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The aim of the research is to examine the psychometric properties 

of the ENRICH Marital Satisfaction scale by using exploratory 

and confirmatory factor analysis, which had been established for 

western married couples. Enrich marital satisfaction was 

developed by Fowers and Olson (1993), which measures marital 

satisfaction and idealistic distortion. The data was gathered from 

Punjab’ six distinct cities. The study I included a total of 280 

participants, 119 working married women and 161 non-working 

married women for exploratory factor analysis and study II 

included 206 participants, 130 working married women (63.11%) 

and 76 non-working married women (36.89%) employing 

confirmatory factor analysis. The final structure of the scale 

utilizing the common factor analysis approach with two factors, 

one factor containing all the positive items and other factor 

containing all the negative items. The reliability of overall scale 

was adequately satisfactory. To validate the factor's structure, the 

CFA was performed on a new sample (N = 206). The CFA showed 

that the two-factor solution of the scale indicated good model fit 

indices. For intervention study and marital counseling, it is 

important to highlight negative aspects of marriage which was 

previously not considered by Enrich marital satisfaction scale.  
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Marriage is said to be the sharing of love, affection, emotional 

support, loyalty, stability, security, romantic, sexual fulfillment, 

companionship and wellbeing between two partners. Marital 

satisfaction as an individual’s subjective evaluation of the overall 
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quality of their marital relationship shaped by emotional intimacy, 

communication, mutual support, and perceived fairness between 

partners (Karney & Bradbury, 2020). Studies emphasize that marital 

satisfaction is dynamic rather than static, changing over time in 

response to personal, relational, and contextual stressors (Lavner et 

al., 2016). Similarly, marital compatibility is now understood as a 

multidimensional construct encompassing harmony, adaptability, 

mutual respect, and effective conflict management, rather than mere 

agreement on roles or tasks (Bodenmann et al., 2015). Empirical 

evidence suggests that couples who perceive greater emotional 

responsiveness, validation, and equitable partnership report higher 

marital satisfaction and stability (Neff & Karney, 2017; Randall & 

Bodenmann, 2017). Marital compatibility includes the aspects of 

harmony, satisfaction and adjustment. Marital disharmony refers to 

persistent difficulties in managing and resolving conflicts, marked by 

ineffective communication, misinterpretation of a partner’s intentions, 

heightened emotional reactivity, and the tendency for minor 

disagreements to escalate into recurring or intense disputes (Lavner et 

al., 2014; Overall et al., 2013). 

Research conceptualizes marital quality as a multidimensional 

construct that reflects both partners’ global evaluations of the 

relationship and specific interaction such as intimacy, communication, 

conflict resolution, and emotional support (Haghighi et al., 2024; 

Robles et al., 2014). Systematic reviews highlight that modern marital 

quality measures integrate evaluative and behavioral components 

including relationship satisfaction, agreement on key issues, 

companionship, and adaptive coping (Allendorf & Ghimire, 2013; 

Robles et al., 2014). Current measurement approaches emphasize 

theoretical foundations, construct validity, and cross-cultural 

relevance, ensuring that scales capture both positive and negative 

dimensions of relationship functioning and align with contemporary 

dyadic frameworks such as the Vulnerability-Stress-Adaptation 

model, which integrates enduring vulnerabilities, stress, and adaptive 

processes to explain variations in marital quality and stability 

(Haghighi et al., 2024; Karney & Bradbury, 2020; Robles et al., 

2014). 

Shabbir (2019) and Iqbal (2013) translated the ENRICH Marital 

Satisfaction scale by Fowers and Olson (1993), for Pakistani married 

couples. However, this scale taps marital satisfaction in general terms 

and idealistic distortion subscale composes a marital 

conventionalization scale to overcome the propensity to embrace too 

flattering descriptions of the marriage. Conventionalization, as the 

tendency to present one’s marriage in an overly positive or socially 
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desirable manner, remains a critical methodological concern in the 

assessment of marital quality. Contemporary research recognizes that 

self-report measures of marital quality are susceptible to social 

desirability bias, particularly in cultures where marriage is highly 

valued and marital problems are stigmatized (Celenk & Van de 

Vijver, 2013; Randall & Bodenmann, 2017). Empirical studies 

demonstrate that marital quality indicators such as satisfaction, 

adjustment, and commitment continue to show significant associations 

with socially desirable responding, underscoring the importance of 

accounting for conventionalization effects in both research and 

clinical assessment (Fisher & McNulty, 2008; Hudson et al., 2020). 

The cultural, religious, linguistic, and geographical heterogeneity 

in this globe is immense. It must be modified to account for the 

peculiarities of the target culture's beliefs, language, and ethnicity if an 

instrument constructed in one cultural context is to be utilized in 

another. There is always a demand for scales that are valid and reliable 

across cultures (Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2011; Widenfelt et al., 2005). 

Given the scale of the target population, it is a suitable approach. 

When modifying a scale, slang phrases, confusing language, double-

barreled phrases and time adverbs should all be avoided, according to 

(Brislin et al., 1973). 

Contemporary psychometric literature emphasizes that the 

existence or frequent use of a measure does not guarantee its structural 

validity across contexts, populations, or time. Factor structures 

established in earlier studies often conducted decades ago and 

predominantly in Western cultural settings may not replicate when 

instruments are applied to different cultural, linguistic, or socio-

demographic groups (Bornstein & Putnick, 2016; Celenk et al., 2011). 

Changes in social norms, relationship expectations, and response 

styles further necessitate re-evaluating the dimensionality of 

established marital constructs (Karney & Bradbury, 2020). Recent 

methodological research underscores that failing to reassess factor 

structure risks construct underrepresentation, measurement bias, and 

inaccurate interpretation of findings, particularly in non-Western 

samples (Flake et al., 2017; Marsh et al., 2020). 

Studies conducted in Pakistan demonstrate that marital 

satisfaction is deeply embedded in collectivistic values, extended 

family involvement, gendered role expectations, religious norms, and 

socio-cultural obligations, which are not fully captured by Western 

instruments conceptualized within individualistic frameworks 

(Hussain & Gulzar, 2015; Jauhar et al., 2024; Malik, 2025). 

Indigenous researchers have reported culturally specific dimensions of 

marital functioning such as in-law relationships, obedience norms, 
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family honor, and religious compatibility that significantly predict 

marital satisfaction in Pakistani couples but are underrepresented or 

absent in ENRICH and similar scales (Batool & Khalid, 2012). 

Moreover, several Pakistani and South Asian studies have explicitly 

called for psychometric re-evaluation and contextual adaptation of 

marital satisfaction measures, noting inconsistent factor structures, 

differential item functioning, and social desirability effects when 

Western tools are administered to indigenous populations (Khalid & 

Frieze, 2004; Anjum & Batool, 2017). Research comparing locally 

developed marital satisfaction measures with imported scales has 

shown that indigenous instruments often demonstrate superior cultural 

sensitivity and explanatory power for marital adjustment and harmony 

(Batool et al., 2017; Shafiq & Naz, 2023). In line with contemporary 

psychometric standards and indigenous scholarship, the present study 

therefore considers it essential to appraise the factor structure of the 

existing scale within the Pakistani context to ensure cultural relevance, 

conceptual validity, and accurate interpretation of marital satisfaction. 

Despite the widespread use of the ENRICH Marital Satisfaction 

Scale in marital research, evidence suggests that factor structures 

established in Western populations may not be invariant across 

cultural contexts, particularly in collectivistic societies such as 

Pakistan where marital roles, family systems, and relational 

expectations differ substantially (Celenk et al., 2011; Bornstein et al., 

2023). Indigenous studies from Pakistan have highlighted culturally 

specific determinants of marital satisfaction, including extended 

family involvement, gender-role norms, and social desirability 

influences, which are insufficiently represented in imported measures 

(Batool & Khalid, 2012; Naz & Malik, 2018). Contemporary 

psychometric guidelines emphasize that assuming structural validity 

without empirical verification risks construct misrepresentation and 

biased conclusions (Flake et al., 2017; Marsh et al., 2020). Therefore, 

the present study aims to re-examine the factor structure of the 

ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale within a Pakistani sample to 

ensure its cultural relevance, conceptual clarity, and psychometric 

adequacy for local research and clinical application. 

 

 Method 
 

To establish the factor structure of the marital satisfaction scale 

within the local cultural context, the present study was conducted in 

systematically devised phases following contemporary psychometric 

guidelines. In the first phase, data were collected from an initial 

sample to examine the underlying dimensionality of the scale using 
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exploratory factor analysis (EFA). In the second phase, the emergent 

factor structure was cross-validated on an independent sample through 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to assess model fit and structural 

stability. Finally, reliability and validity indices were examined to 

evaluate the internal consistency and construct adequacy of the 

finalized model. 
 

Phase I 
 

The study's goals were to create the factor structure of Enrich 

marital satisfaction scale and to psychometrically validate the tool to 

demonstrate its usefulness in our society. 
 

Sample Characteristics 
 

A total of 280 out of 296 respondents participated in the study, 

comprising 119 working and 161 non-working married women (mean 

age = 22.47 years, SD = 2.89). The income range of working married 

women was between 35,000 –55,000 rp. The distribution of the 

sample across different cities was determined primarily by 

convenience and feasibility, taking into account the researchers’ 

access to participants and logistical considerations e.g., Gujranwala  

(n = 102), Sialkot (n = 88), Narowal (n = 78), Mandibahudin (n = 2), 

Rawalpindi (n = 4) and Lahore (n = 6). On the basis of purposive 

convenience sampling techniques, inclusion criteria included being 

married for within or maximum of seven years and having at least one 

child, while women whose husbands were residing abroad were 

excluded from the study. Before the assessment, signed informed 

consent was sought. Most of the people in the sample have matric 

level education (40.3%) followed by intermediate (23.6%), graduation 

(18.2%), masters (16.1%) and others (1.8%). Most of the married 

women live in joint family system (74.6%) and their marriage was 

arranged. A small proportion of participants (13.9%) reported that 

their marriage was not according to their choice 
 

ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale 
 

A 5-point Likert scale is used to evaluate a person overall 

personal assessment and level of satisfaction with his or her marriage 

(Fowers & Olson, 1989). The original scale English version comprised 

of 15 items in which 9 items (1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 15) were 

comprised of positive statements. Additionally, negative or reverse 

score items made up 6 of the items (2, 5, 8, 9, 12, and 14). Two factors 

make up the Enrich marital satisfaction scale. Idealistic distortion 
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contained primarily 5 items (1, 4, 6, 9, 13) and marital satisfaction 

comprised of 10 items (2, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15). Psychometric 

studies in diverse cultural contexts have also demonstrated acceptable 

to excellent reliability for the EMS, with overall internal consistency 

values ranging from α = .84 to .87 in Portuguese samples (Nunes et 

al., 2022) and α = .74 in Persian adaptations (Banifatemeh et al., 

2025), supporting the continued use of the two-factor structure across 

populations The growth of socio-cultural life raises the prospect of 

people's perspectives changing, thus it was necessary to check the 

preexisting factors using confirmatory factor analysis. 
 

Procedure 
 

After obtaining ethical approval, data were collected through 

individual administration of the self-report questionnaire. Participants 

were provided standardized instructions and completed the ENRICH 

Marital Satisfaction Scale in a quiet setting at their convenience. In 

addition to informed consent, ethical safeguards included assurance of 

confidentiality and anonymity, the right to withdraw at any stage 

without penalty, and the absence of any identifying information on the 

questionnaires. Participants were also informed that the data would be 

used solely for research purposes and stored securely to ensure 

privacy and ethical compliance. 
 

Results 
 

For the ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale, the researcher 

conducted Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with AMOS in the 

current study, but the estimate of the indices revealed a poor model fit. 

IFI =.87; NFI =.84; RFI =.79; TLI =.82; CFI =.86; RMSEA =.10 were 

the values for the default model. Even after including all of the error 

covariances, the model is still inappropriate (IFI = .90; NFI = .86; RFI 

= .82; TLI = .87; CFI = .90; RMSEA = .09). Therefore, it was crucial 

to investigate the Enrich marital satisfaction scale's factor structure. 
 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 
 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was initially conducted to 

test whether the established factor structure of the scale adequately fit 

the present data; however, the model failed to demonstrate acceptable 

fit indices even after theoretically justified covariance modifications. 

Consistent with psychometric best practices, EFA was therefore 

undertaken to identify a data-driven factor structure more appropriate 

for the current sample and cultural context. Another main standard for 



                      FACTOR STRUCTURE OF ENRICH MARITAL SATISFACTION SCALE                  43 

 

analyzing an instrument is its validity. It informs us if the scale gauges 

the concept under research accurately or not (Brains et al., 2011; Hair 

et al., 2006; Kramer et al., 2019; Zikmund et al., 2013). In order to 

determine whether a sample was appropriate, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin, 

or KMO, and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were both used. A KMO 

score of less than 0.5 is regarded as unsatisfactory (Kaiser, 1974). 

KMO for this test was .91, which is significantly higher than 0.5 and a 

similar statistical significance was found for Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity (p .001). Two factors were found in the analysis. The 

factors were maintained in accordance with the Eigenvalue rule, 

which states that the factors less than 1.0 should be eliminated 

(DeVellis, 2016).  

 

Table 1: Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor Analysis with Direct 

Oblimin Rotation of Enrich Marital Satisfaction Scale (N = 280) 

Sr. No  Item No.           F1 F2 h² 

1 1 .79 -.04 .60 

2 3 .72 .18 .66 

3 4 .76 .03 .60 

4 6 .82 .08 .74 

5 7 .80 .00 .64 

6 10 .70 .28 .50 

7 11 .84 -.07 .66 

8 13 .66 .09 .50 

9 15 .65 -.06 .39 

10 2 -.05 .70 .46 

11 5 -.11 .72 .46 

12 8 -.02 .77 .58 

13 9 .04 .69 .49 

14 12 .21 .55 .45 

15 14 .18 .53 .40 

Eigen values  6.30 1.80  

Cumulative %  42.03 54.03  

Variance  42.03 12.00  
 

 

Factor analysis is done on the data collected through a 

questionnaire which has 15 items about dimensions on EMS. Table 

shows the loading of 15 items on two components of ENRICH Marital 

Satisfaction scale. According to the specifications for EFA, the factor 

loadings for the 15 items were found to be more than .30. (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2007). The items with factor loadings higher than .30 were 

retained. Table 3 reveals all the items converged on relevant factors. 
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Rotated Component Matrix  
 

The exploratory factor analysis provided two constructs for the 

given 15 items instruments. A rotated component matrix is obtained 

by using direct oblimin rotation method whereas the extraction 

method is principal component analysis. According to the results for 

marital compatibility, items are bonded together on this dimension 

with factor loadings ranging from 0.65 to 0.84, of marital disharmony, 

on this dimension, items are grouped together with factor loadings 

ranging from 0.53 to 0.77. It was found that items 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 

13 and 15 clearly loaded on factor 1. Item no. 1, 4, 6 and 13 were 

loaded on factor 2 in the originally developed scale. While the other 

items like 2, 5, 8, 9, 12 and 14 were clearly weighed at factor 2. In the 

scale that was initially designed, these items were negatively scored. 

Among these items, item no. 2, 5, 8, 12 and 14 were loaded on factor 

1 in the originally developed scale. As shown in Figure the point of 

inflexion is somewhere between factor 2 and 3; Consequently, two 

factors were extracted. Contrarily, the third factor did not appear to be 

shared by the other two factors, making it challenging to make any 

inferences about it. 

The following titles were chosen after consulting the expert’ 

opinions including researcher herself and supervisor. 
 

Marital Compatibility. The items included 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13 

and 15. These items show that people have compatibility in their 

marriages. The higher the score on this subscale, the more marital 

compatibility person have in their marriage. 

Marital Disharmony. The items 2, 5, 8, 9, 12 and 14 were 

included to demonstrate the disharmony in marriage. The more 

disharmonies in marriage reflect by the higher score on this subscale.  

This analysis is performed by using Principal components 

analysis extraction method. According to the recommendation of the 

Hadi et al. (2016), communality ranged from .39 to .74, and the items 

with communality below 0.3 were eliminated. Items with 

communality lower than 0.3 and those with communality ranging 

from.39 to.74 were deleted. The EMS scale acquired both convergent 

validity and discriminant validity (Mohajan, 2017). The two obtained 

factors' cumulative variance was 54.03%. First factor, Eigen value, 

explained 42.03 percent of the variance, while second factor 12.00 

percent. 

As shown in the scree plot (Figure 1), two components are having 

the Eigen value greater than one hence the results indicate that there 

are two distinct constructs in this instrument on which factors can be 

loaded. 
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Figure 1: Scree Plot Suggesting Factors for ENRICH Marital 

Satisfaction Scale. 

 

The scree plot shown in Figure 1 represents the two-factor EMS 

solution. Because all of the factors' Eigenvalues are very close to 1, 

the scree plot initially displays a steep curve, then a bend, and finally a 

horizontal line. Two components are having the Eigen value of greater 

than one hence the results indicate that there are two distinct 

constructs in this instrument on which factors can be loaded.  

The exploratory factor analysis of the indicators suggested 

rearranging the constructs, especially for married women in Pakistan. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis becomes crucial to validate the factor 

structure discovered by EFA. As a result, in the following chapter, 

CFA using AMOS 22 was used to confirm the factor structure that 

emerged from EFA. 
 

Study II 
 

A second study was carried out on an independent sample to 

examine and address the construct validity of the ENRICH Marital 

Satisfaction Scale within the Pakistani setting and to psychometrically 

validate the instrument. 
 

Participants 
 

For study II, a separate sample included 206 participants; 130 

working married women (63.11 %) and 76 non-working married 

women (36.89%) where confirmatory factor analysis was carried out. 

An independent sample was used to examine the alternative model  

(N = 206; age 19-37 years; M = 28.35, SD = 3.49). Sixty married 

women belong to Gujranwala, 91from Sialkot, 20 from Narowal, 10 

from Mandibahaudin, 13 from Rawalpindi and 12 from Lahore. 

Majority of the participants have just one child (39.8%) and the mean 
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age at marriage (M = 23.80, SD = 2.96). Most of the women have 

master level education (35.0%) followed by matric (22.8%), 

intermediate (18.0%), and graduation (15.5%). The same method for 

obtaining information was used as in research I. 
 

Measures 

    

Modified ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale 

 

The modified ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale, derived from 

the EFA findings of Study I and used in Study II, comprises 15 items 

rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 

(Strongly Agree). It yields two subscales: Marital Compatibility, 

consisting of 9 positively worded items (Items 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 

15) with scores ranging from 9 to 45, where higher scores indicate 

greater harmony, understanding, and marital adjustment and vice 

versa; and Marital Disharmony, comprising 6 negatively worded items 

(Items 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 14) with scores ranging from 6 to 30, where 

higher scores reflect greater conflict, dissatisfaction, and relational 

strain and vice versa. The total scale score ranges from 15 to 75, with 

higher scores representing greater overall marital satisfaction 

characterized by high compatibility and low disharmony, whereas 

lower scores indicate poorer marital satisfaction. 

 

Procedure 
 

A second confirmatory factor analysis (Alternative Model, Mi) 

was carried out in conjunction with the statistical analysis plan to 

ascertain whether the new factor structure, which was based on the 

findings of the exploratory factor analysis, either appropriate the data 

for the population in this study. Analyses were carried out in AMOS 

while visual routes were manually sketched on the graphic window. 
 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 

EFA was followed by the CFA to confirm the factor’s structure 

(Hu & Li, 2015). Following the recommendation of the new data set 

for CFA, a new sample (n = 206) was employed (Henson & Roberts, 

2006; Hu & Li, 2015). Based on the initial criteria of factor loading > 

.30, all the items were examined (Field, 2009). According to 

predetermined standards, items loading less than .30 were 

disqualified. It was discovered that every item had acceptable 

loadings, ranging from (λ = .51 to λ = .84). Error covariances were 
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added within each subscale only to account for conceptual overlap 

among items measuring the same construct. Such theoretically 

justified within-factor error correlations are recommended in CFA to 

improve model fit without compromising construct validity (Besnoy et 

al., 2016; McCoach & Newton, 2016). 

 

Figure 2: CFA Model of EMS Scale (N = 206) 

 
 

 

Table 2: Model fit indices of CFA for of Urdu ENRICH Marital 

Satisfaction Scale (N = 206) 

Indexes χ2 (df) X²/df CFI RMSEA NFI TLI IFI Δχ2 

(df) 

Model 1 253.56(89)  .90 .09 .85 .86 .90  

Model 2 167.10(82) 167.10/82 .95 .06 .91 .94 .95 7 

Note. MI = default model of CFA for Enrich Marital Satisfaction Scale with 2 factors; 

M2 = MI after adding covariance within factor. 
 

The items' appropriateness was demonstrated by the regression 

weights being above .50 and as per the two-factor model of EMS, this 

model shows consistent behavior of being a good-fitting model. The 

error variables were combined because they indicated the various 

factors that contribute to both marital compatibility and marital 

disharmony (Figure 2). Indexes of model fit showed a good fit with χ2 

(82) = 167.10; χ2/df = 2.04; Root Mean Square Error of 
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Approximation = .06; Confirmatory Fit Index = .95; Normed Fit Index 

= .91; Tucker-Lewis index = .94; Incremental Fit Index = .95,  

p < .001.  
 

Reliability Analysis 
  

An additional criterion for determining an instrument's validity 

on a certain sample is its reliability indices. Estimates of internal 

consistency reliability were used for this purpose (Hair et al., 2006; 

Zikmund et al., 2013), employing the Cronbach Alpha coefficient 

approach, which is frequently evaluated. To confirm the accuracy of 

an instrument or scale, this technique looks at the degree to which the 

scale's items are supposed to measure. A value of < .60 implies low 

reliability, with the Cronbach Alpha coefficient's range being 0 to 1 

(Hair et al., 2006). A value of .70 to .80, however, denotes a high level 

of reliability (Zikmund et al., 2013). 

Cronbach’s alpha was then determined for each of the two factors 

independently and for the entire set of 15 items. Cronbach's alpha for 

the two factors was higher than 0.70, as seen in Table 3. Similar to 

that, the overall scale's alpha was .89. 
 

Table 3: Reliability Statistics of EMS Scale (N = 280) 

Variables k M SD α 
Range 

Potential Actual 

EMS Total 15 58.83 9.03 .91 15-75 22-75 

Marital Compatibility 9 37.45 6.32 .91 9-45 11-45 

Marital Disharmony 6 14.60 4.05 .81 6-30 6-27 

 

Table 3 demonstrates that the two factors have a Cronbach's 

alpha higher than 0.70. Similar to that, the total scale's alpha was .89. 

Hence, reliability of the scale is satisfied. 
 

Discussion 

The present study sought to culturally adapt and psychometrically 

evaluate the ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale for married women 

in Pakistan, with particular emphasis on examining its underlying 

factor structure. The emergence of a two-factor solution comprising 

marital compatibility and marital disharmony reflects a conceptually 

meaningful distinction between positive and negative dimensions of 

marital functioning. Contemporary relationship research increasingly 

recognizes marital satisfaction as a multidimensional construct that 
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encompasses both adaptive and maladaptive processes rather than a 

single global evaluation of relationship quality (Karney & Bradbury, 

2020; Lavner et al., 2016). 

The identification of marital compatibility as a distinct factor 

underscores the importance of harmony, mutual understanding, and 

emotional adjustment in marital life. In collectivistic cultures such as 

Pakistan, marriage is embedded within extended family systems, 

religious norms, and social obligations, where patience, compromise, 

and role fulfillment are strongly emphasized (Batool & Khalid, 2012; 

Hussain & Gulzar, 2015). Accordingly, compatibility extends beyond 

personal satisfaction to include alignment with familial expectations 

and relational accommodation, explaining the coherent clustering of 

positively worded items and supporting indigenous South Asian 

findings that highlight harmony as a core component of marital 

satisfaction (Naz & Malik, 2018; Shafiq & Naz, 2023). 

The emergence of marital disharmony as a separate factor reflects 

the presence of conflict, dissatisfaction, and relational strain as distinct 

marital experiences. In cultural contexts where marital problems are 

often concealed due to social stigma and family honor concerns, 

negative interactions may form a qualitatively different dimension 

rather than simply representing low compatibility (Anjum & Batool, 

2017; Khalid & Frieze, 2004). This distinction is consistent with 

global literature demonstrating that positive and negative relationship 

processes function independently and differentially influence marital 

stability and psychological well-being (Fincham & Rogge, 2010; 

Karimi et al., 2019). 

Within the framework of Vulnerability–Stress–Adaptation model, 

marital compatibility reflects adaptive relational processes, whereas 

marital disharmony captures stress responses and maladaptive 

interaction patterns (Karney & Bradbury, 2020). The present findings 

suggest that this theoretical model is applicable beyond Western 

settings and holds relevance for understanding marital dynamics in 

collectivistic societies. Cross-cultural psychometric studies similarly 

report that instruments assessing both positive and negative relational 

dimensions demonstrate construct validity compared to 

unidimensional measures of satisfaction (Celenk & Van de Vijver, 

2013; Bornstein & Putnick, 2016). 

Overall, the findings underscore the importance of culturally 

sensitive measurement in marital research. The two-factor structure 

obtained in the present study is supported by both indigenous 

scholarship and global theoretical frameworks, reinforcing the notion 

that marital satisfaction is best conceptualized as a balance between 
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compatibility and disharmony. By explicitly incorporating negative 

marital experiences alongside positive relational qualities, the 

modified scale offers a more comprehensive and culturally grounded 

assessment of marital functioning. 
 

Limitations and Suggestions 
 

Despite its contributions, the present study has certain limitations. 

The use of purposive convenience sampling and the inclusion of 

married women only may limit the representativeness and 

generalizability of the findings to the broader Pakistani population, 

particularly across diverse provinces, socio-economic strata, and 

marital arrangements. Marital satisfaction is a dyadic construct, and 

the exclusion of husbands restricts a comprehensive understanding of 

marital dynamics; therefore, future research should include married 

couples to capture reciprocal and interactive relationship processes. 

Additionally, although the scale was culturally adapted, its 

applicability remains confined to a single linguistic and national 

context. Future studies should examine the scale across different 

regional languages within Pakistan and validate it in other cultural 

settings to establish cross-cultural equivalence. Longitudinal designs 

and probability-based sampling approaches are also recommended to 

assess the stability of the factor structure over time and enhance the 

robustness and external validity of the findings. 
 

Implications 
 

The findings of this study have practical applications across 

clinical, counseling, and social work settings. The culturally modified 

marital satisfaction scale can help therapists and counselors assess 

marital compatibility and disharmony, guide targeted interventions, 

and monitor treatment outcomes. It can also inform preventive 

programs aimed at strengthening relationships and reducing family 

conflict. In research, the scale provides a validated tool for studying 

marital satisfaction in similar sociocultural contexts. Additionally, the 

results can support evidence-based family welfare initiatives and 

premarital counseling programs, promoting healthier and more stable 

marital relationships. 
 

Conclusion 
 

This research focused on the adaptation and validation of the 

ENRICH Marital Satisfaction Scale, which was originally developed 

for White-American married couples. We adapted it in the context of 
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Pakistani married women. The methodology, techniques, and 

assessments used in the process demonstrate that the adapted version 

with two factors is valid and trustworthy for gauging the targeted 

population's marital compatibility and disharmony. Therefore, the 

adapted EMS scale is appropriate for assessing Pakistani married 

women's marital satisfaction. 
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