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Abstract: This project examines the effects of self- and partner-rated personality and their reciprocal
interaction between two partners. Personality in 113 young dating couples was measured with
the Five-Factor Model and maladaptive personality trait model of the DSM-5. Partners completed
self- and partner-reports of the NEO-FFI-3 and the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 (PID-5) as well
as the self-report Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS). Three sets of Actor-Partner Interdependence
Models (APIMs) were run to estimate actor and partner effects of self-rated personality, partner-rated
personality, and of both sets of effects simultaneously in an integrated model. When self- and
partner-rating models were examined separately, several significant actor and partner effects were
observed. However, the strongest effects were observed in the partner-rating models. When self-
and partner-rated personality were examined at the same time, most effects from the self-rating
models disappeared. Furthermore, most of the effects as well as the strongest one observed were
associated with an individual’s perception of their partner’s personality, particularly men’s perception
of women’s personality. This study demonstrates the incremental predictive utility of individuals’
perception of their partner’s personality for explaining their own dyadic adjustment.
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1. Introduction

Measures of personality are predictive of several outcomes, including, among others, well-being,
spirituality, identity, and community involvement. One’s personality is manifested in behavior and
attitudes in daily life and especially in interpersonal relationships (Ozer and Benet-Martinez 2006).
Longitudinal studies show that measures of personality as early as in childhood can predict adult
intimate relationships and even divorce (Roberts and Caspi 2001). Researchers have long tried to find
out what qualities people want in a potential life partner. Some researchers study personality and how
it is manifested in interpersonal relationships (Ozer and Benet-Martinez 2006). Others look at how
personality affects one’s perception of the behaviors and attitudes of others, which in turn affects the
way one reacts to them (Karney and Bradbury 2000). One approach to answering the initial question is
to study how, in romantic relationships, the effects of one’s personality and perception of the other’s
personality are at play between two partners reciprocally (Orth 2013). This interdependent dynamic
translates either in healthy or dysfunctional relations.

1.1. Personality Traits

Personality theorists have long tried to define the basic common dimensions of personality in order
to explain how people differ in terms of their emotional and interpersonal styles. The Five-Factor Model
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(FFM) of personality traits is the most widely used measure of the basic dimensions of personality
(McCrae and Costa 2013). There are alternative models and some lexical studies have found support
for six rather than five factors, like the HEXACO (Ashton and Lee 2001). However, the replicability
of these six factors is not shown across all languages, including English. Furthermore, there is broad
support for the FFM. It is therefore the model of choice for this study. While there are some who argue
that the lexical approach and use of factor analysis in the early stages of the FFM should be looked
at more critically (Block 1995), researchers agree that the five-factor structure nonetheless provides a
simple way of describing how people can differ from one another. The five factors have repeatedly
been found when using self- and peer-ratings (McCrae and Costa 1987), when studying adults and
children (Digman 1997), and in several languages and cultures (McCrae and Costa 1997). Altogether,
the FFM has proven to be remarkably robust by providing a replicable phenomenon and a set of tools
to be used in research.

Personality traits seem to be dimensional. That is, everyone has varying degrees of each trait
rather than simply having them or not, as would be the case in categorical terms. According to
the FFM, personality is a multidimensional concept that can be described in terms of five basic
dimensions, called Neuroticism (N), Extraversion (E), Openness to Experience (O), Agreeableness
(A), and Conscientiousness (C) (McCrae 1991). Although the five traits have been shown to load
on pathological extensions of these traits (Guenole 2015), the FFM and measures of the FFM were
not designed to capture the negative or extreme poles of the five domains, called negative affect,
introversion, closedness, antagonism (or low agreeableness), disinhibition (or low conscientiousness),
and psychoticism (high openness) (Krueger and Eaton 2010; Nestadt et al. 2008). There is a need
for a model that can measure the negative poles of the five domains as it will provide an alternative
perspective and more information about personality.

1.2. Maladaptive Personality Traits

A few dimensional models were developed to measure maladaptive personality traits. For example,
the Dark Triad is comprised of three maladaptive personalities; Machiavellianism, narcissism,
and psychopathy. These personalities are shown to be distinctive constructs and can therefore
be measured separately (Paulhus and Williams 2002). The Short Dark Triad (SD3) was therefore
developed as a brief questionnaire to measure the Dark Triad (Jones and Paulhus 2014). Another
example of a maladaptive personality dimensional model is Hogan and Hogan (2001) derailment
factors. The authors identified maladaptive personality characteristics that are associated with
career derailment and developed the Hogan Development Survey (HDS, Hogan and Hogan 1997) to
measure 11 factors that align with the DSM-IV personality disorders. Although these two examples of
maladaptive personality dimensional models are known and used, more recent literature indicates
that personality disorder symptomatology is best conceptualized using the maladaptive personality
trait model found in Section III of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorder—5th
edition (DSM-5; Krueger et al. 2012), where disordered personality is described in terms of maladaptive
variants of personality traits (Gore and Widiger 2013). Furthermore, the five personality trait domains
of the maladaptive personality trait model have been shown to be an extension of the FFM, the chosen
model for this study, with negative affect lining up with neuroticism, detachment with introversion,
antagonism with low agreeableness, disinhibition with low conscientiousness, and psychoticism with
openness (Gore and Widiger 2013). It is important to note that Gore and Widiger (2013) used a sample
of undergraduate students and their results are therefore limited to sub-clinical populations. There are
several advantages to the dimensional model. Practicing psychologists report that a dimensional
rating of personality is more useful than the DSM-IV personality disorders because it communicates
information to clients, provides a global description of personality, and can even help with developing
effective treatment interventions (Samuel and Widiger 2006). It allows clinicians to describe their
patients with normal, adaptive terms rather than restricting the evaluation to maladaptive and
dysfunctional ones. By focusing on a more thorough multifaceted description of personality, clinicians
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can identify traits that could help with treatment adherence (Sanderson and Clarkin 2002), it could
help to de-stigmatize personality disorders (Hinshaw and Stier 2008), and the traits could be used as a
screener for maladaptive personality traits making them much more efficient than semi-structured
interviews (Widiger et al. 2009). This shift in thinking captures a more nuanced definition of personality
disorders as being the expression of maladaptive variants of personality traits that are present in all
individuals (Widiger et al. 2013).

1.3. Self-Rated Personality and Relationship Satisfaction

Measures of self-rated personality are related to a range of outcomes, including interpersonal
outcomes like romantic relationships (Ozer and Benet-Martinez 2006). How individuals assess their
romantic relationships can have an important effect on their quality of life. Several researchers
have been interested in the associations between personality traits and relationship satisfaction.
Neuroticism is so far the most extensively studied (Daspe et al. 2013) with several studies finding
it to be the strongest personality predictor of relationship satisfaction (Bouchard et al. 1999; Karney
and Bradbury 1997). Studies of positive personality traits reveal that individuals report higher
satisfaction in their relationship when their partner rates high on traits of agreeableness, emotional
stability (Botwin et al. 1997), conscientiousness, and extraversion (Malouff et al. 2010). While openness
to experience is the least predictive of dyadic adjustment (Caspi et al. 2005; Claxton et al. 2012),
one study shows that individuals are happier in their marriages if their spouses report openness
traits (Botwin et al. 1997). Moreover, important gender differences in which traits predict satisfaction
have been found, but results are inconsistent. While some found that women’s neuroticism predicts
the satisfaction of both partners (Geist and Gilbert 1996), others found that men’s neuroticism better
predicts both partners’ satisfaction (Karney et al. 1994). Differences in measures and in methodological
procedures explain these inconsistent results. While some researchers seek to answer research questions
at the dyadic-level, their analyses are conducted at the individual level using simple correlations or
multiple regressions. Furthermore, although previous research primarily focuses on married couples
and older adults, some studies also interested in dating and engaged couples have found differences
across couple types. For instance, self-rated agreeableness and conscientiousness in dating couples are
found to better predict satisfaction than in married couples, whereas self-rated extraversion in married
couples is shown to have a larger effect on satisfaction than in dating couples (Watson et al. 2000).
Finally, only one known study has examined the effects of maladaptive personality traits on couple
satisfaction. Results showed that self-rated negative affect and detachment were consistent negative
predictors of relationship satisfaction or adjustment, whereas disinhibition and psychoticism were less
consistently associated, and antagonism was unrelated (Decuyper et al. 2018).

1.4. Importance of Partner-Reports

While many studies on personality are now examining personality traits of both partners
involved in romantic relationships, most only use self-reported inventories (Bouchard et al. 1999;
Robins et al. 2000) with very few using partner-reports (partners reporting how they perceive their
mate’s personality; Kosek 1996; Watson et al. 2000). While there can be overlap with regard to
personality perceptions (self-report and partner-report) in couples who have known each other for
long periods of time, partner-reports do provide valuable information that is often not captured
in the use of self-reports alone. How an individual perceives their partner has a strong impact on
their satisfaction (Murray et al. 1996). In fact, studies show that correlations between a participant’s
dyadic adjustment and their rating of their partner’s personality (partner-report) display stronger
effects than self-reported personality on dyadic adjustment (Altmann et al. 2013; Brock et al. 2016;
Schaffhuser et al. 2014; Schaffhuser et al. 2016). There are differences across couple types and gender.
For example, an individual’s rating of their partner’s openness to experience is more important
for a man’s satisfaction in dating couples and for a woman’s satisfaction in married couples (Orth
2013). In terms of maladaptive personality traits, one study shows that partner-rated negative affect,
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detachment, disinhibition, and psychoticism were consistent negative predictors of relationship
satisfaction or adjustment, whereas partner-rated antagonism was only associated with women’s
dyadic adjustment (Decuyper et al. 2018). Adding partner-reports of personality assessments can help
to corroborate individuals’ self-reported personality, provide another perspective with regard to the
interpersonal effects that dysfunctional personality can have, and can provide crucial data about the
effects of personality on dyadic adjustment (Oltmanns et al. 1998; South et al. 2008).

1.5. Interdependence

Dyadic data is unique because it comes from two partners from the same couple. That is,
the partners are interdependent. When studying interdependence, it is important to consider that
an individual’s personality predicts their own dyadic adjustment (actor effects), and it also predicts
their partner’s dyadic adjustment (partner effects; Dyrenforth et al. 2010; Robins et al. 2000). In order
to consider interdependent effects in statistical analyses, researchers are using the Actor-Partner
Interdependence Model (APIM, Kashy and Kenny 2000; Kenny 1996). Researchers have long been
interested in the actor effects of personality on satisfaction. However, there is far less research and
inconsistent results with regard to the partner effects of personality on couple satisfaction. Furthermore,
most studies use correlation analyses which do not consider the interdependent nature of couple
data (Decuyper et al. 2012; Watson et al. 2000). Some studies using the APIM model have found that
self-reported extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism have important partner effects, and that all
partner-reported Big Five traits also have strong partner effects (Furler et al. 2014; Orth 2013). One study
examining the effects of maladaptive personality traits on couple satisfaction using both self- and
partner-reports as well as the APIM found significant negative partner effects for partner-rated negative
affect on both partners. Furthermore, the researchers found robust partner effects for detachment on
both men and women’s relationship satisfaction (Decuyper et al. 2018).

1.6. Integrating Personality and Dyadic Adjustment Assessments with Interdependence

When studying the role that personality plays in romantic relationships, it is important to consider
both partners’ perspectives. As previously discussed, the positive personality traits of the FFM tend to
have positive effects on dyadic adjustment, whereas neuroticism tends to have a negative effect on
dyadic adjustment. With regard to the negative personality traits of the maladaptive personality trait
model, research shows that they have a negative effect on dyadic adjustment. While these trends are
not surprising, it is important for researchers to consider the interdependent nature of couple data,
that is, the effect that personality has on both partners’ dyadic adjustment. When the assumption of
independence is violated in the analysis of dyadic data, the test statistic and the degrees of freedom for
the test statistic are inaccurate, and its statistical significance is biased. Therefore, researchers who study
personality and couples use both self- and partner-reports of personality and appropriate statistical
procedures like the APIM to capture the truly interpersonal nature of personality relationships.

1.7. This Study

The Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (Cook and Kenny 2005) and structural equation
model analyses were used to verify if, as hypothesized, (1) positive factors of the Five-Factor Model
(extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness) through actor-partner
assessments of personality traits have positive effects on both partners’ self-reported dyadic adjustment.
The same analyses were run with maladaptive personality traits to verify if, as hypothesized, (2) the
presence of dysfunctional personality features as measured by the maladaptive personality trait model
has a negative effect on both partners’ self-reported dyadic adjustment. Furthermore, it is hypothesized
that (3) an individual’s rating of their partner’s personality (partner-report) has a stronger effect on
their dyadic adjustment than their self-reported personality. While most studies examine self-rated
and partner-rated personality in separate models, this study will also simultaneously examine both
in an integrated APIM model to study the incremental predictive utility of partner-ratings. Finally,



Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 271 5 of 21

the role of gender in the association between personality and dyadic adjustment will be explored.
Previous research has shown gender differences with regard to the effect that personality has on
dyadic adjustment, but results have often been inconsistent due to methodological issues (Geist
and Gilbert 1996; Karney et al. 1994). This is the first known study to examine the effects of both
partners’ personality on dyadic adjustment using appropriate statistical procedures and younger
couples. Therefore, the examination of the role of gender in this study is exploratory in nature.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

Web-based questionnaires on SurveyMonkey were used to collect the data. Participants completed
the questionnaires at home. Two hundred twenty-six participants (113 heterosexual couples) were
recruited through Canadian universities and in the community using online advertising (Kijiji), social
media (Facebook), and posters. This study chose to focus on heterosexual couples to ensure a
homogeneous sample. Individuals were recruited (a) if both partners were willing to participate, (b) if
both partners were between 21 and 30 years old, (c) if they had been in their current relationship since
at least 6 months (only dating couples were used for this article), (d) if they had been living together
for at least 6 months, and (e) if both partners were comfortable enough in English to answer a battery
of questionnaires. The age of the participants was chosen based on the requirement that couples be in
a committed relationship, which occurs in the fourth phase of romantic development, the bonding
phase, and which typically occurs at age 21 (Seiffge-Krenke 2003). Furthermore, studies demonstrate
developmental changes in personality before the age of 30 (Roberts et al. 2006). With previous
research mainly focused on older couples, this study will examine personality and dyadic adjustment
associations in individuals still going through maturational changes and will add to a scarce body
of knowledge for this population. Moreover, personality traits have been shown to change over
lifetime and they should be treated as developmental constructs (Roberts and Caspi 2001). As such,
in order to map out these developmental changes, this study has chosen to initially focus on younger
couples. Participants were informed about the purpose and procedure of the study. Confidentiality
was explained to them. Once participants provided informed consent, they each received unique links
to the questionnaires. Partners were told not to consult each other while completing the questionnaires.
Once participants completed the study, they received $5 ($10/couple) in exchange for participation in
the study. For sample characteristics, please refer to the results section.

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. General Socio-Demographic Information

The authors developed a socio-demographic questionnaire with 27 items. It verified that
participants were eligible to participate, and also sampled information about their mother tongue
and the language spoken between partners, previous relationships, whether participants came from a
single- or double-parent household, their occupation, their ethnicity, their country of origin, whether
they or their partner was diagnosed with a psychiatric illness and whether they took any medication,
and whether they or their partner use any substance. Each partner completed the socio-demographic
questionnaire. The inclusion criteria and the participants’ occupations were used in this study.

2.2.2. Personality (Self- and Partner-Reports)

The 60-item NEO-FFI-3 (McCrae and Costa 2010) was used to assess the Big Five personality traits.
It assesses the five personality traits of the five-factor model of personality (neuroticism, extraversion,
openness to experience, agreeableness, conscientiousness). Each scale includes 12 items which are
rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). These items assess whether the
participant considers the statement to be representative of themselves. Each participant completed
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two inventories; a first inventory about their own personality (self-report; form S) and a second
inventory about their partner’s personality (partner-report; form R). The computer software was used
to transform the partners’ scores on each trait into T scores. These T scores were based on the adult
American norms in the NEO-FFI-3 manual (McCrae and Costa 2010).

The maladaptive personality traits were assessed with the 25-item Personality Inventory for
DSM-5—Brief Form (PID-5-BF; Krueger et al. 2013). It was developed to measure the five maladaptive
personality traits (negative affect, detachment, psychoticism, antagonism, disinhibition). Each domain
includes five items rated on a 4-point Likert scale (0 = very false or often false, 3 = very true or often true).
The items assess whether the participant considers the statement to be representative of themselves.
Each participant completed two inventories; a first inventory about their own personality (self-report,
Adult version) and a second inventory about their partner’s personality (partner-report, brief form).
With permission from the authors of the PID-5, the partner-report was created by using the same
structure as the original 220-item PID-5 informant report. Each item on the self-report PID-5-BF was
reformulated using the third person singular. Reliability analysis was carried out on each trait domain
each comprising five items. Reliability coefficients (α) indicated adequate internal consistency for
each of the five domain scales (Negative Affect α = 0.75; Detachment α = 0.61; Antagonism α =

0.74; Disinhibition α = 0.78; Psychoticism α = 0.78). These results are similar to those found for the
PID-5-BF in previous studies (Anderson et al. 2018; Bach et al. 2016; Fossati et al. 2017). The partners’
scores on each trait were transformed to T scores using norms published by the authors of the PID-5
(Krueger et al. 2012; Markon et al. 2013).

2.2.3. Dyadic Adjustment (Self-Report)

The 32-item Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier 1976) was used to assess dyadic adjustment.
The DAS is a widely used instrument developed to assess the quality of adjustment in couples via a
self-report format. It is comprised of four subscales; consensus, satisfaction, cohesion, and affectional
expression. The DAS has different scales which assess how much each statement is representative of
the respondent. For the purpose of this study, the subscales were combined into a single overall index
of dyadic adjustment (Spanier 1976). Women and men’s T scores could then be interpreted using the
published guidelines (Spanier 1976) to determine whether they were well adjusted (T score > 45) or
whether there were concerns (T score < 45).

2.3. Statistical Analyses

Partners’ scores on each questionnaire were transformed to T scores. The NEO-FFI-3 (McCrae and
Costa 2010) computer software automatically chose the T score as its standardized score. Therefore,
the PID-5 (Krueger et al. 2013) and DAS (Spanier 1976) scores were also transformed to T scores for
uniformity. In each case, T scores were calculated using American norms published by the authors
of each questionnaire. While the DAS has Canadian norms (Baillargeon et al. 1986), the overall
index of dyadic adjustment does not differ from that published by Spanier (1976). Furthermore,
the other questionnaires do not have Canadian norms. Therefore, in order to compare scores across all
questionnaires, American norms were used.

Participants were considered distinguishable by their gender. The members of a distinguishable
dyad can be differentiated on a within-dyad variable (e.g., gender) that has substantial meaning
to distinguish members from one another (Kenny and Cook 1999). Several sets of Actor-Partner
Interdependence Models (APIM, Kenny et al. 2006) were tested using structural equation modeling.
APIMs consider the couple the unit of analysis. Therefore, a dyad-level dataset was used where the
unit of analysis is the couple. Furthermore, APIMs consider the interdependent effects between the two
partners, because they account for the actor and partner effects. Three sets of APIMs were analyzed
in order to study the different personality effects on each partner’s dyadic adjustment. All models
represent saturated models.
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The first set of APIMs involved self-rated personality. One personality trait was analyzed at a
time in each model. Both partners’ dyadic adjustment was predicted by each partner’s self-rated
personality (self-rating models). Therefore, ten models that estimated self-rated personality actor and
partner effects were analyzed (one for each Big Five trait and maladaptive trait) (see Figure 1 for the
self-rating model).
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The second set of APIMs involved partner-rated personality. The analyses were run the same as
in the first set of analyses. Therefore, this second set of APIMs included ten models that estimated
partner-rated personality actor and partner effects (one for each Big Five trait and maladaptive trait)
(see Figure 2 for the partner-rating model).
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Figure 2. Partner-rating model. Each partner’s dyadic adjustment is predicted by each partner’s
partner-rated personality. The label “Partner-Rated” represents the partner’s rating of that individual’s
personality (e.g., partner-rated women represents the men’s rating of the women’s personality).

The third set of analyses consisted of both self- and partner-rated personality simultaneously
analyzed in an integrated model. This allows for the assessment of the effects of partner-rated
personality above and beyond self-rated personality (and vice versa). Models were run separately
for each Big Five trait and maladaptive trait. Therefore, this set of analyses included ten models that
estimated self- and partner-rated personality actor and partner effects (one for each Big Five trait and
maladaptive trait) (see Figure 3 for the integrated model).

Analyses were conducted using MPlus 8.0 (Muthén and Muthén 2017). An alpha level of 0.05 was
used for all tests of statistical significance. The estimator was specified as MLR, a maximum likelihood
estimation method with standard errors and a chi-square test statistic that are robust to non-normality.
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3. Results

3.1. Sample Characteristics

The sample includes 113 couples. Female participants had a mean age of 24.2 (SD = 2.3, range = 21
to 30) and male participants had a mean age of 25.1 (SD = 2.6, range = 21 to 30). Length of relationship
ranged from eight to 120 months (M = 34.9, SD = 23.1) and length of cohabitation ranged from six to 86
months (M = 17.8, SD = 14.5). Of the participants, 70.8% of the women and 50.4% of the men were
students, 24.8% of the women and 46.9% of the men were employed, and 4.4% of the women and 2.7%
of the men were unemployed.

3.2. Descriptive Analyses

For all measures, please refer to Table 1 for the means and standard deviations of the T scores,
and Hedges’ g effect sizes with their 95% CI centered on mean differences for the paired-sample t-tests
for male and female partners. Women’s dyadic adjustment (M = 49.75, SD = 6.90) was non-significantly
higher than men’s (M = 48.83, SD = 7.09). Using the interpretive guidelines (Spanier 1976), it appears
that, on average, both women and men are well adjusted in their relationship. On closer inspection,
87 women report being well adjusted (T score >45) and 85 men report the same. Women and men
differed significantly on some self-rated and partner-rated traits. Women scored significantly higher
on self-rated conscientiousness (t(112) = 2.21, p = .029, 95% CI [0.31, 5.60]) and negative affect (t(112)
= 6.98, p < .001, 95% CI [9.91, 17.76]), and on partner-rated (as they were rated by men) neuroticism
(t(112) = 2.59, p = .011, 95% CI [1.08, 8.02]), conscientiousness (t(112) = 2.59, p = .011, 95% CI [0.93,
6.95]), and negative affect (t(112) = 4.16, p < .001, 95% CI [3.31, 9.33]). Men scored significantly higher
on self-rated detachment (t(112) = −2.10, p = .038, 95% CI [−4.33, −0.13]) and disinhibition (t(112) =

−2.83, p = .006, 95% CI [−13.85, −2.43]). Nonindependence for distinguishable dyads was computed
using the partial Pearson product-moment correlation while controlling for the predictor variables.
Partners’ dyadic adjustment was significantly correlated, r = .49, p < .001. Therefore, women and
men in this sample were significantly interdependent with regard to their dyadic adjustment. (For all
other correlations, please refer to the Supplemental data. These correlations were not used for the
interpretation of the results in this study.)
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations for T scores, and Hedges’ g effect sizes with their 95% CI for
mean differences for the paired-sample t-tests for male and female partners.

Female Male

Measure M (SD) M (SD) p 95% CI Hedges’ g

Self-Report

N 54.88 (11.11) 52.76 (10.04) .109 (−0.48, 7.71) .20
E 51.75 (12.02) 52.87 (11.25) .431 (−3.91, 1.68) .10
O 58.65 (10.93) 59.49 (9.97) .476 (−3.14, 1.47) .08
A 46.72 (10.11) 49.39 (11.06) .056 (−5.42, 0.75) .69
C 49.19 (10.23) 46.23 (11.74) .029 (0.31, 5.60) .27

Nega 60.60 (16.28) 46.76 (14.25) .000 (9.91, 17.76) .90
Det 49.03 (9.55) 51.26 (10.16) .038 (−4.33, −0.13) .23
Psy 62.93 (19.14) 62.12 (15.23) .689 (−3.18, 4.79) .05
Ant 51.40 (12.48) 50.94 (12.72) .759 (−2.48, 3.39) .04
Dis 41.16 (20.65) 49.30 (24.00) .006 (−13.85, −2.43) .36

Partner-Report Men’s View of Women Women’s View of Men

N 56.16 (11.79) 51.61 (12.89) .011 (1.08, 8.02) .37
E 51.08 (12.62) 52.55 (12.07) .405 (−4.95, 2.01) .12
O 59.28 (10.97) 60.83 (12.01) .266 (−4.29, 1.20) .13
A 50.43 (10.80) 51.75 (11.90) .404 (−4.44, 1.80) .12
C 52.35 (10.39) 48.41 (11.00) .011 (0.93, 6.95) .37

Nega 58.92 (11.45) 52.6 (11.15) .000 (3.31, 9.33) .56
Det 51.02 (9.92) 50.77 (9.50) .835 (−2.12, 2.61) .03
Psy 56.30 (13.96) 55.26 (12.83) .531 (−2.24, 4.31) .08
Ant 46.91 (8.26) 48.00 (9.61) .302 (−3.17, 0.99) .12
Dis 52.37 (11.72) 51.72 (11.83) .667 (−2.35, 3.65) .06

DAS 49.75 (6.90) 48.83 (7.09) .177 (−0.42, 2.25) .13

Note. The label “Partner-Report” represents the partner’s rating of that individual’s personality (e.g., partner-report
for women represents the men’s rating of the women’s personality). N = neuroticism; E = extraversion; O = openness;
A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; Nega = negative affect; Det = detachment; Psy = psychoticism; Ant =
antagonism; Dis = disinhibition. Data in bold represent statistically significant values, p < .05.

3.3. Self-Rated Personality and Dyadic Adjustment

In the first set of analyses (see Figure 1), self-rated personality actor and partner effects on dyadic
adjustment were estimated for each of the Big Five and maladaptive personality traits while controlling
for each partner’s age, and the length of the relationship and cohabitation. A summary of the results is
in Table 2.

Positive actor effects were found for both women and men for agreeableness and conscientiousness.
A positive actor effect was found for men for extraversion. These results support Hypothesis 1. Negative
actor effects were found for both women and men for neuroticism, detachment, and psychoticism.
Negative actor effects were found for women for negative affect and disinhibition. These results support
Hypothesis 2. When women and men viewed themselves as high in agreeableness or conscientiousness,
they reported greater dyadic adjustment. Men who viewed themselves as high in extraversion
reported greater dyadic adjustment. However, when women and men viewed themselves as high
in neuroticism, detachment, or psychoticism, they reported lower dyadic adjustment. When women
viewed themselves as high in negative affect or disinhibition, they reported lower dyadic adjustment.
Effect sizes were small to medium ranging from |β| = .18 (t(106) = 2.21, p = .027) to |β| = .34 (t(106) =

−3.71, p < .001) (see Table 2) (Cohen 1988). No actor effects were found for openness or antagonism.
Positive partner effects were found for women for conscientiousness and for men for agreeableness.

These results support Hypothesis 1. Negative partner effects were found for both women and men
for neuroticism and antagonism. Negative partner effects were found for men for negative affect,
detachment, and psychoticism. These results support Hypothesis 2. Therefore, women rated their
dyadic adjustment as being higher when their partner viewed themselves as high in conscientiousness.
Men rated their dyadic adjustment as being higher when their partner viewed themselves as high
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in agreeableness. However, women and men reported lower dyadic adjustment when their partner
viewed themselves as high in neuroticism or antagonism. Men reported lower dyadic adjustment when
their partner viewed themselves as high in negative affect, detachment, or psychoticism. Effect sizes
were small to medium ranging from |β| = .18 (t(106) = −2.04, p = .042) to |β| = .44 (t(106) = 5.90, p < .001)
(see Table 2; Cohen 1988). No partner effects were found for extraversion, openness, or disinhibition.

Table 2. Results from self-rated models.

Self-Rated Model

Female DAS Male DAS

Scale A1 t p P1 t p A2 t p P2 t p

N −.302 −3.12 .002 −.245 −2.63 .009 −.193 −2.25 .025 −.222 −2.47 .014
E .111 1.15 .252 .001 0.02 .988 .202 2.36 .018 .071 0.81 .418
O .160 1.57 .116 .102 1.20 .229 .080 0.92 .360 .102 0.95 .341
A .227 2.39 .017 .114 1.10 .270 .182 2.21 .027 .436 5.90 .000
C .206 2.00 .045 .262 3.09 .002 .285 3.33 .001 .106 1.00 .320

Nega −.243 −2.99 .003 −.158 −1.59 .111 −.155 −1.59 .111 −.253 −2.85 .004
Det −.275 −2.96 .003 −.054 −0.52 .606 −.208 −2.32 .021 −.187 −2.07 .038
Psy −.341 −3.71 .000 −.055 −0.56 .578 −.216 −2.51 .012 −.289 −2.79 .005
Ant −.135 −1.50 .135 −.184 −2.04 .042 −.087 −0.81 .417 −.346 −3.91 .000
Dis −.301 −3.12 .002 −.048 −0.52 .601 −.115 −1.49 .135 −.112 −1.01 .312

Note. Beta coefficients are standardized. Data in bold represent statistically significant values, p < .05. A1 =
female actor effect; P1 = female partner effect; A2 = male actor effect; P2 = male partner effect; N = neuroticism;
E = extraversion; O = openness; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; Nega = negative affect; Det = detachment;
Psy = psychoticism; Ant = antagonism; Dis = disinhibition.

To test whether actor and partner effects differed among women and men, their corresponding
actor and partner estimates were constrained to be invariant and the chi-square difference test was
examined. Constraining the actor and partner estimates did not decrease model fit. Therefore, the actor
and partner effects for both partners do not differ on the ten self-reported traits.

To test whose self-rated personality had the largest effect on each partner’s dyadic adjustment,
actor and partner estimates for each trait for one partner’s dyadic adjustment were constrained to
be invariant and the chi-square difference test was examined. Constraining men’s actor and partner
estimates for agreeableness to be invariant significantly decreased model fit (∆χ2 (∆df = 5) = 11.42,
p = .044). Women’s self-rated agreeableness had a significantly larger effect on men’s dyadic adjustment
than men’s self-rated agreeableness had on their own dyadic adjustment.

3.4. Partner-Rated Personality and Dyadic Adjustment

In the second set of analyses (see Figure 2), partner-rated personality actor and partner effects on
dyadic adjustment were estimated for each of the Big Five traits and maladaptive personality traits
while controlling for each partner’s age, and the length of the couples’ relationship and cohabitation.
Please refer to Table 3 for a summary of the results. In these models, actor paths (A1 and A2) represent
the association between the partner’s view of the individual’s personality (“how my partner sees
me”) and that individual’s own dyadic adjustment. The partner paths (P1 and P2) represent the
relationship between the individual’s view of their partner (“how I see my partner”) and their own
dyadic adjustment.

Positive actor effects were found for both women and men for conscientiousness. Positive
actor effects were found for women for openness, and for men for extraversion and agreeableness.
These results support Hypothesis 1. Negative actor effects were found for both partners for neuroticism,
negative affect, and antagonism. Negative actor effects were found for women for disinhibition,
and for men for detachment and psychoticism. These results support Hypothesis 2. Therefore,
when women were viewed as high in openness or conscientiousness, they reported greater dyadic
adjustment. Men who were viewed as high in extraversion, agreeableness, or conscientiousness
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reported greater dyadic adjustment. When women and men were viewed as high in neuroticism,
negative affect, or antagonism, they reported lower dyadic adjustment. When women were viewed
as high in disinhibition, they reported lower dyadic adjustment. When men were viewed as high
in detachment or psychoticism, they reported lower dyadic adjustment. Effect sizes were small to
medium ranging from |β| = .15 (t(106) = −2.10, p = .036) to |β| = .33 (t(106) = −4.07, p < .001) (see Table 3;
Cohen 1988).

Positive partner effects were found for both women and men for agreeableness and
conscientiousness. Positive partner effects were found for men for extraversion and openness. These
results support Hypothesis 1. Negative partner effects were found for both women and men for
neuroticism, negative affect, detachment, psychoticism, antagonism, and disinhibition. These results
support Hypothesis 2. Therefore, when women and men viewed their partner as being high in
agreeableness or conscientiousness, they reported greater dyadic adjustment. Men who rated their
partner as being high in extraversion or openness reported greater dyadic adjustment. When women
and men rated their partner as high in neuroticism, negative affect, detachment, psychoticism,
antagonism, or disinhibition, they reported lower dyadic adjustment. Effect sizes were small to
large ranging from |β| = .22 (t(106) = 2.45, p = .014) to |β| = .55 (t(106) = 9.41, p < .001) (see Table 3;
Cohen 1988).

Table 3. Results from partner-rated models.

Partner-Rated Model

Female DAS Male DAS

Scale A1 t p P1 t p A2 t p P2 t p

N −.325 −4.07 .000 −.353 −4.74 .000 −.158 −2.20 .028 −.471 −6.41 .000
E .060 0.62 .534 .048 0.48 .631 .189 2.39 .017 .332 4.06 .000
O .227 2.53 .011 .175 1.82 .070 .077 0.94 .346 .399 4.73 .000
A .095 1.08 .280 .290 3.49 .000 .189 2.48 .013 .485 8.02 .000
C .277 3.94 .000 .472 6.86 .000 .259 3.57 .000 .554 9.41 .000

Nega −.324 −4.04 .000 −.328 −3.50 .000 −.211 −2.35 .019 −.438 −6.33 .000
Det −.122 −1.38 .167 −.276 −3.52 .000 −.152 −2.10 .036 −.459 −6.21 .000
Psy −.073 −0.66 .512 −.369 −3.86 .000 −.203 −2.52 .012 −.337 −3.91 .000
Ant −.248 −2.21 .027 −.229 −2.15 .032 −.280 −3.24 .001 −.387 −5.07 .000
Dis −.323 −4.18 .000 −.222 −2.45 .014 −.140 −1.62 .105 −.433 −6.26 .000

Note. Beta coefficients are standardized. Data in bold represent statistically significant values, p < .05. A1 =
female actor effect; P1 = female partner effect; A2 = male actor effect; P2 = male partner effect; N = neuroticism;
E = extraversion; O = openness; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; Nega = negative affect; Det = detachment;
Psy = psychoticism; Ant = antagonism; Dis = disinhibition.

To test whether actor and partner effects differed among men and women, their corresponding
actor and partner estimates were constrained to be invariant and the chi-square difference test was
examined. Constraining the actor and partner estimates did not decrease model fit. Therefore, the actor
and partner effects for both partners do not differ on the ten partner-reported traits.

To test whose partner-rated personality had the largest effect on each partner’s dyadic adjustment,
actor and partner estimates for each trait for one partner’s dyadic adjustment were constrained to be
invariant and the chi-square difference test was examined. Setting men’s actor and partner estimates
for agreeableness or conscientiousness to be invariant significantly decreased model fit (∆χ2 (∆df = 5)
= 17.24, p = .004; ∆χ2 (∆df = 5) = 19.06, p = .002). Therefore, men’s dyadic adjustment appears to be
influenced more by how agreeable or conscientious they think their partner is than by what women
think of their agreeableness or conscientiousness.

3.5. Integrated Model with Both Self- and Partner-Rated Personality and Dyadic Adjustment

The third set of analyses (see Figure 3) consisted of actor and partner effects of self- and partner-rated
personality on dyadic adjustment being estimated for each of the Big Five traits and maladaptive
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personality traits while controlling for each partner’s age, and the length of the relationship and
cohabitation. A summary of the results is in Table 4.

Table 4. Results from integrated models.

Female DAS

Scale (S)A1 t p (P)A1 t p (S)P1 t p (P)P1 t p

N −.180 −1.75 .079 −.207 −1.93 .053 −.120 −1.09 .275 −.260 −2.63 .009
E .152 1.16 .247 −.040 −0.30 .766 −.062 −0.48 .633 .082 0.59 .558
O .014 0.12 .903 .226 2.30 .021 −.029 −0.29 .774 .188 1.59 .112
A .199 1.72 .085 −.005 −0.05 .963 −.035 −0.26 .793 .274 2.38 .018
C .054 0.47 .636 .252 2.81 .005 −.005 −0.05 .957 .461 5.30 .000

Nega −.053 −0.57 .569 −.309 −3.38 .001 .065 0.65 .517 −.356 −3.36 .001
Det −.222 −2.45 .014 −.082 −0.79 .429 .066 0.55 .584 −.253 −2.94 .003
Psy −.198 −1.81 .071 −.018 −0.15 .879 .038 0.35 .730 −.288 −2.63 .008
Ant .049 0.44 .661 −.262 −2.03 .043 −.017 −0.17 .865 −.238 −1.95 .051
Dis −.113 −0.97 .334 −.300 −3.23 .001 .080 1.01 .315 −.210 −2.18 .029

Male DAS

Scale (S)A2 t p (P)A2 t p (S)P2 t p (P)P2 t p

N −.127 −1.26 .206 −.098 −1.07 .284 .004 0.04 .969 −.449 −4.58 .000
E .174 1.35 .177 .083 0.65 .513 −.287 −2.31 .021 .512 4.37 .000
O −.073 −0.77 .442 .152 1.67 .095 −.198 −1.63 .104 .519 5.42 .000
A .104 1.05 .292 .079 0.90 .369 .254 2.60 .009 .332 3.77 .000
C .124 1.36 .173 .239 2.69 .007 −.191 −1.85 .064 .618 8.61 .000

Nega .004 0.04 .968 −.210 −1.92 .056 −.021 −0.20 .843 −.428 −4.96 .000
Det .001 0.02 .987 −.136 −1.73 .083 −.077 −1.00 .324 −.437 −5.98 .000
Psy −.126 −1.42 .157 −.081 −0.78 .436 −.161 −1.18 .237 −.250 −2.29 .022
Ant .157 1.38 .166 −.321 −3.65 .000 −.074 −0.75 .451 −.415 −4.63 .000
Dis .058 0.71 .478 −.205 −2.28 .023 .163 1.45 .147 −.510 −6.52 .000

Note. Beta coefficients are standardized. Data in bold represent statistically significant values, p < .05. (S)A1 =
actor effect of women’s self-rated personality; (P)A1 = actor effect of men’s rating of women’s personality; (S)P1 =
partner effect of men’s self-rated personality; (P)P1 = partner effect of women’s rating of men’s personality; (S)A2
= actor effect of men’s self-rated personality; (P)A2 = actor effect of women’s rating of men’s personality; (S)P2
= partner effect of women’s self-rated personality; (P)P2 = partner effect of men’s rating of women’s personality;
N = neuroticism; E = extraversion; O = openness; A = agreeableness; C = conscientiousness; Nega = negative affect;
Det = detachment; Psy = psychoticism; Ant = antagonism; Dis = disinhibition.

When all other effects were held constant, positive actor effects were found for both partners
for partner-rated conscientiousness. A positive actor effect was found for women for partner-rated
openness. These results support Hypothesis 1. Negative actor effects were found for both women and
men for partner-rated antagonism and disinhibition. Negative actor effects were found for women for
partner-rated negative affect and for self-rated detachment. These results support Hypothesis 2. When
both self- and partner-rated personality were analyzed together, 90.9% of the significant actor effects that
emerged were for relations between partner-ratings and dyadic adjustment. This supports Hypothesis
3. That is, when controlling for self-ratings, partners who were viewed as high in conscientiousness
reported greater dyadic adjustment. Women who were viewed as high in openness reported greater
dyadic adjustment. Furthermore, partners who were viewed as high in antagonism or disinhibition
reported lower dyadic adjustment. Women who were viewed as high in negative affect reported lower
dyadic adjustment. Finally, when controlling for partner-ratings, women who viewed themselves as
high in detachment reported lower dyadic adjustment. Effect sizes were small to medium ranging from
|β| = .21 (t(104) = −2.28, p = .023) to |β| = .32 (t(104) = −3.65, p < .001) (see Table 4; Cohen 1988). No actor
effects were found for self-rated neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
negative affect, psychoticism, antagonism, or disinhibition when controlling for partner-ratings of
these traits. No actor effects were found for partner-rated extraversion, agreeableness, detachment,
or psychoticism when controlling for self-ratings of these traits.
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When all other effects were held constant, positive partner effects were found for both partners
for partner-rated agreeableness and conscientiousness. Positive partner effects were found for men
for self-rated agreeableness and for partner-rated extraversion and openness. These results support
Hypothesis 1. Negative partner effects were found for both partners for partner-rated neuroticism,
negative affect, detachment, psychoticism, and disinhibition. A negative partner effect was found
for men for partner-rated antagonism. These results support Hypothesis 2. Furthermore, a negative
partner effect was found for men for self-rated extraversion. When both self- and partner-rated
personality were analyzed together, 85.7% of the significant partner effects that emerged were for
relations between partner-ratings and dyadic adjustment. This supports Hypothesis 3. That is,
when controlling for self-ratings, women and men who rated their partner as high in agreeableness
or conscientiousness reported greater dyadic adjustment. Men who rated their partner as high in
extraversion or openness reported greater dyadic adjustment. Women and men who rated their partner
as high in neuroticism, negative affect, detachment, psychoticism, or disinhibition reported lower
dyadic adjustment. When controlling for partner-ratings, men reported greater dyadic adjustment
when their partner viewed themselves as high in agreeableness. They reported lower dyadic adjustment
when their partner viewed themselves as high in extraversion or antagonism. That is, while controlling
for all other effects, when there was a greater difference between women’s view of themselves and what
men think of them on these traits, men’s dyadic adjustment suffered. Effect sizes were small to large
ranging from |β| = .21 (t(104) = −2.18, p = .029) to |β| = .62 (t(104) = 8.61, p < .001) (see Table 4; Cohen
1988). No partner effects were found for self-rated neuroticism, openness, negative affect, detachment,
psychoticism, antagonism, or disinhibition when controlling for partner-ratings of these traits.

To see whether the constraining effects found in the individual self-rated and partner-rated models
replicate in the integrated model, actor and partner estimates for men were constrained for self-rated
agreeableness, and partner-rated agreeableness and conscientiousness. When controlling for all other
effects, constraining men’s actor and partner estimates for self-rated agreeableness did not decrease
model fit (∆χ2 (∆df = 5) = .61, p = .987). However, constraining men’s actor and partner estimates
for partner-rated agreeableness and conscientiousness did decrease model fit ((∆χ2 (∆df = 5) = 12.80,
p = .025; (∆χ2 (∆df = 5) = 22.55, p < .001 respectively). Therefore, even after controlling for all other
effects for men, men’s perception of women’s agreeableness and conscientiousness had a larger effect
on their own dyadic adjustment than women’s perception of men on these traits did.

4. Discussion

4.1. Self- and Partner-Rated Personality Examined Separately

Several personality traits significantly affected women and men’s dyadic adjustment, which is
in line with previous research. Neuroticism was most clearly associated with dyadic adjustment
when examining both self- and partner-ratings as well as actor and partner effects. This is consistent
with previous studies (Bouchard et al. 1999; Karney and Bradbury 1997). Neuroticism is defined
as the tendency to experience and have trouble coping with negative emotions such as anxiety and
anger (McCrae and Costa 2010). It has also been associated with mental health problems such as
mood disorders (Malouff et al. 2005). Individuals who are higher on neuroticism tend to behave more
negatively and have partners who behave more negatively during problem solving tasks (McNulty
2008). Therefore, individuals are less well adjusted when they view their partner as emotionally
unstable. Conscientiousness was also significantly associated with dyadic adjustment for both partners
in most cases. Conscientiousness is shown to increase as people age, particularly in young adulthood
(Lucas and Donnellan 2009). This trait is also associated with performance of adult roles and successful
adaptation to these demands. Therefore, those who exhibit these qualities and who have partners who
exhibit these qualities tend to have more satisfying relationships (Watson et al. 2000). Furthermore,
women’s dyadic adjustment was often associated with negative affect, antagonism, and disinhibition,
less frequently with agreeableness, detachment, and psychoticism, and never with extraversion.
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Men’s dyadic adjustment was consistently predicted by agreeableness, detachment, and psychoticism,
was often predicted by extraversion (unlike for women), negative affect and antagonism, and less
frequently by disinhibition. Finally, similar to what has been previously found in the literature,
both partner’s dyadic adjustment was associated with men’s rating of women’s openness (Orth 2013).
Individuals who rate high on this trait are described as being imaginative, creative, having flexible or
unconventional values, and as having an interest in new activities or experiences. They may also use
an intellectual approach to their perception of the world (Caspi et al. 2005). Given this project’s sample
being composed primarily of young professionals and university students, it is not surprising that
openness to experience did show some effects on dyadic adjustment.

There were more significant predictors of men’s dyadic adjustment than of women’s. Overall,
women and men’s dyadic adjustment was more consistently predicted by negative traits than positive
ones. It is not surprising to learn that self- and partner-reports of maladaptive personality traits
were associated with lower dyadic adjustment. Research shows that individuals who rate higher on
maladaptive personality traits are rigid, inflexible, and have difficulty adapting to social challenges
which may in turn aggravate relationship issues (Johnson et al. 2004). It may be that individuals
who rate higher on maladaptive personality traits seek out partners who also rate higher on these
traits (Sleep et al. 2017), thereby contributing to the individual’s maladjustment. Furthermore,
this study’s sample of participants was a community sample. Therefore, the significant negative effects
underline the importance of considering subclinical personality disorder symptoms when studying
couple adjustment.

With regard to positive traits, men’s dyadic adjustment was more frequently associated with
positive traits than women’s dyadic adjustment was. Women are perceived more positively than men
are because of gender stereotypes (Prentice and Carranza 2002). It may be that men show a favorable
reaction to women’s positive traits because both partners expect and play out these gender stereotypes.

Furthermore, as predicted, most of the significant effects came from the partner-rated models.
That is, of the 53 significant effects, 32 (60%) were from partner-rated models. Additionally, similar to
previous findings (Altmann et al. 2013; Brock et al. 2016; Schaffhuser et al. 2016), effect sizes were largest
for partner effects of partner-ratings. While the way individuals viewed their partner’s personality
played the most important role, how men viewed their partner’s personality was consistently related
to their own dyadic adjustment. The effects that an individual’s rating of their partner’s personality
and that partner’s rating of their own personality had on the individual’s dyadic adjustment were
quite different. Even though both variables measure the same thing, the effects on dyadic adjustment
were markedly different. Therefore, the effects seen in the partner-rating models do not reflect actual
characteristics of the partner’s personality. The validity of the individual’s personality judgment may
have varied based on the quality of the information available to them (Funder 1995). The partners may
have used their current level of dyadic adjustment as a basis for judging their partner’s personality.
Those who reported higher dyadic adjustment assessed their partners more favorably, and those
who reported lower dyadic adjustment assessed their partners less favorably. Research shows that
constructed representations, how individuals see their partners through filters driven by their ideals,
predicts idealized impressions (Murray et al. 1996). For both women and men, their view of their
partner’s conscientiousness showed the overall strongest effect on their dyadic adjustment. Therefore,
women and men who want a partner who is responsible and who view their partners as responsible tend
to see an increase in their dyadic adjustment, at least among dating couples. Altogether, these results
reflect the subjective perceptions of the partners rather than their objective traits.

The examination of gender revealed that is does play a role in the relationship between
personality and dyadic adjustment in young couples. When examining constraints, some significant
differences emerged. That is, men’s dyadic adjustment was more significantly predicted by women’s
self-rated agreeableness than men’s. It was also more significantly predicted by men’s perception
of women’s agreeableness or conscientiousness than women’s perception of men on these traits.
Agreeableness involves interpersonal characteristics that foster friendly relationships with others,
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including cooperation, consideration, empathy, generosity, politeness, and kindness (McCrae and
Costa 2010). Agreeableness and conscientiousness are also related in terms of their associations with
responsibility, that is, being reliable and dependable (Roberts et al. 2004). They also both involve aspects
of inhibition (Caspi et al. 2005). These qualities were important predictors for men’s dyadic adjustment.
Furthermore, gender stereotypes may explain this effect (Prentice and Carranza 2002). Young dating
couples may expect women partners to be agreeable and conscientious and therefore women play
out these roles while men judge them based on how well they play out these roles, which in turn
influences how satisfied they are with the relationship. Men’s dyadic adjustment may be projected
onto their perception of their partner’s personality. Furthermore, individuals, or women in this case,
who rate high in agreeableness want to have positive relationships with others. Conscientiousness
and agreeableness are also related to emotional control in that agreeable people try to control their
expression of anger (Jensen-Campbell and Graziano 2001), for example, which may otherwise threaten
the relationship. Women tend to report that they attempt to regulate negative emotions more than
men do (Tobin et al. 2000) which may explain the positive effects on men’s dyadic adjustment seen in
this project.

4.2. Self- and Partner-Rated Personality Analyzed Together: Integrated Model

When self- and partner-rated personality were analyzed together in an integrated model, several
significant effects disappeared. Most of the significant effects of women’s and men’s self-rated
personality on women’s dyadic adjustment were no longer significant. A somewhat similar pattern
was observed in men. Most of the significant effects in the self-rating model for men were no longer
significant. One new significant negative partner effect emerged. Interestingly, this was found for
extraversion. It appears as though men prefer partners who rate themselves similarly to how men rate
them on extraversion. That is, men may not be well adjusted when their partners rate themselves as
higher on extraversion, and the opposite might be true as well. Men may not be well adjusted when
their partners rate themselves as lower on extraversion and as therefore lacking outgoing and social
characteristics. Furthermore, some of the significant actor effects and all of the significant partner
effects of partner-reported personality on men’s dyadic adjustment remained in the integrated model.
While each partner’s view of the other’s personality played the most important role, men’s view of
women’s personality was consistently related to their own dyadic adjustment. Finally, similar to results
in the separate models, effect sizes were largest for partner effects of partner-ratings, particularly
for men’s partner effects of partner-ratings (i.e., the effect of men’s view of women’s personality on
men’s dyadic adjustment), with men’s rating of women’s conscientiousness having the largest effect.
Individuals high on conscientiousness are typically more goal-oriented, better at following norms
and rules, and are better at controlling their impulses (Roberts et al. 2009). This study’s sample was
comprised largely of young professionals and students who often require these characteristics to be
successful, and it can be assumed that an individual in their twenties wants a partner who has these
qualities. Furthermore, with regard to negative traits, disinhibition, related to the extreme negative
expression of conscientiousness, was most consistently associated with dyadic adjustment. That is,
individuals who were perceived as and who perceived their partner as tending to prefer immediate
gratification, a lack of consideration for past mistakes, and impulsive behavior (Decuyper et al. 2018),
also reported dissatisfaction.

When reproducing constraints from the separate models, some significant differences remain
in the integrated model. Even after all other effects were held constant, men’s perception of
women’s agreeableness and conscientiousness had a larger effect on men’s dyadic adjustment than
women’s perception of men on these traits did. Although men did rate women’s agreeableness and
conscientiousness to be higher than theirs, women’s partner-rated agreeableness and conscientiousness
were still within the average of what is expected in adults. Nonetheless, the men in this sample greatly
appreciated having a partner who exhibited characteristics of these traits.



Soc. Sci. 2019, 8, 271 16 of 21

Overall, the results demonstrate significant evidence for the incremental predictive effects of
partner-rated personality on dyadic adjustment, especially for partner effects (i.e., the effect of an
individual’s perception of their partner’s personality on their own dyadic adjustment). That is, of the
32 significant effects in the integrated model, 28 (87.5%) were of partner-ratings, 18 (56.25% total, 64.29%
of partner-ratings) of which were partner effects. In other words, with regard to personality, the most
important factor for dyadic adjustment is how individuals perceive their partner. The results from
this study can have important implications for couple therapists and the development of intervention
strategies. Marital therapists are increasingly addressing personality characteristics with the belief that
these characteristics are associated with distress and affect the outcomes of couple therapy (Gattis et al.
2004). Previous research mainly focuses on couples who have been together for several years and who
are married. The current research focused on young dating couples and is therefore informative of the
earlier stages of relationships. Therapists benefit from understanding how partners view each other
and from knowing what personality traits predict successful relationships. If they understand how
personality predicts dyadic adjustment at the beginning of relationships, it may be easier for them
to intervene and help couples minimize or avoid rigid and dysfunctional patterns rather than try to
work on them later. Couple therapy research demonstrates that couples continue to influence each
other over the course of treatment (Cook and Snyder 2005). With couples gaining insight into how
their personality patterns predict relationship dysfunction, they can become more sensitive to one
another and respond more appropriately, thereby reducing conflict. Furthermore, personality trait
ratings change more quickly in therapy than once thought, with these changes shown to maintain over
time (Roberts et al. 2017). These results help clinicians tailor their treatments to address specific traits
with high fidelity. Furthermore, addressing individuals’ interpretations of their partners’ personality
characteristics, rather than simply assessing actual characteristics, can have significant implications for
the ways in which couple therapists intervene.

4.3. Limitations

Some limitations should be taken into account when interpreting the findings. First, the study is
cross-sectional which therefore makes it not possible to discuss conclusions about causality. Future
longitudinal studies will be able to address this issue and will further our understanding of the
temporal direction between personality traits and dyadic adjustment. Most couples in this study have
agreed to be contacted at a later date in order for there to be follow-up with regard to their couple
status, personality traits, and dyadic adjustment if they are still in a relationship. A second limitation
of the present study has to do with the generalizability of results. Only heterosexual couples were
recruited for this study. Personality traits may play a different role in their relationship with dyadic
adjustment in same-sex couples. Research shows that homosexual and heterosexual individuals differ
significantly on several Big Five traits, the strongest of which is for openness to experience (Lippa
2005). It may be that our overall results would change if same-sex couples were included in the
sample because there may be differences in these couples. Therefore, the current results may not align
with those from same-sex couples. There are some studies that demonstrate the indirect effects of
personality on relationship quality (e.g., Clausell and Roisman 2009). However, there are no known
studies on the direct effect of personality traits on couple satisfaction in same-sex couples. Furthermore,
the sample in this study remains relatively small. The participating couples are also quite satisfied
overall, reducing the likelihood of finding small effects. Additional research using larger representative
population samples will allow for more generalizable results. Moreover, research on relationships
may create selection effects. The sample in this project consisted of volunteers. Research volunteers
are shown to be significantly higher in conscientiousness than nonvolunteers (Lonnqvist et al. 2007),
which may be explained by their sense of duty (McCrae and Costa 2010). Therefore, the incidence of
conscientiousness may have played a role in couples’ desire to spend time and effort to act as research
participants and in their dyadic adjustment. Furthermore, participants who decide to participate in
these types of studies may be more motivated to learn about and understand their relationship than
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the general population. Couples who are very well or very poorly adjusted may be more willing to
seek out and participate. Research shows that respondents are higher in extraversion, agreeableness,
and conscientiousness, and lower in neuroticism. This indicates that research volunteers are more
psychologically adjusted than individuals who choose not to participate. Furthermore, the sample
in this project consisted largely of young professionals and university students. These occupations
demand qualities of self-control and achievement motivation. Those who are at the beginning of
their career may strive for high standards and be persistent and determined in their pursuit of their
goals. In their relationships, they may be better able to generate strategies for handling social conflicts
and other emotionally arousing experiences. However, offering a monetary incentive may render the
study more attractive and more difficult to refuse. Nevertheless, the monetary incentive in this study
was judged appropriate (e.g., covers cost of travel and parking in downtown Montreal) by the ethics
committee. Finally, future research that includes self-reports of behavior as well as the assessment of
actual behaviors are needed to corroborate the results.

4.4. Conclusions

Despite these limitations, this study contributes to the existing literature on the association
between personality traits and dyadic adjustment in several ways. The sampling of only dating couples
in a limited age-range represents a strength of this study. Previous studies mostly use dating and/or
married couples across a large age-range making it difficult to map the progression of personality
and the effects it can have on dyadic adjustment across time and couple type. This study is part
of a bigger project that will follow participants in time and that will also include married couples.
This will allow for the direct comparison of dating and married couples with regard to personality
trait expression and relation to dyadic adjustment. It will also allow for the examination of changes
in personality trait expression across time, and which personality traits contribute to relationship
termination, maintenance, or transition to marriage. The study also used both self- and partner-ratings
of personality to get a more complete picture of the relationship between personality and dyadic
adjustment. Furthermore, the use of APIM models allowed for the consideration of the dyadic nature
of the data, and the study also included an integrated APIM to examine the incremental predictive
utility of partner-reports. Moreover, personality was assessed using two dimensional models that
span the normal-abnormal spectrum and the study is among the first to address associations between
maladaptive personality traits using the maladaptive personality trait model and dyadic adjustment.
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