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A B S T R A C T   

Previous research has shown that personality similarity plays a negligible role in explaining the life and rela
tionship satisfaction of couples. However, similarity in more proximally measured personality (i.e., facets) might 
explain additional variance in partners’ well-being. The current study examined if in a sample of 1294 female- 
male romantic couples individual and partner personality traits and facets were associated with life and rela
tionship satisfaction in expected ways. Similarity in personality traits and facets was not robustly associated with 
either life or relationship satisfaction of partners. The results are discussed in the context of the predictive 
validity of personality facets.   

1. Introduction 

Similar people tend to like each other (e.g., Byrne & Nelson, 1965). 
Additionally, romantic partners are similar on a host of characteristics, 
such as age, attitudes, intelligence, and personality (Luo, 2017). How
ever, does similarity in personality also matter for couple members’ 
satisfaction? This research question has been addressed by several 
studies indicating that personality trait similarity exerts a small effect on 
how satisfied partners are with their relationships and lives (Dyrenforth 
et al., 2010; van Scheppingen et al., 2019; Weidmann et al., 2016, 2017). 
One potential limitation of this work, however, is that it examines per
sonality similarity at a broad level—the superordinate Big Five traits. It 
might be more informative to examine whether similarity in personality 
facets—smaller, more specific descriptors of personality—matters for 
couple members’ satisfaction. For example, research has shown that it is 
important to consider personality facets (e.g., Jackson et al., 2009; 
Schwaba et al., 2020, 2022) as they can enhance the predictive value of 
personality for different life outcomes (e.g., Chopik & Lee, 2022; Danner 
et al., 2021; Deventer et al., 2019; Paunonen & Ashton, 2001; F. Y. Wu 
et al., 2022). The current study examined personality similarity at the 
personality facet level, beyond their actor and partner contributions, in 
predicting life and relationship satisfaction in a large couple sample. 

1.1. Similarity in the context of close relationships 

That similarity is assortative and a key driver for attraction is one of 
the more reliably demonstrated effects in social and personality research 
(e.g., Luo, 2017; Montoya et al., 2008). A great deal of attention has also 
been paid to modeling whether similarity in psychological characteris
tics between existing couple members is associated with well-being, rela
tionship satisfaction, quality, and longevity (e.g., Brandstätter et al., 
2018; Chopik & Lucas, 2019; Holman & Horstman, 2019; Hudson & 
Fraley, 2014; Lampis et al., 2018; Leikas et al., 2018; Rammstedt et al., 
2013; van Scheppingen et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2018; Weidmann et al., 
2016, 2017; R. Wu et al., 2020). 

Most studies on the similarity in personality traits use the Big Five 
taxonomy of personality— agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraver
sion, neuroticism (or negative emotionality), and openness to experi
ence (or open-mindedness; John & Srivastava, 1999). Across many 
different studies, including those with large numbers of diverse couples, 
personality similarity contributes very little in terms of explaining how 
satisfied couple members are with their relationships and their lives. 
This is particularly true when both individual (i.e., actor) and spousal (i. 
e., partner) effects are controlled for—an important consideration in 
isolating the unique predictive validity of personality similarity on life 
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and relational happiness (e.g., Chopik & Lucas, 2019; Furler et al., 2013; 
Leikas et al., 2018; van Scheppingen et al., 2019; Weidmann et al., 
2017). In other words, the main effects of each partner’s personality are 
more highly associated with relationship and life satisfaction than how 
similar the two partners are on a given trait. Specifically, it is generally 
the case that having higher levels of traits such as agreeableness and 
conscientiousness (and lower levels of traits like negative emotionality) 
is associated with better relational and individual well-being (Weid
mann et al., 2016). The same is seen, less consistently, for higher levels 
of extraversion and open-mindedness (Chopik & Lucas, 2019; van 
Scheppingen et al., 2019). 

This observation, that personality similarity is a relatively small 
predictor of relationship and life satisfaction relative to actor and part
ner effects, is seen when testing similarity in a variety of different ways, 
whether it be using absolute (or squared) difference scores between 
partners’ traits, profile agreement, intraclass correlations, responsive 
surface analyses, after accounting for stereotype accuracy, and more (e. 
g., Arrànz Becker, 2013; Chopik & Lucas, 2019; Dyrenforth et al., 2010; 
Furler et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2018; Weidmann et al., 2017). Sub
stantive interpretations of this work have often focused on the over
whelming influence of actor and partner effects, or that actual similarity 
might not drive relationship evaluations. In the current study, we focus 
on a different possibility: that conceptualizing personality similarity on 
such a broad level as the superordinate Big Five personality traits might 
reflect a test too broad to detect a similarity-satisfaction link. 

1.2. Integrating facet-level information into the study of personality 
similarity 

Although there is some disagreement about the best way to define 
personality, the most dominant model to date is the Big Five personality 
taxonomy. And even though this taxonomy is a useful descriptive model, 
its broadness often means that the specificity of a personality description 
can be lost (Soto & John, 2009). As a result, researchers have worked to 
develop a hierarchical model of personality traits (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 
1991, 1995, 1998; Soto & John, 2017a) in which lower order traits (i.e., 
facets) provide more specific information than the broader Big Five 
traits yet remain subsumed under their higher-order structure. 

Formal examinations of facets have proved useful in strengthening 
the understanding of associations between personality and important 
life outcomes beyond their higher-order traits (e.g., Chopik & Lee, 2022; 
Danner et al., 2021; Mund & Neyer, 2014; Paunonen & Ashton, 2001; F. 
Y. Wu et al., 2022). Further, facets often explain variance that their 
superordinate traits do not explain, going beyond the predictive validity 
of personality traits (e.g., Paunonen, 1998; Paunonen & Ashton, 2001; 
Schimmack et al., 2004). Thus, it could be the case that similarity in 
personality facets has the potential to be a better predictor of variation in 
relationship and life satisfaction than similarity in traits. In addition, 
personality facets are better predictors of various behaviors than trait 
factors (Paunonen & Ashton, 2001). In the context of romantic re
lationships, facets could capture the day-to-day experience of couples 
more closely compared to broader personality traits. This is in line with 
recent findings suggesting similarities in partners’ perceptions of daily 
situations are associated with relationship satisfaction and positive 
development in relationship satisfaction over time (Rentzsch et al., 
2022). Thus, in the present paper, we entertain the idea that modeling 
the effects of personality similarity at the broad, Big Five level might 
miss the important predictive power that facets have. Thus, studying 
similarity in more specific characteristics might provide additional 
insight into whether personality similarity is important for life and 
relationship satisfaction. 

Lastly, it has been argued that conclusions based on trait-level effects 
need to be tested on the facet level to ensure that the associations are 
reliably based on the whole trait and not on a single underlying facet   

that drives the trait-level effect (Mõttus, 2016). Thus, even if consistent 
trait similarity effects would be obtained for satisfaction in romantic 
couples, researchers first need to ensure that these similarity effects are 
based on the superordinate personality trait (e.g., conscientiousness) 
and not on a similarity effect of a single driving facet (e.g., 
responsibility). 

Even though the present research focuses on similarity in personality 
facets and its association with satisfaction in couples, similarity effects 
need to be contextualized from the backdrop of actor and partner effects 
of personality facets. Research on personality facets in romantic couples 
is generally rare to date. One study of 118 couples found that both 
partners’ facets of negative and positive emotionality (i.e., measured 
with the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire) were associated 
with marital satisfaction on the actor and partner level (Stroud et al., 
2010). While the facets of negative emotionality mirrored the effects on 
the trait level, some facets of positive emotionality went in different 
directions, highlighting the importance of considering traits and facets’ 
actor and partner effects in couples. Regarding similarity effects of 
personality facets, Nemechek and Olson (1999) examined personality 
trait- and facet-level similarity (using difference scores) and marital 
adjustment in 99 couples. While the authors found significant similarity 
effects for several facets (e.g., depression, a facet of neuroticism; open
ness to feeling, a facet of open-mindedness), these analyses did not 
control for simple actor (i.e., someone’s personality predicting their own 
outcome) or partner (i.e., someone’s personality predicting their part
ner’s outcome) effects. The research to date highlights the necessity of 
implementing lower-level personality measures into studies measuring 
personality similarity and relationship outcomes. 

1.3. The present study 

The current study2 examined actor, partner, and similarity effects of 
Big Five personality traits and facets on relationship and life satisfaction 
in romantic couples. Although previous research has identified only 
small effects of personality trait similarity on relationship and life 
satisfaction, it is possible that considering lower-order personality 
characteristics (i.e., facets) might provide unique information about 
how personality (of individuals and their spouses) is associated with 
relationship and life satisfaction. We chose life and relationship satis
faction as outcome variables because both measures are associated with 
personality traits and facets (Malouff et al., 2010; Stewart et al., 2022; 
Stroud et al., 2010; Weidmann et al., 2016). Including these satisfaction 
measures provides a clearer picture of whether actor, partner, and 
similarity effects are only found for contextualized satisfaction (i.e., 
relationship satisfaction) and/or also for broader satisfaction (i.e., life 
satisfaction). We collected data on 1,294 couples who provided infor
mation on their personalities, their relationship satisfaction, and their 
life satisfaction. Based on that data, we examined if being similar on 
personality traits and facets was associated with higher individual and 
relational well-being using dyadic polynomial regression and response 
surface analysis. 

We pre-registered our research questions and analytic approach (see 
https://osf.io/j7xgk for non-blinded pre-registration). Data, R code, 
output files, and study materials can be found on our OSF site (htt 

2 The two first authors were involved in conceptualizing the study, analyzing 
the data, and writing the manuscript, the second first author was also involved 
in the data collection. The third, fourth, and fifth author were involved in 
writing the manuscript. The sixth author was involved in reviewing the 
manuscript. The last author was involved in conceptualizing the study, col
lecting the data, and reviewing the manuscript. 
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ps://osf.io/kze6c/). 

1.3.1. Research questions 
We pre-registered the following overarching and more specific 

research questions and hypotheses: Is partner similarity related to 
relationship satisfaction and life satisfaction when measured on the trait 
and the facet level? Specifically, we examined similarity on the facets of 
extraversion (i.e., sociability, assertiveness, energy level), agreeableness 
(i.e., compassion, respectfulness, trust), conscientiousness (i.e., organi
zation, productiveness, responsibility), negative emotionality (i.e., 
anxiety, depression, emotional volatility), and open-mindedness (i.e., 
intellectual curiosity, aesthetic sensitivity, creative imagination). We 
sought to explain variation in both partners’ relationship satisfaction 
and life satisfaction as a function of the main effects of each personality 
facet from individuals, their partner, and the similarity between the two 
(see OSF pre-registration for full articulation of the research questions). 
We also examined the effects of broader Big Five personality traits as a 
method of comparing these effects. 

1.3.2. Hypotheses 
Based on previous research (van Scheppingen et al., 2019; Weid

mann et al., 2017), we did not expect partner similarity in Big Five traits 
to play an important role in relationship satisfaction and life satisfaction. 
However, we explored whether partner similarity on the facet level 
matters for relationship satisfaction and life satisfaction. We treated this 
question as exploratory because of competing evidence regarding the 
predictive power of facets. On the one hand, the now significant number 
of studies examining personality similarity in trait-like constructs finds 
little predictive utility (or even consistency) in predicting life and rela
tionship outcomes. On the other hand, the utility of facets is meant to 
provide more specific information that is not captured when examining 
associations at the broad trait level. In this way, similarity in more 
specific individual difference tendencies may emerge as stronger pre
dictors of relationship and life satisfaction. But there is more evidence 
that similarity has little effect on relationship satisfaction and life 
satisfaction. Thus, we did not make firm hypotheses either way but pre- 
registered our analytic approach. Finally, we report the magnitude of 
actor and partner main effects for both facets and broader traits. We do 
not have formal hypotheses about the exact or relative magnitude of 
these facets as there have been so few studies examining the role of 
facets in a dyadic context (e.g., Kurdek, 1997) and none to our knowl
edge that examined all Big Five facets in one investigation. 

2. Method 

To answer our research questions, we use data from two samples. 
Both are existing cross-sectional data sets that administered online 
questionnaires to romantic couples. Both samples were combined for the 
data analysis because they shared the exact same measures. The larger 
combined sample informs our conclusions more than analyzing two 
smaller samples separately (Schimmack, 2012). Full copies of both 
surveys are available on the project’s OSF site (https://osf.io/kze6c/). 

2.1. Participants and procedure 

Participants were 1,294 romantic couples (N = 2,588 individuals) 
combined from two sampling efforts recruited through Qualtrics Panels. 
One of the data sets (25.9% of the full sample; n = 335 couples) comes 
from a report on partner perceptions of humor styles (Purol & Chopik, 
2022); the Big Five personality data collected in this study has not yet 
been reported. No reports have emerged from the other data set (74.1% 
of the full sample; n = 959 couples). Participants were compensated $10 
each for completing the survey. 

On average, couples had been together 30 years (SD = 17.02 years). 
Participants ranged in age from 19 to 89 (M = 58.14, SD = 15.72). The 
sample was predominantly White (86.3%), followed by Asian (4.7%), 

Hispanic/Latino (3.4%), Black (2.7%), and 2.9% other races/ethnicities. 
The analytic sample was composed of male–female couples.3 

We collected as many participants as possible given the funds 
available to us. Thus, there was no formal stopping rule. Because the 
samples were so similar, they were combined to maximize statistical 
power. Using Ackerman et al.’s (2016) APIMPower shinyapp, we esti
mated that (with 1,294 couples) we could estimate actor and partner 
effects as small as β = 0.066 with 80% at p =.01 and assuming that 
dyadic effects are largely indistinguishable by gender, an average cross- 
partner correlation of Big Five traits of r = 0.13, and single-item life 
satisfaction of r = 0.36 (Chopik & Lucas, 2019; van Scheppingen et al., 
2019). Regarding the power to detect a similarity effect, a recent study 
conducted a simulation for their sample of N = 940 and concluded that 
the power to detect a similarity effect was 97% (Humberg et al., 2019). 
In addition, using the simulation code provided by Schönbrodt et al. 
(2018), we found that with a sample of 1,294 couples, the power to 
detect significant squared effects, an interaction effect, and a similarity 
effect was > 99%. Thus, we are confident that our sample is large 
enough to detect potential similarity effects. 

2.2. Measures 

Means, standard deviations, and reliability statistics for the measures 
can be found in Table 1. 

2.2.1. Big Five personality traits and facets 
Personality traits were measured using the Short Form of the Big Five 

Inventory-2 (BFI-2-S; Soto & John, 2017b). The questionnaire contains 
30 items that ask individuals to rate the extent to which each statement 

Table 1 
Reliabilities, means, and standard deviations for male and female partners.  

Trait/facet Reliability Male partner Female partner   

M SD M SD 

Relationship satisfaction  0.96  4.47  0.75  4.42  0.80 
Life satisfaction  –  3.80  0.94  3.74  0.95 
Extraversion  0.71  3.40  0.75  3.23  0.76 
Agreeableness  0.81  3.76  0.76  4.06  0.69 
Conscientiousness  0.80  3.90  0.77  4.00  0.76 
Negative emotionality  0.84  2.19  0.81  2.51  0.88 
Open-mindedness  0.73  3.39  0.80  3.48  0.74 
Sociability  0.63  3.15  1.06  3.25  1.03 
Assertiveness  0.65  3.54  0.98  2.99  1.01 
Energy level  0.68  3.52  1.01  3.47  1.03 
Compassion  0.61  3.84  0.91  4.23  0.78 
Respectfulness  0.57  3.99  0.86  4.26  0.77 
Trust  0.61  3.45  0.95  3.69  0.93 
Organization  0.74  3.72  1.10  3.91  1.05 
Productiveness  0.59  3.93  0.89  3.95  0.90 
Responsibility  0.46  4.05  0.79  4.15  0.76 
Anxiety  0.67  2.41  1.00  2.83  1.06 
Depression  0.67  1.91  0.87  2.15  0.98 
Emotional volatility  0.63  2.25  0.97  2.57  1.02 
Aesthetic sensitivity  0.53  3.08  1.08  3.44  0.98 
Intellectual curiosity  0.45  3.47  0.94  3.32  0.89 
Creative imagination  0.56  3.63  0.95  3.66  0.92 

Note. No reliability is reported for life satisfaction because it is based on one 
item. Reliability of facets are correlations between the two items. 

3 We refer to these gender pairings throughout given that labeling a couple 
type as a particular orientation (e.g., a heterosexual relationship) makes in
ferences about the couple members’ sexual orientation that might not be ac
curate (e.g., bisexual people might find themselves in any of these relationship 
types).There were additional gender pairings available (e.g., male-male cou
ples). However, their numbers were too small to justify inclusion in the current 
study, even to check for invariance across relationship type. 
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accurately describes them (i.e., “I am someone who…”) on a scale 
ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). With 6 items per 
trait, the BFI-2-S measures the personality domains of extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, negative emotionality, and open- 
mindedness. Responses were averaged to create composites for each 
dimension. 

For the BFI-2-S, 15 facets (three for each trait) can be calculated, 
each of which contains two items. For extraversion, the facets are so
ciability, assertiveness, and energy level. For agreeableness, the facets 
are compassion, respectfulness, and trust. For conscientiousness, the 
facets are organization, productiveness, and responsibility. For negative 
emotionality, the facets are anxiety, depression, and emotional vola
tility. For open-mindedness, the facets are intellectual curiosity, 
aesthetic sensitivity, and creative imagination. 

2.2.2. Relationship satisfaction 
Relationship satisfaction was measured with the five-item version of 

the Quality of Marriage Index (Norton, 1983). Participants provide their 
agreement on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree) about how satisfied they are with their current romantic rela
tionship (e.g., “We have a good relationship”), 

2.2.3. Life satisfaction 
A single-item indicator of life satisfaction was administered that 

asked, ‘‘How satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?” was 
answered on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all satisfied) to 5 
(completely satisfied). Single-item measures of life satisfaction have 
comparable validity to longer-form measures (Cheung & Lucas, 2014; 
Lucas & Donnellan, 2012). 

2.3. Analytic approach 

We pre-registered our analytic approach on the Open Science 
Framework. We used dyadic polynomial regression and response surface 
analyses to examine the link between personality similarity and satis
faction (Edwards, 2002; Humberg et al., 2019; Schönbrodt et al., 2018; 
Weidmann et al., 2017). The dyadic polynomial regression models were 
estimated using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) in R (R Core Team, 
2021). Response surface analyses were conducted using the RSA pack
age Version 0.10.4 in R (Schönbrodt & Humberg, 2021). We used robust 
maximum likelihood (MLR) estimators and the full-information 
maximum likelihood approach to handle missing data (Allison, 2003) 
as recommended by Schönbrodt and colleagues (2018). 

Based on the actor-partner interdependence model (e.g., Kenny et al., 
2006), we computed dyadic path models with regression coefficients of 
female and male partners’ personality traits (or facets; X, Y, respec
tively), their interaction (XY), and both of their higher-order terms (X2, 
Y2, respectively). Both partners’ relationship (or life) satisfactions (ZF, 
ZM, respectively) were regressed on the polynomial predictors of both 
partners. Equation 1 describes these dyadic second-order polynomial 
regressions: 

Equation 1.  

ZF = b10 + b11X + b12Y + b13XY + b14X2 + b15Y2 + e1                      

ZM = b20 + b22X + b21Y + b23XY + b25X2 + b24Y2 + e2                    

In Equation 1, the coefficients b11 and b21 as well as b14 and b24 
indicate actor effects (intrapersonal effects from one partner’s person
ality trait [or facet] to that same partner’s relationship [or life] satis
faction). The coefficients b12 and b22, as well as b15 and b25, indicate 
partner effects (interpersonal effects from one partner’s personality trait 
[or facet] to the other partner’s relationship [or life] satisfaction). The 
coefficients b13 and b23 indicate the interaction regression coefficients. 

Using these polynomial regression coefficients, we created surface 
parameters (a1, a2, a3, and a4), on which the three-dimensional response 
surface plots are based on. These response surface plots include the line of 

congruence (LOC; X = Y) and the line of incongruence (LOIC; X  = − Y), 
which depict whether a similarity effect is present. The LOC is based on 
the parameters a1 and a2. The parameter a2 signifies whether the LOC is 
linear or curvilinear and is created from the polynomial regression co
efficients (b13 + b14 + b15 for women’s outcomes and b23 + b24 + b25 
for men’s outcomes) while a1 signifies whether the LOC is above the 
point (0,0) and is also created from the polynomial regression coefficients 
(b11 + b12 for women’s outcomes and b21 + b22 for men’s outcomes). If 
a2 = 0, a1 signifies the slope of a linear line. The LOIC is based on the 
parameters a3 and a4. These are also created by the polynomial regres
sion coefficients. a3 is based on b11 - b12 for women’s outcomes and b21 - 
b22 for men’s outcomes, while a4 is based on b13 - b14 + b15 for women’s 
outcomes and b23 - b24 + b25 for men’s outcomes. Similar to the pa
rameters a2 and a1, a4 indicates whether the LOIC on the surface is linear 
or curvilinear while a3 indicates whether the LOIC is above the point 
(0,0) (see Schönbrodt et al., 2018 for more details). 

We first ran all APIM for each trait and facet separately (e.g., 
modeling the main effects of sociability on relationship satisfaction in 
isolation of all other traits and facets). Afterwards, we ran all dyadic 
polynomial regression analyses (DPR) for each trait and facet separately 
(e.g., modeling the cross-partner interaction and higher-order terms for 
sociability in addition to the aforementioned APIM model). We then 
compared the model fit between the more complex DPR models and the 
more parsimonious APIM (retaining the APIM if the model fit was 
significantly worse with the more complex models). Based on the results 
of the chi-squared model difference test, we report either the APIM or 
the DPR analysis results for each trait or facet. We also tested, with a chi- 
square difference test, whether the effects could be set equal across fe
male and male partners (as seen in Supplemental Tables 1 and 2). In the 
vast majority of cases, the effects for men and women could be set to 
equal (so the estimates for men and women will be the same in the ta
bles). However, for the few exceptions, we report the results from un
constrained models (so the estimates for men and women will differ in 
the tables). 

For the purposes of the present study, a similarity effect refers to 
partners’ similar values on a trait/a facet predicting higher levels of 
satisfaction—irrespective of where they stand on the personality 
dimension. Taking agreeableness as an example, a similarity effect 
would mean that couples are happiest if they are similarly agreeable, 
similarly moderately agreeable, or similarly disagreeable (Humberg 
et al., 2019; Schönbrodt et al., 2018). To reach valid conclusions about 
whether such similarity effects are present, we followed the guidelines 
by Humberg and colleagues (2019). We centered all predictor variables 
and examined their variance inflation factor (VIF) prior to analysis to 
ensure that multicollinearity was not a problem. We then ran APIM and 
DPR analyses for each trait and facet separately. Based on the parame
ters provided by the DPR analyses, we computed the RSA parameters a1 
to a4 and the parameters p10 and p11 relating to the first principal axis. 
A similarity effect is present if (1) the p10 parameter is non-significant, 
(2) the confidence interval of p11 includes 1, (3) the a4 parameter is 
significantly negative, (4) the a3 parameter is non-significant, (5) if the 
a2 parameter is non-significant, and (6) if the a1 parameter is non- 
significant. Often, a1-a4 parameters are interpreted separately (e.g., a 
significant a1value is said to indicate that matches at high values have 
different outcomes than matches at low values). However, this is an 
oversimplification; the test of a single RSA parameter in isolation cannot 
indicate a similarity effect (Humberg et al., 2019). These more stringent 
criteria provide a checklist for correctly identifying similarity effects. 

We report effect sizes (standardized and unstandardized regression 
coefficients), confidence intervals (99% CI), and the explained variance 
of each model (R2). Significant effects are interpreted based on a p-value 
< 0.01 in light of the large number of models computed. Following our 
pre-registered contingency plan (i.e., if age and relationship duration 
were too highly correlated at 0.70 or above), we only controlled for 
relationship duration in our analyses (they were correlated at r = 0.80 in 
the sample). 
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2.3.1. Supplementary analyses 
In addition to testing the similarity effects of personality traits and 

facets, we ran two supplementary analyses: (1) We tested traditional 
actor-partner interdependence models with “sets” of facets of each trait 
together to simultaneously predict relationship or life satisfaction. For 
example, this would involve the actor and partner effects for three ex
traversion facets (n = 6 effects) run simultaneously predicting rela
tionship or life satisfaction. (2) We ran traditional actor-partner 
interdependence models with all the facets (n = 30 effects) included in 
one model to see how their magnitude was affected by accounting for 
the shared variance among all the facets. The results of these analyses 
are reported in the Supplementary Material and described briefly below. 

3. Results 

The reliabilities for the study variables and their means, and stan
dard deviations for female and male partners, are shown in Table 1. The 
correlations between study variables in female partners, male partners, 
and between partners can be found in Table 2. 

3.1. Actor-partner interdependence models 

Multicollinearity between variables, as measured with VIF, was 
sufficiently low (all factors < 2.13, displayed in Supplemental Table 3); 
we proceeded with all planned analyses. As displayed in Table 3, each 
Big Five trait, as well as all facets of those traits, demonstrated signifi
cant actor and partner effects for both men and women when examining 
relationship satisfaction (all ps < 0.005). As seen in Table 4, a similar 
pattern of results was observed for life satisfaction; all traits and facets 
demonstrated significant actor and partner effects for both men and 
women (all ps < 0.01) except aesthetic sensitivity and intellectual cu
riosity, two facets of open-mindedness, which both had nonsignificant 
partner effects (p =.017 and 0.133, respectively). 

Among the traits, negative emotionality had the strongest actor ef
fects on both relationship satisfaction (βfemale = -0.304; βmale = -0.247) 
and life satisfaction (βfemale = -0.516; βmale = -0.468). Agreeableness had 
the strongest partner effect for relationship satisfaction in women 
(βfemale = 0.270), and negative emotionality had the strongest partner 
effect for relationship satisfaction in men (βmale = -0.287). Conscien
tiousness had the strongest partner effect for life satisfaction (βfemale =

0.230; βmale = 0.224). Among the facets, depression (a facet of negative 
emotionality) had the strongest actor effect for both relationship satis
faction (βfemale = -0.304; βmale = -0.329) and life satisfaction (βfemale =

-0.518; βmale = -0.460). Respectfulness (a facet of agreeableness) had the 
strongest partner effect for relationship satisfaction (βfemale = 0.277; 
βmale = 0.259), and anxiety (a facet of negative emotionality) had the 
strongest partner effect for life satisfaction (βfemale = -0.217; βmale =

-0.228). 
Regarding the explained variance of personality traits (i.e., models 

that explained the most variance in each outcome), negative emotion
ality explained the largest portion of the variance in female relationship 
satisfaction and both partners’ life satisfaction (see Table 5). Agree
ableness explained the largest portion of the variance in male relation
ship satisfaction. Open-mindedness explained the smallest portion of the 
variance in both partners’ relationship and life satisfaction. Among the 
facets, depression explained the largest portion of the variance in female 
and male partners’ relationship and life satisfaction. In contrast, asser
tiveness explained the smallest portion of the variance in female and 
male relationship satisfaction. Intellectual curiosity and aesthetic 
sensitivity explained the smallest portion of the variance in female and 
male life satisfaction. 

3.2. Dyadic polynomial regression and response surface analyses 

In most cases, when comparing the APIMs to the DPR models, chi- 
squared model difference tests revealed that the simpler APIMs did Ta
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not have a worse fit for the data than the more complex DPR models (see 
Supplemental Table 4 for all chi-squared model difference test results). 
There were, however, some exceptions. 

In the following sections, we examine the DPR results with respect to 
Humberg’s (2019) six steps. 

3.2.1. Relationship satisfaction 
When modeling relationship satisfaction, the trait effects of consci

entiousness and open-mindedness, as well as the facet effects of socia
bility, organization, responsibility, and aesthetic sensitivity were better 
modeled with DPR models (ps ≤ 0.001). The DPR results for these six 
exceptions can be found in Supplemental Tables 5 and 6. The RSA results 
can be found in Tables 6 and 7. Table 8 displays the steps proposed by 
Humberg and colleagues (2019) to examine evidence for a similarity 
effect on relationship satisfaction for conscientiousness, open- 
mindedness, sociability, organization, responsibility, and aesthetic 
sensitivity. For any of these traits and facets, no steps were completed in 
a way to suggest that there was a similarity effect for relationship 
satisfaction. 

Supplemental Figures 1–6 show the response surface plots for 
conscientiousness, open-mindedness, sociability, organization, re
sponsibility, and aesthetic sensitivity, respectively, in predicting rela
tionship satisfaction for female and male partners. The plots also suggest 
that there is not per se a similarity effect for these personality traits and 
facets. Rather, the effects are more in line with a rising ridge or additive 
effect: the highest levels of relationship satisfaction were predicted if 
both partners reported higher levels in the respective personality trait or 
facet. 

3.2.2. Life satisfaction 
When modeling life satisfaction, the trait effects of agreeableness, 

negative emotionality, and open-mindedness, as well as the facet effects 
of sociability, respectfulness, anxiety, and intellectual curiosity were 
better depicted with DPR models (ps < 0.008). The DPR results are 
displayed in Supplemental Tables 7 and 8. The RSA results can be found 
in Tables 9 and 10. As shown in Table 11 (and similar to the results for 
relationship satisfaction), for any of these traits and facets, no steps were 
completed in a way to suggest that there was a similarity effect for life 
satisfaction. 

Supplemental Figures 7–12 show the response surface plots for 

Table 5 
Explained variance (R2) of the actor-partner interdependence models.  

Trait / facet Relationship Satisfaction Life Satisfaction  

Female Male Female Male 

Extraversion  0.059  0.064  0.140  0.137 
Agreeableness  0.163  0.178  0.149  0.157 
Conscientiousness  0.102  0.109  0.154  0.152 
Negative emotionality  0.209  0.171  0.355  0.318 
Open-mindedness  0.035  0.036  0.019  0.022 
Sociability  0.027  0.030  0.050  0.053 
Assertiveness  0.012  0.012  0.029  0.030 
Energy level  0.076  0.083  0.185  0.178 
Compassion  0.126  0.135  0.094  0.101 
Respectfulness  0.153  0.165  0.104  0.110 
Trust  0.089  0.098  0.126  0.131 
Organization  0.047  0.049  0.088  0.090 
Productiveness  0.072  0.078  0.119  0.117 
Responsibility  0.120  0.129  0.129  0.131 
Anxiety  0.143  0.110  0.279  0.259 
Depression  0.178  0.190  0.350  0.307 
Emotional volatility  0.156  0.114  0.190  0.180 
Aesthetic sensitivity  0.022  0.023  0.008  0.010 
Intellectual curiosity  0.018  0.018  0.008  0.011 
Creative imagination  0.035  0.038  0.027  0.030 

Note. For relationship satisfaction as outcome, the models with negative 
emotionality, anxiety, and emotional volatility, actor and partner effects were 
not set equal across couple members. 
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agreeableness, negative emotionality, open-mindedness, sociability, 
respectfulness, and anxiety, respectively, in predicting life satisfaction 
for female and male partners. The plots also suggest that there is not per 
se a similarity effect for these personality traits and facets. In the case of 
agreeableness, open-mindedness, sociability, and respectfulness, a rising 
ridge or additive effect might come closest to describing the effects: the 
highest levels of life satisfaction are present if both partners reported 
higher levels in these traits/facets. In the case of negative emotionality 
and anxiety, the plots indicate a declining ridge pattern: the highest life 
satisfaction was present when both partners, and especially female 
partners, reported lower anxiety levels. 

3.3. Supplementary analyses 

In addition to testing each Big Five trait and facet as individual 
predictors of satisfaction, we also pre-registered two sets of supple
mentary analyses. First, we ran APIMs that included the facets of one of 
each trait as simultaneous predictors (e.g., one model included socia
bility, assertiveness, and energy level) predicting either relationship or 
life satisfaction. Second, we ran APIMS with all facets of all traits as 
simultaneous predictors of either relationship or life satisfaction. These 
supplementary analyses will provide further knowledge on the magni
tude of the effects of facets and how they are affected by accounting for 
the shared variance among the facets. 

The results of the first set of analyses (all [i.e., 3] facets of a single 
trait as simultaneous predictors) can be found in Supplemental Table 9 
(for relationship satisfaction) and Supplemental Table 10 (for life 
satisfaction; Supplemental Table 11 shows the chi-squared model dif
ference test for the gender-constraints of these models). The results of 
the second set of analyses (all facets of each trait [i.e., 15] as simulta
neous predictors) can be found in Supplemental Table 12 (for relation
ship satisfaction) and Supplemental Table 13 (for life satisfaction). 
Controlling for the facets simultaneously generally reduced the number 
of significant associations, although the estimates were generally small, 
even in the main analyses. In the Discussion section, we will briefly 
summarize these results as we compare them with the main findings of 
the present study. 

4. Discussion 

The present study examined the actor, partner, and similarity effects 
of the Big Five personality traits and facets on partners’ relationship and 
life satisfaction. Echoing the findings of pre-existing literature, we found 
no similarity effects of partners’ personality traits on relationship and 
life satisfaction. We found that similarity in personality facets was 
negligible in explaining contextualized satisfaction (i.e., relationship 
satisfaction) and broad satisfaction (i.e., life satisfaction), similar to 
previous studies on personality traits. However, our study provided 
useful descriptive information in quantifying the contribution of partner 
facets in predicting relationship and life satisfaction. 

4.1. Actor and partner effects of personality traits and facets 

In line with previous dyadic findings (e.g., Chopik & Lucas, 2019; 
Weidmann et al., 2016), we found that the Big Five traits were signifi
cantly related to both partners’ well-being. Specifically, more extra
verted, agreeable, conscientious, and open-minded and less negatively 
emotional participants and their partners reported higher relationship 
and life satisfaction. The effect sizes were small to medium in size and 
strongest for negative emotionality. That neuroticism (or negative 
emotionality) is linked to lower relationship satisfaction and life satis
faction has been found in several studies (e.g., Weidmann et al., 2016; 
Steel et al., 2008). Highly neurotic individuals and partners might 
experience lower relationship satisfaction because of greater aggressive 
externalization during conflict discussions, lower sexual satisfaction, 
and less positive interpretation biases in their relationships (e.g., Finn Ta
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et al., 2013; Fisher & McNulty, 2008; Vater & Schröder-Abé, 2015). 
Moreover, neurotic individuals tend to be less healthy, less socially 
competent, and more likely to experience negative life events, which 
might explain their lower life satisfaction levels (e.g., Fogle et al., 2002; 
Gale et al., 2013; Ho et al., 2008). 

In terms of personality facets, all facets were linked to both partners’ 
relationship satisfaction and life satisfaction—except for aesthetic 
sensitivity and intellectual curiosity, which were only linked to the 
person’s own life satisfaction but not the partner’s. The facets explained 
a significant portion of the variance in relationship and life satisfaction 
when tested in isolation from each other. Examining facet-level associ
ations revealed some unique insights. For example, we discovered that 
energy level (for extraversion), respectfulness (for agreeableness), re
sponsibility (for conscientiousness), depression and emotional volatility 
(for negative emotionality), and creative imagination (for open- 
mindedness) may explain why some of the superordinate traits are 
related to relationship satisfaction among both individuals and their 
partners (i.e., these facets had the largest associations with relationship 
satisfaction and were larger predictors than associations seen at the 
broader trait level). 

The same was true for life satisfaction, but these results were a little 
more heterogeneous across actors and partners. For example, energy 
level and creative imagination emerged as the larger predictors for in
dividuals’ life satisfaction (as they were for relationship satisfaction). 
But, beyond these consistencies, the largest predictors of life satisfaction 
differed between partners. For agreeableness, trust was the largest actor 
effect, but respectfulness was the largest partner effect (although there 
were largely comparable). For conscientiousness, productiveness 
emerged as the largest actor effect, while responsibility emerged as the 
largest partner effect. Finally, for negative emotionality, depression 
emerged as the largest actor effect, and anxiety emerged as the largest 
partner effect. In other words, when predicting life satisfaction, it was 
not the same consistent set of actor and partner facets that were pre
dicting higher life satisfaction to the same degree in both partners. 

Importantly, when tested as simultaneous predictors (see Supple
mental Tables 12 and 13), we found only a few significant actor and 
partner effects for agreeableness and negative emotionality facets for 
relationship and life satisfaction. Specifically, depression and anxiety 
tended to be the most robust predictors of life and relationship satis
faction. Examining depression and anxiety as simultaneous predictors 
may be particularly important. As seen in Table 2, these two facets are 
significantly correlated with almost every other facet and trait (with the 
sole exceptions of aesthetic sensitivity and intellectual curiosity), as well 
as both relationship and life satisfaction. Testing these facets as simul
taneous predictors allowed us to control for the variance that they share 
with other facets. Thus, even though facets seem to play an important 
role for satisfaction in couples, the findings suggest that it is important to 
analyze them simultaneously to make more informed conclusions. 

4.2. Evaluating the similarity findings: traits 

People are more likely to be attracted to someone who has a similar 
personality to them and to choose partners who are more like them 

(Byrne & Nelson, 1965; Luo, 2017). But does being with someone similar 
in terms of personality traits relate to how satisfied people are in their 
relationship and how happy they are in life? Combining two age- 
heterogeneous couple samples showed no evidence for similarity ef
fects of personality traits on both partners’ life and relationship satis
faction. Although, for some personality traits, the more complex DPR 
model characterized the data better than a simpler APIM, when 
following the guidelines set by Humberg and colleagues (2019), there 
were no significant similarity effects for personality traits. Previous 
research using dyadic polynomial regression analyses has found limited 
evidence for personality traits’ influence on relationship satisfaction or 
quality (e.g., Leikas et al., 2018; van Scheppingen et al., 2019; Weid
mann et al., 2017). However, these previous dyadic studies have not 
used the criteria proposed by Humberg et al. (2019) to evaluate the 
existence of similarity effects for the Big Five personality traits. These 
criteria ensure that each response surface parameter is analyzed in the 
appropriate context—along with the other parameters—to make more 
accurate conclusions regarding similarity effects. Incorporating these 
more stringent criteria in the present study, therefore, enabled us to find 
a more systematized way to substantiate the lack of evidence for per
sonality trait similarity effects for couples’ satisfaction. 

4.3. Evaluating the similarity findings: facets 

The present study aimed to examine potential personality similarity 
effects by taking a facet-level approach, one that has an appreciation for 
smaller, more specific units of personality under the taxonomy of the Big 
Five. Above the actor and partner effects of personality facets, the 
higher-order terms of the dyadic polynomial regression analyses only 
characterized the data better for some (8 out of 30) models. Neverthe
less, when using the criteria for similarity effects set by Humberg and 
colleagues (2019), we found no evidence for similarity effects on the 
facet level. These findings highlight the importance of controlling for 
baseline personality (i.e., actor and partner effects) when assessing the 
importance of personality similarity. 

Furthermore, the present study provides initial evidence that simi
larity in facets, which have been shown to be more closely associated 
with behaviors (Paunonen & Ashton, 2001), is not more strongly asso
ciated with higher levels of relationship and life satisfaction in couples. 
Together with the recent evidence on the effect of similarity in situation 
perceptions in couples (Rentzsch et al., 2022), it could be the case that 
similarity in perceptions contributes to a couple’s satisfaction rather than 
similarity in personality. Perceiving the world similarly can promote 
“joint action” (Rentzsch et al., 2022) but also joint emotion about a 
specific situation. Sharing perceptions, thoughts, and beliefs may also 
contribute to a sense of shared reality (i.e., the subjective experience of 
sharing an inner state) between the members of a couple, which may 
motivate partners to engage and interact with one another in similar and 
synchronous ways (Rossignac-Milon et al., 2021). This could also 
include similarity in attachment styles and how partners perceive each 
other and the relationship as a safe haven in times of distress (Wang 
et al., 2022). In contrast, being similarly or less similarly productive (or 
sociable or depressed) in general, for instance, without any 

Table 8 
Checking the Humberg et al (2019) Criteria for the DPR Results with relationship satisfaction.  

Humberg et al. (2019) criteria Conscientiousness Open-mindedness Sociability Organization Responsibility Aesthetic sensitivity  

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 

(1) p10 parameter is non-significant x ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
(2) the confidence interval of p11 includes 1  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ x ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
(3) the a4 parameter is significantly negative  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  x x x ✔ ✔ 
(4) the a3 parameter is non-significant  ✔ ✔ ✔ x x     ✔ ✔ 
(5) the a2 parameter is non-significant  ✔ ✔ ✔       ✔ ✔ 
(6) the a1 parameter is non-significant  x x x       x x 

Note. The p10 for female partners in the model with conscientiousness was β = 0.572, b = 0.623, 99%CI [0.016, 1.231], p =.008. 
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contextualization of that similarity, might not be as important for a 
romantic couple’s satisfaction. 

Moreover, previous research suggests that similarities in values, at
titudes, and goals (Arrànz Becker, 2013; Leikas et al., 2018) might be 
more important for satisfaction compared to the similarity in personality 
traits. Thus, in addition to a shared relationship reality, how romantic 
partners prioritize specific values, attitudes, and goals could influence 
their joint goals and their support for individual goal strivings (Fitzsi
mons et al., 2015), which potentially also impacts their satisfaction with 
their relationship and life. Thus, future similarity studies that include 
the similarity in values, attitudes, and goals in partners could be better 
able to detect effects on life and relationship satisfaction. 

4.4. Limitations and future directions 

The current study had many strengths. It used a large sample of 
romantic couples across the adult lifespan, collected information on 
personality traits and facets, and applied a rigorous analytic approach to 
characterize possible similarity effects. Nevertheless, some limitations 
need to be acknowledged. 

First, we examined the associations between personality similarity 
and couples’ satisfaction with cross-sectional data. It could be the case 
that personality and life/relationship satisfaction mutually influence 
each other. For instance, if couple members are dissatisfied with their 
relationship or some other shared aspect in their lives, that could cause 
both couples to have higher (and similar) levels of depression. Future 
research should examine how personality similarity changes in light of 
life/relationship satisfaction changes in romantic couples. 

Second, despite the broad consensus that facets do exist below the 
broader Big Five, the exact content and number of facets vary greatly by 
measure, including the degree to which each facet also taps into Big Five 
traits that are not its superordinate descriptor (Schwaba et al., 2020). 
Relatedly, the reliability of the facet measure varied greatly (i.e., 0.45 - 
0.74), which might make the results less replicable across personality 
measures. With this in mind, our findings cannot be generalized across 
all existing facets assessed with other trait instruments. 

Third, it could be the case that similarity in traits and facets is only 
conducive to satisfaction if that similarity is perceived by both partners 
(e.g., Decuyper et al., 2012) or if it is linked to areas of partners’ lives 
that matter to them individually. It would be interesting to test these 
possibilities in future research to examine if perceived similarity is 
beneficial to all romantic couples, or if similarity is beneficial to some, 
depending on what relationship context matters to them individually. 

Fourth, the present study’s findings might not be generalizable to a 
non-Western cultural context. Given that our study and previous liter
ature is based on samples from North America and Europe (e.g., Chopik 
& Lucas, 2019; van Scheppingen et al., 2019; Weidmann et al., 2017), 
we do not know whether cultural influences moderate the link between 
personality similarity and satisfaction in romantic couples. Previous 
research, however, finds that culture affects how similar people view 
themselves to others (Ott-Holland et al., 2014), which might have im
plications for future research that tests whether perceived similarity in 

personality traits and facets is associated with higher satisfaction in 
couples. 

Finally, although the focus of the current report was on personality 
similarity, we did not examine mechanisms linking variation in mean- 
levels of personality facets to relationship and life satisfaction. In 
other words, why are personality facets associated with life and rela
tionship outcomes? For example, having a partner high in organization 
might reduce feelings of uncertainty for individuals. Likewise, anxiety 
and depression in individuals and partners might be associated with 
more negative attributions, leading them to behave in ways that 
compromise their relationships (e.g., making accusations, missing op
portunities to enhance their relationship, being on edge in partner in
teractions). For less obvious traits, such as aesthetic creativity, creative 
people may be more spontaneous and thoughtful when it comes to 
things like dates and gifts, which would create a positive effect on the 
relationship. Unfortunately, the current study was agnostic to exactly 
why personality facets would be associated with better relationship and 
life satisfaction, although this work has been done at the broader trait 
level (e.g., Donnellan et al., 2007). Future research should examine the 
consequences of personality facets more specifically. 

4.5. Conclusion 

Our examination of personality facets in relation to relationship and 
life satisfaction was consistent with past reports: personality similarity 
had largely no significant effect on relationship and life satisfaction, 
whether measured on the trait or on the facet level. By taking a more 
detailed look into the effects of personality traits and facets, the present 
study was able to generalize the near-zero effects of partner similarity to 
the more specific level of personality facets as well. However, it provides 
some initial evidence of exactly which components of broader person
ality traits are more strongly associated with relationship and life 
outcomes. 
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Table 11 
Checking the Humberg et al (2019) criteria for the DPR results with life satisfaction.  

Humberg et al. (2019) criteria Agreeableness Negative emotionality Open-mindedness Sociability Respectfulness Anxiety  

Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male 

(1) p10 parameter is non-significant ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
(2) the confidence interval of p11 includes 1 x ✔ x x x ✔ ✔ ✔ x ✔ x x 
(3) the a4 parameter is significantly negative  ✔    x ✔ ✔  x   
(4) the a3 parameter is non-significant  x     x x     
(5) the a2 parameter is non-significant             
(6) the a1 parameter is non-significant             

Note. The confidence intervals of the p11 parameters were as follows: For female partners in the model with agreeableness: 99%CI [-0.214, 0.444], for female and male 
partners in the model with negative emotionality: 99%CI [-4.722, 0.190], and for female partners in the model with open-mindedness: 99%CI [-0.009, 0.853]. 
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