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Abstract: The theory of mtrapersonal model maimntams that an individual’s personality traits can directly affect
marital satisfaction. Although, an mtrapersonal model m its extreme version may suggest that the negative
relationship between characteristic anxieties and marital satisfaction is mediated by marital communication, the
mterpersonal and intrapersonal models do not share the same limitations. Any intrapersonal persuasion is most
likely accomparnied with interpersonal procedures. This study tested the relationship between the five factor
model of personality (neuroticism, extraversiorn, openmness, agreeableness and conscientiousness), marital
satisfaction and the risk of divorce. The participants completed NEO-FFI and ENRICH and they were
interviewed according to the OHI (Oral History Interview) method. The results demonstrate that neuroticism
15 as a significant predictor of marital satisfaction and the risk of divorce. In addition, such traits as
consclentiousness, agreeableness, extraversion and opermess to experience can help predict satisfaction in

married couples.
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INTRODUCTION

Marriage establishes a pleasant and sacred
environment and as described by the Holy Quran, it 1s a
sanctuary of peace and tranquillity (Quran, Surah Rome,
verse 21). In the light of evidence that marital
satisfaction is one of the most revealing predictors of
success in a marriage. This evaluation can reflect how
happy couples are with their marriage in general or a mix
of satisfaction and several thorough aspects of marital
relationship. There has been sigmificant interest in
recogmzing the variables that can help predict marital
breaking down (Kurdek, 2002). Marriage, marital
satisfaction and personality are among the rigorously
studied variables in numerous researches. The reason for
the fascination with marital satisfaction 1s that
researchers as a result of a wide range of studies have
come to believe that marital satisfaction can be related to
factors establishing marital stability (Caughlin et af., 2000;
Rosen-Grandon et al., 2004, Shackelford and Buss, 2000,
Spotts et al., 2005).

Personality characteristics, over the past 60 years
have been the crucial centre of interest in studies
dedicated to couples' relationships to describe and predict
relationship stability and quality (Schneewmnd and
Gerhard, 2002). Neuroticism is a personality characteristic

often classified as an essential cause of marital
termination (Duggan et al., 2001; Duncan et al., 2003,
Robins et al, 2000, White et al, 2004). Used in
pre-mariage personality  questionnaires,
stability 15 a personality trait found to be useful for
predicting marital satisfaction in couples before marriage.
(Barelds, 2005; Friedman, 2000).

Another predictive personality factor can be the
conscientiousness. Divorced couples show extra
spontaneous behavior than those with high mantal
stability (White et al., 2004). As a result, one of the
possible personality predictors of negative marital
consequences seem to mvlove low impulse control and
high neurcticisim in couples (Neyer and Voigt, 2004,
O'Rourke et al., 2011).

Low agreeableness in wifes 1s the strongest predictor
of ritation and distress m their husbands. Botwin ef al.
(1997) contend that being married to an agreeable spouse
is an especially well-constructed predictor of marital
satisfaction. They also explain that emotional stability,
intellect-openness and conscientiousness are assoclated
with satisfaction. According to the findings of related
studies, being married to an agreeable spouse can most
strongly help predict satisfaction mn a marrage viewed
from the BFF perspective (Shackelford and Buss, 2000).
Also, a husband’s low emotional stability and low

emotional
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agreeableness, according to Shackelford at el. (2000) can
consistently  help predict his partner’s
dissatisfaction. Furthermore, mdividuals with constantly
disagreeable partners and bitterly untrustworthy spouses
are not satisfied with their marriage (Shackelford et al.,
2008).

The studies also report that there 1s a relationship
between openness/ntellect and marital satisfaction.
Amiri et al. (2011) in a study explored the effects of
big-five personality traits and communication styles on
the marital satisfaction of married students studying in
Tehran State Umiversities. The participants in the study
filled NEO, communication styles and enrich marital

marital

satisfaction questionnaires. Their findings indicated that
opemmess to experience had a significant and positive
relationship with marital satisfaction.

Divorce too is a multifaceted phenomenon happening
to a marriage while it can be analysed from numerous
perspectives. For mstance, the various features of marital
mteraction can be described as mcluding such factors as
personality characteristics, antisocial behaviour or
constant pessimistic effect (Testa and Leonard, 2001).
Divorce procedures can often disrupt the emotional,
physiological and psychological health of divorced
couples. Also to understand the reason couples resort to
divorce, one should consider the link between some
variables, such as personality, martal satisfaction,
mfidelity and divorce.

The relation between personality and the risk of
divorce is also one of the thought-provoking areas in
psychological studies and particularly for family
therapists because 1t can prove to be helpful n
pre-marriage consultations to prevent divorce. Wives who
divorced untimely in life obtained a higher score on
neuroticism had more unsteady and more stressed families
were less strict in their manners and had more sexual and
romantic experiences before their marriage compared to
the steadily married women (Gattis et al., 2004).

The purpose of the present research 13 to address
two major questions:

Do individuals with especial personalities (i.e., those
low on agreeableness) tend to be more or less
satisfied with therr marriage and experience a high
risk of divorce?

Do people with especial personalities (i.e., those high
on neuroticism) tend to get divorce?

The current study is concerned with the
personality factors that possibly affect an individual’s
marital satisfaction and the risk of divorce. It was

hypothesized that the lugher the level of individuals’

467

agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability and
openness the more satisfied they are with their marriage.
It was also hypothesized that the higher the level of
individuals’ neuroticism and extraversion, the higher the
risk of divorce.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants: The sample consisted of 134 males (40%
response rate) and 183 females (60% response rate) aged
between 20-55 years all of whom had been married for at
least for 2 years. A converient sampling procedure was
used in this study with a total of 600 questionnaires
distributed among couples and 307 questionnaires
returned (40 and 60% completion rates for males and
females, respectively). The participants were chosen
randomly from among the approximately 2000 people,
members of couples who referred to a consulting centre in
Shiraz-Iran for consulting with a therapist. The
participants came from  different demographic
backgrounds and the only controlling demographic
variable was the length of marriage that the samples
should get married at least for 2 vears.

Personality traits: Personality traits were assessed
through the NEOQ-PI-R (NEO-FFI Persian Revised)
personality test which 1s a shortened version of the NEO
personality test for measurmng personality. A NEO
personality test examines the five aspects of personality
and their related specifications.

The NEO-FFI involves 60 items of the NEO-PI-R
which can be used for making short and fast evaluation of
the five major factors; namely Extraversion (E),
Neuroticism  (N), Openness to experience (0),
Agreeableness (A) and Conscientiousness (C) with
internal consistency coefficients varies from 0.86-0.95
for domain scales and from 0.56-0.90 for facade
scales. The responses to each of the items are ranked on
a S-point Liker scale rangmng from 1 (I strongly disagree)
to 5 (I strongly agree).

Marital satisfaction: Marital satisfaction was measured
by ENRICH marital mventory that consists of 47 items
classified within an 11-categoriy scale. Fourmer ef al.
(1983) enumerated the findings of ten studies carried on
marital dissolution and conflict.
highlight the sigmficance of intrapersonal matters, such
as personality, personal habits, ideals, values,
expectations and so on. Interpersonal issues include
communication, roles, commitment, sex and conflict
resolution. Yet, external matters mvolve such themes as
friends, relatives, parenting and money and children

These researches
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Risk of divorce: Risk of divorce was measured using
the semi-structured Oral History Interview (OHI) during
the OHI spouses are requested to tell the story of their
relationship from the time they met until the present day.
Couples are also requested to talk about the hard and
good times in their marriage as well as their philosophy
about marnage, as well as their evaluation of their parents’
marriages compared to their own marriage. Buehlmen et al.
(1992) used the oral history interview (Krokoff, 1984) to
measure spouses’ universal insights about their marriage
and their mutual relationship. They were able to forecast
divorce with 94% accuracy. They explained the variables
that describe how the couple thinks of their past
relationship predict the future of the marriage. Couples
who eventually divorced were low in fondness for their
partners, high in negativity, low in we-ness, high in chaos,
low in glorifying the struggle and high in disappointment
of the marriage. Therefore, the way that couples told the
story of their relationship could forecast their probability
of divorce or marital stability.

Procedures

Distribution and completion of self-report measures: The
participants’ information sheet and questiommaire packets
were given to the couples who were referred to the
consulting Both  the
questiormaire were m a Microsoft word format on a CD.
The participants were asked to download and complete
the questionnaires and then return them back to the
researcher in a Microsoft word attachment via e-mail. The
participants were permitted to change their answers any

centre. introduction and

time during the process of completing the questiomnaire,
however answers were treat as final once the
questionnaire was returned to the researcher. The
completed questionnaire could be returned to the
researcher at any given time during the 2 months period
after its distribution after which participants received a
reminder e-mail and phone call every week from the
researcher. The participants who returned completed
questiommaire were nvited for mterview to collect the
data for OHI.

RESULTS

This study considered two important questions. Do
people with particular personality tend to less satisfied in
their marriage and have high risk of divorce? Do people
with specific perscnality tend to get divorce? To explore
these questions, a Structural Equestion Modeling (SEM)
strategy was employed This strategy allows for a
stimulative evalutaion of two hypothesized effects whle
evaluating faults in the dependent and independent
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variables (Hoyle and Smith, 1994). Figure 1 depicts the
structural model of the NEO-FFI, ENRICH and OHI
{(with estimated standardized parameters). All mentioned
variables were
standardizing.

Chi-square (%), (TLI),
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square
ErrorApproximation Index (RMSEA) were employed as fit
indexes. CMIN (minimum discrepancy) or Chi-square,
CMIN/DF <5.0 according to Marsh and Hocevar (1985)
and Bentler (1990) index examined the difference between
the sample covariance matrix and the confined covariance
matrix with the presupposition that the residual difference
between them is zero (Table 1). In this index, p>0.05
shows a good fit.

Considering the overall fit of the model to the
observed data, revealed that chi-square with 608 df is
1031.897 a value remarkably distinguished from zero
that suggests good model fit. Also, considering the
Chi-square/df with ratio 1.70 suggested a good fit of the
model to the data. The Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index
(AGFI) as well as the unadjusted model of this index
approached 0.90. An additional measure of overall model
fit was the Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) that was
measure of the average fitted residuals. The RMR for the
hypothesized model was 0.048, representing a good fit of
the estimated model to the observed data (Table 2). Byrne
(2001) observed that RMSEA values <0.05 show good fit
(Bentler and Yuan, 1999) suggested <0.06 as good fit,
between 0.05 and 0.08 represent reasonable fit between
0.08 and 0.10 indicate medium fit and if the values are
>0.10 show poor fit. Another indication of the good fit of
this model to the data is the Comparative Fit Index (CFT)
of 0.93. The value of CFI ranges from 0-1.00. However, the
proposed value for CFI, representative of good fit was
between 0.95 and 1.00. Totally, the wvalue of CFI
represented consistency with the values of NFI (Normed
Fit Index) and IFI (Incremental Fit Index) (Bymme, 2001).
Moreover, TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) is 0.93, proposing a
sensible fit of the suggested model to the observed data.
This goodness of fit indices will obviously reject
insufficient or poorly specified models while the
hypothesized model of the present research meet
real-world criteria for sensible fit for the presentation of
the data.

scaled to have umit variance via

Tucker-Lewis Index

Composition of main variables: For each of the five latent
exogenous variables derived from the self-reported
NEO-FFI personality domains with ¢ set to 0.001, all paths
were remarkably distinguished from zero and paths
(loadings-the lowest of which for each domain given in
parentheses) satisfactory: Neuroticism (0.72), extraversion
(0.44), openness to experience (0.61), agreeableness (0.73)
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Fig. 1: Structure model of sample

Table 1: CMIN

Models NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default Q5 1031.897 608 0.00 1.697
Saturated 703 0.000 0 - -
Independence 37 6675.716 666 0.00 10.024
Table 2: RMR, GFI

Models RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Default 0.304 0.848 0.824 0.733
Saturated 0.000 1.000 - -
Independence 3.982 0.283 0.243 0.268

and consciousness (0.51). Possible correlations between
the NEO-FFT domains were examined and are included in
Fig. 1.
between extraversion and each of the following: opermess
(r=0.10), agreeableness (r = 0.28) and conscientiousness
(r=10.55). Agreeableness was also found to be positively
correlated with openness (r = 0.19) and conscientiousness
(r=1026).

The endogenous latent variable marital satisfaction
measured satisfaction in a marriage through the six

Positive linear relationships were identified

factors: Communication, financial, leisure activities,
sexual, family and parenting and religious. Toscale marital

satisfaction, 1t was set the path from marital satisfaction to
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religious that 15 1.0. The standardized path for every
indicator (loading) exceeding 0.62, reveals that all six
measures are good indicators of the latent factor marital
satisfaction. The second endogencus latent variable
measured the probability of divorce through the five OHI
derived indicators we-ness, expansiveness, fondness/
affection, negative and glorifying a struggle. To scale the
risk of divoree, it was set the path from the risk of divorce
to glonfying equal to 1.0. The standardized path to each
indicator (loading) exceeding 0.82, reveals that all five
measures are good indicators of the latent factor risk of
divorce.

Prediction of marital satisfaction and divorce:
According to the model high scores on the neuroticisim
trait are associated with less marital satisfaction
{(estimated path = -0.42 with ¢ set to 0.001). Conversely,
neuroticisim and extraversion are not signifacantly
with  the risk of The
conscientiousness and openess traits are similarly
positively correlated with marital satisfaction (estunated
paths =0.21 ,0.19). Finally, the estimated path from marital

associated divorce.
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satisfaction to risk of divorce is significant with o set to
0.001 (-0.88) suggesting that marital satisfaction might
predict riskof getting divorced.

DISCUSSION

The cumrent study wmvestigated the relationship
between personality traits and marital satisfaction and the
risk of divorce. High self-reported scores on neuroticism
predicted lngher marital satisfaction while neuroticism and
extraversion can not predict the risk of divorce. This
study managed support  the hypothesis that
neuroticism as a personality trait 1s a sigmficant predictor

to

of marital satisfaction consistent with the the findings of
Lazanides et al. (2010), Fisher and McNulty (2008), Dehle
and Landers (2005), Karney and Bradbury, Shackelford
and Buss (2000) and Caughlin et al. (2000) that showed
the relationship between marital satisfaction and anxiety
1s fairly multifaceted and Gattis et al. (2004) who identified
this correlation across cultures. Neuroticism 1s the
propensity to experience negative emotions and people
who are lugh on it get wuritated and upset easily, often
change their mood and worry frequently. People who
score high on neuroticism are less satisfied with romance
and relationships (Del.ongis and Holtzman, 2005). Thus,
neurotic individuals are usually less satisfied with their
marriage than those who are emotionally stable.

The finding that high openness scores are also
predictive of marital satisfaction 1s consistent with with
previous studies (Amiri et ad., 2011; O'Rowke et al., 2011,
Shicta and Levenson, 2007, Watson and Humrichouse,
2006; Luo and Klohnen, 2005; Shackelford and Buss,
2000).
sympathy, active imagmation, consideration of inner
experience, appreciation of intellectual aspects and

Opemmess to experiences demands visual

curiosity for diversity.

Additionally, it was found that conscientiousness
can predict marital satisfaction in couples. The results of
the previous studies consistently confirmed the finding
(Shiota and Levenson, 2007; Bekkers et al., 2006; Dehle
and Landers, 2005; Boertien et al., 2012; Kalmijn, 2005,
Kinnunen and Pulkkinen, 2003; Tucker et al., 1998).
According to the NEO-FFI manual,
mndividuals are usually reliable and hardworking. In
extreme cases, they may also be as idealistic as

consclentious

perfectiomsts as exceedingly hardworking as workaholics
or may have obsessive-compulsive tendencies.

People who are low on conscientiousness may be
more laid back, less goal-oriented and less driven
(Rosowsley et al., 2012).
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CONCLUSION

In this study, results showed that from among the
five factors of personality (extraversion, neuroticism,
openness,  conscientiousness and  agreeableness),
neuroticism could determine marital satisfaction more
illuminating than other traits. Also, it was demonstrated
that there 1s an obvious negative relationship between
marital satisfaction and the risk of divorce. As Rogers and
DeBoer (2001) states when couples are not satisfied with
their marriage they are more likely to terminate their
marriage.
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