Online Supplemental Materials for
Navigating Divorce and Partner Bereavement: Personality and Trajectories of Change in Life Satisfaction and Mental Health
Deviations from Preregistration
Our original preregistration was uploaded on 2024-04-16, prior to any analyses (https://osf.io/pt4ny/overview?view_only=ff0b0746b61442ffbf555cd36549d0ea). An updated version of the original preregistration was posted on 2025-06-02 with two main updates (https://osf.io/aqdk2/overview?view_only=f71900a700a848b5b6ac2e9f8997ace2). First, we originally planned to analyze the data separately for each panel study. However, due to challenges in statistical modeling and cross-sample comparability, we adopted a data harmonization approach instead. The updated preregistration describes the rationale and procedures for using this approach to address the first research question. Second, in the original preregistration, we planned to compare three single-class models (a no-growth model, a linear growth model, and a quadratic growth model) to examine the average trajectory of life satisfaction or mental health. However, with the harmonized data, we decided to visualize average trajectories using covariate-adjusted observed data. We regressed life satisfaction and mental health on gender, age, and assessment number, saved the residuals, and fitted separate linear slopes for the periods before and after the events. This approach was more data-driven and more suitable for our harmonized dataset, as it relies on covariate-adjusted observed scores and provides a more direct representation of the observed data rather than depending solely on model-predicted scores. This change was made before data harmonization.
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Beyond these changes, there were two minor deviations from the original preregistration. First, we initially included unemployment as one of the life events of interest. However, there was insufficient information to identify unemployment in the CFPS study, we excluded this event from the current study. This decision was made after accessing the data and conducting analyses with the LISS and pairfam samples. Second, in the original preregistration, we stated that “the first occurrence will be used if participants experienced multiple events during the study period.” However, to make full use of the data, we excluded only repeated occurrences of the same event type (e.g., a second divorce) rather than all subsequent events. This decision was made prior to data analysis.
Data and Procedure
As mentioned in the manuscript, we used data extracted from three longitudinal, nationally representative panel studies: the Longitudinal Internet Studies for the Social Sciences (LISS) panel from the Netherlands, the Panel Analysis of Intimate Relationships and Family Dynamics (pairfam) from Germany, and the China Family Panel Studies (CFPS) from China.
The LISS Study
The LISS is an ongoing representative study of the Dutch population, launched in 2007 (Scherpenzeel, 2011; Van der Laan, 2009). Participants were drawn from a random sample of households listed in the population register maintained by Statistics Netherlands (Scherpenzeel & Das, 2010). Data are collected through online questionnaires, with equipment provided to participants when necessary. Each month, panel members report on sociodemographic characteristics, and each year they provide data on personality and life satisfaction (except in 2007 and 2016) and mental health (except in 2014 and 2023). Because refreshment samples were introduced in different years, not all measures are consistently available for all participants. The availability of life satisfaction and mental health data depends on the year in which a cohort entered the panel. In the present study, we used monthly demographic data and yearly assessments of personality, life satisfaction, and mental health from 2007 to 2023.
The Pairfam Study
The pairfam is a longitudinal, nationally representative study of the German population, launched in 2008 (Huinink et al., 2011). It consists of multiple samples: the base sample, the Step-Up sample, and the DemoDiff sample. The base sample includes respondents from four birth cohorts (i.e., 1971–1973, 1981–1983, 1991–1993, and 2001–2003), collectively referred to as anchor respondents. Participants from the 1971–1973, 1981–1983, and 1991–1993 cohorts entered the pairfam study in 2008 and 2009 (Wave 1), whereas participants from the 2001–2003 cohort entered the study in 2018 and 2019 (Wave 11). From Wave 4 to Wave 13, children of anchors who participated in the children’s survey and reached the eligible age of 15 were invited to join the anchor survey, forming the Step-Up sample. The DemoDiff sample, consisting of Eastern German respondents, was later fully integrated into pairfam (Kreyenfeld et al., 2012). To avoid complex nesting and the overrepresentation of Eastern Germany, only the base sample was analyzed in the present study.
Survey fieldwork was conducted by Kantar Public. From 2008 (Wave 1) to 2019 (Wave 11), data collection relied on computer-assisted personal and self-interviews. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, interviews in 2020 and 2021 (Waves 12 and 13) were conducted via computer-assisted telephone interviews or paper-and-pencil questionnaires. In 2021 and 2022 (Wave 14), interviews transitioned to computer-assisted web interviews or paper-and-pencil questionnaires (Bozoyan et al., 2021; Brüderl et al., 2023). Each year, anchor respondents provided information on sociodemographics, life satisfaction, and mental health (except in Wave 1). Personality was assessed only in Waves 6, 10, and 11, with Wave 11 limited to the fourth cohort. As with the LISS panel, the availability of life satisfaction and mental health data depends on the cohort’s entry year. In the present study, we included yearly assessments from 2008 to 2022.
The CFPS Study
The CFPS is a nationally representative study of Chinese communities, families, and individuals, launched in 2010 and completed in 2020. It is administered by the Institute of Social Science Survey at Peking University. Participants were drawn from 25 provinces, municipalities, and autonomous regions using a multistage stratified sampling method (Xie & Hu, 2014; Kong & Wu, 2019). Sampling began with counties or districts as the primary units, followed by communities nested within these areas, then households within communities, and finally family members within households. Approximately every two years, interviews were conducted via computer-assisted personal interviewing. Each wave collected information on sociodemographics, life satisfaction, and mental health, while personality was assessed only in 2018 (Wave 5). Due to variations in mental health questionnaires, only data from Waves 2, 4, 5, and 6 were included in the present study. Because the focus of the present study is on life events in adulthood, we used only the Adult Data files, which include biannual assessments from 2010 to 2020.
Planned Missingness
The LISS, pairfam, and CFPS studies incorporated planned missingness, as different cohorts entered the studies in different assessment years. After selecting the sample based on our criteria, the number of assessments of life satisfaction and mental health for the final sample in the present study is shown in Table S1 (LISS), Table S2 (pairfam), and Table S3 (CFPS), respectively.
Table S1
Number of Assessments of Life Satisfaction and Mental Health for Different LISS Cohorts, Per Assessment Year
	
	Year of assessment

	Cohort
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	Sum

	2007
	0/85
	103/132
	128/144
	145/161
	159/173
	175/177
	156/162
	157/0
	150/149
	0/130
	117/110
	101/ 100
	105/93
	94/74
	75/60
	57/43
	46/0
	1768/1793

	2008
	0/0
	6/14
	9/13
	12/13
	14/17
	19/18
	20/21
	20/0
	20/21
	0/21
	22/21
	23/20
	22/16
	15/13
	13/7
	9/6
	6/0
	230/221

	2009
	0/0
	0/0
	0/18
	26/28
	27/25
	28/28
	27/31
	30/0
	26/28
	0/23
	26/27
	27/24
	25/20
	22/16
	19/15
	15/12
	14/0
	312/295

	2010
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	3/1
	3/1
	3/1
	1/1
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	10/4

	2011
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	11/14
	12/14
	13/0
	18/19
	0/19
	17/18
	15/15
	15/13
	14/11
	13/9
	10/8
	7/0
	145/140

	2012
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	4/4
	4/6
	7/0
	6/7
	0/6
	6/5
	5/5
	4/4
	4/4
	1/2
	2/2
	1/0
	44/45

	2013
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	1/1
	7/0
	10/8
	0/9
	7/8
	7/8
	9/8
	7/4
	5/3
	4/0
	1/0
	58/49

	2014
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	9/0
	11/9
	0/11
	12/10
	10/9
	14/10
	11/9
	10/8
	8/5
	6/0
	91/71

	2017
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	17/14
	20/17
	22/14
	20/15
	18/12
	12/12
	8/0
	117/84

	2018
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	1/0
	1/0
	1/0
	1/0
	0/0
	4/0

	2019
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	6/2
	6/2
	5/2
	3/0
	20/6

	2020
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	2/2
	2/2
	2/2
	2/0
	8/6

	2022
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	12/0
	12/0
	24/0

	Sum
	0/85
	109/146
	137/175
	186/203
	203/216
	240/242
	221/236
	243/0
	241/241
	0/219
	224/213
	208/198
	217/178
	196/150
	163/120
	137/92
	106/0
	2831/2714


Note. n = 544. The number of assessments of life satisfaction is shown to the left of the slash, and the number of assessments of mental health is shown to the right of the slash. Column sums indicate the number of participants who contributed data on life satisfaction (left of slash) or mental health (right of slash) in each assessment year. Row sums indicate the number of participants who contributed data on life satisfaction (left of slash) or mental health (right of slash) in each cohort. The second opportunity for completing the mental health assessment in 2007 occurred in 2008. To ensure consistency, these delayed assessments were assigned to 2007.
Table S2
Number of Assessments of Life Satisfaction and Mental Health for Different Pairfam Cohorts, Per Assessment Year
	
	Year of assessment

	Cohort
	Wave 1
	Wave 2
	Wave 3
	Wave 4
	Wave 5
	Wave 6
	Wave 7
	Wave 8
	Wave 9
	Wave 10
	Wave 11
	Wave 12
	Wave 13
	Wave 14
	Sum

	2008
	59/0
	73/55
	78/63
	90/75
	100/90
	100/97
	93/94
	96/96
	97/97
	93/93
	80/80
	62/62
	48/43
	35/35
	1104/980

	2009
	89/0
	96/75
	105/90
	122/109
	147/131
	158/150
	148/148
	133/133
	115/115
	99/98
	80/79
	60/60
	46/38
	25/25
	1423/1251

	2018
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	2/2
	2/2
	2/2
	2/2
	8/8

	2019
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	9/9
	8/8
	8/8
	5/5
	30/30

	Sum
	148/0
	169/130
	183/153
	212/184
	247/221
	258/247
	241/242
	229/229
	212/212
	192/191
	171/170
	132/132
	104/91
	67/32
	2565/1461


Note. n = 387. The number of assessments of life satisfaction is shown to the left of the slash, and the number of assessments of mental health is shown to the right of the slash. Column sums indicate the number of participants who contributed data on life satisfaction (left of slash) or mental health (right of slash) in each assessment year. Row sums indicate the number of participants who contributed data on life satisfaction (left of slash) or mental health (right of slash) in each cohort.
Table S3
Number of Assessments of Life Satisfaction and Mental Health for Different CFPS Cohorts, Per Assessment Year
	
	Year of assessment

	Cohort
	2010–2011
	2012–2013
	2014–2015
	2016–2017
	2018–2019
	2020
	Sum

	2010
	483/0
	710/501
	934/0
	930/854
	644/598
	322/313
	4023/2266

	2012
	0/0
	105/92
	126/0
	169/161
	104/93
	67/63
	571/409

	2014
	0/0
	0/0
	32/0
	38/28
	41/23
	25/18
	136/69

	2016
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	14/14
	10/10
	11/11
	35/35

	2018
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	0/0
	2/2
	2/2
	4/4

	Sum
	483/0
	855/593
	1092/0
	1151/1053
	801/726
	427/407
	4769/2783


Note. n = 1512. The number of assessments of life satisfaction is shown to the left of the slash, and the number of assessments of mental health is shown to the right of the slash. Column sums indicate the number of participants who contributed data on life satisfaction (left of slash) or mental health (right of slash) in each assessment year. Row sums indicate the number of participants who contributed data on life satisfaction (left of slash) or mental health (right of slash) in each cohort. Because of variations in the mental health questionnaires, only data from Wave 2 (2012–2013), Wave 4 (2016–2017), Wave 5 (2018–2019), and Wave 6 (2020) were included in the present study.
Correlations between the Selected Items and the Original Measurement Scales
Table S4
Correlations between the Selected Item and the Original Scale Across Assessment Years in the LISS Study
	Year of assessment
	Life satisfaction
	Mental health

	2007
	—
	.80

	2008
	.86
	.81

	2009
	.86
	.82

	2010
	.86
	.81

	2011
	.88
	.82

	2012
	.86
	.82

	2013
	.86
	.81

	2014
	.88
	—

	2015
	.88
	.83

	2016
	—
	.84

	2017
	.87
	.84

	2018
	.88
	.84

	2019
	.89
	.85

	2020
	.89
	.85

	2021
	.86
	.86

	2022
	.89
	.85

	2023
	.88
	—


Note. All correlations were significant at p < .001. A dash indicates that the correlation was not available for that year.
Table S5
Correlations between the Selected Item and the Original Scale Across Assessment Waves in the Pairfam Study
	Wave of assessment
	Life satisfaction
	Mental health

	Wave 1
	—
	—

	Wave 2
	—
	.85

	Wave 3
	—
	.85

	Wave 4
	—
	.86

	Wave 5
	—
	.86

	Wave 6
	—
	.87

	Wave 7
	—
	.86

	Wave 8
	—
	.87

	Wave 9
	—
	.86

	Wave 10
	—
	.86

	Wave 11
	—
	.86

	Wave 12
	—
	.85

	Wave 13
	—
	.88

	Wave 14
	—
	.88


Note. All correlations were significant at p < .001. Because the original life satisfaction scale was already a single-item measure, no item selection was required. A dash indicates that the correlation was not available for that wave.
Table S6
Correlations between the Selected Item and the Original Scale Across Assessment Years in the CFPS Study
	Year of assessment
	Life satisfaction
	Mental health

	2010–2011
	—
	—

	2012–2013
	—
	.67

	2014–2015
	—
	—

	2016–2017
	—
	.67

	2018–2019
	—
	.67

	2020
	—
	.66


Note. All correlations were significant at p < .001. Because the original life satisfaction scale was already a single-item measure, no item selection was required. Due to variations in the mental health questionnaires, only mental health data from Wave 2 (2012–2013), Wave 4 (2016–2017), Wave 5 (2018–2019), and Wave 6 (2020) were included in the present study. A dash indicates that the correlation was not available for that year.
Internal Consistency of the Original Measurement Scales
Table S7
Cronbach’s Alpha for the Original Measurement Scales Across Assessment Years in the LISS Study
	Year of assessment
	LS
	MH
	E
	A
	C
	N
	O

	2007
	—
	.83
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	2008
	.88
	.83
	.86
	.80
	.77
	.88
	.76

	2009
	.89
	.84
	.87
	.81
	.79
	.88
	.77

	2010
	.88
	.84
	.85
	.77
	.78
	.86
	.74

	2011
	.89
	.85
	.87
	.81
	.79
	.88
	.77

	2012
	.89
	.85
	.87
	.78
	.78
	.87
	.76

	2013
	.88
	.84
	.87
	.81
	.78
	.88
	.76

	2014
	.89
	—
	.88
	.81
	.78
	.89
	.76

	2015
	.89
	.86
	.86
	.83
	.81
	.90
	.78

	2016
	—
	.86
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	2017
	.89
	.86
	.88
	.82
	.78
	.89
	.77

	2018
	.89
	.87
	.88
	.81
	.78
	.89
	.78

	2019
	.91
	.87
	.88
	.82
	.78
	.90
	.77

	2020
	.90
	.88
	.88
	.83
	.79
	.90
	.77

	2021
	.90
	.88
	.88
	.83
	.78
	.90
	.76

	2022
	.90
	.88
	.88
	.83
	.79
	.90
	.77

	2023
	.90
	—
	.89
	.84
	.79
	.90
	.77


Note. LS = life satisfaction; MH = mental health; E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience. A dash indicates that the assessment was not available for that year.
Table S8
Cronbach’s Alpha for the Original Measurement Scales Across Assessment Waves in the Pairfam Study
	Wave of assessment
	MH
	E
	A
	C
	N
	O

	Wave 1
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 2
	.72
	.73
	.53
	.63
	.66
	.62

	Wave 3
	.76
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 4
	.76
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 5
	.78
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 6
	.78
	.77
	.57
	.65
	.72
	.68

	Wave 7
	.80
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 8
	.78
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 9
	.79
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 10
	.79
	.78
	.60
	.63
	.74
	.69

	Wave 11
	.76
	.76
	.58
	.66
	.69
	.66

	Wave 12
	.76
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 13
	.80
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Wave 14
	.83
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—


Note. MH = mental health; E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience. A dash indicates that the assessment was not available for that year.
Table S9
Cronbach’s Alpha for the Original Measurement Scales Across Assessment Years in the CFPS Study
	Year of assessment
	MH
	E
	A
	C
	N
	O

	2010–2011
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	2012–2013
	.76
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	2014–2015
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	2016–2017
	.78
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	2018–2019
	.77
	.32
	.27
	.39
	.35
	.60

	2020
	.77
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—


Note. MH = mental health; E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience. A dash indicates that the assessment was not available for that year.
Big Five Personality Scores for Resilient and Nonresilient Personality Profiles
Table S10
Means and Standard Deviations of Big Five Personality Scores in Resilient and Nonresilient Personality Profiles Across Samples
	
	Sample size
n (%)
	E
M (SD)
	A
M (SD)
	C
M (SD)
	N
M (SD)
	O
M (SD)

	LISS (n = 544)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Resilient
	279 (48.7%)
	3.54 (.22)
	4.11 (.15)
	3.90 (.17)
	2.39 (.34)
	3.72 (.15)

	Nonresilient
	265 (51.3%)
	2.91 (.22)
	3.71 (.15)
	3.56 (.17)
	2.81 (.34)
	3.28 (.15)

	pairfam (n = 387)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Resilient
	181 (46.8%)
	3.95 (.35)
	3.37 (.36)
	4.12 (.23)
	2.51 (.40)
	3.87 (.33)

	Nonresilient
	206 (53.2%)
	3.08 (.35)
	3.14 (.36)
	3.65 (.23)
	3.17 (.40)
	3.40 (.33)

	CFPS (n = 1512)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Resilient
	930 (61.5%)
	3.64 (.46)
	4.14 (.34)
	4.32 (.29)
	2.90 (.61)
	3.43 (.77)

	Nonresilient
	583 (38.5%)
	3.18 (.46)
	3.66 (.34)
	3.59 (.29)
	3.01 (.61)
	2.98 (.77)


Note. E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience. Scores on personality traits ranged from 1 to 5.
Model Summary Statistics of the Growth Mixture Models
Table S11
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Life Satisfaction Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	–12672.00
	25364.00
	25415.50
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	–12580.69
	25191.38
	25268.64
	.466
	48.0
	52.0
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	–12549.98
	25139.96
	25242.97
	.480
	33.6
	26.1
	40.2
	
	
	

	4-class
	–12543.88
	25137.77
	25266.54
	.483
	24.3
	21.9
	11.5
	42.4
	
	

	5-class a
	–12538.92
	25137.83
	25292.36
	.442
	19.6
	11.5
	13.4
	30.3
	25.3
	

	6-class a
	–12535.48
	25140.95
	25321.23
	.446
	16.4
	20.0
	8.8
	8.3
	33.1
	13.4


Note. n = 1275. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion. 
a The five-class and six-class models did not converge.
Table S12
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	–10175.18
	20370.37
	20419.74
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	–10097.93
	20225.86
	20299.92
	.569
	30.4
	69.6
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	–10049.64
	20139.28
	20238.03
	.543
	16.7
	31.7
	51.7
	
	
	

	4-class
	–10041.77
	20133.53
	20256.97
	.628
	50.9
	31.1
	2.3
	15.7
	
	

	5-class
	–10039.39
	20138.79
	20286.91
	.504
	12.3
	3.4
	36.3
	27.9
	20.1
	

	6-class
	–10032.76
	20135.53
	20308.33
	.591
	42.9
	1.5
	6.7
	2.1
	33.9
	12.9


Note. n = 1030. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Table S13
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Life Satisfaction Class Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	–10208.07
	20436.14
	20486.53
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	–10153.90
	20337.81
	20413.40
	.494
	42.3
	57.7
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	–10129.12
	20298.25
	20399.04
	.480
	12.2
	41.5
	46.4
	
	
	

	4-class
	–10121.97
	20293.95
	20419.94
	.546
	43.0
	42.7
	6.6
	7.7
	
	

	5-class a
	–10117.82
	20295.64
	20446.83
	.489
	7.3
	29.7
	9.5
	40.8
	12.7
	

	6-class a
	–10113.78
	20297.56
	20473.95
	.480
	4.3
	14.6
	40.1
	24.6
	8.8
	7.5


Note. n = 1141. AIC = Akaike information criterion, BIC = Bayesian information criterion. 
a The five-class and six-class models did not converge.
Table S14
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	–7438.23
	14896.46
	14944.66
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	–7335.37
	14700.74
	14773.04
	.562
	61.8
	38.2
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	–7302.61
	14645.21
	14741.61
	.512
	45.9
	27.0
	27.2
	
	
	

	4-class
	–7297.31
	14644.61
	14765.11
	.461
	22.2
	35.4
	18.1
	24.3
	
	

	5-class
	–7293.71
	14647.43
	14792.03
	.482
	37.3
	12.9
	20.2
	25.1
	4.5
	

	6-class a
	–7277.85
	14625.71
	14794.41
	.563
	3.8
	27.3
	16.6
	36.0
	13.8
	2.5


Note. N = 916. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion. 
a The six-class model did not converge.
Model Selection
Figure S1
Smoothed Trajectories of Life Satisfaction Surrounding Divorce Based on Three-Class and Four-Class Solutions
[image: A graph of different colored lines

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. n = 1275.
Table S15
Fixed Effects of The Three-Class and Four-Class Solutions for Life Satisfaction Trajectories Surrounding Divorce
	
	Intercept
	
	Pre-event slope
	
	Post-event slope

	Class trajectory
	b
	SE
	p
	
	b
	SE
	p
	
	b
	SE
	p

	3-class model

	Recovery
	5.89
	0.22
	<.001
	
	–0.21
	0.08
	.005
	
	0.23
	0.07
	<.001

	Moderate-stable
	4.29
	0.26
	<.001
	
	–0.10
	0.10
	.303
	
	0.09
	0.09
	.334

	Posttraumatic growth
	7.96
	0.12
	<.001
	
	0.02
	0.04
	.586
	
	0.11
	0.04
	.015

	4-class model

	Recovery
	5.09
	0.23
	<.001
	
	–0.34
	0.09
	<.001
	
	0.18
	0.08
	.023

	Resilience
	8.19
	0.17
	<.001
	
	0.03
	0.05
	.562
	
	0.08
	0.05
	.125

	Posttraumatic growth
	6.68
	0.36
	<.001
	
	–0.13
	0.10
	.209
	
	0.23
	0.08
	.005

	Distress-improvement
	3.97
	0.42
	<.001
	
	0.41
	0.24
	.083
	
	0.02
	0.20
	.920


Note. n = 1275. Significant effect (p < .05) is in bold.
Figure S2
Smoothed Trajectories of Mental Health Surrounding Divorce Based on Three-Class and Four-Class Solutions
[image: A graph of a health diagram

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]
Note. n = 1030.
Table S16
Fixed Effects of The Three-Class and Four-Class Solutions for Menatal Health Trajectories Surrounding Divorce
	
	Intercept
	
	Pre-event slope
	
	Post-event slope

	Class trajectory
	b
	SE
	p
	
	b
	SE
	p
	
	b
	SE
	p

	3-class model

	Recovery
	6.81
	0.15
	<.001
	
	–0.21
	0.07
	.001
	
	0.17
	0.06
	.005

	Resilience
	9.19
	0.10
	<.001
	
	0.01
	0.05
	.869
	
	0.09
	0.05
	.052

	Moderate-stable
	5.00
	0.33
	<.001
	
	-0.18
	0.14
	.213
	
	0.11
	0.14
	.435

	4-class model

	Recovery
	6.83
	0.17
	<.001
	
	–0.24
	0.07
	<.001
	
	0.21
	0.07
	.002

	Moderate-stable
	4.97
	0.39
	<.001
	
	–0.20
	0.17
	.231
	
	0.19
	0.16
	.247

	Posttraumatic growth
	9.17
	0.08
	<.001
	
	0.00
	0.02
	.950
	
	0.10
	0.04
	.010

	Up-then-down
	5.92
	1.08
	<.001
	
	0.79
	0.68
	.248
	
	–1.57
	0.55
	.004


Note. n = 1030. Significant effect (p < .05) is in bold.
Figure S3
Smoothed Trajectories of Life Satisfaction Surrounding Partner Bereavement Based on Three-Class and Four-Class Solutions
[image: A graph of a graph of a person

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]Note. n = 1141.
Table S17
Fixed Effects of The Three-Class and Four-Class Solutions for Life Satisfaction Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	
	Intercept
	
	Pre-event slope
	
	Post-event slope

	Class trajectory
	b
	SE
	p
	
	b
	SE
	p
	
	b
	SE
	p

	3-class model

	Recovery
	5.27
	0.27
	<.001
	
	–0.54
	0.13
	<.001
	
	0.59
	0.10
	<.001

	Resilience
	8.46
	0.13
	<.001
	
	0.08
	0.06
	.167
	
	0.05
	0.06
	.373

	Moderate-stable
	5.41
	0.45
	<.001
	
	0.35
	0.21
	.092
	
	–0.04
	0.27
	.892

	4-class model

	Recovery
	4.91
	0.23
	<.001
	
	–0.67
	0.11
	<.001
	
	0.61
	0.09
	<.001

	Resilience
	8.39
	0.13
	<.001
	
	0.04
	0.06
	.526
	
	0.08
	0.06
	.218

	Chronic decline
	4.51
	0.36
	<.001
	
	–0.00
	0.04
	.970
	
	–0.53
	0.40
	.022

	Distress-improvement
	7.24
	0.67
	<.001
	
	0.88
	0.33
	.008
	
	0.35
	0.25
	.160


Note. n = 1141. Significant effect (p < .05) is in bold.

Participants’ Characteristics by Class Trajectory
Table S18
Participants’ Characteristics by Life Satisfaction Class Trajectory Surrounding Divorce, across Samples
	Class trajectory
	Sample size
n (%)
	Gender
(% female)
	Age at event
M (SD)
	E
M (SD)
	A
M (SD)
	C
M (SD)
	N
M (SD)
	O
M (SD)
	Resilient personality profile (%)

	LISS (n = 269)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	97 (36.1%)
	54.6
	46.49 (12.99)
	3.09 (.52)
	3.80 (.44)
	3.57 (.52)
	2.84 (.59)
	3.55 (.42)
	36.1

	Resilience
	77 (28.6%)
	57.1
	47.39 (13.86)
	3.45 (.58)
	4.05 (.38)
	3.89 (.41)
	2.27 (.47)
	3.67 (.44)
	77.9

	Post-traumatic growth
	70 (26.0%)
	55.7
	47.29 (11.42)
	3.28 (.57)
	3.83 (.42)
	3.68 (.42)
	2.58 (.59)
	3.60 (.46)
	50.0

	Distress-improvement
	25 (9.3%)
	52.0
	49.20 (14.21)
	2.84 (.55)
	3.77 (.64)
	3.58 (.54)
	3.32 (.49)
	3.51 (.40)
	32.0

	pairfam (n = 355)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	110 (31.0%)
	68.2
	36.57 (6.76)
	3.38 (.74)
	3.13 (.57)
	3.73 (.59)
	3.11 (.72)
	3.57 (.63)
	33.6

	Resilience
	124 (34.9%)
	61.3
	36.40 (6.66)
	3.61 (.78)
	3.36 (.61)
	4.06 (.48)
	2.58 (.67)
	3.76 (.58)
	62.1

	Post-traumatic growth
	110 (31.0%)
	61.8
	37.74 (6.17)
	3.54 (.66)
	3.26 (.62)
	3.88 (.47)
	2.78 (.60)
	3.59 (.63)
	50.9

	Distress-improvement
	11 (3.1%)
	45.5
	40.36 (4.30)
	2.99 (.78)
	2.96 (.39)
	3.54 (.58)
	3.71 (.60)
	3.22 (.50)
	9.1

	CFPS (n = 651)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	333 (51.2%)
	38.7
	37.65 (10.35)
	3.31 (.68)
	3.79 (.59)
	3.83 (.61)
	2.93 (.77)
	3.27 (.83)
	65.5

	Resilience
	109 (16.7%)
	34.9
	37.08 (11.80)
	3.44 (.65)
	3.82 (.58)
	4.00 (.58)
	2.93 (.71)
	3.43 (.86)
	51.4

	Post-traumatic growth
	99 (15.2%)
	40.4
	37.31 (12.24)
	3.45 (.68)
	3.85 (.65)
	3.84 (.66)
	2.66 (.74)
	3.42 (.88)
	60.6

	Distress-improvement
	110 (16.9%)
	37.3
	39.57 (10.80)
	3.37 (.75)
	3.84 (.67)
	3.88 (.65)
	3.03 (.78)
	3.29 (.83)
	67.3

	Total sample (n = 1275)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	540 (42.4%)
	47.6
	39.02 (10.85)
	3.29 (.67)
	3.66 (.62)
	3.76 (.60)
	2.95 (.73)
	3.38 (.75)
	53.7

	Resilience
	310 (24.3%)
	51.0
	39.37 (11.62)
	3.51 (.69)
	3.70 (.62)
	4.00 (.50)
	2.63 (.69)
	3.62 (.68)
	62.3

	Post-traumatic growth
	279 (21.9%)
	52.7
	39.98 (10.87)
	3.44 (.65)
	3.61 (.65)
	3.82 (.54)
	2.69 (.65)
	3.53 (.70)
	54.1

	Distress-improvement
	146 (11.5%)
	40.4
	41.28 (11.63)
	3.25 (.75)
	3.76 (.69)
	3.80 (.64)
	3.13 (.75)
	3.32 (.76)
	56.9


Note. E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience.
Table S19
Participants’ Characteristics by Mental Health Class Trajectory Surrounding Divorce, across Samples
	Class trajectory
	Sample size
n  (%)
	Gender
(% female)
	Age at event
M (SD)
	E
M (SD)
	A
M (SD)
	C
M (SD)
	N
M (SD)
	O
M (SD)
	Resilient personality profile (%)

	LISS (n = 259)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	147 (46.2%)
	56.5
	46.01 (12.69)
	3.24 (.58)
	3.85 (.49)
	3.69 (.47)
	2.75 (.56)
	3.59 (.44)
	48.3

	Resilience
	76 (23.9%)
	51.3
	49.45 (10.97)
	3.35 (.55)
	3.98 (.38)
	3.83 (.40)
	2.15 (.38)
	3.63 (.40)
	69.7

	Moderate-stable
	36 (11.3%)
	69.4
	48.36 (14.43)
	3.09 (.56)
	3.96 (.41)
	3.47 (.49)
	3.27 (.51)
	3.56 (.41)
	38.9

	pairfam (n = 318)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	122 (38.4%)
	64.8
	36.48 (6.68)
	3.44 (.72)
	3.15 (.61)
	3.79 (.53)
	3.04 (.59)
	3.61 (.65)
	34.4

	Resilience
	142 (44.7%)
	61.3
	37.77 (6.40)
	3.67 (.74)
	3.42 (.61)
	4.07 (.46)
	2.39 (.51)
	3.68 (.62)
	71.1

	Moderate-stable
	54 (17.0%)
	64.8
	37.54 (7.27)
	3.20 (.69)
	3.10 (.52)
	3.62 (.55)
	3.50 (.64)
	3.55 (.64)
	22.2

	CFPS (n = 453)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	263 (58.1%)
	44.5
	37.02 (10.45)
	3.36 (.72)
	3.82 (.62)
	3.90 (.62)
	2.97 (.71)
	3.29 (.83)
	62.0

	Resilience
	108 (23.8%)
	25
	40.16 (11.95)
	3.40 (.69)
	3.78 (.64)
	3.87 (.64)
	2.63 (.74)
	3.39 (.81)
	61.1

	Moderate-stable
	82 (18.1%)
	41.5
	39.32 (12.29)
	3.23 (.69)
	3.89 (.58)
	3.80 (.74)
	3.16 (.75)
	3.44 (.92)
	62.2

	Total sample (n = 1030)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	532 (51.7%)
	52.4
	39.38 (11.19)
	3.34 (.69)
	3.67 (.65)
	3.82 (.57)
	2.93 (.66)
	3.45 (.72)
	51.9

	Resilience
	326 (31.7%)
	46.9
	41.28 (10.68)
	3.51 (.70)
	3.67 (.62)
	3.95 (.52)
	2.41 (.60)
	3.57 (.66)
	67.5

	Moderate-stable
	172 (16.6%)
	54.7
	40.65 (12.12)
	3.19 (.67)
	3.66 (.65)
	3.68 (.65)
	3.29 (.68)
	3.50 (.75)
	44.8


Note. E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience.
Table S20
Participants’ Characteristics by Life Satisfaction Class Trajectory Surrounding Partner Bereavement, across Samples
	Class trajectory
	Sample size
n (%)
	Gender
(% female)
	Age at event
M (SD)
	E
M (SD)
	A
M (SD)
	C
M (SD)
	N
M (SD)
	O
M (SD)
	Resilient personality profile (%)

	LISS (n = 244)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	125 (51.2%)
	68.0
	70.08 (11.17)
	3.17 (.47)
	3.91 (.40)
	3.71 (.39)
	2.66 (.59)
	3.33 (.45)
	47.2

	Resilience
	98 (40.2%)
	58.2
	72.11 (10.00)
	3.36 (.56)
	3.99 (.38)
	3.89 (.42)
	2.21 (.46)
	3.44 (.43)
	62.2

	Chronic decline
	16 (6.6%)
	62.5
	66.31 (5.51)
	2.86 (.65)
	3.89 (.49)
	3.71 (.44)
	3.21 (.57)
	3.38 (.43)
	25.0

	Distress-improvement
	5 (2.0%)
	20
	70.20 (12.24)
	3.25 (.29)
	3.75 (.46)
	3.94 (.44)
	2.35 (.34)
	3.55 (.29)
	60.0

	pairfam (n = 34)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	22 (64.7%)
	86.4
	38.86 (7.81)
	3.42 (.58)
	3.37 (.74)
	3.63 (.58)
	3.21 (.73)
	3.55 (.65)
	31.8

	Resilience
	11 (32.4%)
	63.6
	37.09 (8.73)
	3.36 (.75)
	3.19 (.52)
	3.78 (.28)
	2.79 (.57)
	3.37 (.76)
	36.4

	Chronic decline
	1 (2.9%)
	100.0
	28.00 (0.00)
	2.75 (.00)
	1.75 (.00)
	3.75 (.00)
	3.75 (.00)
	3.8 (.00)
	0.0

	Distress-improvement
	0 (0.0%)
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	CFPS (n = 863)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	344 (39.9%)
	69.8
	60.61 (12.92)
	3.33 (.68)
	3.84 (.64)
	3.86 (.65)
	3.08 (.75)
	3.01 (.89)
	64.2

	Resilience
	378 (43.8%)
	67.7
	67.78 (10.84)
	3.47 (.76)
	3.94 (.62)
	3.96 (.67)
	2.93 (.83)
	3.08 (.95)
	55.8

	Chronic decline
	58 (6.7%)
	69.0
	57.09 (11.49)
	3.14 (.85)
	3.79 (.73)
	3.89 (.69)
	3.08 (.82)
	2.98 (.90)
	62.1

	Distress-improvement
	83 (9.6%)
	68.7
	65.81 (10.61)
	3.29 (.71)
	3.95 (.55)
	3.86 (.63)
	2.97 (.76)
	3.02 (.99)
	65.1

	Total sample (n = 1141)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	491 (43.0%)
	70.1
	62.05 (13.89)
	3.29 (.63)
	3.84 (.60)
	3.81 (.60)
	2.98 (.74)
	3.11 (.80)
	58.5

	Resilience
	487 (42.7%)
	65.7
	67.96 (11.74)
	3.44 (.72)
	3.93 (.59)
	3.94 (.62)
	2.78 (.82)
	3.16 (.88)
	56.7

	Chronic decline
	75 (6.6%)
	68.0
	58.67 (11.63)
	3.08 (.81)
	3.79 (.72)
	3.85 (.64)
	3.12 (.77)
	3.08 (.84)
	53.3

	Distress-improvement
	88 (7.7%)
	65.9
	66.06 (10.68)
	3.29 (.69)
	3.94 (.54)
	3.86 (.62)
	2.94 (.76)
	3.05 (.97)
	64.8


Note. E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience. A dash indicates that the information was not available.

Table S21
Participants’ Characteristics by Mental Health Class Trajectory Surrounding Partner Bereavement, across Samples
	Class trajectory
	Sample size
n (%)
	Gender
(% female)
	Age at event
M (SD)
	E
M (SD)
	A
M (SD)
	C
M (SD)
	N
M (SD)
	O
M (SD)
	Resilient personality profile (%)

	LISS (n = 222)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	95 (42.8%)
	67.4
	70.74 (11.11)
	3.26 (.50)
	4.01 (.38)
	3.82 (.38)
	2.72 (.49)
	3.37 (.41)
	54.7

	Resilience
	95 (42.8%)
	53.7
	72.06 (9.80)
	3.27 (.53)
	3.90 (.38)
	3.79 (.44)
	2.11 (.44)
	3.41 (.47)
	58.9

	Chronic decline
	32 (14.4%)
	71.9
	66.25 (9.02)
	2.99 (.62)
	3.78 (.54)
	3.67 (.38)
	2.97 (.62)
	3.33 (.45)
	37.5

	pairfam (n = 33)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	11 (33.3%)
	81.8
	36.45 (7.02)
	3.36 (.68)
	3.01 (.65)
	3.64 (.60)
	3.30 (.58)
	3.43 (.58)
	27.3

	Resilience
	15 (45.5%)
	73.3
	38.53 (7.79)
	3.43 (.64)
	3.51 (.70)
	3.80 (.36)
	2.65 (.50)
	3.51 (.66)
	46.7

	Chronic decline
	7 (21.2%)
	85.7
	39.43 (11.39)
	3.23 (.61)
	3.06 (.78)
	3.52 (.60)
	3.70 (.76)
	3.60 (.94)
	14.3

	CFPS (n = 661)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	143 (21.6%)
	71.3
	62.43 (11.24)
	3.35 (.69)
	3.85 (.58)
	3.80 (.63)
	3.07 (.71)
	3.06 (.95)
	63.6

	Resilience
	310 (46.9%)
	64.5
	65.42 (11.28)
	3.46 (.71)
	3.98 (.62)
	3.96 (.66)
	2.83 (.80)
	3.08 (.90)
	54.5

	Chronic decline
	208 (31.5%)
	71.6
	63.42 (12.03)
	3.36 (.76)
	3.82 (.68)
	3.87 (.66)
	3.23 (.75)
	3.04 (.95)
	67.8

	Total sample (n = 916)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recovery
	249 (27.2%)
	70.3
	64.45 (13.17)
	3.32 (.62)
	3.87 (.55)
	3.80 (.55)
	2.95 (.65)
	3.19 (.78)
	58.6

	Resilience
	420 (45.9%)
	62.4
	65.96 (12.37)
	3.41 (.68)
	3.94 (.58)
	3.92 (.62)
	2.66 (.78)
	3.17 (.83)
	55.2

	Chronic decline
	247 (27.0%)
	72.1
	63.11 (12.35)
	3.31 (.75)
	3.79 (.68)
	3.83 (.63)
	3.21 (.74)
	3.09 (.91)
	62.3


Note. E = extraversion; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; N = neuroticism; and O = openness to experience.

Results of the Multinomial Regression Model Predicting Trajectory Class Membership
Table S22
Multinomial Regression Model with Big Five Personality Traits Predicting Life Satisfaction Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Divorce
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Posttraumatic growth (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Distress-improvement (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 269)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–6.36 (3.05)
	0.00 [0.00, 0.67]
	.037
	
	–0.83 (2.47)
	0.44 [0.00, 55.38]
	.737
	
	–5.38 (3.14)
	0.00 [0.00, 2.18]
	.087

	Female
	–0.24 (0.40)
	0.79 [0.36, 1.72]
	.548
	
	0.12 (0.37)
	1.13 [0.55, 2.33]
	.738
	
	–0.39 (0.56)
	0.68 [0.23, 2.05]
	.493

	Age at the event
	–0.02 (0.02)
	0.98 [0.95, 1.01]
	.206
	
	0.00 (0.01)
	1.00 [0.97, 1.02]
	.773
	
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.06]
	.293

	Extraversion
	0.74 (0.35)
	2.09 [1.04, 4.19]
	.038
	
	0.56 (0.33)
	1.75 [0.92, 3.32]
	.088
	
	–0.63 (0.50)
	0.53 [0.20, 1.41]
	.207

	Agreeableness
	1.54 (0.52)
	4.68 [1.69, 12.92]
	.003
	
	–0.04 (0.44)
	0.96 [0.41, 2.25]
	.919
	
	–0.16 (0.59)
	0.85 [0.27, 2.70]
	.783

	Conscientiousness
	1.22 (0.43)
	3.37 [1.44, 7.89]
	.005
	
	0.29 (0.37)
	1.33 [0.65, 2.74]
	.431
	
	0.44 (0.53)
	1.56 [0.55, 4.38]
	.404

	Neuroticism
	–1.79 (0.38)
	0.17 [0.08, 0.35]
	<.001
	
	–0.69 (0.32)
	0.50 [0.27, 0.93]
	.028
	
	1.53 (0.46)
	4.61 [1.88, 11.32]
	<.001

	Openness
	–0.36 (0.48)
	0.69 [0.27, 1.77]
	.446
	
	–0.05 (0.42)
	0.95 [0.42, 2.18]
	.911
	
	–0.14 (0.59)
	0.87 [0.27, 2.73]
	.806

	pairfam (n = 355)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–2.57 (2.02)
	0.08 [0.00, 4.01]
	.203
	
	–1.12 (1.98)
	0.33 [0.01, 15.79]
	.571
	
	–8.54 (5.93)
	0.00 [0.00, 21.93]
	.150

	Female
	–0.18 (0.32)
	0.83 [0.45, 1.55]
	.565
	
	–0.14 (0.31)
	0.87 [0.47, 1.60]
	.648
	
	–1.34 (0.77)
	0.26 [0.06, 1.19]
	.083

	Age at the event
	–0.03 (0.02)
	0.97 [0.93, 1.02]
	.202
	
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.07]
	.274
	
	0.12 (0.06)
	1.13 [0.99, 1.28]
	.065

	Extraversion
	–0.10 (0.22)
	0.91 [0.59, 1.40]
	.658
	
	0.16 (0.22)
	1.18 [0.77, 1.81]
	.456
	
	–0.10 (0.56)
	0.90 [0.30, 2.70]
	.854

	Agreeableness
	0.44 (0.25)
	1.55 [0.96, 2.53]
	.076
	
	0.19 (0.25)
	1.21 [0.75, 1.96]
	.438
	
	–0.13 (0.68)
	0.88 [0.23, 3.30]
	.847

	Conscientiousness
	0.87 (0.31)
	2.39 [1.31, 4.35]
	.004
	
	0.28 (0.29)
	1.32 [0.75, 2.33]
	.331
	
	0.36 (0.62)
	1.43 [0.42, 4.86]
	.568

	Neuroticism
	–0.96 (0.25)
	0.38 [0.24, 0.62]
	<.001
	
	–0.58 (0.24)
	0.56 [0.35, 0.90]
	.016
	
	1.74 (0.70)
	5.68 [1.45, 22.31]
	.013

	Openness
	0.57 (0.26)
	1.78 [1.06, 2.98]
	.029
	
	–0.07 (0.26)
	0.94 [0.57, 1.55]
	.799
	
	–1.20 (0.68)
	0.30 [0.08, 1.14]
	.077

	CFPS (n = 651)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–3.45 (1.20)
	0.03 [0.00, 0.33]
	.004
	
	–1.18 (1.24)
	0.31 [0.03, 3.47]
	.340
	
	–3.47 (1.17)
	0.03 [0.00, 0.31]
	.003

	Female
	–0.17 (0.24)
	0.85 [0.53, 1.34]
	.480
	
	0.14 (0.24)
	1.15 [0.72, 1.84]
	.568
	
	–0.11 (0.23)
	0.90 [0.57, 1.41]
	.639

	Age at the event
	–0.01 (0.01)
	0.99 [0.97, 1.01]
	.479
	
	0.00 (0.01)
	1.00 [0.97, 1.02]
	.670
	
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.04]
	.114

	Extraversion
	0.21 (0.17)
	1.23 [0.88, 1.72]
	.229
	
	0.16 (0.18)
	1.17 [0.83, 1.65]
	.375
	
	0.16 (0.17)
	1.17 [0.84, 1.62]
	.349

	Agreeableness
	–0.07 (0.19)
	0.93 [0.64, 1.37]
	.727
	
	0.09 (0.20)
	1.10 [0.74, 1.62]
	.638
	
	0.10 (0.19)
	1.11 [0.76, 1.62]
	.589

	Conscientiousness
	0.43 (0.20)
	1.54 [1.04, 2.29]
	.031
	
	–0.05 (0.20)
	0.96 [0.65, 1.41]
	.817
	
	0.06 (0.19)
	1.06 [0.72, 1.54]
	.775

	Neuroticism
	0.02 (0.15)
	1.02 [0.76, 1.38]
	.878
	
	–0.45 (0.16)
	0.64 [0.47, 0.86]
	.004
	
	0.25 (0.15)
	1.28 [0.95, 1.73]
	.107

	Openness
	0.14 (0.14)
	1.15 [0.88, 1.51]
	.314
	
	0.19 (0.14)
	1.21 [0.91, 1.60]
	.181
	
	–0.02 (0.14)
	0.98 [0.75, 1.28]
	.884


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
Table S23
Multinomial Regression Model with Big Five Personality Traits Predicting Mental Health Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Divorce
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Moderate-stable(1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 259)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	4.30 (2.99)
	73.79 [0.21, 260.54]
	.151
	
	–4.84 (2.90)
	0.01 [0.00, 2.30]
	.094

	Female
	–0.09 (0.36)
	0.91 [0.45, 1.86]
	.800
	
	0.30 (0.48)
	1.35 [0.53, 3.48]
	.530

	Age at the event
	0.00 (0.01)
	1.00 [0.97, 1.03]
	.987
	
	0.03 (0.02)
	1.03 [1.00, 1.06]
	.078

	Extraversion
	–0.22 (0.35)
	0.80 [0.40, 1.60]
	.537
	
	–0.30 (0.38)
	0.74 [0.35, 1.55]
	.421

	Agreeableness
	0.72 (0.49)
	2.06 [0.80, 5.34]
	.136
	
	0.59 (0.52)
	1.81 [0.66, 4.97]
	.250

	Conscientiousness
	0.05 (0.41)
	1.05 [0.47, 2.33]
	.912
	
	–0.93 (0.45)
	0.39 [0.16, 0.95]
	.037

	Neuroticism
	–2.73 (0.45)
	0.06 [0.03, 0.16]
	<.001
	
	1.52 (0.40)
	4.59 [2.11, 9.99]
	<.001

	Openness
	–0.16 (0.47)
	0.85 [0.34, 2.12]
	.725
	
	–0.18 (0.50)
	0.83 [0.31, 2.24]
	.715

	pairfam (n = 318)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–0.14 (2.01)
	0.87 [0.02, 44.37]
	.944
	
	–4.69 (2.71)
	0.01 [0.00, 1.87]
	.084

	Female
	0.35 (0.32)
	1.42 [0.75, 2.67]
	.281
	
	–0.41 (0.40)
	0.66 [0.30, 1.46]
	.307

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.07]
	.334
	
	0.02 (0.03)
	1.02 [0.97, 1.07]
	.523

	Extraversion
	0.04 (0.23)
	1.04 [0.67, 1.62]
	.865
	
	–0.18 (0.28)
	0.84 [0.49, 1.44]
	.520

	Agreeableness
	0.31 (0.25)
	1.36 [0.83, 2.23]
	.227
	
	0.23 (0.32)
	1.26 [0.68, 2.34]
	.467

	Conscientiousness
	0.77 (0.33)
	2.16 [1.14, 4.11]
	.019
	
	–0.25 (0.34)
	0.78 [0.40, 1.50]
	.457

	Neuroticism
	–1.91 (0.30)
	0.15 [0.08, 0.27]
	<.001
	
	1.38 (0.36)
	3.97 [1.96, 8.02]
	<.001

	Openness
	0.07 (0.25)
	1.07 [0.65, 1.75]
	.792
	
	–0.05 (0.32)
	0.95 [0.50, 1.78]
	.864

	CFPS (n = 453)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.69 (1.24)
	1.99 [0.18, 22.62]
	.577
	
	–2.93 (1.37)
	0.05 [0.00, 0.78]
	.032

	Female
	–0.86 (0.26)
	0.42 [0.25, 0.71]
	<.001
	
	–0.18 (0.26)
	0.84 [0.50, 1.40]
	.497

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.05]
	.024
	
	0.03 (0.01)
	1.03 [1.00, 1.05]
	.030

	Extraversion
	–0.07 (0.18)
	0.94 [0.66, 1.33]
	.712
	
	–0.27 (0.20)
	0.76 [0.52, 1.12]
	.167

	Agreeableness
	–0.11 (0.20)
	0.89 [0.60, 1.33]
	.581
	
	0.30 (0.23)
	1.35 [0.85, 2.12]
	.203

	Conscientiousness
	–0.17 (0.20)
	0.85 [0.57, 1.25]
	.408
	
	–0.45 (0.22)
	0.64 [0.42, 0.98]
	.040

	Neuroticism
	–0.62 (0.17)
	0.54 [0.39, 0.75]
	<.001
	
	0.37 (0.19)
	1.44 [1.00, 2.09]
	.050

	Openness
	0.24 (0.15)
	1.27 [0.94, 1.71]
	.115
	
	0.36 (0.17)
	1.43 [1.03, 1.99]
	.031


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
Table S24
Multinomial Regression Model with Big Five Personality Traits Predicting Life Satisfaction Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Chronic decline (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Distress-improvement (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 224)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.32 (2.60)
	0.27 [0.00, 43.36]
	.611
	
	–5.57 (4.06)
	0.00 [0.00, 10.91]
	.170
	
	–5.41 (7.12)
	0.00 [0.00, 5.15]
	.448

	Female
	–0.19 (0.33)
	0.82 [0.43, 1.57]
	.555
	
	–0.83 (0.64)
	0.44 [0.13, 1.53]
	.195
	
	–1.91 (1.20)
	0.15 [0.01, 1.55]
	.111

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.99, 1.05]
	.187
	
	–0.03 (0.03)
	0.97 [0.92, 1.02]
	.242
	
	–0.01 (0.04)
	0.99 [0.91, 1.08]
	.895

	Extraversion
	0.04 (0.34)
	1.04 [0.54, 2.01]
	.900
	
	–1.38 (0.68)
	0.25 [0.07, 0.96]
	.043
	
	0.06 (1.04)
	1.06 [0.14, 8.16]
	.957

	Agreeableness
	0.21 (0.46)
	1.23 [0.50, 3.04]
	.651
	
	0.24 (0.75)
	1.27 [0.29, 5.48]
	.751
	
	–1.30 (1.26)
	0.27 [0.02, 3.25]
	.304

	Conscientiousness
	0.74 (0.41)
	2.09 [0.94, 4.67]
	.072
	
	0.96 (0.87)
	2.61 [0.48, 14.33]
	.269
	
	1.58 (1.43)
	4.84 [0.29, 80.60]
	.271

	Neuroticism
	–1.53 (0.33)
	0.22 [0.11, 0.41]
	<.001
	
	1.60 (0.51)
	4.94 [1.81, 13.47]
	.002
	
	–0.34 (1.00)
	0.71 [0.10, 5.04]
	.732

	Openness
	–0.10 (0.40)
	0.91 [0.41, 2.00]
	.811
	
	0.32 (0.70)
	1.38 [0.35, 5.41]
	.644
	
	0.88 (1.22)
	2.41 [0.22, 26.19]
	.471

	pairfam a,b (n = 34)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	8.51 (6.49)
	4978.62 [0.01, 16545.42]
	.189
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Female
	–0.95 (1.07)
	0.39 [0.05, 3.17]
	.378
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Age at the event
	–0.04 (0.06)
	0.96 [0.85, 1.09]
	.548
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Extraversion
	–0.53 (0.94)
	0.59 [0.09, 3.72]
	.572
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Agreeableness
	–1.61 (1.04)
	0.20 [0.03, 1.53]
	.121
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Conscientiousness
	1.68 (1.37)
	5.37 [0.36, 79.17]
	.221
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Neuroticism
	–1.47 (0.82)
	0.23 [0.05, 1.16]
	.074
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Openness
	–0.51 (0.79)
	0.60 [0.13, 2.84]
	.520
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	CFPS (n = 863)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–4.85 (0.89)
	0.01 [0.00, 0.04]
	<.001
	
	0.96 (1.55)
	2.62 [0.13, 54.96]
	.534
	
	–3.97 (1.40)
	0.02 [0.00, 0.30]
	.005

	Female
	0.12 (0.17)
	1.13 [0.80, 1.59]
	.483
	
	–0.11 (0.32)
	0.90 [0.48, 1.68]
	.730
	
	0.10 (0.28)
	1.10 [0.64, 1.90]
	.732

	Age at the event
	0.05 (0.01)
	1.05 [1.04, 1.07]
	<.001
	
	–0.02 (0.01)
	0.98 [0.96, 1.00]
	.056
	
	0.04 (0.01)
	1.04 [1.02, 1.06]
	<.001

	Extraversion
	0.12 (0.11)
	1.13 [0.91, 1.41]
	.272
	
	–0.36 (0.20)
	0.69 [0.47, 1.04]
	.075
	
	–0.17 (0.18)
	0.85 [0.60, 1.20]
	.349

	Agreeableness
	0.16 (0.13)
	1.18 [0.91, 1.52]
	.212
	
	–0.15 (0.23)
	0.86 [0.55, 1.35]
	.517
	
	0.30 (0.21)
	1.35 [0.89, 2.03]
	.159

	Conscientiousness
	0.15 (0.13)
	1.17 [0.91, 1.50]
	.226
	
	0.16 (0.23)
	1.17 [0.74, 1.83]
	.498
	
	–0.05 (0.20)
	0.95 [0.64, 1.40]
	.789

	Neuroticism
	–0.17 (0.10)
	0.84 [0.69, 1.03]
	.091
	
	–0.06 (0.19)
	0.94 [0.65, 1.37]
	.759
	
	–0.18 (0.16)
	0.84 [0.61, 1.15]
	.275

	Openness
	0.12 (0.09)
	1.13 [0.95, 1.33]
	.175
	
	–0.02 (0.16)
	0.98 [0.71, 1.35]
	.903
	
	0.09 (0.14)
	1.10 [0.84, 1.43]
	.510


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval. A dash indicates that the regression was not estimated in that model.
a In the pairfam study, only one participant was classified into the chronic decline trajectory; therefore, the regressions were not estimated.
b In the pairfam study, no participant was classified into the distress-improvement trajectory; therefore, the regressions were not estimated.
 Table S25
Multinomial Regression Model with Big Five Personality Traits Predicting Mental Health Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Chronic decline (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 222)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	15.53 (3.45)
	556.957 [641.90, 4832.54]
	<.001
	
	4.98 (3.33)
	145.06 [0.21, 982.68]
	.134

	Female
	–0.06 (0.40)
	0.94 [0.43, 2.05]
	.879
	
	0.22 (0.50)
	1.24 [0.47, 3.31]
	.664

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.06]
	.347
	
	–0.04 (0.02)
	0.96 [0.93, 1.00]
	.064

	Extraversion
	–0.45 (0.40)
	0.63 [0.29, 1.40]
	.261
	
	–0.55 (0.52)
	0.58 [0.21, 1.59]
	.287

	Agreeableness
	–1.04 (0.58)
	0.35 [0.11, 1.09]
	.071
	
	–1.20 (0.65)
	0.30 [0.08, 1.07]
	.064

	Conscientiousness
	–0.65 (0.55)
	0.52 [0.18, 1.54]
	.240
	
	–0.08 (0.62)
	0.92 [0.27, 3.11]
	.895

	Neuroticism
	–3.51 (0.53)
	0.03 [0.01, 0.08]
	<.001
	
	0.60 (0.43)
	1.83 [0.78, 4.28]
	.164

	Openness
	–0.09 (0.53)
	0.91 [0.32, 2.57]
	.860
	
	0.41 (0.55)
	1.50 [0.51, 4.46]
	.463

	pairfam (n = 33)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	4.16 (6.74)
	63.81 [0.00, 350.94]
	.538
	
	–10.27 (8.24)
	0.00 [0.00, 357.83]
	.213

	Female
	–0.46 (1.18)
	0.63 [0.06, 6.34]
	.694
	
	0.14 (1.79)
	1.15 [0.03, 38.24]
	.939

	Age at the event
	0.01 (0.07)
	1.01 [0.88, 1.17]
	.860
	
	0.09 (0.10)
	1.10 [0.90, 1.33]
	.366

	Extraversion
	–1.40 (1.10)
	0.25 [0.03, 2.11]
	.201
	
	0.65 (1.43)
	1.92 [0.12, 31.93]
	.648

	Agreeableness
	1.13 (1.05)
	3.09 [0.39, 24.23]
	.283
	
	0.35 (1.14)
	1.42 [0.15, 13.15]
	.757

	Conscientiousness
	–0.09 (1.31)
	0.92 [0.07, 11.83]
	.946
	
	–1.22 (1.27)
	0.30 [0.02, 3.58]
	.338

	Neuroticism
	–2.10 (1.06)
	0.12 [0.02, 0.98]
	.047
	
	1.85 (1.40)
	6.35 [0.41, 98.11]
	.185

	Openness
	1.05 (0.93)
	2.87 [0.47, 17.69]
	.256
	
	0.23 (0.94)
	1.26 [0.20, 7.92]
	.802

	CFPS (n = 661)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.48 (1.14)
	0.23 [0.02, 2.12]
	.193
	
	–1.28 (1.20)
	0.28 [0.03, 2.93]
	.287

	Female
	–0.15 (0.23)
	0.86 [0.55, 1.36]
	.523
	
	–0.04 (0.25)
	0.96 [0.59, 1.56]
	.866

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.04]
	.038
	
	0.01 (0.01)
	1.01 [0.99, 1.03]
	.352

	Extraversion
	0.04 (0.15)
	1.04 [0.77, 1.40]
	.801
	
	0.04 (0.16)
	1.04 [0.76, 1.42]
	.810

	Agreeableness
	0.24 (0.17)
	1.27 [0.90, 1.78]
	.167
	
	–0.15 (0.18)
	0.86 [0.60, 1.23]
	.404

	Conscientiousness
	0.29 (0.17)
	1.33 [0.96, 1.85]
	.085
	
	0.18 (0.18)
	1.19 [0.84, 1.69]
	.318

	Neuroticism
	–0.35 (0.14)
	0.70 [0.53, 0.93]
	.012
	
	0.32 (0.15)
	1.38 [1.02, 1.86]
	.034

	Openness
	0.01 (0.11)
	1.01 [0.80, 1.26]
	.955
	
	–0.04 (0.12)
	0.96 [0.76, 1.22]
	.741


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
Table S26
Multinomial Regression Model with Personality Profiles Predicting Life Satisfaction Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Divorce
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Posttraumatic growth (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Distress-improvement (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 269)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.19 (0.69)
	0.30 [0.08, 1.18]
	.086
	
	–0.69 (0.65)
	0.50 [0.14, 1.80]
	.289
	
	–2.04 (0.92)
	0.13 [0.02, 0.79]
	.027

	Female
	–0.16 (0.34)
	0.85 [0.44, 1.64]
	.624
	
	–0.03 (0.33)
	0.97 [0.51, 1.83]
	.924
	
	–0.02 (0.46)
	0.98 [0.40, 2.42]
	.969

	Age at the event
	0.00 (0.01)
	1.00 [0.97, 1.03]
	.966
	
	0.00 (0.01)
	1.00 [0.98, 1.03]
	.812
	
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.05]
	.350

	Resilient personality profile
	1.86 (0.35)
	6.42 [3.22, 12.81]
	<.001
	
	0.57 (0.32)
	1.77 [0.94, 3.34]
	.079
	
	–0.21 (0.49)
	0.81 [0.31, 2.10]
	.667

	pairfam (n = 355)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	0.25 (0.81)
	1.28 [0.26, 6.21]
	.758
	
	–0.94 (0.84)
	0.39 [0.07, 2.02]
	.262
	
	–5.63 (2.45)
	0.00 [0.00, 0.43]
	.021

	Female
	–0.37 (0.29)
	0.69 [0.40, 1.21]
	.200
	
	–0.29 (0.29)
	0.75 [0.43, 1.32]
	.314
	
	–0.76 (0.65)
	0.47 [0.13, 1.66]
	.240

	Age at the event
	–0.01 (0.02)
	0.99 [0.95, 1.03]
	.540
	
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.07]
	.293
	
	0.11 (0.06)
	1.11 [0.99, 1.25]
	.075

	Resilient personality profile
	1.20 (0.28)
	3.32 [1.93, 5.70]
	<.001
	
	0.71 (0.28)
	2.03 [1.17, 3.51]
	.011
	
	–1.66 (1.07)
	0.19 [0.02, 1.56]
	.122

	CFPS (n = 651)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–0.41 (0.45)
	0.66 [0.28, 1.59]
	.357
	
	–0.97 (0.47)
	0.38 [0.15, 0.95]
	.039
	
	–1.77 (0.45)
	0.17 [0.07, 0.41]
	<.001

	Female
	–0.17 (0.23)
	0.84 [0.53, 1.33]
	.460
	
	0.07 (0.23)
	1.07 [0.67, 1.69]
	.778
	
	–0.04 (0.23)
	0.97 [0.62, 1.51]
	.877

	Age at the event
	–0.01 (0.01)
	0.99 [0.97, 1.01]
	.452
	
	0.00 (0.01)
	1.00 [0.98, 1.02]
	.738
	
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.04]
	.110

	Resilient personality profile
	–0.60 (0.22)
	0.55 [0.35, 0.85]
	.008
	
	–0.22 (0.24)
	0.80 [0.51, 1.28]
	.360
	
	0.12 (0.24)
	1.13 [0.71, 1.78]
	.617


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
Table S27
Multinomial Regression Model with Personality Profiles Predicting Mental Health Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Divorce
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Moderate-stable(1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 259)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.91 (0.64)
	0.15 [0.04, 0.52]
	.003
	
	–2.59 (0.82)
	0.08 [0.01, 0.38]
	.002

	Female
	–0.27 (0.30)
	0.76 [0.43, 1.37]
	.365
	
	0.70 (0.41)
	2.01 [0.90, 4.49]
	.087

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [0.99, 1.04]
	.128
	
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.99, 1.05]
	.174

	Resilient personality profile
	0.90 (0.31)
	2.46 [1.35, 4.48]
	.003
	
	–0.52 (0.39)
	0.59 [0.28, 1.27]
	.181

	pairfam (n = 318)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.37 (0.79)
	0.25 [0.05, 1.20]
	.083
	
	–1.65 (0.99)
	0.19 [0.03, 1.34]
	.096

	Female
	–0.20 (0.27)
	0.82 [0.48, 1.40]
	.461
	
	0.07 (0.35)
	1.07 [0.54, 2.11]
	.843

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.02)
	1.02 [0.98, 1.06]
	.263
	
	0.03 (0.02)
	1.03 [0.98, 1.08]
	.294

	Resilient personality profile
	1.54 (0.27)
	4.66 [2.76, 7.87]
	<.001
	
	–0.63 (0.38)
	0.53 [0.25, 1.12]
	.097

	CFPS (n = 453)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.52 (0.46)
	0.22 [0.09, 0.54]
	<.001
	
	–1.86 (0.51)
	0.16 [0.06, 0.42]
	<.001

	Female
	–0.87 (0.26)
	0.42 [0.25, 0.69]
	<.001
	
	–0.12 (0.26)
	0.89 [0.54, 1.47]
	.653

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.05]
	.019
	
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.04]
	.097

	Resilient personality profile
	0.01 (0.24)
	1.01 [0.63, 1.61]
	.977
	
	0.05 (0.26)
	1.05 [0.63, 1.76]
	.843


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.
Table S28
Multinomial Regression Model with Personality Profiles Predicting Life Satisfaction Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Chronic decline (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Distress-improvement (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 224)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–1.78 (1.05)
	0.17 [0.02, 1.33]
	.091
	
	1.05 (1.73)
	2.86 [0.10, 84.98]
	.544
	
	–2.09 (3.22)
	0.12 [0.00, 68.60]
	.517

	Female
	–0.39 (0.29)
	0.68 [0.39, 1.19]
	.176
	
	–0.36 (0.57)
	0.70 [0.23, 2.11]
	.525
	
	–2.17 (1.14)
	0.11 [0.01, 1.07]
	.057

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [0.99, 1.05]
	.148
	
	–0.04 (0.02)
	0.96 [0.92, 1.01]
	.124
	
	–0.01 (0.04)
	0.99 [0.91, 1.08]
	.871

	Resilient personality profile
	0.66 (0.28)
	1.93 [1.12, 3.33]
	.019
	
	–1.07 (0.61)
	0.34 [0.10, 1.14]
	.081
	
	0.53 (0.95)
	1.70 [0.26, 10.98]
	.575

	pairfam a,b (n = 34)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	1.03 (1.93)
	2.82 [0.06, 124.18]
	.592
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Female
	–1.39 (0.93)
	0.25 [0.04, 1.54]
	.135
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Age at the event
	–0.02 (0.05)
	0.98 [0.89, 1.08]
	.643
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	Resilient personality profile
	0.53 (0.84)
	1.70 [0.33, 8.74]
	.527
	
	–
	–
	–
	
	–
	–
	–

	CFPS (n = 863)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–3.12 (0.48)
	0.04 [0.02, 0.11]
	<.001
	
	–0.36 (0.73)
	0.70 [0.17, 2.92]
	.624
	
	–3.79 (0.77)
	0.02 [0.00, 0.10]
	<.001

	Female
	0.06 (0.17)
	1.06 [0.76, 1.48]
	.724
	
	–0.08 (0.31)
	0.92 [0.50, 1.70]
	.800
	
	0.04 (0.27)
	1.04 [0.62, 1.77]
	.871

	Age at the event
	0.05 (0.01)
	1.05 [1.04, 1.07]
	<.001
	
	–0.02 (0.01)
	0.98 [0.96, 1.00]
	.047
	
	0.04 (0.01)
	1.04 [1.02, 1.06]
	<.001

	Resilient personality profile
	–0.35 (0.16)
	0.70 [0.52, 0.96]
	.027
	
	–0.09 (0.29)
	0.91 [0.51, 1.63]
	.757
	
	0.04 (0.26)
	1.04 [0.63, 1.72]
	.888


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval. A dash indicates that the regression was not estimated in that model.
a In the pairfam study, only one participant was classified into the chronic decline trajectory; therefore, the regressions were not estimated.
b In the pairfam study, no participant was classified into the distress-improvement trajectory; therefore, the regressions were not estimated.
Table S29
Multinomial Regression Model with Personality Profiles Predicting Mental Health Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Partner Bereavement
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Chronic decline (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	LISS (n = 222)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–0.54 (1.13)
	0.58 [0.06, 5.35]
	.635
	
	1.90 (1.44)
	6.71 [0.40, 113.01]
	.186

	Female
	–0.58 (0.31)
	0.56 [0.31, 1.02]
	.059
	
	0.16 (0.46)
	1.17 [0.47, 2.89]
	.734

	Age at the event
	0.01 (0.01)
	1.01 [0.98, 1.04]
	.483
	
	–0.04 (0.02)
	0.96 [0.92, 1.00]
	.041

	Resilient personality profile
	0.25 (0.30)
	1.28 [0.71, 2.30]
	.406
	
	–0.75 (0.43)
	0.47 [0.20, 1.08]
	.077

	pairfam (n = 33)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–0.53 (1.97)
	0.59 [0.01, 28.02]
	.787
	
	–2.31 (2.61)
	0.10 [0.00, 16.54]
	.377

	Female
	–0.87 (1.05)
	0.42 [0.05, 3.26]
	.405
	
	0.34 (1.37)
	1.40 [0.10, 20.58]
	.807

	Age at the event
	0.03 (0.05)
	1.03 [0.93, 1.14]
	.539
	
	0.05 (0.06)
	1.05 [0.93, 1.18]
	.460

	Resilient personality profile
	1.00 (0.90)
	2.73 [0.47, 15.94]
	.265
	
	–0.91 (1.30)
	0.40 [0.03, 5.14]
	.484

	CFPS (n = 661)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	–0.16 (0.63)
	0.85 [0.25, 2.90]
	.795
	
	–0.28 (0.67)
	0.76 [0.20, 2.79]
	.676

	Female
	–0.25 (0.22)
	0.78 [0.50, 1.20]
	.254
	
	0.03 (0.24)
	1.03 [0.64, 1.66]
	.890

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.01)
	1.02 [1.00, 1.04]
	.021
	
	0.01 (0.01)
	1.01 [0.99, 1.03]
	.397

	Resilient personality profile
	–0.34 (0.21)
	0.71 [0.47, 1.07]
	.101
	
	0.20 (0.23)
	1.22 [0.78, 1.91]
	.390


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.

Table S30
Results of the Multinomial Regression Model Predicting Life Satisfaction Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Partner Bereavement in the Pairfam Study
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Chronic decline (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Distress-improvement (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	PAIRFAM a,b (n = 34)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	8.58 (7.08)
	5315.08 [0.00, 568695.63]
	.226
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Female
	–0.95 (1.09)
	0.39 [0.05, 3.27]
	.384
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Age at the event
	–0.04 (0.06)
	0.96 [0.85, 1.09]
	.547
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Extraversion
	–0.54 (0.97)
	0.58 [0.09, 3.89]
	.579
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Agreeableness
	–1.62 (1.06)
	0.20 [0.02, 1.58]
	.126
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Conscientiousness
	1.68 (1.44)
	5.35 [0.32, 89.87]
	.244
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Neuroticism
	–1.47 (0.88)
	0.23 [0.04, 1.29]
	.095
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Openness
	–0.52 (0.87)
	0.60 [0.11, 3.28]
	.552
	
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Resilient personality type
	0.02 (1.49)
	1.02 [0.05, 19.11]
	.988
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval. A dash indicates that the regression was not estimated in that model.
a In the PAIRFAM study, only one participant was classified into the chronic decline trajectory; therefore, the regressions were not estimated.
b In the PAIRFAM study, no participant was classified into the distress-improvement trajectory; therefore, the regressions were not estimated.
Table S31
Results of the Multinomial Regression Model Predicting Mental Health Trajectory Class Membership Surrounding Partner Bereavement in the Pairfam Study
	
	Resilience (1) vs. Recovery (0)
	
	Chronic decline (1) vs. Recovery (0)

	Predictor
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p
	
	b (SE)
	OR [95% CI]
	p

	PAIRFAM (n = 33)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept
	2.08 (7.67)
	8.04 [0.00, 2710.30]
	.786
	
	–11.99 (9.14)
	0.00 [0.00, 374.74]
	.190

	Female
	–0.40 (1.20)
	0.67 [0.06, 6.99]
	.739
	
	0.22 (1.84)
	1.25 [0.03, 45.68]
	.902

	Age at the event
	0.02 (0.07)
	1.02 [0.88, 1.18]
	.819
	
	0.09 (0.10)
	1.09 [0.90, 1.33]
	.375

	Extraversion
	–1.09 (1.20)
	0.34 [0.03, 3.54]
	.364
	
	0.94 (1.59)
	2.55 [0.11, 57.34]
	.555

	Agreeableness
	1.24 (1.06)
	3.44 [0.43, 27.69]
	.245
	
	0.42 (1.15)
	1.52 [0.16, 14.55]
	.717

	Conscientiousness
	0.16 (1.39)
	1.17 [0.08, 17.88]
	.909
	
	–1.07 (1.29)
	0.34 [0.03, 4.25]
	.404

	Neuroticism
	–2.30 (1.14)
	0.10 [0.01, 0.93]
	.043
	
	1.79 (1.42)
	5.98 [0.37, 96.22]
	.207

	Openness
	1.19 (0.95)
	3.30 [0.51, 21.13]
	.208
	
	0.38 (0.99)
	1.46 [0.21, 10.05]
	.703

	Resilient personality type
	–1.07 (1.81)
	0.34 [0.01, 11.98]
	.555
	
	–0.93 (1.96)
	0.39 [0.01, 18.46]
	.635


Note. Significant effect (p < .01) is in bold. OR = Odds ratios; CI = confidence interval.

Results of the Separate-Data Analyses
	Before adopting the harmonization approach, we estimated growth mixture models separately for the LISS, pairfam, and CFPS data. In these analyses, we used the original measures from each study rather than the harmonized items. Mean scores for life satisfaction and mental health were transformed to POMP scores to improve comparability within and across samples. We followed the same analytic procedure and model specifications as those applied to the harmonized data.
	Similar to the results obtained using the harmonized data, across samples, events, and outcomes, the 3- and 4-class solutions were selected as the best fitting models, with resilience and recovery emerging as the most common classes. The only exception was the 2-class solution for life satisfaction around divorce in the CFPS sample. However, because most CFPS models experienced serious convergence problems (e.g., non-converged 3-class solutions), these findings should be interpreted with caution.
	Two additional sample-specific trajectories were identified in the non-harmonised analyses. In LISS, a continuous pre-existing distress trajectory emerged for life satisfaction around divorce, and in pairfam an up-then-down trajectory was found for mental health around divorce. However, both classes comprised relatively small numbers of participants and were not replicated in the harmonised analyses. Detailed results for each study are presented in the following sections.
The LISS Study
	Model fit indicators for each model are presented in Table S32-S35. The life satisfaction and mental health trajectories for the best-fitting models are illustrated in Figure S4. 
Model Selection. For divorce, comparisons of models with up to six classes suggested that the 3-class solution provided the best fit for both the life satisfaction and mental health data, with the lowest AIC and the highest entropy (see Table S30).
For partner bereavement, there was no clear best-fitting model, as different fit indices favored different solutions (see Table S31). For the developmental trajectory classes of life satisfaction, model comparisons suggested that the 6-class solution had the lowest AIC, whereas entropy favored the 3-class solution. However, the 6-class model included a class containing only 2.8% of participants, making it less reliable, whereas the 3-class model had a relatively high AIC. Therefore, the 4-class solution, which had the second-lowest AIC and a relatively high entropy, was selected. The 4-class solution also showed theoretically meaningful trajectories.
For the developmental trajectory classes of mental health surrounding partner bereavement, model comparisons suggested that the 4-class solution provided the best fit, with the lowest AIC and the second-highest entropy. Although the 5-class solution had the highest entropy, its AIC was relatively high compared to the other models, and it included a class comprising only 2.7% of participants. Therefore, the 4-class solution was selected as the final model.








Table S32
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Life Satisfaction Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce in the LISS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-2760.91
	5541.81
	5577.76
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-2739.31
	5508.62
	5562.54
	.474
	57.2
	42.8
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-2730.82
	5501.64
	5573.53
	.673
	37.9
	14.1
	48.0
	
	
	

	4-class
	-2729.75
	5509.51
	5599.37
	.645
	36.1
	1.5
	12.6
	49.8
	
	

	5-class 
	-2725.19
	5510.37
	5618.21
	.656
	5.9
	38.3
	12.6
	42.4
	0.7
	

	6-class
	-2721.61
	5513.21
	5639.03
	.644
	21.9
	2.2
	4.1
	10.8
	50.6
	10.4


Note. n = 269. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Table S33
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce in the LISS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-2604.14
	5228.29
	5263.86
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-2588.32
	5206.64
	5259.99
	.509
	42.5
	57.5
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-2581.79
	5203.57
	5274.71
	.624
	29.7
	24.3
	45.9
	
	
	

	4-class
	-2579.20
	5208.40
	5297.32
	.647
	30.1
	18.1
	47.9
	3.9
	
	

	5-class 
	-2578.43
	5216.85
	5323.56
	.570
	18.5
	33.6
	4.2
	7.7
	35.9
	

	6-class
	-2575.30
	5220.60
	5345.09
	.583
	4.2
	10.0
	8.9
	36.7
	18.5
	21.6


Note. n = 259. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Table S34
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Life Satisfaction Class Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement in the LISS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-2549.56
	5119.12
	5154.09
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-2524.60
	5079.19
	5131.65
	.652
	32.4
	67.6
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-2512.78
	5065.55
	5135.49
	.808
	8.2
	83.6
	8.2
	
	
	

	4-class
	-2504.03
	5058.06
	5145.49
	.739
	65.6
	8.2
	17.2
	9.0
	
	

	5-class 
	-2499.62
	5059.25
	5164.16
	.690
	8.6
	22.5
	41.8
	19.3
	7.8
	

	6-class
	-2493.79
	5057.58
	5179.99
	.764
	8.2
	51.6
	9.0
	2.9
	19.3
	9.0


Note. n = 244. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Table S35
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement in the LISS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-2352.87
	4725.74
	4759.76
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-2324.31
	4678.62
	4729.66
	0.547
	56.8
	43.2
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-2314.17
	4668.34
	4736.39
	0.594
	12.6
	61.7
	25.7
	
	
	

	4-class
	-2308.72
	4667.44
	4752.51
	0.624
	57.2
	9.9
	14.9
	18.0
	
	

	5-class 
	-2305.78
	4671.55
	4773.63
	0.649
	14.4
	2.7
	18.5
	39.2
	25.2
	

	6-class
	-2300.69
	4671.39
	4790.48
	0.601
	10.8
	5.4
	11.3
	12.6
	34.2
	25.7


Note. n = 222. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Responses to Divorce. Based on the best-fitting models, we identified three classes of life satisfaction trajectories and three classes of mental health trajectories surrounding divorce. The recovery class was the most prevalent, comprising 48.0% of participants for life satisfaction and 45.9% for mental health. For life satisfaction, we identified resilience and continuous pre-existing distress classes. For mental health, we identified posttraumatic growth and moderate distress classes.
Responses to Partner Bereavement. We identified four classes of life satisfaction trajectories and four classes of mental health trajectories surrounding partner bereavement: recovery, resilience, chronic decline, and distress-improvement (see Figure S4). The resilience class was the most common for both outcomes, representing more than 57.0% of participants.
Figure S4
Smoothed Trajectories of Life Satisfaction and Mental Health Surrounding Divorce and Partner Bereavement in the LISS Sample
[image: ]
Note. n life satisfaction = 269 for divorce; n mental health = 259 for divorce; n life satisfaction = 224 for partner bereavement; n mental health = 222 for partner bereavement. The sample sizes for the analyses of each event varied by outcome, as the number of participants with a sufficient number of life satisfaction and mental health assessments before and after the events differed between outcomes.
The Pairfam Study
	We were unable to conduct analyses for partner bereavement in the pairfam sample because of the very small sample size (n = 34). Therefore, only the results for divorce are presented. Model fit indicators for each model are presented in Tables S36-S37. The life satisfaction and mental health trajectories for the best-fitting models are illustrated in Figure S5.
	Model Selection. For the developmental trajectory classes of life satisfaction, model comparisons suggested that the 3-class solution had the lowest AIC, whereas entropy favored the 5-class solution. Although the 5-class solution had the highest entropy, its AIC was relatively high compared to the other models. Therefore, the 3-class solution, which had the lowest AIC and the second-highest entropy, was selected.
	For the developmental trajectory classes of mental health surrounding divorce, the 5-class solution provided the best fit according to most indices (see Table S37). However, this model included a class containing only 2.5% of participants. Visual inspection also indicated that this additional class did not represent a meaningful trajectory. Therefore, the 4-class solution, which had the second-lowest AIC and relatively high entropy, was selected.
	Responses to Divorce. Based on the best-fitting models, we identified three classes of life satisfaction trajectories and four classes of mental health trajectories surrounding divorce. The posttraumatic growth class was the most prevalent for life satisfaction, comprising 62.0% of participants. We also identified a second posttraumatic growth pattern characterized by a lower level of life satisfaction, which we labeled the moderate posttraumatic growth class. In addition, the chronic decline class was identified only for life satisfaction. For mental health, the posttraumatic growth and resilience classes were equally common, each comprising 37.1% of participants. The recovery and up-then-down classes were identified only for mental health.
Table S36
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce in the Pairfam Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-4637.25
	9294.50
	9333.22
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-4598.96
	9227.92
	9286.01
	.497
	62.5
	37.5
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-4588.75
	9217.49
	9294.94
	.586
	3.7
	62.0
	34.4
	
	
	

	4-class
	-4583.75
	9217.50
	9314.30
	.561
	43.1
	13.5
	25.6
	17.7
	
	

	5-class 
	-4580.26
	9220.53
	9336.69
	.597
	5.4
	41.7
	25.6
	6.5
	20.8
	

	6-class
	-4577.18
	9224.36
	9359.89
	.579
	38.9
	4.2
	24.5
	2.0
	6.5
	23.9


Note. n = 355. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Table S37
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce in the Pairfam Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-4003.85
	8027.70
	8065.23
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-3959.52
	7949.04
	8005.33
	.708
	36.5
	63.5
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-3943.97
	7927.94
	8002.99
	.639
	37.1
	22.9
	40.0
	
	
	

	4-class
	-3936.97
	7923.94
	8017.76
	.689
	37.1
	6.7
	37.1
	19.0
	
	

	5-class 
	-3929.83
	7919.66
	8032.24
	.734
	17.5
	38.1
	2.5
	4.8
	37.1
	

	6-class
	-3926.74
	7923.49
	8054.83
	.697
	37.8
	17.1
	4.1
	6.0
	7.9
	27.0


Note. n = 318. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
Figure S5
Smoothed Trajectories of Life Satisfaction and Mental Health Surrounding Divorce in the Pairfam Sample
[image: ]
Note. n life satisfaction = 355 for divorce; n mental health = 318 for divorce. The sample sizes for the analyses of each event varied by outcome, as the number of participants with a sufficient number of life satisfaction and mental health assessments before and after the events differed between outcomes.
The CFPS Study
	Model fit indicators for each model are presented in Table S36 and Table S37. The life satisfaction and mental health trajectories for the best-fitting models are illustrated in Figure S6. The fixed effects for the best-fitting models of divorce and partner bereavement are presented in Tables S38 and S39, respectively.
	Model Selection. Models in the CFPS encountered serious convergence issues because of the limited number of data points, with most analyses failing to converge for the 4-, 5-, and 6-class solutions. For divorce, the life satisfaction models failed to converge for the 3-, 4-, 5-, and 6-class solutions. Therefore, the 2-class solution was selected. For mental health, the 4-, 5-, and 6-class solutions also failed to converge. Therefore, the 3-class solution, with the second-lowest BIC and second-highest entropy, was selected.
	For partner bereavement, the 4-, 5-, and 6-class solutions for life satisfaction failed to converge. Therefore, the 3-class solution, with the second-lowest BIC and the highest entropy, was selected. For mental health, the 5- and 6-class solutions also failed to converge. The 3-class solution, with the second-lowest BIC and the highest entropy, was selected.
Table S38
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Life Satisfaction Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce in the CFPS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-4772.72
	9565.44
	9610.22
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-4769.74
	9569.47
	9636.65
	.540
	94.2
	5.8
	
	
	
	

	3-class a 
	-4768.86
	9577.71
	9667.28
	.360
	77.7
	8.8
	13.5
	
	
	

	4-class a
	-4764.84
	9579.68
	9691.64
	.396
	8.4
	20.4
	69.7
	1.4
	
	

	5-class a 
	-4759.88
	9579.76
	9714.11
	.496
	16.6
	65.3
	7.7
	1.1
	9.4
	

	6-class a
	-4758.32
	9586.64
	9743.38
	.407
	0.9
	15.5
	15.7
	55.0
	5.2
	7.7


Note. n = 651. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
a This model did not converge.

Table S39
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Divorce in the CFPS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-2178.64
	4377.28
	4418.44
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-2159.01
	4348.02
	4409.76
	.435
	78.6
	21.4
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-2150.59
	4341.17
	4423.49
	.592
	56.7
	7.1
	36.2
	
	
	

	4-class a
	-2145.97
	4341.94
	4444.84
	.593
	51.7
	35.8
	4.6
	7.9
	
	

	5-class a 
	-2143.47
	4346.95
	4470.42
	.521
	23.0
	23.2
	4.9
	40.0
	9.1
	

	6-class a
	-2143.09
	4356.18
	4500.24
	.432
	18.5
	4.4
	17.9
	30.0
	18.8
	10.4


Note. n = 453. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
a This model did not converge.
Table S40
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Life Satisfaction Class Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement in the CFPS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-6680.95
	13381.91
	13429.51
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-6660.93
	13351.85
	13423.26
	.409
	44.1
	55.9
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-6647.50
	13335.00
	13430.21
	.571
	42.1
	53.0
	5.0
	
	
	

	4-class a
	-6641.69
	13333.37
	13452.38
	.523
	37.9
	49.9
	4.9
	7.3
	
	

	5-class a
	-6638.17
	13336.35
	13479.16
	.489
	4.6
	47.2
	5.2
	17.3
	25.7
	

	6-class a
	-6637.57
	13345.14
	13511.75
	.425
	18.1
	4.8
	14.9
	15.2
	42.2
	4.9


Note. n = 863. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
a This model did not converge.

Table S41
Indices for Mixture Models With Different Numbers of Mental Health Class Trajectories Surrounding Partner Bereavement in the CFPS Study
	Model
	Log likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	% class 1
	% class 2
	% class 3
	% class 4
	% class 5
	% class 6

	1-class
	-3393.93
	6807.87
	6852.70
	1.000
	100.0
	
	
	
	
	

	2-class
	-3353.43
	6736.86
	6804.11
	.552
	53.7
	46.3
	
	
	
	

	3-class
	-3344.05
	6728.09
	6817.75
	.607
	4.7
	51.4
	43.9
	
	
	

	4-class
	-3342.13
	6734.27
	6846.34
	.579
	40.2
	5.5
	46.9
	7.3
	
	

	5-class a
	-3337.74
	6735.49
	6869.98
	.543
	16.8
	26.0
	6.4
	47.4
	3.4
	

	6-class a
	-3335.28
	6740.57
	6897.48
	.574
	17.1
	49.8
	12.1
	14.8
	3.4
	2.8


Note. n = 661. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion.
a This model did not converge.
Figure S6
Smoothed Trajectories of Life Satisfaction and Mental Health Surrounding Divorce and Partner Bereavement in the CFPS Sample
[image: ]
Note. n life satisfaction = 651 for divorce; n mental health = 453 for divorce; n life satisfaction = 863 for partner bereavement; n mental health = 661 for partner bereavement. The sample sizes for the analyses of each event varied by outcome, as the number of participants with a sufficient number of life satisfaction and mental health assessments before and after the events differed between outcomes.

	 Responses to Divorce. Based on the best-fitting models, we identified two classes of life satisfaction trajectories and three classes of mental health trajectories surrounding divorce. Moderate distress was the most common class for life satisfaction, whereas resilience was the most common class for mental health. 
	Responses to Partner Bereavement. We identified three classes of life satisfaction trajectories and three classes of mental health trajectories surrounding partner bereavement. The resilience and chronic decline classes were consistently identified for both outcomes. The posttraumatic growth class was found only for life satisfaction, whereas the distress-improvement class was found only for mental health.
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