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Abstract: Marital satisfaction is a key construct in the assessment of a couple’s relationship, and
it encompasses aspects such as the feelings of affection, trust, and companionship that arise from
the exchanges between spouses. The ENRICH Marital Satisfaction (EMS) Scale has been widely
used as a reliable measure to assess marital satisfaction. In the present study, we aimed to analyze
the psychometric properties and the factor structure of the EMS Scale in a sample of Portuguese
parents. A total of 205 mothers and fathers participated; 107 were women (52%), and 98 were
men (48%), and the mean age was 38.39 years (SD = 5.85). The majority were two-parent families
(89.3%), with children between the ages of 1 and 13 years (M = 6.90), 53% of whom were boys. The
participants completed the EMS Scale together with the Parenting Stress Index Short Form and
the Parenting Alliance Inventory. The results from a confirmatory factor analysis corroborate the
two-dimensional structure of the instrument, with internal validity and reliability values that were
suitable for application in the Portuguese population. The EMS Scale can be an important resource,
with good psychometric quality, for professionals and researchers, which can be used in assessment
and intervention programs, both at the individual and couple levels.

Keywords: confirmatory factor analysis; marital satisfaction; parenting alliance; parenting stress;
psychometric study

1. Introduction

Marital satisfaction is a subjective construct that is widely used, alongside marital qual-
ity, success, and adjustment, to evaluate the relationship between partners (e.g., Tavakol
et al. 2017). It is described as a set of feelings and sensations that include warmth, safety,
and well-being, and as the expectations about the exchanges that exist in that type of rela-
tionship (Norgren et al. 2004). The way that couples organize their family and professional
responsibilities, and the existence of good communication, are important aspects to consider
in their marital adaptation and satisfaction, since the tensions between these two scenarios
may impair their assessment of the marital satisfaction (Martínez-Pampliega et al. 2019).
Thus, these are activities that are inherent to a couple’s life, and that require complicity in
interests, the establishment of rules, and the development of relational patterns (Tavakol
et al. 2017).

Marital satisfaction levels tend to vary throughout the couple’s life cycle, and they can
be represented in a U-shaped model that starts out high in the early years of the relationship
(1–3 years), and then declines in the intervening years as a result of the effort exerted by
parenting (5–7 years), and, after this, reaches high values again when the children leave the
home, with the subsequent changes in conjugality, where the couple returns to spending
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more time together (Pérez and Estrada 2006; Stephen and Raj 2014). According to Whis-
man (2019), marital satisfaction can be assessed on the basis of intra- and interpersonal
factors, contextual factors, and their interrelationships. The personality features, cognitions,
and emotional patterns of each subject can partly influence the assessment of the rela-
tionship satisfaction. Along with these, the factors that are associated with interpersonal
relationships (i.e., sexual satisfaction), communication styles (i.e., expressions of feelings
of intimacy, love, and problems), conflict resolution, stressful life events, and similarities
between partners take on relevant significance (Whisman 2019).

The health of the partners may also be affected (e.g., Cao et al. 2017), and particu-
larly their mental health (Whisman et al. 2021). Having a satisfying marriage results in
greater flexibility in the management of life’s pressures, a lower risk of psychopathology,
better adjustment, greater longevity (Whisman et al. 2018), and fewer health problems
(Vest et al. 2017). Marital satisfaction is also a good predictor of adjustment in the elderly
(Santos et al. 2020), and it is a predictor of well-being and quality of life in later adulthood
(e.g., Norgren et al. 2004).

Marital satisfaction affects the health of children (e.g., Cummings and Davies 2010),
and it may be a risk factor for their adjustment (Knopp et al. 2017). The presence of conflict
within the family can have different effects on the child. Destructive conflict (which is char-
acterized by hostility, anger, and aggression) can weaken the child’s safety levels, so that the
child will feel fearful and worried about the stability of his/her family, while constructive
conflict (which uses warmth and problem-solving strategies, and that compromises during
conflict) can strengthen the child’s safety levels and perceptions about the family stability
(Koss et al. 2011). Moreover, investigations have shown that frequent conflict and low
marital satisfaction could evoke increased emotional and behavioral problems in children
(e.g., Frankel et al. 2015), as well as lower levels of academic achievement (Timmons and
Margolin 2015).

The existence of repeated and intense marital conflicts that are unresolved with pos-
itive practices becomes a risk factor for children (Cutrín et al. 2019; Fariña et al. 2020;
Gómez-Ortiz et al. 2019; Gallego et al. 2019) and may have consequences in terms of
their psychological adjustment (Camisasca et al. 2019), which could lead to externaliza-
tion problems, such as violence, antisocial behavior, or a poor school performance. On
the other hand, it can also be reflected in internalization, with high levels of psycholog-
ical distress, low self-esteem, or a depressive symptomatology (Gómez-Ortiz et al. 2019;
Martínez-Pampliega et al. 2019). Even if the couple has conflicts, parenting requires that the
caregivers coordinate their goals, styles, and strategies towards their children (Grych 2002),
which implies good communication, cooperation, and conflict management (Ayala-Nunes
et al. 2013). The existence of good levels of parental alliance, which is defined as how
the parents appreciate, respect, and value the opinions of their spouses with regard to
parenting (Abidin and Brunner 1995), is related to high levels of marital support. Likewise,
low marital satisfaction has been associated with inadequate maternal behavior, lower
maternal sensitivity, and to an insecure and disorganized mother–child attachment (Finger
et al. 2009).

Thus, we can consider the marital satisfaction level as an indicator of the parenting
relationship level: partners with higher levels of marital satisfaction tend to have higher
parenting sensitivity (Cummings and Davies 2010), higher parental satisfaction, and more
responsive parenting practices (e.g., Hou et al. 2019), compared to couples who have lower
levels of satisfaction in their relationships (Knopp et al. 2017). Moreover, the higher the
levels of marital satisfaction, the lower the rates of parental stress, especially when parents
have children with several behavioral problems (e.g., Robinson and Neece 2015).

Marital satisfaction is, therefore, a relevant dimension in the parental ecology, and
it is useful both for the study of the family system, and for assessing the support and
intervention needs, which requires researchers and professionals to have valid reliable
instruments that are adapted to the Portuguese population. The assessment of marital
satisfaction becomes even more relevant in families with children because marital satis-
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faction is a determinant of parenting, and it may act as a protective factor, according to
Belsky’s (1984) proposed ecological model.

The present study will analyze the psychometric properties of the EMS Scale with a
sample of Portuguese parents. In Portugal, there is a need for short, valid, and reliable
scales that measure marital satisfaction. The number of divorces in Portugal has increased
in the last decades, which converges with the number of marriages. The divorce rate for
every 100 marriages in 2019 was 61.4. With regard to blended families, the available data
are less recent, but they show that they represented 8.12% (PORDATA 2021).

There are several instruments that are used to measure marital satisfaction, such as
the Marital Adjustment Test (MAT) (Locke and Wallace 1959), the Dyadic Adjustment Scale
(DAS) (Spanier 1976), the Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI) (Funk and Rogge 2007), and the
ENRICH (Enriching and Nurturing Relationship Issues, Communication and Happiness)
Marital Satisfaction (EMS) Scale (Fowers and Olson 1989, 1993).

In the Portuguese context, we found some validations of the instruments that are used to
assess marital satisfaction, such as the Marital Satisfaction Scale (MSC) (Weiss and Palos 1988,
Brazilian version by (Coleta 1989)), which includes three dimensions: the satisfaction with
the partner’s emotional aspects, the satisfaction with the marital interaction, and the sat-
isfaction with the structural aspects (Hernandez et al. 2017); the Marital Satisfaction Index
(Hudson 1992, Portuguese adaptation by (Pereira et al. 2000)), which evaluates the degree
of the severity/magnitude of the couple’s problems in a marital relationship; the Kansas
Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm et al. 1986; Portuguese version by (Antunes et al. 2014)),
which measures the satisfaction with the partner, the marriage, and the couple relation-
ship; the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (R-DAS) (Spanier 1976; Portuguese version by
(Pereira 2003)), which focuses on the assessment of the marital adjustment, namely, the
consensus, satisfaction, and cohesion; the Love Scale (an adaptation of the Marriage and
Relationship Questionnaire; Russel and Wells 1986; Brazilian version by (França et al. 2016));
or the Evaluation Scale of Marital Areas Satisfaction—(ESAVIC) (Narciso and Costa 1996),
which assesses 10 areas of marital life (i.e., leisure time, autonomy, sexuality, family func-
tions, communication and conflicts, feelings, emotional intimacy, relationship continuity,
physical and psychological characteristics, and extrafamilial relationships).

The ENRICH Marital Satisfaction (EMS) Scale (Fowers and Olson 1993) originated
from the ENRICH Inventory (Fowers and Olson 1989), which is a questionnaire that
is composed of 125 items with 14 scales (i.e., idealistic distortion, marital satisfaction,
personality aspects, communication, conflict resolution, financial management, leisure
activities, the sexual relationship, children and parenting, family and friends, equative
roles, religious orientation, marital cohesion, and marital adjustment). The length of the
questionnaire has been pointed out as a limitation of its use. Thus, Fowers and Olson
(1993) developed a brief version, which is easy and quick to apply (Ferrão et al. 2019),
and, nowadays, we can find several versions with smaller numbers of items, such as
47 items (e.g., Soleimanian 1994), 35 items (Alidoosti et al. 2011; Asoodeh et al. 2011),
15 items (Fowers and Olson 1993), and 10 items (e.g., Escribà-Agüir and Artazcoz 2011).
The difference between the last two versions is related to the use of the Idealistic Distortion
Scale (5 items), a dimension that was developed to control for the social desirability in
the assessment of the marital relationship satisfaction (i.e., to overcome the propensity
to evaluate the marital relationship in an unrealistically positive way). There have been
studies with the 10-item version that do not use the Idealistic Distortion Scale (e.g., Arab
Alidousti et al. 2015; Escribà-Agüir and Artazcoz 2011).

The present study focuses on the shortened version of the EMS Scale (i.e., 15 items;
Fowers and Olson 1993), which is used to evaluate the satisfaction that is felt in a marital
relationship through two dimensions: the marital satisfaction (MS) (10 items), which
assesses several aspects that are inherent to the marital relationship; and idealistic distortion
(ID) (5 items). This instrument has been translated in various countries, such as Brazil
(10 items; Ferrão et al. 2019); China (10 items; Li 1999); Spain (10 items; Escribà-Agüir
and Artazcoz 2011); India (Pandya 2019); Iran (10 items; Arab Alidousti et al. 2015); and
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Japan (10 items; Suzuki 2010), with mainly samples of adults from the general populations.
In Portugal, Marques (2001) adapted the full version of this instrument, but there are no
validated studies of this brief version of the EMS Scale.

In the Brazilian version, in which only the positive dimension of marital satisfac-
tion (10 items) was considered, the psychometric validity obtained two factors (Factor
1 explained 72%, and Factor 2 explained 10%), but the reliability values supported the
single-factor solution that was adopted, with good adjustment (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80
for men, and 0.78 for women). Ferrão et al. (2019) relate the marital satisfaction to general
satisfaction and perceived stress scales, and they obtained a high correlation with the
satisfaction, and a moderate association with the perceived stress. As for the Indian version,
this was not examined psychometrically, but a satisfactory Cronbach’s alpha was reported
(α = 0.93; Pandya 2019).

Considering that the brief version of the EMS Scale could be very useful to include
in the assessment protocols for the analysis of the family functioning, this study aimed
to analyze the psychometric properties of the EMS Scale, and to verify if the factorial
structure replicates the original one. As for our predictions, we expected that the Portuguese
version would demonstrate: (1) A two-dimensional structure; with (2) Acceptable internal
consistency; and (3) Construct validity with regard to the measures of parental alliance and
parental stress.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

The participants included 205 parents that were living in Algarve (the south of Portu-
gal). Most of them were mothers (52%), and their average age was 37.54 years (SD = 5.69;
range: 23–49 years). The fathers (48%) were aged between 26 and 53 years (M = 39.31;
SD = 5.90). On average, they had 1.69 children (SD = 0.79; range: 1–7 years), 53% of whom
were boys, and 47% of whom were girls, with an average of 6.90 years (SD = 3.19; range:
1–13 years).

With regard to the educational levels, 42.0% of the participants had completed high
school, 28.3% had completed university studies, 19.5% had completed compulsory edu-
cation, and 10.2% had not completed compulsory education. Most of the families were
nuclear, with two parents (89.3%), with only 4.9% single-parent and 5.9% restructured
families.

2.2. Instruments

The ENRICH Marital Satisfaction (EMS) Scale (Fowers and Olson 1993), as described
above, is composed of 15 items, which are answered on a five-point scale (between
1 = Strongly Disagree, and 5 = Strongly Agree), and includes two dimensions: marital
satisfaction (MS) (e.g., “I am not happy about our communication and feel my partner
does not understand me”), and idealized distortion (ID) (e.g., “Our relationship is a perfect
success”). The scale scoring is carried out by summing up the items, and by reversing the
values of Items 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, and 14. The total score of the scale is calculated by using the
following formula: EMS = MS − [(MS) × (correlation between MS and ID)2 × (ID × 0.01)].
The higher scores represent higher levels of marital satisfaction.

The Parenting Stress Index Short Form (PSI-SF) (Abidin 1995; Portuguese version
by Santos 2008) is a self-report questionnaire that assesses the level of parenting stress
that is perceived by the parents, and it can only be applied to parents with children up to
13 years of age. It consists of 36 items, and it uses a five-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree,
to 5 = Strongly Agree), which is subdivided into three subscales: parental distress (PD) (“I
feel trapped by my responsibilities as a parent”; α = 0.89); the parent–child dysfunctional
interaction (PCDI) (“My child smiles at me much less than I expected”; α = 0.80); and the
degree to which the parent evaluates their child as a difficult child (DC) (“My child gets
upset easily over the smallest thing”; α = 0.75). The higher scores show greater levels of
stress in parenting.
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The Parenting Alliance Inventory (PAI) (Abidin and Brunner 1995; Portuguese version
by (Nunes et al. 2021)) is a one-dimensional scale that measures the extent to which one
parent believes that he/she has a good, supportive, trusting, and functional relationship
with the other parent (e.g., “When there is a problem with our child, we work out a good
solution together”). It consists of 20 items that are answered on a five-point scale (from
1 = Strongly Disagree, to 5 = Strongly Agree). In the present study, it presents a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.95, which demonstrates excellent reliability. The PAI can be applied regardless
of the parents’ current marital status or the parental figure’s biological relationship to the
child. The higher scores indicate greater perceived support among the spouses.

An ad hoc sociodemographic questionnaire was applied in order to obtain data about
the participants’ age, sex, socioeconomic status, and years of schooling completed.

2.3. Procedures

First, authorization was requested from the authors of the ENRICH Scale for the
translation and validation of the instrument in Portugal. The initial translation from
English into Portuguese was completed by the first and second authors of this paper, which
ensured the correct understanding of the meaning of the items. The questionnaire was then
independently back-translated into English by a native English speaker with considerable
professional experience in translating psychology-related scientific texts. The cultural
adaptation was particularly considered, and it took into account the clarity, common
language use, and conceptual equivalence of the scale.

The participants were recruited using a snowball strategy. Using a snowball sampling
technique, master’s students from the Department of Psychology of the University of
Algarve were contacted and were asked to participate as intermediates by recruiting five
parents each to answer the EMS Scale, the PAI, and the PSI-SF. The questionnaires were
applied to fathers and/or mothers who met the following inclusion criteria: (1) Parents
who had at least one child aged up to the age of 13 years old; and (2) Parents with no known
psychosocial risks. All of the participants signed written informed consent documents
and were informed about the aims of the study, the noncompensatory nature of their
participation, the anonymous and confidential nature of their responses, and the possibility
of withdrawing from the study at any time, without any consequences. The study was
approved by the University of Algarve.

2.4. Analysis Plan

The data were analyzed using SPSS v25 software. The analysis of the EMS factor
structure was performed using EQS 6.3 software (Bentler and Wu 2015), with the estimation
performed by maximum likelihood (ML) robust methods. The goodness-of-fit indices
were obtained by calculating the Satorra–Bentler chi-squared/degrees of freedom, the
CFI (the Comparative Fit Index), the IFI (the Incremental Fit Index), the RMSEA (the
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), and the NNFI (the Non-Normed Fit Index).
CFI values ≥ 0.90 and RMSEA values < 0.08 were considered to be the indicators of an
adequate adjustment; NNFI and CFI values ≥ 0.95 and RMSEA values ≤ 0.06 indicate
good fit, and an IFI value ≥ 0.90 was considered acceptable (Byrne 2006). The CFA was
performed directly on the items, and it retained the factors with factor loadings ≥ 0.45.

An ANOVA was used for the group comparisons, and Pearson’s correlations were
used to examine the associations between the scale variables (Knapp 2017). The correlations
were considered low if they were below 0.20, they were considered moderate if they
were between 0.20 and 0.50, and they were considered high if they were above 0.50. The
Cronbach’ alphas were considered good if they were above 0.70, and the corrected item-total
correlations were considered adequate if they were above 0.20 (Tabachnick et al. 2019).
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3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Analysis

Overall, the participants reported high levels of marital satisfaction (M = 33.69,
SD = 4.93; Min = 17.37, Max = 43.07; Table 1). The skewness (−0.76) and kurtosis (1.05)
indices did not deviate much from normality (Sk < 3, and Ku < 10). The EMS had a good
internal consistency (α = 0.87), and the correlations between each item and the total value
of the scale ranged between 0.25 and 0.70. The Cronbach’s alpha values did not show
significant changes with the elimination of any of the items from the scale, except for Item
14 (α = 0.88); thus, the contribution made by the 15 items was considered relevant, and we
chose to keep the proposal that was initially formulated by the original authors (Fowers
and Olson 1993).

Table 1. Descriptive analysis and discriminant capacities of the original items (N = 205).

M SD S K Corrected r
Item Total

α If Item
Deleted

Item 1 4.01 0.82 −1.27 2.79 0.70 0.86
Item 2 inverted 3.91 1.08 −0.90 −0.10 0.58 0.86
Item 3 4.09 0.87 −1.32 2.39 0.64 0.86
Item 4 3.79 0.93 −1.14 1.61 0.63 0.86
Item 5 inverted 3.82 1.17 −0.84 −0.28 0.69 0.85
Item 6 3.65 1.01 −0.76 0.14 0.59 0.86
Item 7 4.01 0.84 −1.42 3.30 0.67 0.86
Item 8 inverted 3.55 1.23 −0.48 −0.89 0.36 0.87
Item 9 inverted 3.52 1.19 −0.24 −1.20 0.45 0.87
Item 10 3.62 0.97 −0.76 0.35 0.56 0.86
Item 11 3.94 0.94 −1.10 1.20 0.60 0.86
Item 12 inverted 4.06 0.98 −1.15 0.81 0.41 0.87
Item 13 4.10 0.97 −1.11 0.77 0.44 0.87
Item 14 inverted 3.75 1.21 −0.87 −0.23 0.24 0.88
Item 15 3.84 1.13 −1.10 0.64 0.48 0.87
Total 33.69 4.93 −0.76 1.05 - 0.87

3.2. Factor-Structure Analysis

Table 2 displays the goodness-of-fit indices of the three models that were tested by
the CFA: the unifactorial model; the bifactorial model, with the structure of the original
version; and a revised bifactorial model. In the revised model, for an adequate fit, Items
8, 12, and 14 were eliminated, and the intercorrelation errors between Items 2 and 5 were
performed. Thus, the items that presented low loadings and low corrected item-total
correlations were removed (Items 8: “I am unhappy about financial position and the way
we make financial decisions”; 12: “I am not satisfied with the way we each handle our
responsibilities as parents”; and 14: “I am dissatisfied about the relationship with my
parents, in-laws, and/or friends”, from the factor, marital satisfaction).The indices revealed
a good adequacy of the revised two-factor model: S-Bχ2/gl = 1.95; IFI = 0.98; NNFI = 0.97;
CFI = 0.98; and RMSEA = 0.07. With regard to the saturation values, most of the items
showed correlations > 0.30 (Table 3).

Table 2. Goodness-of-fit indices for ML models of EMS Scale.

EMS S-Bc2/df IFI NNFI CFI RMSEA CI (90%) AIC

Unifactorial model 4.38 0.87 0.85 0.87 0.13 0.12–0.14 214.13
Two-factor model 4.43 0.87 0.85 0.87 0.13 0.12–0.14 216.45
Revised two-factor model (1) 1.95 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.07 0.05–0.09 −2.40

ML = maximum likelihood; S-Bc2 = Satorra–Bentler chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; IFI = Incremental Fit
Index; NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; CI = confidence interval, AIC = Akaike information criterion; (1) Items 8, 12, and 14 were removed,
as were Intercorrelation Error Items 2–5.
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Table 3. Standardized factor loadings of the revised two-factor model of the EMS Scale.

EMS F1 (Satisfaction) F2 (Distortion)

Item 1 0.80
Item 2 (inverted) 0.47
Item 3 0.77
Item 4 0.79
Item 5 (inverted) 0.63
Item 6 0.76
Item 7 0.82
Item 9 (inverted) 0.30
Item 10 0.69
Item 11 0.66
Item 13 0.44
Item 15 0.53

As for the means of the inter-item correlations, the results were adequate. The two
subscales presented values above 0.20, which reveals a good homogeneity of the items.
The corrected item-total correlation range was acceptable (>0.30). The internal consistency
indices that were obtained were α = 0.84 for the satisfaction, and α = 0.74 for the distortion
(Table 4).

Table 4. Internal consistencies of the EMS.

M SD Alpha MIIC CITCR

Satisfaction 27.30 4.88 0.84 0.43 0.49–0.70
Distortion 19.06 3.46 0.74 0.40 0.31–0.63

M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Alpha = Cronbach’s alpha; MIIC = mean inter-item correlation; CITCR =
corrected item-total correlation range.

3.3. Construct Validity Analysis

Table 5 shows the associations between the EMS and the other dimensions of parental
behavior: the Parenting Alliance Index (PAI) and the Parenting Stress Index (PSI). We
observed an expected significant positive correlation with the PAI, and negative significant
correlations with the PSI-SF PD and PCDI scales.

Table 5. Construct validity.

EMS

Parenting Alliance 0.70 ***
Parenting Distress −0.18 *
Parent–Child Dysfunctional Interaction −0.20 **
Difficult Child −0.10

* p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.01, and *** p ≤ 0.001.

4. Discussion

This study aimed to analyze the psychometric properties of Fowers and Olson’s EN-
RICH Marital Satisfaction Scale (EMS) in a sample of Portuguese parents, as well as the
validity of this instrument with the measures of family functioning (convergent validity)
and parental stress (divergent validity). The results that were obtained by using a confir-
matory factor analysis, after testing three models (i.e., one-factor, two-factor, and revised
two-factor models), support the assumption of using the EMS Scale for assessing marital
satisfaction in the Portuguese population, and they confirm the two-dimensional struc-
ture of the scale. Thus, we found sustainability for the dimensions of marital satisfaction
(7 items) and idealized distortion (5 items), which is congruent with the initial definition
of Fowers and Olson’s study (1993), and which allows us, on the one hand, to assess the
couple’s perception of each area of the marital relationship, and, on the other hand, to make



Soc. Sci. 2022, 11, 107 8 of 11

an adjustment on the basis of the real feelings of the spouses towards their relationship.
According to Fowers and Olson (1993), theoretically, one can have a positive assessment
(i.e., no regrets about the marriage), as well as a perfect understanding about one’s spouse,
but it is unlikely that these feelings reflect reality, and, thus, marital satisfaction may have
an idealized level of distortion that is associated with it, which is often ignored by more
conventional scales.

With regard to the mean value of the inter-item correlations, as well as the corrected
correlations, the data were found to be adequate and homogeneous; thus, all of the indica-
tors support our initial hypothesis that the psychometric characteristics of the instrument
would be maintained in its application to the Portuguese population, which is similar to
other validations (Ferrão et al. 2019).

As for the discriminant validity with the measures of parental stress, the results indi-
cate negative and significant relationships with the marital satisfaction, which is congruent
with what was predicted (e.g., Hess 2008; Robinson and Neece 2015). As expected, the rela-
tionship between the EMS Scale and the PAI shows a significant and positive association,
which is consistent with other research, which suggests that the level of the marital satisfac-
tion may contribute to the development and maintenance of a strong parental alliance, in
the same way that more unsatisfactory relationships may affect the child’s development
and may have negative consequences on the parenting (e.g., Belsky 1984; Feinberg 2002,
2003). In this Brazilian validation scale, it was possible to observe a negative correlation
between the measures of the marital satisfaction and the perceived stress. These data raise
questions with regard to how this construct may be related not only to the levels of parental
stress, but also to the measures of the general stress. Thus, it is important to reflect on
the effective relevance that the levels of the satisfaction in a relationship may have in the
other areas of individual functioning (e.g., work–family interactions) that are likely to be
influenced by the demands that a romantic relationship may imply (Andrade et al. 2017;
Fellows et al. 2016).

The participants reported high values of marital satisfaction, which is congruent
with other research (e.g., Hess 2008), and which reveals that couples generally make very
positive evaluations about their relationships.

The present study aimed to contribute to the adaptation and validation of an instru-
ment to assess marital satisfaction, which may be used in several family intervention
scenarios, such as programs that involve individual and couple assessments, where the
levels of the alliance and parental stress may be considered as a means of family strength-
ening and preservation. However, the limitations include the fact that this research only
focused on families from the general population and did not perform any construct validity
or temporal stability studies. Future research may take into account factors such as the
differences between the sexes of the participants, the levels of education, and the ages of the
spouses, as well as other factors that are associated more with children (e.g., age, behavior,
health) and with characteristics of other contexts that are relevant to the couple (e.g., work
and extended family).

5. Conclusions

The findings of this study demonstrate that the EMS Scale can be considered a quick
and easy-to-use instrument to assess marital satisfaction, with reliability with regard to the
marital satisfaction and the idealized distortion. It has proven to be an useful psychometric
resource for professionals and researchers. The Portuguese version of the EMS Scale that
is offered in this study is a useful tool for both researchers and practitioners who need to
assess marital satisfaction, which is a relevant construct that can be used to understand the
family context.
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