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[bookmark: _GoBack]Measurement Invariance Testing
Measurement invariance of husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction and Big 5 personality domains was investigated using CFA in Mplus. For each of the 12 constructs (e.g., husbands’ Big 5 openness), three CFAs with varying (nested) parameter restrictions were computed to test for measurement invariance: (1) in the configural model, all parameters were freely estimated at each timepoint; (2) in the metric invariance model, factor loadings were held equal across timepoints; and (3) in the scalar model, intercepts of the indicators were also restricted. 
To compare measurement invariance models, we examined differences between the configural model and the metric model, and between the metric model and the scalar model (Brown, 2014), in the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Chen, 2007). We followed Chen’s (2007) recommendations for assessing meaningful differences in CFI, TLI, and RMSEA indices (i.e., violations of measurement invariance) using the following standards: ΔCFI > .010, ΔTLI > .010, and ΔRMSEA > .015. The CFI served as our primary index, given its lack of sensitivity to model complexity and sample size (Cheung & Renswold, 2009). We also examined differences in χ2, though this procedure was ascribed slightly less weight given its sensitivity to sample size (Bentler & Bonett, 1980). For tests of χ2 difference, a Bonferroni-Holm-correction (Holm, 1979) was applied given the large number of analyses, resulting in an alpha level of .002. 
[bookmark: m_8573084858294199685_bbib0040]As shown in Supplemental Table 1, values of ΔCFI and ΔRMSEA generally indicated metric invariance. Moreover, the chi-square difference test supported this invariance in all but three cases. Values of ΔTLI supported metric invariance only for husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction. Values for ΔRMSEA supported scalar invariance in 11 of 12 cases; values for ΔCFI or ΔTLI supported scalar invariance in 10 of these cases. Values for Δχ2 failed to support scalar invariance in most cases. On balance, metric invariance was moderately- to well-supported in all 12 cases, and scalar invariance was well-supported in seven of 12 cases, moderately-supported in two of 12 cases, and modestly-supported in three of 12 cases. Information regarding the magnitude of invariance can be found in Supplemental Table 2, where differences in the χ2 value and χ2/df ratio for each latent model across time are documented. χ2 and χ2/df ratio demonstrate the size of the change in the ratio of observed to estimated variance/covariance matrices between time points, i.e., changes in goodness of fit between time points. Change in the ratio of observed to estimated variance/covariance matrices also reflects the size of change in loadings/means between time points.
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	Supplemental Table 1

Tests of Longitudinal Measurement Invariance 
	
	
	
	

	Model 
	CFI
	 CFI
	TLI
	 TLI
	RMSEA     [90% CI]
	 RMSEA
	χ2
	df
	 χ2

	Husbands' Neuroticism
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.811
	
	.755
	
	.16 [.14-.18]
	
	264.50
	51
	

	   Metric
	.813
	.002
	.784
	.029
	.15 [.13-.17]
	.01
	267.73
	57
	3.23(6), p = .779

	   Scalar
	.789
	.024
	.786
	.002
	.15 [.13-.16]
	.00
	303.05
	65
	35.32(8), p < .002

	Wives' Neuroticism
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.849
	
	.805
	
	.14 [.12-.16]
	
	222.93
	51
	

	   Metric
	.847
	.002
	.823
	.018
	.13 [.12-.15]
	.01
	231.23
	57
	8.31(6), p = .216

	   Scalar
	.829
	.018
	.826
	.003
	.13 [.12-.15]
	.00
	260.07
	65
	28.84(8), p < .002

	Husbands' Extraversion
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.836
	
	.787
	
	.18 [.16-.20]
	
	319.44
	51
	

	   Metric
	.838
	.002
	.813
	.026
	.17 [.15-.18]
	.01
	321.14
	57
	1.7(6), p = .945

	   Scalar
	.826
	.012
	.823
	.010
	.16 [.15-.18]
	.01
	349.63
	65
	28.49(8), p < .002

	Wives' Extraversion
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.795
	
	.735
	
	.19 [.17-.21]
	
	369.51
	51
	

	   Metric
	.797
	.002
	.765
	.030
	.18 [.16-.20]
	.01
	372.06
	57
	2.56(6), p = .862

	   Scalar
	.796
	.001
	.793
	.028
	.17 [.15-.19]
	.01
	381.60
	65
	9.53(8), p = .300

	Husbands' Agreeableness
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.770
	
	.723
	
	.14 [.13-.16]
	
	384.34
	87
	

	   Metric
	.772
	.002
	.748
	.025
	.14 [.12-.15]
	.00
	389.96
	95
	5.62(8), p = .690

	   Scalar
	.768
	.004
	.768
	.020
	.13 [.12-.14]
	.01
	404.85
	105
	14.89(10), p = .136

	Wives' Agreeableness
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.727
	
	.671
	
	.13 [.11-.14]
	
	331.05
	87
	

	   Metric
	.727
	.000
	.698
	.027
	.16 [.14-.17]
	.03
	485.84
	95
	154.78(8), p < .002

	   Scalar
	.704
	.023
	.704
	.006
	.12 [.11-.14]
	.04
	370.29
	105
	370.29(10), p < .002

	Husbands' Conscientiousness
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.695
	
	.632
	
	 .15 [.14-17]
	
	422.62
	87
	

	   Metric
	.698
	.003
	.666
	.034
	.14 [.13-.16]
	.01
	428.30
	95
	5.68(8), p = .683

	   Scalar
	.686
	.012
	.686
	.020
	.14 [.13-.15]
	.00
	451.22
	105
	22.93(10), p = .011

	Wives' Conscientiousness
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.724
	
	.667
	
	.16 [.15-.18]
	
	482.18
	87
	

	   Metric
	.727
	.003
	.698
	.031
	 .16 [.14-17]
	.00
	485.84
	95
	3.65(8), p = .887

	   Scalar
	.726
	.001
	.726
	.028
	.15 [.14-.16]
	.01
	496.90
	105
	11.06(10), p = .353

	Husbands' Openness
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.508
	
	.407
	
	.19 [.18-.21]
	
	642.70
	87
	

	   Metric
	.510
	.002
	.458
	.051
	.19 [.17-.20]
	.00
	648.77
	95
	6.07(8), p = .639

	   Scalar
	.501
	.000
	.501
	.043
	.18 [.17-.19]
	.01
	668.87
	105
	20.11(10), p = .028

	Wives' Openness
	
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.543
	
	.449
	
	.21 [.20-.23]
	
	740.74
	87
	

	   Metric
	.546
	.003
	.499
	.050
	.20 [.19-.22]
	.01
	744.58
	95
	3.84(8), p = .871

	   Scalar
	.547
	.001
	.547
	.048
	.19 [.18-.20]
	.01
	753.81
	105
	9.22(10), p = .511

	Husbands' Marital Satisfaction
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.929
	
	.918
	
	.10 [.09-.12]
	
	370.40
	132
	

	   Metric
	.924
	.005
	.918
	.000
	.10 [.09-.12]
	.00
	398.53
	142
	28.13(10), p < .002 

	   Scalar
	.917
	.007
	.918
	.000
	.10 [.09-.12]
	.00
	433.50
	154
	34.97(12), p < .002 

	Wives' Marital Satisfaction
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	

	   Configural
	.890
	
	.872
	
	.14 [.12-.15]
	
	538.63
	132
	

	   Metric
	.884
	.006
	.875
	.003
	.13 [.12-.15]
	.01
	569.90
	142
	31.27(10), p < .002 

	   Scalar
	.879
	.005
	.880
	.005
	.13 [.12-.14]
	.00
	598.66
	154
	28.76(12), p = .004


Note. Comparative Fit Index = CFI; Tucker–Lewis Index = TLI; Root Mean Square Error of Approximation = RMSEA. Meaningful differences in CFI, TLI, and RMSEA (i.e., violations of measurement invariance) were assessed based on the following (Chen, 2007): ΔCFI > .010, ΔTLI > .010, and ΔRMSEA > .015, as well as a significant difference in χ2. Italicized text indicates statistics that suggest violations of measurement invariance. 

	Supplemental Table 2 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chi-Square Differences Between Timepoints
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Model
	T1 – T2        χ2 (df)
	T2 - T3        χ2 (df)
	T1 - T3        χ2 (df)
	T1 – T2    χ2/df ratio
	T2 – T3    χ2/df ratio
	T1 – T3    χ2/df ratio

	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	

	Husbands' Neuroticism
	.641 (2)
	.932 (2)
	1.573 (2)
	.321
	.466
	.787

	Wives' Neuroticism
	7.441 (2)
	.481 (2)
	6.960 (2)
	3.721
	.241
	3.480

	Husbands' Extraversion
	.616 (2)
	2.253 (2)
	2.869 (2)
	.308
	1.127
	1.435

	Wives' Extraversion
	3.373 (2)
	.138 (2)
	3.511 (2)
	1.687
	.069
	1.756

	Husbands' Agreeableness
	4.498 (5)
	3.057 (5)
	1.441 (5)
	.900
	.611
	.288

	Wives' Agreeableness
	7.183 (5)
	.709 (5)
	7.892 (5)
	1.437
	.142
	1.578

	Husbands' Conscientiousness
	7.75 (5)
	9.609 (5)
	1.859 (5)
	1.550
	1.922
	.372

	Wives' Conscientiousness
	3.986 (5)
	3.764 (5)
	.222 (5)
	.797
	.753
	.044

	Husbands' Openness
	7.502 (5)
	1.467 (5)
	8.969 (5)
	1.500
	.293
	1.794

	Wives' Openness
	.415 (5)
	3.159 (5)
	3.574 (5)
	.083
	.632
	.715

	Husbands' Marital Satisfaction
	14.693 (9)
	15.400 (9)
	.708 (9)
	1.633
	1.711
	.079

	Wives' Marital Satisfaction
	20.512 (9)
	5.640 (9)
	14.87 (9)
	2.279
	.627
	1.652

	Note. χ2 and χ2/df ratio indicate magnitude of measurement invariance between timepoints for each construct.
 
 
 
 
 





Supplemental Table 3

Big 5 Personality Trajectories for Husbands and Wives over the First Year and a Half of Marriage – Standardized Scores 
	
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope
	Level 1
	Intercept/

	
	
	β (SE)
	Variance
	
	β (SE)
	t ratio
	Effect size r
	Variance
	Residual Variance
	Slope r

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Extraversion
	
	-0.02 (0.07)
	0.83***
	
	-0.06 (0.02)
	-2.64**
	0.20
	0.01
	0.14
	-0.80

	   Agreeableness
	
	-0.02 (0.08)
	0.78***
	
	-0.09 (0.03)
	-2.91**
	0.22
	0.02
	0.26
	-0.30

	   Conscientiousness
	
	-0.01 (0.07)
	0.73***
	
	 0.08 (0.03)
	 2.50*
	0.19
	0.05***
	0.19
	-0.43

	   Neuroticism
	
	 0.07 (0.08)
	0.80***
	
	-0.02 (0.03)
	-0.91
	0.07
	0.01
	0.23
	-0.98

	   Openness
	
	-0.05 (0.08)
	0.77***
	
	-0.04 (0.03)
	-1.40
	0.11
	0.04*
	0.24
	-0.18

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Extraversion
	
	 0.00 (0.08)
	0.85***
	
	-0.04 (0.03)
	-1.73
	0.13
	0.02*
	0.14
	-0.29

	   Agreeableness
	
	-0.01 (0.07)
	0.70***
	
	-0.19 (0.04)
	-4.76***
	0.34
	0.11***
	0.26
	-0.25

	   Conscientiousness
	
	-0.02 (0.08)
	0.83***
	
	 0.00 (0.03)
	-0.12
	0.01
	0.04**
	0.19
	-0.28

	   Neuroticism
	
	 0.05 (0.07)
	0.74***
	
	-0.08 (0.03)
	-2.51*
	0.19
	0.04**
	0.23
	-0.22

	   Openness
	
	-0.01 (0.08)
	0.77***
	
	-0.07 (0.03)
	-2.74**
	0.21
	0.00
	0.24
	-0.20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Scores for each variable were first standardized at Time 1, within sex, and then each variable’s respective initial normalization factor was applied to the other two time points (again within sex). This makes the intercepts equivalent, with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 for husbands and for husbands, and makes it so that that the slope estimates represent the amount of change in personality in standard units based on this initial factor, over 1 unit of time (which here represented 1 follow-up unit, or ~6 months). Accordingly, all intercepts did not significantly differ from 0 (p > .10), so t and r statistics these statistics are not reported for these terms. N = 169 couples. df = 168 for all analyses. Effect size r = sqrt [t2/(t2 + df)]. For non-standardized results, see Table 1. *p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001. 

Supplemental Table 4

Age Predicting Big 5 Personality Trajectories for Husbands and Wives 
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	39.05 (0.43)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.53 (0.18)
	-2.98**
	
	

	       Husbands’ age
	 0.19 (0.10)
	 1.92
	
	
	
	-0.08 (0.05)
	-1.58 
	
	

	   Conscientiousness
	35.10 (0.46)
	—
	
	
	
	 0.48 (0.19)
	 2.52*
	
	

	       Husbands’ age
	-0.02 (0.12)
	-0.15
	
	
	
	 0.05 (0.04)
	 1.16
	
	

	   Neuroticism
	23.39 (0.55)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.17 (0.19)
	-0.91
	
	

	       Husbands’ age
	-0.08 (0.14)
	-0.55
	
	
	
	 0.02 (0.05)
	 0.51
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	42.97 (0.32)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.81 (0.17)
	-4.78**
	
	

	       Wives’ age
	 0.04 (0.08)
	 0.47
	
	
	
	-0.07 (0.04)
	-1.60
	
	

	   Conscientiousness
	37.75 (0.48)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.02 (0.19)
	-0.12
	
	

	       Wives’ age
	 0.26 (0.15)
	 1.68
	
	
	
	-0.04 (0.05)
	-0.84
	
	

	   Neuroticism
	29.66 (0.19)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.59 (0.24)
	-2.50*
	
	

	       Wives’ age
	-0.01 (0.18)
	-0.07
	
	
	
	-0.04 (0.07)
	-0.61
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so t and r statistics are not reported for these terms. Age was assessed at Time 1 and was grand-mean centered within-sex. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 169 couples. df = 167 for all analyses. Effect size r = sqrt [t2/(t2 + df)]. *p < .05. **p < .01.  


Supplemental Table 5

Education and Husbands’ and Wives’ Big 5 Personality Trajectories over the First Year and a Half of Marriage
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	39.10 (0.48)
	 —
	
	-0.37 (0.17)
	-2.13*

	      Husbands’ education
	 0.22 (0.19)
	 1.12
	
	-0.17 (0.08)
	-2.16*

	   Conscientiousness
	35.23 (0.47)
	 —
	
	 0.41 (0.18)
	 2.30**

	      Husbands’ education
	 0.60 (0.18)
	 3.25**
	
	-0.23 (0.10)
	-2.46*

	   Neuroticism
	22.99 (0.54)
	 —
	
	-0.10 (0.19)
	-0.55

	      Husbands’ education
	-0.60 (0.22)
	-2.66** 
	
	 0.20 (0.09)
	 2.17*

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	43.10 (0.36)
	 —
	
	-0.88 (0.18)
	-4.86**

	      Wives’ education
	 0.08 (0.17)
	0.45
	
	-0.09 (0.09)
	-1.08

	   Conscientiousness
	38.13 (0.50)
	 —
	
	-0.09 (0.18)
	-0.49

	      Wives’ education 
	 0.43 (0.25)
	1.72
	
	 0.01 (0.09)
	 0.12

	   Neuroticism
	29.67 (0.59)
	 —
	
	-0.65 (0.25)
	-2.62*

	      Wives’ education
	 0.33 (0.34)
	0.97
	
	-0.32 (0.17)
	-1.87

	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so t statistics are not reported for these terms. Education was grand-mean centered within-sex. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 146 couples. df = 144 for all analyses. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Supplemental Table 6

Income and Husbands’ and Wives’ Big 5 Personality Trajectories over the First Year and a Half of Marriage
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	38.96 (0.44)
	 —
	
	-0.53 (0.18)
	-2.89**

	      Husbands’ income
	 0.14 (0.29)
	0.49
	
	 0.12 (0.13)
	 0.94

	   Conscientiousness
	35.25 (0.46)
	 —
	
	 0.54 (0.19)
	 2.78**

	      Husbands’ income
	 0.05 (0.32)
	0.12
	
	 0.28 (0.11)
	 2.56*

	   Neuroticism
	23.31 (0.55)
	 —
	
	-0.14 (0.19)
	-0.75

	      Husbands’ income
	-0.36 (0.33)
	-1.08 
	
	 0.07 (0.13)
	 0.53

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	43.02 (0.32)
	 —
	
	-0.79 (0.17)
	-4.79**

	      Wives’ income
	 0.39 (0.26)
	1.51
	
	-0.36 (0.15)
	-2.50*

	   Conscientiousness
	37.83 (0.48)
	 —
	
	-0.01 (0.19)
	-0.03

	      Wives’ income
	 1.49 (0.41)
	3.59**
	
	-0.24 (0.17)
	-1.36

	   Neuroticism
	29.55 (0.56)
	 —
	
	-0.62 (0.24)
	-2.55*

	      Wives’ income
	 0.50 (0.53)
	0.95
	
	-0.35 (0.21)
	-1.64

	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so t statistics are not reported for these terms. Income was grand-mean centered within-sex. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 165 couples. df = 163 for all analyses. *p < .05. **p < .01.

Supplemental Table 7

Race and Husbands’ and Wives’ Big 5 Personality Trajectories over the First Year and a Half of Marriage
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	39.03 (0.45)
	 —
	
	-0.57 (0.19)
	-3.05**

	      Husbands’ race
	 0.31 (1.68)
	 0.19
	
	 0.77 (0.58)
	 1.31

	   Conscientiousness
	34.96 (0.48)
	 —
	
	 0.52 (0.20)
	 2.63**

	      Husbands’ race
	 2.44 (1.71)
	 1.43
	
	-0.73 (0.78)
	-0.94

	   Neuroticism
	23.23 (0.57)
	 —
	
	-0.13 (0.19)
	-0.69

	      Husbands’ race
	 2.81 (1.60)
	1.76 
	
	-0.72 (0.89)
	-0.81

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	43.11 (0.35)
	 —
	
	-0.84 (0.18)
	-4.66**

	      Wives’ race
	-0.93 (0.84)
	-1.10
	
	 0.19 (0.56)
	 0.34

	   Conscientiousness
	38.10 (0.52)
	 —
	
	-0.08 (0.20)
	-0.41

	      Wives’ race
	-2.44 (1.43)
	-1.71
	
	 0.43 (0.51)
	 0.85

	   Neuroticism
	29.36 (0.58)
	 —
	
	-0.54 (0.26)
	-2.04*

	      Wives’ race
	 2.18 (1.70)
	 1.28
	
	-0.45 (0.54)
	-0.85

	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so t statistics are not reported for these terms. Race was coded where White = 0 and non-White = 1. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 169 couples. df = 167 for all analyses. *p < .05. **p < .01.  

Supplemental Table 8

Premarital Relationship Duration Predicting Big 5 Personality Trajectories for Husbands and Wives 
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	39.12 (0.45)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.57 (0.19)
	-3.04**
	
	

	       Duration
	-0.23 (0.17)
	-1.29
	
	
	
	 0.06 (0.05)
	 1.08
	
	

	   Conscientiousness
	35.14 (0.48)
	—
	
	
	
	 0.48 (0.20)
	 2.36*
	
	

	       Duration
	-0.06 (0.19)
	-0.30
	
	
	
	 0.11 (0.07)
	 1.58
	
	

	   Neuroticism
	23.30 (0.57)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.19 (0.20)
	-0.99
	
	

	       Duration
	-0.09 (0.18)
	-0.52
	
	
	
	 0.08 (0.07)
	 1.17
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	42.96 (0.34)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.81 (0.18)
	-4.50**
	
	

	       Duration
	-0.07 (0.11)
	-0.63
	
	
	
	 0.01 (0.04)
	 0.21
	
	

	   Conscientiousness
	37.85 (0.50)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.01 (0.19)
	-0.06
	
	

	       Duration
	-0.22 (0.16)
	-1.42
	
	
	
	-0.02 (0.05)
	-0.36
	
	

	   Neuroticism
	29.69 (0.57)
	—
	
	
	
	-0.53 (0.25)
	-2.15*
	
	

	       Duration
	-0.03 (0.16)
	-0.19
	
	
	
	 0.04 (0.07)
	 0.56
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so t and r statistics are not reported for these terms. Premarital relationship duration was assessed in years and was grand-mean centered. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 157 couples. df = 155 for all analyses. Effect size r = sqrt [t2/(t2 + df)]. *p < .05. **p < .01.  

Supplemental Table 9

Premarital Cohabitation Predicting Big 5 Personality Trajectories for Husbands and Wives 
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	38.73 (0.53)
	—
	
	
	-0.55 (0.22)
	-2.50*
	
	

	       Cohabitation
	 0.89 (0.94)
	0.96
	
	
	 0.06 (0.38)
	 0.15
	
	

	   Conscientiousness
	34.68 (0.59)
	—
	
	
	 0.71 (0.24)
	 2.90**
	
	

	       Cohabitation
	 1.18 (0.93)
	1.26
	
	
	-0.63 (0.38)
	-1.64
	
	

	   Neuroticism
	24.68 (0.72)
	—
	
	
	-0.27 (0.25)
	-1.09
	
	

	       Cohabitation
	-3.48 (1.04)
	-3.33**
	
	
	 0.28 (0.38)
	 0.74
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	42.93 (0.42)
	—
	
	
	-0.78 (0.21)
	-3.64**
	
	

	       Cohabitation
	 0.08 (0.65)
	0.12
	
	
	-0.04 (0.35)
	-0.10
	
	

	   Conscientiousness
	37.60 (0.66)
	—
	
	
	 0.07 (0.22)
	 0.32
	
	

	       Cohabitation
	 0.36 (0.99)
	0.36
	
	
	-0.21 (0.39)
	-0.54
	
	

	   Neuroticism
	30.63 (0.71)
	—
	
	
	-1.28 (0.30)
	-4.24**
	
	

	       Cohabitation
	-2.42 (1.11)
	-2.18*
	
	
	 1.72 (0.46)
	 3.73**
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so these statistics are not reported.  
Premarital cohabitation was coded so that 0 = did not cohabit and 1 = did cohabit. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 168 couples. df = 166 for all analyses. Effect size r = sqrt [t2/(t2 + df)]. *p < .05. **p < .01.


Supplemental Table 10 

Own and Partner Marital Satisfaction Predicting Big 5 Personality Trajectories over the First Year and a Half of Marriage
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	39.05 (0.44)
	 —
	
	
	-0.53 (0.18)
	-2.94**
	

	      Husbands’ marital sat.
	 0.00 (0.09)
	 0.05
	
	
	 0.00 (0.04)
	-0.06
	

	      Wives’ marital sat.
	-0.03 (0.08)
	-0.36
	
	
	-0.02 (0.03)
	-0.51
	

	   Conscientiousness
	35.10 (0.45)
	 —
	
	
	 0.48 (0.19)
	 2.51*
	

	      Husbands’ marital sat.
	 0.30 (0.10)
	 2.83**
	
	
	-0.06 (0.05)
	-1.26
	

	      Wives’ marital sat.
	 0.00 (0.11)
	-0.01
	
	
	-0.02 (0.04)
	-0.42
	

	   Neuroticism
	23.39 (0.54)
	 —
	
	
	-0.17 (0.19)
	-0.92
	

	      Husbands’ marital sat.
	-0.17 (0.14)
	-1.26
	
	
	 0.01 (0.05)
	 0.13
	

	      Wives’ marital sat.
	-0.01 (0.15)
	-0.06
	
	
	 0.00 (0.06)
	 0.06
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	42.97 (0.31)
	 —
	
	
	-0.82 (0.17)
	-4.84**
	

	      Husbands’ marital sat.
	 0.11 (0.10)
	 1.09
	
	
	-0.08 (0.05)
	-1.81
	

	      Wives’ marital sat.
	 0.13 (0.13)
	 0.99
	
	
	 0.03 (0.05)
	 0.53
	

	   Conscientiousness
	37.75 (0.49)
	 —
	
	
	-0.02 (0.19)
	-0.12
	

	      Husbands’ marital sat.
	 0.06 (0.15)
	 0.41
	
	
	-0.02 (0.06)
	-0.43
	

	      Wives’ marital sat.
	 0.11 (0.13)
	 0.79
	
	
	 0.10 (0.04)
	 2.22*
	

	   Neuroticism
	29.67 (0.52)
	 —
	
	
	-0.60 (0.24)
	-2.52*
	

	      Husbands’ marital sat.
	-0.21 (0.15)
	-1.39
	
	
	 0.00 (0.06)
	-0.01
	

	      Wives’ marital sat.
	-0.38 (0.15)
	-2.48*
	
	
	 0.08 (0.05)
	 1.70
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so these statistics are not reported. Husbands’ and wives’ marital satisfaction scores were assessed at Time 1. Scores were entered simultaneously and were grand-mean centered. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 169 couples. df = 166 for all analyses. Effect size r = sqrt [t2/(t2 + df)]. *p < .05. **p < .01.    

Supplemental Table 11

Parenthood Predicting Big 5 Personality Trajectories for Husbands and Wives
	
	Personality Intercept
	
	Personality Linear Slope

	
	Estimate (SE)
	
	
	Estimate (SE)
	t ratio
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Husbands
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	39.05 (0.44)
	
	
	-0.57 (0.19)
	-3.04**
	

	       Parenthood
	—
	
	
	 0.48 (0.43)
	 1.11
	

	   Conscientiousness
	35.10 (0.46)
	
	
	 0.44 (0.20)
	 2.16*
	

	       Parenthood
	—
	
	
	 0.43 (0.54)
	 0.81
	

	   Neuroticism
	23.39 (0.55)
	
	
	-0.06 (0.19)
	-0.30
	

	       Parenthood
	—
	
	
	-1.26 (0.67)
	-1.87
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Results for Wives
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Agreeableness
	42.97 (0.32)
	
	
	-0.79 (0.18)
	-4.34**
	

	       Parenthood
	—
	
	
	-0.32 (0.41)
	-0.77
	

	   Conscientiousness
	37.76 (0.49)
	
	
	 0.00 (0.20)
	 0.01
	

	       Parenthood
	—
	
	
	-0.27 (0.36)
	-0.77
	

	   Neuroticism
	29.67 (0.55)
	
	
	-0.57 (0.25)
	-2.28*
	

	       Parenthood
	—
	
	
	-0.34 (0.62)
	-0.55
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Notes. Intercepts were significant p < .01 because the lowest possible score was greater than zero, so t and r statistics are not reported for these terms. Parenthood predicted only slopes since no couples were parents at the first assessment. Childless couples were coded as 0 and couples that became parents were coded as 1. Main effects are shown in bold text. N = 169 couples (15 parents). df = 167 for all analyses. Effect size r = sqrt [t2/(t2 + df)]. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

