 -.16 -.15  .18  .27 

PMP20 I seek to do God’s will.   .05 -.28  .89  .13 -.11  .07  .06 -.00 -.18 -.07  .12 -.11 

PMP33 I seek to glorify God.  -.05 -.28  .86  .12 -.10  .12  .10  .03 -.13 -.07  .07 -.13 

PMP52 I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God.  .01 -.16  .80  .10 -.07  .04 -.05 -.02 -.09 -.04  .15  -.09 

SOM7 Taking part in religious activities.   .01 -.23  .77  .10 -.04  .05  .05  .01 -.15 -.14   .05 -.17  

PMP3 I am at peace with God.   .09 -.28  .71  .12 -.22  .08 -.14 -.03 -.18 -.14  .21  .08  



 

Appendix D (Continued – 6) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP51 I believe in afterlife.   .05 -.20  .66  .10 -.10  .07 -.05 -.04 -.12 -.05  .22  .00 

PMP5 I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning.  .12 -.37  .62  .09 -.24  .10 -.21 -.13 -.24  .04  .26  .12 

LAP12 I have been aware of an all powerful and consuming purpose  

 towards which my life has been directed  .18 -.52  .60  .26 -.01  .11  .07  .08 -.22  .02  .13  .07 

PMP54 I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe.   .25 -.37  .60  .15 -.27  .09 -.14  .09 -.24  .05  .20  .15 

PMP22 I believe that human life is governed by moral laws.   .16 -.25  .41  .05 -.35 -.03 -.16  .01 -.31 -.01  .16  .07  

LAP32 Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not.  .05 -.12  .10  .85 -.06 -.03  .05 -.13 -.04 -.01  .09  .09  

PIL15 With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid.   .02 -.15  .16  .82 -.06 -.02  .14 -.14 -.06 -.07  .08   .08  

LAP22 Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it.   .01 -.11  .08  .81 -.08 -.01  .00 -.05 -.05 -.02  .13  .10 

LAP28 Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense worrying  

 about it.  .10 -.07 -.02  .74 -.13 -.04 -.09  .05 -.12  .09  .09  .15 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 7) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP47 I accept death as another life experience.   .05 -.12  .09  .72 -.14  .02 -.03 -.08 -.18 -.04  .10  .13 

LAP8 I think I am generally much less concerned about death  than those  

 around me.  .08 -.15  .18  .71 -.13 -.01  .03 -.11 -.04 -.00  .07  .10   

LAP25 I would neither fear death nor welcome it.   .05 -.08  .04  .66 -.14  .04 -.01  .08 -.07  .10  .07  .11 

LAP15 Death makes little difference to me one way or another.  -.10 -.04 -.00  .61  .01 -.15  .19 -.09  .04  .11 -.16 -.02 

LAP44 The thought of death seldom enters my mind.    .04 -.06  .08  .47 -.14  .22 -.04  .15  .03  .03  .16  .08  

PMP42 I am liked by others.   .48 -.04  .14  .22 -.66  .12 -.31 -.06 -.27 -.03  .36  .20 

PMP55 I am treated fairly by others.  .25 -.15  .17  .30 -.64  .24 -.11  .05 -.17 -.08  .31  .33 

PMP28 I am trusted by others.   .50 -.07  .14  .16 -.63  .03 -.32 -.08 -.21 -.01  .41  .22 

PMP27 I have a number of good friends.   .40 -.05  .11  .09 -.62  .22 -.22 -.06 -.23 -.02  .34  .24 

PMP18 I relate well to others.   .37 -.07  .06  .17 -.59  .21 -.18 -.02 -.28 -.09  .38  .21 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 8) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP35 Life has treated me fairly.   .16 -.18  .16  .13 -.57  .30 -.16  .04 -.15 -.14  .37  .30 

PMP45 I bring happiness to others.  .46 -.06  .10  .21 -.55  .07 -.23 -.00 -.34  .05  .50  .27 

PMP10 I care about other people.  .38  .08  .14  .08 -.55 -.01 -.44 -.16 -.31  .03  .43  .23 

PMP56 I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards.   .28 -.15  .16  .10 -.53  .28 -.20 -.09 -.15 -.16  .37  .30 

PMP32 I am highly regarded by others.   .46 -.20  .15  .18 -.53  .08 -.19 -.01 -.30 -.07  .26  .16 

PMP37 I am at peace with my past.  .13 -.19  .15  .26 -.52  .26  .10  .13 -.16 -.15  .25  .23 

PMP16 I am at peace with myself.  .33 -.32  .14  .26 -.51  .32 -.02  .14 -.14 -.15  .39  .29 

PMP1 I have a good family life.  .26 -.02  .12  .06 -.47  .17 -.17  .01  .00 -.10  .29  .14 

PMP41 I am altruistic and helpful.   .45 -.09  .17  .22 -.46  .05 -.26 -.14 -.40 -.01  .34  .18 

PMP36 I accept my limitations.   .07 -.13  .13  .16 -.42  .04  .18  .16 -.12  .00  .19  .22 

PMP46 I accept what cannot be changed.  .07 -.07  .11  .26 -.36  .02  .15  .12 -.10  .08  .18  .25 
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

SOM4 Engaging in personal relationships with family and/or friends.  .15 -.02  .14 -.00 -.34  .25 -.27  .07 -.26 -.07  .26  .25 

PMP57 I have learned to live with suffering and make the best of it.  .21 -.17  .20  .26 -.29  .05 -.08 -.00 -.16  .13  .08  .26 

LRI5 I really feel good about my life.  .32 -.41  .15  .16 -.32  .64 -.16  .03 -.12 -.31  .42  .45 

LRI27 I feel that I am living fully.  .34 -.43  .19  .10 -.23  .64 -.10  .02 -.19 -.30  .46  .47 

PIL2 Life to me seems always exciting.  .32 -.32  .17  .07 -.19  .61 -.09 -.08 -.26 -.23  .32  .36 

LRI15 Other people seem to feel better about their lives than I do.  -.21  .34 -.13 -.08  .24 -.57  .12  .02  .04  .53 -.37 -.23 

LAP48 My life is running over with exciting good things.   .31 -.35  .24  .23 -.37  .55 -.05 -.11 -.22 -.26  .46  .39 

PIL6 If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. -.07  .17 -.08  .06  .29 -.55  .32 -.04  .03  .09 -.23 -.10 

LRI2 Living is deeply fulfilling.  .29 -.48  .33  .08 -.21  .53 -.28  .04 -.26 -.12   .40  .37 

PIL9 My life is empty, filled only with despair.  -.18  .28 -.13 -.01  .29 -.53   .40 -.11  .05  .20 -.30 -.27 

LRI20 I have real passion in my life.   .47 -.48  .22  .12 -.13  .49 -.27  .01 -.28 -.22  .45  .36 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 10) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LRI26 Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me. -.35  .30 -.09 -.07  .05 -.48  .13  .11  .24  .41 -.31 -.22 

LRI24 I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy  

 I didn’t know that I had.  .39 -.35  .13  .11 -.01  .46  -.15 -.17 -.16 -.19  .27  .40 

PIL10 If I should die today, I would feel that my life has been very  

 worthwhile.  .27 -.23  .25  .18 -.24  .44 -.06  .01 -.15 -.20  .29  .25 

PIL16 With regard to suicide, I have thought of it seriously as a way out. -.04  .08. -.14  .02  .28 -.42  .08 -.25  .04  .17 -.19 -.09 

PIL5 Every day is constantly new and different.  .25 -.28  .29  .22 -.15  .38 -.08  .02 -.32 -.02  .29  .33 

LAP43 I am determined to achieve new goals in the future.  .31  .00  .11  .07 -.22  .13 -.62  .11 -.25  .03  .20  .32 

PIL3 In life I have no goals or aims at all.  -.31  .25 -.13  .06  .06 -.22  .58 -.11  .20  .27 -.19 -.27 

LRI11 I have some aims and goals that would personally give me a great  

 deal of satisfaction if I could accomplish them.  .16 -.20  .04  .06 -.01 -.01 -.52   .13 -.23  .03  .16  .28 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 11) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP36 I hope for something exciting in the future.   .16  .01  .01  .08 -.14  .06 -.51  .22 -.13  .23 -.01  .19 

LRI3 I really don’t have much of a purpose for living, even for myself. -.26  .44 -.23 -.01  .21 -.43  .45 -.16  .19  .32 -.33 -.20 

PIL4 My personal existence is utterly meaningless, without purpose. -.18  .12 -.18  .03   .12  -.34  .44 -.12  .11  .17 -.20 -.10 

LAP10 New and different things appeal to me.  .27  .16 -.06  .12 -.17  .15 -.43  .01 -.15  .24  .12  .20 

LRI13 I really don’t believe in anything about my life very deeply.  -.34  .41 -.25 -.06  .11 -.38  .42 -.00  .27  .32  -.34 -.25 

LRI4 There honestly isn’t anything that I totally want to do.  -.26  .35 -.09 -.00  .08 -.19  .41 -.07  .15  .33 -.19 -.23 

LAP41 I am eager to get more out of life than I have so far.  .04  .10 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.10 -.40  .04 -.07  .32 -.10  .04  

PIL7 After retiring, I would do some of the exciting things I have  

 always wanted to.  .14  .05 -.02 -.03 -.14  .15 -.31  .14 -.06  .14  .17  .15 
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP4 I have learned that setbacks and disappointments are an inevitable  

 part of life.  .21 -.01  .08  .18 -.31 -.12 -.31 -.01 -.10  .08  .28  .27 

SOM1 Participation in leisure activities.  .14  .07 -.04 -.06 -.19  .26 -.30  .14 -.23  .05  .11  .23 

SOM13 Feeling financially secure.   .02 -.03  .01 -.02 -.06 -.04 -.19  .58 -.05  .11  .06  .13 

SOM16 Acquiring material possessions to enjoy the good life.   .09  .00 -.13 -.12  .05 -.01 -.07  .56  .07  .15 -.04  .11 

SOM5 Being acknowledged for personal achievements.  .23 -.04  .08 -.09  .02  .03 -.17  .46 -.31  .08  .14  .18 

SOM15 Participation in “hedonistic” activities (e.g., gambling, parties,  

 etc.).  .09  .15 -.23 -.02 -.09  .12 -.07  .31  .03  .25 -.13  .03  

SOM2 Meeting basic, everyday needs.  .15 -.03  .20  .10 -.16  .06 -.12   .31 -.23  .01  .24  .27 

SOM8   Interest in social causes.   .10 -.17  .21  .11 -.11  .02 -.08  .02 -.66  .04  .09  .13 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 13) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

SOM14 Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns).   .06 -.07  .07  .03 -.04 -.02 -.03  .08 -.65  .09   .09  .12 

SOM10 Preserving human values and ideals.   .08 -.19  .35  .16 -.21  .06 -.07  .13 -.65 -.01  .15 . 18 

SOM9 Being of service to others.  .20 -.20  .27  .24 -.22  .13 -.21 -.02 -.64 -.00  .25  .19 

PMP15 I strive to make this world a better place.   .38 -.21  .18  .23 -.35  .01 -.15 -.12 -.57  .00  .29  .17 

SOM12 Leaving a legacy for the next generation.  .14 -.15  .23  .08 -.08  .15 -.06  .48 -.55  .02 -.03  .14 

SOM3 Taking part in creative activities.   .25 -.08 -.03 -.02 -.07  .21 -.21 -.08 -.54  .12  .12  .22 

SOM11 Preservation of culture and tradition.   .04 -.11  .36  .01 -.07  .03 -.06 . 36 -.51  .09  .10 . 13 

PMP6 I engage in creative work.  .39 -.16 -.02  .03 -.11  .19 -.20 -.22  -.49  .06  .21  .20 

PMP23 It is important to dedicate my life to a cause.   .20 -.38  .47  .21 -.19 -.04 -.05 -.09 -.49 -.02  .14 -.10   

PMP2 I believe I can make a difference in the world.   .42 -.31  .23  .09 -.24  .20 -.22 -.04 -.48 -.16  .30  .23 

SOM6 Experiencing personal growth.   .22 -.24  .11  .13 -.12  .10 -.33  .17 -.40 -.03  .24  .28 
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PMP53 I attempt to leave behind a good and lasting legacy.   .32 -.13  .34  .17 -.25  .09 -.22  .16 -.39  .04  .15  .11 

SOM17 Relationship with nature.  .20  .00 -.14  .05. -.05  .05 -.11 -.02 -.38  .07  .07  .18 

LAP33 I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new identity.  -.04  .20 -.11 -.03  .21 -.22  -.07  .15 -.11  .59 -.33 -.07 

LRI10 Other people seem to have a better idea of what they want to do  

 with their lives than I do. -.30  .52 -.03 -.04 -.09 -.15  .12  -.01 -.05  .59 -.13 -.23 

LRI9 I just don’t know what I really want to do with my life.  -.30  .59 -.05 -.03 -.09 -.11  .16 -.04 -.05  .59 -.14 -.22 

LRI17 Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do. -.24  .24 -.04 -.01  .11 -.38  .02  .05 -.04  .57 -.29 -.27 

LAP21 I am restless. -.03  .24 -.13 -.11  .13  -.27 -.06 -.00 -.10  .55 -.12 -.03  

LAP6 I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing  

 from my life. -.07  .34 -.08 -.10  .16 -.26 -.15  .05 -.09  .53 -.37  -.09  

LRI8 I need to find something that I can really be committed to. -.24  .26 -.10 -.02 -.13 -.14 -.04  .10 -.04  .51 -.24 -.11 



 

Appendix D (Continued – 15) 

 

Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LRI12 I don’t seem to be able to accomplish those things that are really  

 important to me -.39  .32 -.02  .02  .05 -.48  .12 -.03  .03  .51 -.26  .26 

LRI16 I get confused when I try to understand my life. -.03  .40 -.05. -.17  .19 -.32  .07 -.08 -.05  .50 -.21 -.11 

LRI18 I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use.  -.34  .13 -.08  .00  .00 -.31 -.04  .03  .04  .50 -.24 -.27 

LRI22 I don’t really value what I’m doing.  -.31  .39 -.26 -.06  .06  -.34   .32  -.06  .20  .49 -.34 -.36 

LRI6 I spend most of my time doing things that really aren’t very 

 important to me.  -.36  .21 -.14 -.03  .05 -.31  .16  .02  .15  .48 -.31 -.31 

LAP9 I feel the lack of and a need to find a real meaning and purpose  

 in my life.  -.19  .40 -.14 -.01  .16 -.25  .02  .05 -.03  .47 -.29 -.07 

LAP14 I would enjoy breaking loose from the routine of life.   .10  .09 -.13  .02  .03 -.15 -.18  .06  .06  .47 -.08  .01 

LAP4 I seem to change my main objectives in life. -.11  .20 -.02  .00 -.10  .02  .10  .14 -.09  .45 -.09  .04 
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP40 I find myself withdrawing from life with an “I don’t care”  

 attitude. -.32  .23 -.12  .02  .16 -.39  .31  .09  .17  .44 -.30 -.21 

PIL1 I am usually completely bored. -.33  .27 -.11 -.09  .16 -.43  .19  .14  .16  .43 -.33 -.23 

PIL12 As I view the world in relation to my life, the world completely  

 confuses me. -.08  .41 -.06 -.14  .22 -.27  .05 -.16  .07  .42  -.19  .09 

LAP13 I try new activities or areas of interest and then these soon  

 lose their attractiveness. -.13  .02  .01  .06  .13 -.09  .02  .15  .03  .42 -.07  -.01  

LAP20 I have experienced the feeling that while I am destined to  

 accomplish something  important, I cannot put my finger on just  

 what it is. -.05  .04  .21  .11 -.12  .02  .02  .15 -.25  .39 -.03  .01 

PIL11 In thinking of my life, I often wonder why I exist. -.13  .34 -.08 -.04  .15 -.34  .14 -.11 -.01  .39 -.25 -.07 
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP34 A new challenge in my life would appeal to me now.  .12  .05 -.19  .13  .05   .05 -.15  .15 -.14  .38 -.18  .14 

LAP24 I feel the need for adventure and “new worlds to conquer”.  .32 -.02 -.12  .12 -.00  .27 -.32  .14 -.24  .35 -.03  .22 

PMP14 I have found that there is rough justice in this world.  .24  .08  .06   .01 -.14 -.21 -.23  .17  -.17  .30  .15  .07 

PMP43 I have found someone I love deeply.  .11 -.13  .14  .11 -.12  .11  .02  .01  -.08 -.09  .81  .17 

PMP38 I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship.  .14 -.15  .14  .13 -.18  .20  .01  .01 -.08 -.12  .79  .18 

PMP11 I have someone to share intimate feelings with.  .20 -.05  .08  .09 -.27  .04 -.13 -.02 -.11 -.07  .73  .13 

PMP17 I have confidants to give me emotional support.  .40 -.10  .13  .14 -.50  .14 -.20  .01 -.15 -.08  .56   .25   

PMP39 I have a sense of coherence and continuity in my life.  .39 -.40  .16  .22 -.49  .29 -.07 . 13 -.23 -.22  .54  .32  

PMP12 I believe in the value of my pursuits.  .49 -.16  .16  .06 -.41 -.01 -.42  .01 -.31 -.12  .51  .36 

LAP42 Life to me seems boring and uneventful. -.33  .25 -.10 -.00  .24 -.41  .37  .05  .15  .38 -.42 -.29 

PIL18 My life is in my hands and I am in control of it.   .21 -.02 -.30  .01  .00  .13 -.16  .19 -.17 -.05  .11  .74  
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP30 My life is in my hands and I am in control of it.  .23 -.06 -.31  .04 -.03  .21 -.16  .18 -.19  -.05  .11  .67 

LAP17 I determine what happens in my life.  .29  .01 -.28  .00 -.04  .08 -.15  .20 -.19  -.00  .15  .66 

LAP19 Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am  

 absolutely free to make all life choices.  .17 -.15  .12  .16 -.31  .12 -.12  .04 -.15 -.04  .30  .63 

LAP23 It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to do.  .30 -.26 -.04  .18 -.13  .15 -.22 -.04 -.17 -.09  .24  .61        

PIL19 Facing my daily tasks is a source of pleasure and satisfaction.  .31 -.31  .24  .09 -.16  .46 -.15  .01 -.29 -.26  .31  .50        

LAP18 Basically, I am living the kind of life I want to live.  .36 -.33  .06  .14 -.34  .48 -.05  .07 -.16 -.29  .43  .50        

PIL14 Concerning people’s freedom to make their own choices, I  

 believe people are absolutely free to make all life choices.  .09 -.13  .06  .16 -.14  .07 -.05  .09 -.06  .04  .09  .49  

LAP39 When it comes to important life matters, I make my own  

 decisions.   .22  -.07 -.16 .10 -.07  .16 -.26  .05 -.05 -.01  .23  .48 
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Results of Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 392) 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

          Factor loading 

  ________________________________________________ 

                                                              Item   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

LAP11 My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my own  

 efforts.  .38  .11 -.09  .12  -.09  .02 -.32  .16 -.18  .10  .23  .47  

LAP45 I accept personal responsibility for the choices I have made in  

 my life.  .16 -.08  .05  .24 -.27  .19 -.37  .02 -.13 -.11  .28  .46 

LAP31 In achieving life’s goals, I have felt completely fulfilled.   .30 -.38  .13  .21 -.20  .31  .03  .10 -.15 -.19  .20  .43 

LRI21 I feel that I’m really going to attain what I want in life   .38 -.36  .11  .09 -.08  .37 -.21  .06 -.10 -.26  .28  .39 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Note. Loadings underscored represent highest factor loadings for each item. 
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Appendix E 

Results of Higher-Order Principal Components Analysis, Varimax-Rotated Solution (N = 

392) 

 

  

Factor loading 

  

Factor I 

 

Factor II 

 

Factor III 

 

 

Existential Vacuum 
 

.85 

 

05 

 

-.15 

Fulfillment/Excitement .73 .36  .18 

Framework/Purpose .65 .04  .54 

Intimacy .45 .29  .09 

Control           .08 .84 -.02 

Achievement .37 .67  .24 

Interpersonal Satisfaction .39 .55  .34 

Giving to the World -.05 .35  .73 

Religion     .39 -.31  .69 

Death Acceptance       .00 .11 .48 

 
Note. Loadings in bold italics represent highest factor loadings for each subscale. 
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Appendix F 

Results of Higher-Order Principal Components Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 

392) 

 

  

Factor loading 

  

Factor I 

 

Factor II 

 

Factor III 

 

 

Fulfillment/Excitement 
 

.81 

 

-.31 

 

.32 

Existential Vacuum         .81 -.03 -.06 

Framework/Purpose .72 .05 .58 

Interpersonal Satisfaction .56 -.48 .49 

Intimacy          .52 -.26 .20 

Control   .28 -.83 -.18 

Achievement         .55 -.62 .42 

Giving to the World .16 -.27 .79 

Religion      .42  .40 .63 

Death Acceptance       .11 -.05 .49 

 
Note. Loadings in bold italics represent highest factor loadings for each subscale. 



 

Appendix G 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Component Loadings 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

1. I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals.  

 

 

.75 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

11. I am successful in achieving my aspirations.  .78 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

21. I strive to achieve my life goals.  .77 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

31. I am committed to my work. .69 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

40. I pursue worthwhile objectives.  .58 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

49. I take initiative.  .62 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

58. I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing.  .68 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

2. I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my life. -- .75 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

12. I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand my being 

alive. 

-- .79 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 



 

Appendix G (Continued – 2) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

22. I have discovered a satisfying life purpose. 

  

 

-- 

 

.83 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

32. I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life. -- .71 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

41. I have a framework that allows me to understand or make sense of my life.  -- .77 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

50. I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  -- .78 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

59. In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here.  -- .65 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

3. I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God.  -- -- .80 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

13. Taking part in religious activities is an important source of meaning in my life. -- -- .79 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

23. I am at peace with God.  -- -- .78 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

33. I believe in afterlife.  -- -- .67 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 



 

Appendix G (Continued – 3) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

42. I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning.   

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.64 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

51. I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe.  -- -- .64 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4. Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not.  -- -- -- .86 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

14. With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid.  -- -- -- .88 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

24. Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it.  -- -- -- .82 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

34. Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense worrying about it.  -- -- -- .73 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

43. I accept death as another life experience.  -- -- -- .69 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

52. I think I am generally much less concerned about death than those around me.  -- -- -- .71 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

60. I would neither fear death nor welcome it. -- -- -- .51 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

5. I am treated fairly by others.  -- -- -- -- .56 -- -- -- -- -- 



 

Appendix G (Continued – 4) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

15. I have a number of good friends.  

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.45 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

25. I relate well to others.  -- -- -- -- .59 -- -- -- -- -- 

35. Life has treated me fairly.  -- -- -- -- .73 -- -- -- -- -- 

44. I care about other people.  -- -- -- -- .43 -- -- -- -- -- 

53. I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards.  -- -- -- -- .59 -- -- -- -- -- 

61. I am at peace with my past.  -- -- -- -- .56 -- -- -- -- -- 

6. I really feel good about my life.  -- -- -- -- -- .78 -- -- -- -- 

16. Life to me seems always exciting.  -- -- -- -- -- .70 -- -- -- -- 

26. If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. -- -- -- -- -- -.55 -- -- -- -- 

36. Living is deeply fulfilling.  -- -- -- -- -- .81 -- -- -- -- 



 

Appendix G (Continued – 5) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

           

45. My life is empty, filled only with despair. -- -- -- -- -- -.65 -- -- -- -- 

54. Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me. -- -- -- -- -- -.48 -- -- -- -- 

62. I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy I didn’t 

know that I had.  

-- -- -- -- -- .57 -- -- -- -- 

7. Interest in social causes is an important source of meaning for me.  -- -- -- -- -- -- .67 -- -- -- 

17. Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns) is an important source of 

meaning in my life.  

-- -- -- -- -- -- .66 -- -- -- 

27. Preserving human values and ideals is an important source of meaning for me. -- -- -- -- -- -- .55 -- -- -- 

37. Being of service to others is an important source of meaning in my life.  -- -- -- -- -- -- .59 -- -- -- 

46. I strive to make this world a better place.  -- -- -- -- -- -- .68 -- -- -- 



 

Appendix G (Continued – 6) 

Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

           

55. Leaving a legacy for the next generation is an important source of meaning for 

me.  

-- -- -- -- -- -- .33 -- -- -- 

63. Taking part in creative activities is an important source of meaning in my life.  -- -- -- -- -- -- .53 -- -- -- 

8. I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new identity. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .45 -- -- 

18. Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .59 -- -- 

28. I am restless. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .49 -- -- 

38. I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing from my life. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .72 -- -- 

47. I need to find something that I can really be committed to. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .52 -- -- 

56. I get confused when I try to understand my life.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .64 -- -- 

64. I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .43 -- -- 
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Multidimensional Life Meaning Scale Item Confirmatory Model and Maximum Likelihood Factor Loadings (N = 262) 

  

Factor 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

           

9. I have found someone I love deeply.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .80 -- 

19. I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .86 -- 

29. I have someone to share intimate feelings with. -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .83  

10. My life is in my hands and I am in control of it.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .77 

20. I determine what happens in my life.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .86 

30. Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am absolutely free to 

make all life choices.  

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .57 

39. It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to do.   -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .42 

48. When it comes to important life matters, I make my own decisions.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .60 

57. My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my own efforts.  -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- .56 



 

Note. A fixed parameter is designated as “--”. Factor 1 = Achievement; Factor 2 = Framework/Purpose; Factor 3 = Religion; Factor 4 

= Death Acceptance; Factor 5 = Interpersonal Satisfaction; Factor 6 = Fulfillment/Excitement; Factor 7 = Giving to the World; Factor 

8 = Existential Vacuum; Factor 9 = Intimacy; Factor 10 = Control.  
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Computational Equations and SPSS Syntax for Targeted Oblique Analysis 
 
 
Equations: 
 
D = Daa’ 

-1/2 
A = Da 
G = A’f 
C = A’A 
M = C-1G 
g = M’M 
D = Dg

-1/2 
H = MD 
r = H’H 
b = AH 
 

where 

a is an arbitrary factor matrix. 
f is the binary hypothesis matrix. 
r is the correlation of the simple structure reference axes. 
H is the simple structure transformation matrix. 
b is the simple structure factor matrix. 
 
Syntax: 
 
SET MXLOOP=500. 
 
MATRIX. 
COMPUTE A={.51978, -.15204, -.00592, .15313, -.52625, .04866, -.05757, .12594, .07074, -
.18664; 
.68034, .07885, -.16499, -.02939, -.21167, -.12520, -.09117, -.08880, -.01574, -.05872; 
.27312, .32430, -.57536, -.14281, .13401, .15261, -.19603, .25314, .14132, -.08123; 
.32712, .63085, .41375, .05720, .07466, -.00690, .07274, .02826, -.01850, -.18934; 
.40309, -.12900, .23604, -.09355, .23270, -.11377, -.16456, .16063, .07376, .04640; 
.66740, -.21223, .15171, -.15443, .05712, -.29968, -.10112, -.01901, .01729, -.15865; 
.39455, -.03103, -.08986, .41053, .15403, -.19731, .14981, -.02633, .34399, .09950; 
.33225, -.16341, .14242, -.22398, .04498, -.13990, -.00412, .10111, -.16645, .07036; 
.31809, -.09259, .02488, -.39577, .12671, .19725, .53602, -.04919, .09590, -.12374; 
.31319, -.33818, .33447, -.00139, .21216, .31528, -.18646, -.09790, .14589, .01611; 
.73474, -.13769, .02382, .06237, -.18787, .06890, -.15698, .07736, .08747, -.16581; 
.67711, .19717, -.12119, .01879, -.16284, -.10476, -.17242, -.26506, .13493, -.02266; 
.27120, .42845, -.53129, -.19073, .02621, .05515, -.15090, .20408, .19682, -.00094; 
.26876, .68153, .44001, .12963, .00862, .06303, .08564, .01697, .00051, -.12568; 
.34647, -.10355, .00661, .21096, .25623, -.09209, .00695, .08613, -.23950, .10502; 
.59626, -.17777, .09647, .06644, .18936, -.20761, -.16268, -.05910, -.01583, -.06561; 
.32895, -.07848, -.04278, .49330, .06934, -.26157, .17358, -.06853, .30699, .03538; 
.46294, -.15422, .15941, -.21777, -.12932, -.07975, -.05182, .15558, .03472, .15669; 
.35740, -.09152, .10028, -.51663, .11537, .12672, .50453, -.08134, .17855, -.16304; 
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Computational Equations and SPSS Syntax for Targeted Oblique Analysis 
 
 
.38955, -.33611, .31922, .04907, .23049, .41946, -.22056, -.12177, .23469, -.04740; 
.61527, -.22128, .06830, .11711, -.28899, .14098, -.03788, .10511, .06138, -.23094; 
.72649, .15200, -.08380, -.07394, -.27196, -.04436, -.03582, -.23452, .00243, .07299; 
.40002, .37673, -.42241, -.16927, .10660, .04965, -.23382, .09523, .13509, -.06117; 
.33392, .59402, .43714, .09736, .07192, .06366, .05791, .07161, -.00329, -.04592; 
.50515, -.23836, -.04602, .06189, .28857, -.00245, .13263, -.01458, -.19132, .12700; 
.46432, -.24714, -.16154, -.06850, .20359, -.04891, .01291, -.13401, -.18400, -.12309; 
.25530, -.00759, -.23717, .39156, .10149, .05177, .27459, -.00111, .12139, .14306; 
.35141, .03487, .19552, -.22947, -.09319, -.05996, -.15532, .26670, -.04606, .05138; 
.41944, -.15234, .03504, -.43832, .19672, .13024, .47033, -.08909, .05647, -.10696; 
.41775, -.07512, .18641, -.04783, .12872, .32598, -.15645, -.10155, .08049, .13985; 
.47149, -.16963, -.00844, .00341, -.52335, .17430, .05638, .22320, -.04053, .00705; 
.58663, .32163, -.15986, -.13906, -.14983, .02513, -.03048, -.22741, .02020, .23516; 
.23630, .31721, -.45620, -.13081, .15242, .23749, -.12941, -.00806, -.00312, -.06621; 
.21142, .54646, .46552, .12569, .03186, .00686, .08130, .09024, -.01038, .03556; 
.51451, -.12714, .03369, -.09396, .40952, -.26554, -.11553, .19280, .05826, -.06294; 
.72523, -.14181, -.02501, -.03717, .27863, -.17271, -.06503, .07095, -.06285, -.07501; 
.44686, -.05863, -.29867, .20222, .11824, -.02280, .28862, .26728, .02143, .11893; 
.44431, .02370, .23552, -.36475, -.16884, -.25024, .09827, .07622, .01534, .14419; 
.39180, -.17270, .11599, -.02057, .00638, .12291, -.22039, -.09311, -.07809, .00630; 
.52485, -.15163, .02751, .11444, -.16186, .11999, .11018, -.02467, -.17232, -.12329; 
.69626, .18444, -.04872, -.01285, -.10419, -.14886, -.07756, -.28860, -.08697, -.00570; 
.42647, .30364, -.43668, -.11280, .05607, .22184, .03820, -.01875, -.14828, .01441; 
.30724, .58785, .25694, .10110, .07113, .02365, -.00682, .09948, -.08411, .03216; 
.33683, -.17969, -.15654, .18044, .27470, .05945, .24467, .21479, -.14147, .04508; 
.54553, -.23788, -.04056, -.07224, .05751, -.15901, -.06851, -.01014, -.15279, -.16249; 
.49183, .04466, -.17553, .41510, -.07127, .11389, .21101, .07387, .04233, .16332; 
.32845, -.03172, .11211, -.22737, -.23772, -.14989, .04415, .06454, .06425, .27304; 
.33783, -.14609, .29766, .08048, .12930, .41280, -.20888, -.13319, .02590, .22610; 
.54392, -.14461, .04992, .17657, -.18967, .19565, .09224, -.10610, -.11259, .04171; 
.69350, .16186, -.19053, .10555, -.16312, .01641, .14075, -.23450, -.05597, -.00495; 
.46591, .37128, -.28624, -.09216, .13145, .15284, -.03665, .02266, -.15138, .11970; 
.19950, .57316, .37280, .04764, .08587, .03323, .04688, .04185, -.01727, .02395; 
.49954, -.10195, .09140, .13168, .20668, .00400, -.03418, .27523, -.06655, .00665; 
.47027, -.06467, .04659, .07933, .05674, -.07545, -.02394, -.00803, -.16055, .09580; 
.23385, .01718, -.20136, .20926, .01279, .15578, .04314, .10675, .01658, -.03915; 
.51711, .08502, .15746, -.32324, -.03643, -.14598, .02140, -.10753, .05269, .29385; 
.22207, -.31189, .20120, .06968, .14078, .40022, -.14930, .07310, .00363, .05242; 
.49167, -.17652, .03413, .08818, -.39278, .21690, .09527, .26772, -.10932, -.02066; 
.64619, -.00844, -.33822, -.05012, .10667, .06093, .02057, -.15611, -.12968, .03617; 
.18067, .28908, .38540, .16840, .02691, .01736, .10149, -.02376, -.05274, -.06845; 
.50623, .00071, .06507, -.13068, .15315, -.21846, -.17167, .06491, .15135, -.02245; 
.53996, -.13631, .04180, .23079, -.05507, -.18894, -.02373, -.08542, -.02013, -.14868; 
.37241, -.10284, -.08258, .34801, .03888, -.17568, .05446, -.11260, .07379, -.04530; 
.23110, -.22234, .14231, -.20129, -.30281, -.04456, .09217, .21097, .16052, .16831}. 
 
PRINT A. 
 
COMPUTE AAT=A*T(A). 
PRINT AAT. 
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Computational Equations and SPSS Syntax for Targeted Oblique Analysis 
 
 
COMPUTE DIAGAAT=DIAG(AAT). 
PRINT DIAGAAT. 
 
COMPUTE DSQRT=SQRT(DIAGAAT). 
PRINT DSQRT. 
 
COMPUTE DI=IDENT(NROW(AAT)). 
PRINT DI. 
 
COMPUTE ONE_D=DSQRT. 
LOOP I = 1 TO NROW(ONE_D). 
LOOP J = 1 TO NCOL(ONE_D). 
+DO IF (ONE_D(I,J)<>0). 
+COMPUTE DI(I,I)=1/ONE_D(I,J). 
+END IF. 
END LOOP. 
END LOOP. 
PRINT DI. 
 
COMPUTE CAPA=DI*A. 
PRINT CAPA. 
 
COMPUTE F={1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1; 
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1; 
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0; 
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Computational Equations and SPSS Syntax for Targeted Oblique Analysis 
 
 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1; 
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1; 
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1; 
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1; 
1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0; 
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0}. 
 
PRINT F. 
 
COMPUTE G=T(CAPA)*F. 
PRINT G. 
 
COMPUTE C=T(CAPA)*CAPA. 
PRINT C. 
 
COMPUTE M=INV(C)*G. 
PRINT M. 
 
COMPUTE SMALLG=T(M)*M. 
PRINT SMALLG. 
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Computational Equations and SPSS Syntax for Targeted Oblique Analysis 
 
 
COMPUTE DG=DIAG(SMALLG). 
PRINT DG. 
 
COMPUTE DGSQRT=SQRT(DG). 
PRINT DGSQRT. 
 
COMPUTE DIG=IDENT(NROW(SMALLG)). 
PRINT DIG. 
 
COMPUTE TWO_D=DGSQRT. 
 
LOOP I = 1 TO NROW(TWO_D). 
LOOP J = 1 TO NCOL(TWO_D). 
+DO IF (TWO_D(I,J)<>0). 
+COMPUTE DIG(I,I)=1/TWO_D(I,J). 
+END IF. 
END LOOP. 
END LOOP. 
 
PRINT DIG. 
 
COMPUTE H=M*DIG. 
PRINT H. 
 
COMPUTE R=T(H)*H. 
PRINT R. 
 
COMPUTE B=CAPA*H. 
PRINT B. 
 
END MATRIX. 

 
 



 

Appendix I 

 

Results of Study 2 Exploratory Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 262) 
 
  

Component 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

6. I really feel good about my life.  

 

 

.70 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.22 

 

-.37 

 

.33 

 

.37 

 

-.37 

 

-.30 

 

.41 

35. Life has treated me fairly.  .65 -- -.22 .26 -- .29 .28 -- -.42 .26 

36. Living is deeply fulfilling.  .62 -- -.29 .34 -.32 .38 .38 -.33 -.55 .28 

16. Life to me seems always exciting.  .59 -- -- .32 -.27 .39 .20 -.34 -.38 .22 

61. I am at peace with my past. .53 -- -.24 .21 -- .26 .21 -.22 -- .35 

45. My life is empty, filled only with despair. .51 -- -- -- -.36 .25 .30 -.34 -.39 .20 

5. I am treated fairly by others.  .48 -- -- -- -- .38 -- -- -.26 .33 

14. With regard to death, I am prepared and unafraid. -- .87 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

4. Some people are very frightened of death, but I am not.  -- .84 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

24. Even though death awaits me, I am not concerned about it.  -- .82 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

34. Since death is a natural aspect of life, there is no sense worrying about it.  -- .76 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

52. I think I am generally much less concerned about death than those around me.  -- .71 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 



 

Appendix I (Continued – 2) 

 

Results of Study 2 Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 262) 
 
  

Component 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

43. I accept death as another life experience.  

 

 

-- 

 

.71 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

60. I would neither fear death nor welcome it. -- .52 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

3. I believe that one can have a personal relationship with God.  -- -- -.82 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

13. Taking part in religious activities is an important source of meaning in my life. -- -- -.80 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

23. I am at peace with God.  -- -- -.75 -- -- -- -- -.27 -- -- 

33. I believe in afterlife.  -- -- -.66 -- -- -- -- -.22 -- -- 

42. I believe that life has an ultimate purpose and meaning.   

 

-- -- -.65 -- -.20 -- .27 -.38 -.31 -- 

51. I believe that there is order and purpose in the universe.  -- .29 -.62 -- -- -- .20 -.36 -.36 -- 

17. Interest in human rights (humanistic concerns) is an important source of meaning in my 

life. 

.20 -- -- .73 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

7. Interest in social causes is an important source of meaning for me.  .21 -- -- .72 -- -- -- -- -.22 -- 

46. I strive to make this world a better place.  -- -- -.26 .60 -.43 -- -- -.23 -.40 -- 
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Results of Study 2 Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 262) 
 
  

Component 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

27. Preserving human values and ideals is an important source of meaning for me. 

 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.57 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-.30 

 

-- 

37. Being of service to others is an important source of meaning in my life.  -- -- -.32 .52 -.32 -- .28 -- -.51 -- 

63. Taking part in creative activities is an important source of meaning in my life. .24 -- -- .51 -.25 -- -- -.27 -.25 -- 

55. Leaving a legacy for the next generation is an important source of meaning for me.  -- -- -.25 .27 -.25 -- -- -- -.21 -- 

1. I am persistent and resourceful in attaining my goals.  

 

.20 -- -- .27 -.78 .20 -- -.27 -- .27 

31. I am committed to my work. -- -- -- -- -.74 .21 .20 -- -- .38 

21. I strive to achieve my life goals.  .31 -- -- .28 -.73 .40 .26 -.25 -.20 .22 

58. I strive to do my best in whatever I am doing.  -- -- -- -- -.73 .27 .22 -- -.29 .30 

11. I am successful in achieving my aspirations.  .43 -- -.27 .32 -.68 .45 .26 -.36 -.26 .31 

40. I pursue worthwhile objectives.  -- -- -- .23 -.55 .29 .29 -.33 -.35 -- 

49. I take initiative.  -- -- -- .30 -.54 .39 .25 -.38 -.33 -- 
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Results of Study 2 Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 262) 
 
  

Component 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 
 

5 
 

6 
 

7 
 

8 
 

9 
 

10 
 

 

62. I get so excited by what I’m doing that I find new stores of energy I didn’t know that I  

had.  

 

.41 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.40 

 

-.43 

 

.23 

 

-- 

 

-.37 

 

-.29 

 

-- 

20. I determine what happens in my life.  .28 -- -- -- -.24 .82 .24 -- -- -- 

10. My life is in my hands and I am in control of it.  .26 -- -- -- -- .71 .21 -- -- -- 

48. When it comes to important life matters, I make my own decisions.  -- -- -- -- -- .70 -- -- -.20 -- 

30. Concerning my freedom to make my choice, I believe I am absolutely free to make all  

life choices.  

-- -- -- -- -- .60 .22 -.20 -- -- 

57. My accomplishments in life are largely determined by my own efforts.  

 

-- -- -- -- -.22 .59 -- -- -.22 -- 

39. It is possible for me to live my life in terms of what I want to do.   .27 -- -- -- -.28 .44 -- -.27 -.21 -- 

19. I have a mutually satisfying loving relationship. -- -- -- -- -- -- .85 -- -- .27 

29. I have someone to share intimate feelings with. -- -- -- -- -- .23 .83 -- -.24 .23 

9. I have found someone I love deeply.  -- -- -- -- -- -- .79 -- -- -- 

41. I have a framework that allows me to understand or make sense of my life.  .35 .33 -.32 .29 -.35 .22 .25 -.71 -.26 .30 
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Results of Study 2 Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 262) 
 
  

Component 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

22. I have discovered a satisfying life purpose.  

 

 

.24 

 

.28 

 

-.36 

 

.29 

 

-.48 

 

.24 

 

.30 

 

-.69 

 

-- 

 

.42 

12. I have a system or framework that allows me to truly understand my being alive. .33 .28 -.41 .36 -.38 .24 -- -.66 -- .30 

50. I have a philosophy of life that really gives my living significance.  -- .27 -.37 .43 -.47 -- .34 -.65 -.32 .20 

32. I have a clear understanding of the ultimate meaning of life. -- .31 -.47 .21 -.25 -- .24 -.62 -- .40 

2. I feel like I have found a really significant meaning for leading my life. .35 -- -.38 .29 -.49 -- .23 -.57 -.23 .33 

59. In thinking of my life, I see a reason for my being here.  .23 -- -.47 .31 -.32 .27 .38 -.54 -.47 .15 

25. I relate well to others.  .27 -- -- .31 -.20 .35 .35 -.24 -.61 -- 

44. I care about other people.  -- -- -- .35 -.21 -- .27 -- -.57 -- 

15. I have a number of good friends.  .24 -- -- .27 -- .21 -- -- -.53 -- 

53. I have received my fair share of opportunities and rewards.  .36 .20 -- .28 -.31 .36 -- -- -.48 -- 

26. If I could choose, I would prefer never to have been born. .38 -- -- -- -- .26 .35 -.35 -.43 -- 
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Results of Study 2 Principal Axis Factor Analysis, Oblimin-Rotated Solution (N = 262) 
 
  

Component 

 

 

Item Number and Content 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

 

 

54. Nothing very outstanding ever seems to happen to me. 

 

 

.27 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

.23 

 

-.26 

 

.26 

 

-- 

 

-- 

 

-.40 

 

.22 

38. I feel that some element which I can’t quite define is missing from my life. .32 .24 -- -- -.23 -- .35 -.24 -- .65 

56. I get confused when I try to understand my life.  .26 .26 -- -- -- .24 .35 -.39 -- .61 

47. I need to find something that I can really be committed to. -- -- -- -- -.23 -- -- -- -- .56 

18. Something seems to stop me from doing what I really want to do. .31 -- -- -- -.34 .29 .25 -- -.20 .54 

64. I have a lot of potential that I don’t normally use. -- -- -- -- -.33 -- .21 -- -- .50 

 

28. I am restless. .30 .22 -- -- -.26 -- -- -- -- .45 

8. I daydream of finding a new place for my life and a new identity. .32 -- -- -- -- -- .25 -- -.29 .36 

 
Note. To simplify table, only those loadings > |.20| are presented. Loadings in bold represent items keyed on given component. Component 1 = Achievement; 

Component 2 = Framework/Purpose; Component 3 = Religion; Component 4 = Death Acceptance; Component 5 = Interpersonal Satisfaction; Component 6 = 

Fulfillment/Excitement; Component 7 = Giving to the World; Component 8 = Existential Vacuum; Component 9 = Intimacy; Component 10 = Control.  


