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In regard to nine relationships of 52 subjects, 15 sources of satisfaction and 15 sources oj 
conflict were rated. Three clear salis/acaan factors emerged, and there were two conflict 
factors. There was some evidencejor universal sources oj satisfaction-the shared-interests 
factor, although this was low for neighbors. Spouse was in a class by itself. with the highest 
scores on all three sat is/action and both conflict factors. The ratio oj conflict to satis/ac­
tion was greater jar all the less voluntary relationsMps and jor the lower status relation­
ship. A number oj age and sex differences appeared. The implications for exchange theory 
are discussed. 

INTRODUCTION 

Exchange and equity theory suggest that relation­
ships are maintained by the provision of rewards 
by both sides. Foa and Foa (I974) suggested that 
six classes of f(~source are used in these ex­
changes-money, goods, services, love, status, 
and information. Another list of goals or rewards 
in relationships was produced by La Gaipa 
(1981)-identity, affective, expressive, sociability, 
and instrumental aid. On the other hand, Weiss 
(1969) concluded from a series of case studies that 
relationships serve five functions-expressing 
feelings freely, social integration, nurturant or 
parental roles, reassurance of worth, and 
assistance by kin. Other writers have distinguished 
between extrinsic, intrumcntal rewards such as ad­
vice or financial help, and intrinsic rewards, from 
the sheer presence or behavior of the other 
(Hinde, 1979). VV"ritcrs in the exchange theory 
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tradition have studied the nature of the rewards in 
different relationships and the development of in­
terdependence and concern with maximum joint 
profit, which they see as the source of commit­
ment to a relationship (Scanzoni, 1979). 

Various forms of conflict also have been dis­
cussed in the social psychological literature, 
especially competition for resources and dif­
ferences of beliefs. Research on relationships has 
drawn attention to particular forms of conflict for 
different relationships. It has been found that dis­
agreement and conflict are common in marriage 
(Burgess, 1981). In one of our previous studies, 
we found that "arguing" was one of the distinc­
tive activities of spouses (Argyle and Furnham, 
1982). Exchange theories have shown how conflict 
arises when one partner to a relationship is dis­
satisfied with the exchange achieved, and how 
he/she may use hostility as the ultimate bargain­
ing move (Scanzoni, 1979). Recently we devel­
oped a functional approach to social situations: 
common social situations are perpetuated in a 
culture because they enable certain goaLs to be at­
tained, which in turn lead to the satisfaction of 
basic drives (Argyle, Furnharn and Graham, 
1981). In one study, for example, we analysed the 
goals and conflicts of a number of common situa­
tions (Graham, Argyle and Furnham, 1980). We 
found that there were usually three main goal fac-
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tors-coneeni :'or own physical weB -being, social 
acceptance -:u:C maintaini'1g relationships, ajld 
specific task g~,:)ls :;daten to the ta~k. Subjects 
were able to repoOrt th~ e;o;tent to which sllch goals 
interfered \",itt or facilitated each o'h~r, both 
within and bet1.."'(Tn persons, $0 that simpk "goal­
siructurcs" could he p~otted. fior ~nstaH(,_, in 
nurse-patient encounters, nurse, experienced a 
conflict betwr~~n looking after the patient and 
J00king aftn themselves. In anotber study it wa:-; 
found that ~hoice of leisure and SOCi:lt activity was 
a function of rcrsonalit y and needs (Furnharn, 
1981). 

Some of the situations used in the5c stl;dic.>; in­
volved definite relationships between those in­
volved, e.g:_, nurs(;-patient. It seemed. therefore:, 
that a simiJ<:lr arproach might be succcssful in the 
study of relat .1,:mships. This was begun by using 
the same rr,c!l~(,d that h<ld been llsed in th~ -:tudy 
of goal structures of situations; and vvc asked suJ:--­
jccts to rat~ the importance of various goals, and 
the links bct'"'licen goals for husband and wife, 
friends, etc. . .\ pilot study v ... as run along these 
lines; hLlwcver, the tmmbcr of scp3rat(' goal fac­
tors in such relationships proved to be more like 
seven than three, the nllmher of \vithin-pason 
and bct\VCfil-re,son goal linkages w?<; very large, 
and no simple or immediately compreh(.:n~iblc 

patterns emerged. 
A second pilo~ .:;tudy was carri.;;d out ou 4C 

female OCCllP3tioD8.1 therapy sludents, in which 
they were ar.ked to rate the strcngth of conflicts or 
instrumental linkages within and behvccn both 
parties, using ~ix provided goal:;, for a number of 
different rclfltionships. There was -:;vidence of dis­
tinctive goal structures and, in particular, for dif­
ferent levels of confiicl rbe greatest number of 
instrumental links (iiix) were found fo.,. samC-<;fX 
friends, the gTcatc<:;t numhr.r of conflicts (seven) 
for mother-child relationships. While these ,md 
other 8.Spfi;ls of the results were suggestive, it \V::1:S 
felt deS!r;lbJe tD incorporate a \vidcr range of 
possible gonl" and confiicis. Furthcrmore, sub­
jects foun\.~ it v~ry difficult to ~stimate the degree 
of conflicl or facilitation betwe::cn some pairs of 
goals: it did not seem to be a V(;l)' meaningflll task 
for them. V/{;, tht:reforc, adopted a different 
method, drawing up lists of possible somcc') of 
satisfactio>1 and conflict and asking people to rate 
the importance of thcs~ for a number of relation· 
ships. 

1. It was predicted that there might be some 
universal somcc~ of s<ltisfaction and difficulty 
which are common to all relationships. Tn our 
studies of the rule., of situations, we had found 
that there are some rules thal an: universal to rno')t 
situations (Argyle t:t a1.. 1979), and we expected to 
find the same fo] the "ources of 5atisfaction and 

contlict in relationships. "Previous research sug­
ge;;tcd that th~c;e might include satisfaction from 
doi::.~ things together and talking about thing;; :::f 
iflutlJal concr::rn. To some extent these ~orre~Dond 
to the male and female orieotatiom., instrumental 
v:... expressive. Rands and Levinger (1979) fOl)nd 
that cooperation over joint activities and affective 
interdcpendence formed two separate dimensions; 
act1\itty and talk, however, may be alternatives 
ralhcT than universals. The idea that there may bc 
llIlivCJ~al or common sources of satisfacJlon is 
~upported by the finding that one relationship c:m 
suhstituk for annther·-·thc widmvcd livc with or 
sec mach !!lore of their children Of siblings, and 
the unm:J.rricd spend morc time with friends and 
kill (Townsclld, 1968). 

2. It was expected that goals would vary be­
tweel~ diffti'{:nt domains-- family, friends, work, 
neighbors, e;c.·--and different relationship::>. In a 
pj(~viGUS study we had found that family, fn'end'i, 
and work associates cho:;,e quite different situa­
tion.<; and acti'Jitie~ in \vhirh to meet (Argyle arld 
FL\~n}la.rr;, 1982); and it s~em<; likely that this is be­
cause diff;:;rent goals are pursued and different 
kinds of satisf&ction obta.ined. Research has 
sho""'n that in traditional marriage) husbands COI1-

tribute .:;.conomically, \vhik wi,-'cs do most of the 
hUlJ';nv'Jrk and childrealing, <lnd perhaps provide 
marc :.e)'llai gratificatfon; both receive affection 
and (ompanionship. Albrecht ct al. (1979) found 
that there had been oilly smaH changes in this 
traditionv,J picture, although younger wivC's 
earned mare and younger husbands did morc with 
the childre:1. 

R~searr:h on kinship, and idea') from sc.'clo­
biology sllggesl that for kin, help is one of the 
main bClOrs (Alexander. 1979). Kin relations in­
volve snared identity and continue indefinitely. 
Fricr:d,hip, on the other hand, is a more fragile 
re!a~i'::mship, so that major help is not provided, 
aHhougb joint leisure, conversation, and emo­
tioru\ ~upport arc enjoyed (Adams, 1967; Firlh et 
ai., 1969;. Work associates have tess intrinsic at­
tochmcnt but gain instrumental satisfaction from 
hetp :md advic:e over work, according to various 
studies. 

Wrigh1 :md Kcple (1981) compare the rewards 
that actole~,cc;1ts received in different relationships 
and found that the greatest rewards were received 
from friends rather than parents, and from 
mothers rather than fathers: but they did not find 
much variation in the patterns of reward, prob­
at!)' b<:c.:m:-,e their scales werc all rather similar. 

3. It was expected thJt there would be distinc­
tive forms of contlict for each r:::iationshi~. Past 
re:.'carch ha~ shown that husbands and wjves may 
hav( conflict due to the wife's desire for more 
pmv~r (H::lwkins et aI., 1980), the need for very 
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close coordination of behavior, their different 
roles and spheres of activity, and belonging to dif­
ferent kinship groups. Siblings have conflicts 
based on competitiveness, started in early rivalry, 
and later over care of elderly parents (Firth et a1., 
1969). Coworkers also may be in competition or 
have opposed interests (e.g., managers and shop 
stewards), while subordinates may resent their 
superiors' power to control their behavior. 
Parents and older children may be in conflict for 
the same reason. Friends are less likely to have 
conflicts, since friendships can dissolve quite easi­
ly. 

4. We wanted to explort: some of the relations 
between satisfaction and conflict. Braiker and 
Kelley (1979) suggested that a closer relationship 
having deeper commitment often requires work­
ing through, rather than avoiding conflicts. 
Similarly, Scanzoni (1979) argues that at a greater 
level of interdependence conflict is more likely but 
that its resolution will lead to a higher level of 
rew'ards; hostility may occur, but only if it is 
believed that the other is committed to the rela­
tionship and that it may help to resolve the con­
flict. All this goes contrary to the common-sense 
view that conflict is a wholly negative feature of 
rel::Hionships. Recent research on marriage has 
found that there are two independent factors at 
work. For example, Jacob et al. (1980) found a 
factor of warmth, understanding, and involve­
ment, and an independent factor of indifference 
and uninvolvement. Gilford and Bengtson (1979) 
found a positive factor of number of shared ac­
tivities and a negative factor of frequency of 
negative affective interaction. On the other hand, 
overall marital satisfaction has been found to be a 
positive function of positive interactions and a 
negative function of negative ones (e.g., Howard 
and Dawes, 1976). 

5. It was expected that satisfaction and contlict 
would vary with the power and status of the 
other. Previous findings are rather contradictory 
here. On the one hand, the superior is found to be 
a major source of social support and job satisfac­
tion (Payne, 1980); on the other hand, this is seen 
as a very superficial relationship (Wish et al., 
1976). We expect that supervisors will be seen as 
an important source of instrumental, rather than 
expressive, reward and that the level of conflict 
will be high. From general principles of exchange 
theory, the more powerful person in a relationship 
would be expected to get a better balance of 
rewards over costs, corresponding to our satisfac­
tions and conflicts. The only relationship with a 
clear power difference on our list was that of work 
superior, so we predicted a lower satisfac­
tion/conflict ratio with work superior compared 
with work associate. However, there are some 

rewards from superiors; and we expected more in­
strumental rewards (e.g., advice) from this 
source. 

6. Exchange theory also led us to expect a lower 
balance of satisfactions over conflicts in the less 
voluntary relationships, such as at work, with 
neighbors, and with certain kin-where the rela­
tionship has to be maintained whether it is re­
warding or not. 

7. It was expected that there would be dif­
ferences according to the sex of subjects. Previous 
studies have found that females are more con­
cerned with emotional support, males with shared 
activities (Riesman, 1981). Studies of marriage 
have found that husbands on average have more 
marital satisfaction than wives (e.g., Campbell et 
aI., 1976; Rhyne, 1981). On the other hand, 
women have closer friendships: male bonds are 
weaker, perhaps due to conflict over competition 
(Tognoli, 1980); and women are more active in 
maintaining kinship links, especially the mother­
daughter and sister-sister links (Adams, 1968; 
Firth et aI., 1969), and presumably enjoy more of 
whatever satisfaction kinship provides. 

8. We expected age differences in the sources of 
satisfaction and conflict. Older people were ex­
pected to report greater satisfaction in the do­
mains of kinship and work, less with friends. 
From our early discussion of the relation between 
satisfaction and conflict, it follows that older peo­
ple should experience less conflict in long­
standing relationships such as marriage, kin, and 
friendship. 

METHOD 

Subjects 

In all, 52 subjects took part in this experiment. 
They were divided into four groups depending on 
their sex and age. There were 27 males and 25 
females, of whom 25 were between 18 and 25 
years of age, and 27 between 38 and 51 years. Sub­
jects were obtained from the departmental subject 
panel and the Department of External Studies. 
Nearly all of the older group and about half of the 
younger group were married, :;lOd they were all in 
part- or full-time employment. Indeed, only sub­
jects that were working and married (or with a 
';Iive-in" mate) were selected for this study. They 
were generally in lower middle-class and working­
class jobs, such as electricians, nurses, and 
machine minders. 

The Questionna;re 

The questionnaire was divided into two sec­
tions, which subjects completed in different 
orders. In the first section subjects were asked to 
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rale I'D ;:;>. t1ve-poic:: sc3.1c the amoer:t of $Jtisfac­
tiOI1 that n"'I;:Y experienced in ea~;h of fif1efi1 areas 
in their relations~ips v.,lti1 oin::: 0thei- peopk 
Similarly, in thl:: scco"d <;c:ction suhjects rated iX; 

the same scale the am0lll1l or cont1lct that they cx­
pCiienccd in ea:::'h of fjftcc:-n differci1t areas in their 
relf:ltionships ,,'lith i.h.: ~a1TJ(" nine people. 

The nine people ,perc cho::.eD to rCpF!:;.cnt rela 
tioriShip:;. in three domain:;; family, frir:nds, and 
work colleagues. Previous rtscarch has :;:upported 
this classificalion (Argyle and Furnh<l.m, 1982;. 
The family rn~mbcrs \vcre Spouse (or equi;"'::.>Jcnt), 
near~~t age: sibling, s:amc-se);. par~nt, and ~ctolf's 
cent child/silJiiJ:;g; the friends w:;rc dose same-sex 
friend, close opposite-sex fricnd; and the 'work 
colle3gufs induded immediate :>./Ork sllper;or and 
work as;-ocia~c. The sllbject's nearest lldghbo, 
wa~ addec to lh~ Est, 

The fiftccH different :<:Qurccs of conflict and 
satisfaction wc:r~ dr(l.1.,\1) from tv·c sources: 
previous rcsc.an.:h in various areas iilduding mar­
riage and the hmily, and the development of rela­
tiomhip.s ;;nd job satisf<lc.:lioD; and pilot studies 
with a few mbjcds asking them to indicate their 
major sources of sot;SfaCti0r! ~lJld conflid within 
these n~ICiiionships. The mosl co-:nrnonly experi­
enced source;; of conflict and sali"fc.ction \vere rc­
tail'J(,;d for 1J~r: in thf' c'(pCritlJeilt. 

The queqiopnairc '-'"8.S admin.:qcred ill small 
groups in the prco:;encc of an cxperi:nenter. It v,as 
corr1plded anonyrF'Oll")Y o;-Jd took about h"df an 
hou;, !o a""'/~r. Thf' ~llC51l')JUlairc gene1utcd a 
consider:J.b1c amOlIil, of illter~s~, and subjects 
were det.riefcd afu.~r·'~.'Jrds. 

Rt'SULTS 

The data were analysed in sevCl a~ ways. 
1 . Princjr~1 components and. factor analysts 

~"rrt cDmputed for the ~ 5 sources of satis­
fortior. and conflict '3eparatdy. 

2. A four--way ANOVA was calculated both 
fo. sailsfaction and conflict as :.J function Df 
15 sources of satisfaction or conflict, nine 
i"elaticnships, and the two ages and :<:exe~ of 
t.he subjects. 

3. One-way ANOVAs were calculJt;:d for each 
source of satisfaction and conflict. 

.:1, Correlations were calculated betv/e~n total 
:,atisfactioli and conflict for each rdatioc­
ship. 

Factor Ar;a:y.jL~ ["'f Sources of Salis/actloff (/i1d 

C(ltI/hcf 

S'of;sfac£ion. A principal components analysi~ 
WJ,,~ ccmnuted for the 15 sources of sati"5factioll, 
fcHowed" by varimax (orthogonal) rotation. The 
mean scores for each subject's rating of ea.ch rda­
tior,<;hip W~fe used in the factor anaJysi"5; hence 
the ;V W8S 468 (52 subjects x 9 relationships) wbich 
is ~ll'fficicntly large for a stable, meaningful fador 
stnl(tlJrc to emerge_ Of course, it would have 
be;:ll possible to determine whether rlx factor 
:;,p"'j('tIJre differed for each of the nine rdation­
"h 11'''; ho\.vevcr, the N of 52 was deemed too srnaU 
to do a factor analysis, as the result may be both 
ull1>wblc and inappropriate. It is suggested, never­
theless, lila~ for further study it rna.y be int.eresting 
to demonstrate relation::,hip differenc~s in terms 
of their divergent factor structures, rather than in 
tellm of their averaU factor SCOres. The factor 
arlalys~~ yielded three orthogonal factors, ac­
couming for 35.8070, 11.4070 ann 7.2fJ!fJ of the 
vd,-iancf. 

Factor I, which takes up most variance, (';onsists 
of a variety of sources of satisfaction, based on 
advice, property, money, ,and joint work. It is d.if-

TABLE L FACtOR ,1"NA.I.YTIC RFSULTS FOR THE Si\! ISFI\Ci ION SCALE 

--- --- - - --, 

I. Sati~f8.clii)n frcm doir'i"; thing,., tozc~lH'r Ijoint ki<;ur.: 
2. Sati~~adi0n from tolki;;g about things of tnutual COrlctT'-
3. Satisl"2.ctiLw fr'."Hl sr::>..riug lOJl1mOn lKh:fs and value~' 
.1.. Sali:;f;;.:"kJ";"1 f;-Ol'TJ di·.cu~~ir:g ;1crSOlul [lfr)hkm~, 
5. Satisf<lc~i0:1 fTom "hariP8 1he ~(UYj{' fri{:lld,)!~ocial group 
6. ~atisfClcljOi1 from b(::ng seer. and identifkd ,,",Iith the oth~~ 
7. Sati,f::ldiott frOiTI working tog("thcr on a joint task 
8 . .sati.~Lcti(1f' from ,)I"lwiding cmot;onal ~up:;or; In the othf'r 
9. S3tisf2.diofl f,om gettr:lg eTIlotional ~\i!)port from the other 

10. Suti,i';:'I::ior; from providing financial ~llpp(ln to th? 0thl:> 
11. Satisfaction from gc!tirlg rillal,cia~ ~\Jpport from ',he ·.)lhcr 
12. Saiisj,lCtion from jointly OWl:1g 0[' sharing pcoperty/goork 
13. S{lli~hction [rom r;;:spcc,'"ng e:JCh other's priV:lcy 
14. Salisf~I::tjon from simply being with the otkf person 
15. Satisfactior fr0P1 advice ~iven \:>y the orh.::! 

Eigenvalue . 

Fa.ctnr I Factor 2 Fa.ctnr 3 
... --- '---" 

-0.02 0.07 0.79 
0.22 0.14 0.80 
0.16 0.21 ~.n 
0.11 0.62 0.26 
0.33 O.Sf, 0.29 
0.40 0.58 0.03 
0.48 0.39 0.27 
0.04 0.80 0.15 
0.38 0.59 0.00 
~.60 o.n 0.06 
0.53 0.47 "0.05 
.0.67 0.22 -O.Ol 
fl.71 0.08 0.14 
tL56 0.30 0.22 
0.71 0.06 0.24-
l.36 1. 71 1.07 

Varianc~~' 35.807c 1 1. 4 fl10 7.2% --..... ~---=-.-- .. 
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ficult to summarize these elements in a single 
label, but this factor might be called "instrumen­
tal reward." Factor II is easier to label and can be 
interpreted as "emotional support." Factor III 
can be called "shared interests." 

The factor scores for each relationship were 
calculated by averaging the ratings for scales that 
correlated with each factor at .60 or above. These 
are shown in Table 2 and Figure 1. 

Con/liet. Similarly, a principal components 
analysis was computed for the 15 sources of coo­
fiet, followed by varimax rotation. This yielded 
two orthogonal factors, accounting for 51070 and 
9.70/0 of the variance. 

Factor I, which accounts for 51070 of the 
variance, is based on many kinds of conflict, but 
particularly the kinds of conflict found in more 
intimate relationships. We call it "emotional con­
flict." Based primarily on problems with the 
other's behavior, Factor II is called "criticism." 
The factor scores for the conflict factors are given 
in Table 3 and Figure 2. 

Tests oj the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: Are there universal sources of 
satisfaction and conflict? The results for the 
three-way ANOVAs are given in Tables 5 and 6. 
These were followed by one-way ANOV As for 
each source of conflict and satisfaction across the 
nine relationships. Source of satisfaction was a 
significant source of variance (p < .(01) in each 
case. The means for different sources are given in 
Tables 4 and 5. 

It can be seen that a number of sources of 
satisfaction have high means across the nine rela­
tionships. However, as Table 4 shows, each 
source has low scores for some of the relation­
ships, although one fell above the mean of 2.87 
for all nine relationships-respecting each other's 
privacy. 

The conflict scores are similar, although the 
levels arc lower than for satisfaction, and the 
overall mean was 1.68 (Table 5). Several sources 
of confict were relatively high, and one was above 
the mean for all relationships-conflict over dif­
ferent beliefs and values. Furthermore, there was 
no significant difference across the nine relation­
ships on this item. 

This hypothesis also can be examined in terms 
of the factor scores given earlier. Figure 1 shows 
that work colleagues, neighbors, and adolescents 
are low in instrumental reward (Factor I); and the 
same relationships arc also low on the other two 
factors. Factor Ill, shared interests, is quite high 
for all relationships except neighbors. 

Hypotheses 2 and 3. Each relationship was ex­
pected to have a distinctive pattern of satisfaction 
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FIGURE 1. RELATiONSHIPS PLOTTED ON THE SATISFACTION DIMENSIONS 
r=--=-=-===--=---:=c-=--==-=---""-===---=--"""==::;.;-==--.c..:--'=-=-:::-:';:;--~-~=-~'-:';:;---=--=---=---. ___ _ 
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and conflict scores, and these should lead to 
greater unden,tanding of the rcl.ationships. Each is 
discussed sepMat.ely. 

In this secti.oil we shall consider: (a) total 
satisfaction and confikI scores, (b) scores on the 
three satisfa.cti.on 2nd two contlict factors (figures 
1 and 2), and (e) scores on th~ 15 satisfaction and 
15 conflict sca1es (Tables 4 and 5). 

Spou<;e has the highest overall level of satisfac·· 
tion on all three factors but especially from jointly 

35 

30 

SPOUSE-

• PARENT 

SAM::: SEX FRIEND. 

eSI8UNC 

e ADOLESCeNT 
• WORK SUPERIOR 

eOPPQSrfE 
S~X ::RIEND 

l · WORK ASSOCIftJE 
__ NEIGHBOUR _L. _____ ~ __ ~ 

3.0 3.5 4,0 
~ACTOR ill 

owning property and getting finatlcial support, 
although less from respecting priVi.H::Y. Conflict is 
abo greate:-,t on both faciors but especially over 
in,Jepcndence, although les!; over competition for 
job". 

Neighbor has the lowest satisfaction score, 
especially on the emotional-support factor, and 
on doing things together. being identified v.rith 
each other, and simply being with the other, with 
relatively the most satisfaction from respecting 

TABLE 3. FACTOR ANAl.YTIC RESUL1'S FOR THE CONFLICT SCALE 

Scale 

1. Compete f0T jovs and promotion 
2. Compete for attention/affection of oth(TS 
3. Compete fOf control over other~ 
4. Confliei, O'o·er money/possessions 
5. Conflict ovel· different beliefs and values 
6. Conflict aver independence from t:ach other 
7. Conflict over emotional help and support 
8. Connie! WhCii engaged in normal daily aclivity 
9. Cont1ict over being <lble to understand each other (cmp8thi/.d 

lO. Concern th,}t the oth~r is behaving unwisely 
11. Conflict over each other's habits and lifestyle 
12. Conflj,:: o'vcr :lOt being able to discuss pef"ona1 rrobbn\ 
13. Conflict over attempts at emotional blackmail 
14. Cont1id over demands on each other's time 
15. CanDid over each other's friends clOd social group 

Eigenvalue 
Variance 
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F3(.:tor 1 Factor 2. 

0.74 
D.gJ 
u.74 
0,7" 
0.59 
0.65 
0.74 
0.74 
0.77 
0.21 
0.21 
0.25 
0.47 
0.79 
0_67 
7.64 

51.00"/u 

0./4 
0.09 
0.\8 
0.22 
0.23 
0.43 
0.20 
0.2"-
0.28 
0_85 
0.g7 
1).78 
0.12 
0.27 
0.20 
1.46 
9.7~/r; 
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FIGURE 2 RELATIONSHIPS PLOTTED ON THE CONFLICT DIMENSIONS 
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FACTOR II 

privacy. Conflict is also low, especially on the 
main factor. emotional conflict, and regarding 
conflict over demands on each factor. 

Same-sex friend,> had a high overall level of 
satisfaction, second only to spouse, especially on 
the emotional-support and shared-interests fac­
tors, and for shaIing the same friends, doing 
things together, and discussing personal prob­
lems; but satisfaction was low on providing and 
receiving financial support and owning property. 
Conflict was fairly low, especially on the criticism 
factor, while relatively high in competition for 
jobs or promotion, competition for the attention 
or affection of others, and having different beliefs 
or values. 

Opposite-sex friends were similar but with 
lower overall satisfaction, especially for the 
shared-interests fal:tor-doing things together, 
discussing personal problems, sharing the same 
friends, and working together. Conflict was much 
the same overall, although lower on the emotion­
al-conflict factor, and on competition for jobs. 

Conflict was higher on not being able to discuss 
personal problems and not being able to under­
stand each other. 

Parents had fairly high satisfaction scores on all 
three factors, especially instrumental-reward, and 
on providing financial support; lower on sharing 
the same friends and respecting privacy. Conflict 
was fairly high, especially on the criticism factor 
and competition for the attention or affection of 
others. 

Sibling was in the middle of the range for 
satisfaction on all three factors: it was higher on 
obtaining emotional support, simply being with 
the other, and discussing personal problems, 
while lower on providing emotional support. Con­
flict was high. especially on the criticism factor, 

Adolescent was low in satisfaction on all three 
factors, especially on receiving advice and dis­
cussing personal problems, while relatively high 
on providing and receiving emotional support. 
Conflict was high. especially on the criticism fac­
tor and over empathy, in daily activity, demands 
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TAbLE 4. THREE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS FOR EACH SOURCE OF SATISFACTION (F LEVELS) 

Se'X x Age x Sex x Age x 
Sources of Satisfaction Sex Age Rclati8oshio Se;~ x Age RelattOmflip Relationsh~p Re~atiom~lip 

.---------.----- ------------ -------

I. Sa~;sfa;,::tion from doing thing~ together /joini. leisure 1.78 0.26 21.IH*** 0.36 4.51 *,,, 3.82**" 1.53 
2. Sati~faction from talking about things or 

mutual concern 7 .03* 0.34 16.96*** 0.59 2.0i :1.55*** 2.:19* 
J. Sati"factior. from sharing commur, b6et\ and values 2 ," • ,L. 2.~7 12.3 ~ *"'* 0.-\1 3.{Q~*'" 2.8,\*** C.\6 
4. Satisfaction from di,cussing personal prabk'm') 6,75* 0.25 27.30*** 0.18 2.2 I ~ ).93*** 2.80** 
). Sati5faclion from s0<Hing the same frie:lds/;;Gcial 

group 2.82 2.45 23.{):J~H 0.09 1.72 . ?() 0.58 
6. S:1tisfaction from being seen ,1nd iden~ified Wi~~l the 

ather 0.00 1.68 ;A.54*'"* (Ui 4.93** 1.8 : 0.99 
7 S[~tis.hct;o!1 from \vorking "tOgether on a jvint ta~k 0.89 1. 71 10.09** 0.07 2.79* 2.()! [1.60 
R. Satisfaction f~onl providing emotional support to 

the other ?'.56** 0.7J 19.06*** 0.66 5.62*** 3.69*** 0.72 
9. Sali~factioT! from ~etting emotion]J ~uppon fr01P 

thc other 8.40** 0.66 20.85*** O.J5 4 . .13*** 18*** : .83 
10. S:nisfa-.::tioCl :'ront providing fina:l-.::ia~ support to 

the other !. : I 0.91 ~3.79*** 0.24 3.34** .93 0.64 
: 1. SatisfactiQ:1 [ror.t ~~et:ing finar:c:&l support fwm 

the at he 1.2: G."'O 2 \ .B~\*** o.le .}(l .LW** 2.0e, 
i2. Satisfaction from jointly owning or sharing 

property/goods 0.02 0.42 21.47*** 0.9] l. 68 6 "1*** .' 2.16* 
13. Satisfaction from respecting each other's privacy 0.80 4.0i J.40* 0.92 1.29 US 1.'1.1 
14. Satisfaction from simply being with the other person li.77*** 2.99 24.29-!OH 0.12 4.82*** 1.9\ 1.98 
15. Satisfaction from advl:.:e given by the other 4.38 0.80 \4.42*** 0.03 2.62** l.Sl 1.90 
-------

*p < .05. 
**p < .0:. 

***p < .001. 
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on each other's time, and over money or posses· 
sions. 

Work superior was very low in satisfaction on 
all three factors, but especially on providing and 
getting emotional support, simply being with the 
other, sharing the same friends, and discussing 
personal problems; and relatively high on receiv­
ing advice, working together, and respecting 
privacy. Conflict was high, especially on the 
general factor, emotional conflict, second only to 
spouse, and on competition for control over 
others, and demands on each other's time; but 
conflict over friends was relatively low. 

Work associate differed from work superior. In 
terms of satisfaction and conflict, the grouping of 
these relationships is interesting. This can be 
studied by inspection of Figures 1 and 2 where the 
factor scores are plotted. For satisfaction (Fig. 1) 
there are three clusters: (a) spouse; (b) parent, 
sibling, opposite-sex friend, same-sex friend; and 
(c) work associate, work superior, neighbor, 
adolescent. For conflict spouse again is by itself, 
the two kinds of friends are together, kin other 
than spouse are adjacent, but the two work rela­
tions arc separated. Spouse and work superior are 
highest on emotional conflict (Factor I); spouse 
and adolescent are highest on criticism (Factor II). 

Hypothesis 4. We wanted to explore the rela­
tionship between satisfaction and contlict. As 
Table 6 shows, across relationships there is a cor­
relation of .57 (p < .06); i.e., the more satisfying 
relationships also tend to produce more con­
flict-spouse is highest on both, while neighbor 
and work ac;sociate are lowest. 

Within most of the relationships there were 
small positive correlations of about .25 (p < .05), 
but for spouse and parent there were nonsignifi­
cant negative relations. The hypothesis, thus, is 
doubly confirmed. 

Hypothesis 5. Satistaction and conflict were ex­
pected to vary with the power of the other. Over­
all satisfaction was similar for work superior and 
work associate; however, work superior was 
higher on instrumental reward (Factor I). On in­
dividual scales (see Tables 5 and 6) work-superior 
satisfaction was greater with advice given by the 
other and with respecting privacy. For the work 
associate satisfaction was greater from sharing the 
same friends and from providing and getting emo­
tional support. 

Conflict was somewhat higher for work 
superior (1.77 VS. 1.61, p < .05), and this was 
especially so for criticism (Factor II) but also for 
emotional conflict (Factor I). On this factor con­
flict for work superior was second only to that for 
spouse. Regarding individual scales, conflict for 
work superior is greater with demands on each 
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TABLE 6. THE ~.ELATfON BETWEEN SATiSFACTION AND CONfliCT 

RdationshirJs 

I. SpoU)(; 
2. Close same~sc)l hiend 
3. Work sup~:-ior 
4. Sibling 
5. Close oppo~,ite-~.e friend 
6. Parcnt 
7. Neighbor 
8. Work a~:·;;iciilte 
9. Adolcsccn~ 

--. ----:--------=-::..:...--

A-Mean 
Saf5fac!ion (S) 

3.81 
3.32 
2.40 
3.01 
3.10 
3.13 
2.07 
2.43 
2.f" 

B--Mean Corrd:::.'ion 
Conflict (C) between Sand C 
... _-_ .... --

1.97 
1.67 
I. 77 
\.67 
1.60 
1.65 
1.50 
I. 61 
1.72 

-.14 
.04 
.24" 
.25* 
.27* 

- .17 
.03 
.2fi* 
.23 

Note: Correlation h:lWCCt1 colllrnn~ A and B is 0.57 (p < .06). 
*p < .05. 

othc:r's time .::lJld (10t being able to discuss personal 
prohlems. Con-ni;~t with work associates was 
greater fer competition for attention/affection of 
others. The ratio of conflict to satisfaction was 
greater for \york sllperlor." (0.75) than for w0rk 
associates (0.67) (p < .05). 

Hypothesis 6. The balance of conflicts over 
reward was predicted to be greater for ~he less 
voluntary rela.tionships. We took the average of 
all satisfaction and conflict SC(lres and looked at 
the ratios of conflict {;;atisfaction, which were as 
follows: 

More yolunt[try: .same-sex friends, 0.52; 
oppositc·-sex friends, 0.52; and spouse, 
0.53; 
Lcs,r.; voluntary; work superior, 0.75; work 
associat(", 0.67; neighhor, 0.71; adole~ccnt, 
0.65; and parent, 0,54. 

Siblings have bef.:n omitlcd, sincc this is a partly 
voluntary relationship, The separation of the two 
groups distinguished a priori is complete (p < 
.02). giving sor-'.1.c· support to the hypothesis. 

Hypotheses 7 and 8. Differencer.; were expected 
due to scx and age of subjects. After the four-way 
ANOV A \vas computed across all sources of satis­
faction .and conflict, a three-way ANOVA-sex 
(2), age (2), rdattonship (9)·--wa~ computed for 
~ach source of satisfaction and. conflict. 

As regard,~ 10 sex, there were a number of f>ig­
nificant mr.jn effcLt~ and intelactiom. Females 
derived more -;atisfaction from giving and getting 
emotional snpport, discussing per<.:onal problems 
and issues of mutua! concern, and simply being 
with the other person. The femate subjects de· 
rived greater satisfaction from their relationship 
with fricnd:-; of both sexes, siblings, neighbors, 
and adolescent children, while males got more 
satisfaction from spouses and work superiors. 
Regarding sex differences only one main effect 
was signific;jot for conflict: females have less eon~ 
flict over competition for jobs and promotion. 
Three sex x source-of-conflict interactions were 

significant: males have more conflict OVCl rlif­
fcrent beliefs, independence, and daily aclivities" 
particularly with same~sex friends and with peopk 
<tt work. 

For age it seems that older people derive more 
satisfaction (on most of the 3 significant age x 
sourcc·of-sai:isfactioll interactions) from their 
rel::J.tionships with spouses, siblings, neighhor'i, 
:cwd adolescent children, while the younger sub­
jects recdvc morc satisfaction from friends of 
both sexes and from work associates. Whereas 
there were no significant main effects of age for 
sources of satisfadion, there were five signifil.:ant 
TTo<Jin cfffct'i for sources of conflict. It was 
predicted that older people would experience less 
conflict, in long-standing relationships. Younger 
people have more conflict oyer all relationships, 
particularly regarding independence, being able to 
understand and empathize with each other, over 
the other's habits and Hfcstyle, not being able to 
di'ieuss pc:-sonal problems, and over each other':; 
friends. This corresponds to the emotional­
conflict factor in the varirnax analysis. Older peo­
ple tend to have less conflict in their spousal or 
equivalc:nt relationships in some areas and more 
contlict ',-"ith neighbors and work associates. 

Thf:re were no significant sex x age interac­
tions for either conflict or sati'ifaction, but there 
\vcr~ a few significant three-way interactions. 
Younger females have the lowest satisfaction 
from spouses in some areas. Older males have 
most conflict in some relationships, although 
younger females have most conflict with siblings 
(as well as having most satisfaction from them). 

DISCUSSION 

The method that was fi.nally used in thif> study, 
after trying ~everal others, sccm:~ to he simple and 
Ii1caningful for the subjects anet to yield useful re­
sults. The sati<;faction items produced three fac­
tor,> that were readily intcrpretahle as instru~ 
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:<> 
TABLE 7. MEAN CONFLICT SCORES FOR EACH RELATIONSHIP " "" " Ia 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Mean '" - 1. Compete for jobs and promotion 1.6 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.5 I.3 I.5 2.0 1.4 1.6 'C 

00 2. Compete for attention/affection of others 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.4 I.3 1.8 1.7 1.7 
w 3. Competing for control over others 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.3 I.3 1.8 1.5 I.5 

4. Conflict over money/possessions 1.9 1..1 14 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.4 ' < ,.~ 
, < ,.0 

5. Conflict oVer differeni beliefs and vaiues 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.3 
6. Conflict over independence from each other 2.3 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.7 1.6 

'- 7. Conflict over emotional help and support 2.0 1.5 1.6 I.5 1.4 1.6 I.3 1.4 1.6 1.5 
0 8. Conflict when i!ogaged in normal daily activity 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.7 
c: 9. Conflict over being able to understand each other (empathize) 1.9 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.8 

0 
i<' 10. Concern that the other is behaving unwisely 2.3 1.9 1.9 2.2 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.4 2.0 
Z II. Conflict over each other's habits and lifestyle 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.9 1.8 

0 :<> 12. Conflict over not being able to discuss personal problems 1.8 1.3 1.8 1.5 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.5 -0 
'< r 13. Conflict over attempts at emotional blackmail 1.7 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.6 l.l l.l 1.7 1.4 
~ 0 14. Conflict over demands on each other's time 2.0 1.5 2.1 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.2 1.6 1.8 1.6 cO· 'n 15. Conflict over each other's friends and social group l.8 1.6 1.3 \.7 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.8 1.6 ::r 
~ ~ Mean (x '= 1.66) 2.0 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.6 I.7 1.5 1.6 1.7 
@ :<> Note: Conflict scale is 1 = none, 2 = a little, 3 = some, 4 a moderate amount, and 5 = a lot. 
I\.) i<' aRe!ationship codes: 1 = spouse or live-in mate, 2 '= close same-sex friend, 3 = immediate work superior, 4 '= nearest age sibling,S = close opposite-sex 
0 i<' friend, 6 = same-sex parent, 7 = nearest neighbor, 8 = work asscciate, and 9 '= adolescent. 
0 -:<> ~ a 
» tTl fAIlLE 8. MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES FOR EACH RELATIONSHIP 

:<> 
;0 Z la 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Mean 

cO· 0 I. Satisfaction from doing things together/joint leisure 4.3 4.3 2.8 3.4 3.9 3.6 2.3 3.0 3.1 3.4 
::r -I 2. Satisfaction from talking about things of mutual concern 4.2 4.3 3.2 3.6 4.0 3.6 2.6 3.1 3.1 3.5 
~ 

CJ) :r: 3. Satisfaction from sharing common beliefs and values 3.8 3.7 2.9 3.3 3.6 3.5 2.4 2.6 2.7 3.1 

;0 tTl 4. Satisfaction from discussing personal problems 3.9 3.6 2.0 3.1 3.2 3.1 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.8 

CD .." 5. Satisfaction from sharing the same friends/social group 3.6 3.6 1.7 2.4 3.1 2.2 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.5 
CJ) :<> 6. Satisfaction from being seen and identified with the other 3.8 3.1 2.5 3.1 3.1 3.3 1.7 2.4 2.7 2.8 
CD ~ 7. Satisfaction from working together on a joint task 3.9 3.9 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.5 2.2 3.3 3.2 3.3 < 
CD F 8. Sati')faction from providing emotional support to the other 3.9 3.6 2.2 3.6 3.5 3.4 2.2 2.7 3.4 3.2 
C. ><: 9. Satisfaction from getting emotional support from the other 3.9 3.5 2.2 3.4 3.3 3.4 2.0 2.5 2.7 3.0 

10. Satisfaction from providing financial support to the other 3.3 1.8 1.6 2.2 1.9 2.3 1.5 1.6 2.3 2.0 
11. Satisfaction from getting financial support from the other 3.3 1.7 1.6 1.9 1.8 2.6 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.9 
12. Satisfaction from jointly owning or sharing property/goods 3.5 1.8 1.4 2.1 1.7 2.6 1.5 1.5 1.8 2.0 
13. Satisfaction from respecting each other's privacy 3.7 3.8 3.2 3.4 3.5 3.2 3.2 2.9 3.2 3.3 
14. Satisfaction from simply being with the other person 4.3 3.7 2.3 3.5 3.7 3.5 2.0 2.7 2.8 3.2 
15. Satisfaction from advice given by the other 3.7 3.4 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.3 2.2 2.5 2.2 2.9 

Mean (x = 2.87) 3.8 3.3 2.4 3.0 3.1 3.1 2.1 2.4 2.6 

Note: Satisfaction scale is I = none, 2 '= a little, 3 '= some, 4 = a moderate amount, and 5 = a lot. ... aRelationship codes: 1 = spouse or live-in mate, 2 '= close same-sex friend, 3 = immediate work ~uperior, 4 = nearest age sibling,S = close opposite-sex 
'C friend, 6 '= same-sex parent, 7 = nearest neighbor, 8 = work associate, and 9 '= adolescent. 



mental rc','vard, :::mctional suppon and <;hared in­
tcre:,t~, The cOi:flict items producrd Zt large factor 
centered on eiiJ.otiGDa1 umOiet and c1 smailt'r {)n·~ 
'which is labde-d criticism. These factors 'Ncrc \ler)' 
helpful in the iiltcrpretation of the main rc~ults 
and lIIay be of general importance. 

Sow',:: of the mair. results were: there vF3S some 
evidence for universal sources of satisfac­
tion-esrccia1!y shared int.erest; spouse Y'a," by far 
the greate,; ;;'.~:1rce of both satisfactlon and con­
flict; and there \<"'CfC di:,tine:ive pattcrHs of 
satisfaction and cOliflict for each relationship. For 
example, those relationships that produced the 
greate-;l sati"factioi1 also had the mo~t conmcL 
<:Ilthough tho;:: :-c!;l1ive J.il1ount of conflict 'N:lS 

greater for '\vork rcl<:ttion::;hips; there also ,,vcrt a 
nlimber of age alid sex differcnc,:.<; along the lint::~ 
predicted. 

The irnplicalioli.s for exchange theory ai'c 
discussed bd('l\\'. iiI the firs;: place, satisfaC'tior.. 
and conflict are apparently compalible with earh 
other, and the clc~;er the relationship ;h(' more 
there is of bon·t· c.g., "pou.sc is very' high 071. botlI, 
neighbor very ~OlN, The rebtivc amount of con­
flict, however, is g.eatcr in tho:'.c relationships 
that arc k:,:, ... ':)t~:-!t'HY and v·ihcrc Olle: ha ... ks" 
power, e.g., w!th ~:,.'J[k supervisor. Young fem.81c~ 
:lave a close rdationship \vlth their sl::'lcrs, \'tith 
wllOm they rCflO(i J. lot of eminiet. rile nature Q~ 
the satisfacticm varies to some extent aero"" rela­
tionsh~p.<,; for exaii1pk, pan.:m". ,,~)ow,es, and 
,,,'ork :mperior:.; provide matcr::;J or financial hel;J 
or advice, wherta:> friewh are higno.:T all sj1,::p:::d il> 
tcr(:$L There is rC:Iny only one rather general COil· 
i1ict f!lctor, al:hollED «.dolesce.ntso :;pou,<:'C:-. and 
\"'ork superior:., V·,'cre high on a 5trOid) ~maJlc" 
factor of ciitic:sm. In the '3tuJ,' of r3.ri:!clllar rela· 
tiollships-e.f?,., marriage .... it ',vould bl de<;;rabk 
to add to the;;;;;: li~!s other itenls ~h;ll have been 
found rclevan~ to these relationships in athti 
studic'.. In ;:he C2.5e of il12.rrb.!!~,' for example, the 
satisfaction items :nig,ht wet! ;nclnde s~x. chil­
dren, and (!fitidp3.tiD[; SUppOd in old ag~: the COI1-

flict" might include lInfaithfulnsc;s, trollble 'A,j!h 
in-ICl\\!s, trouble wirh the children, anel the \v~f~ 
bl:coming employed. 

We wanted to ~xp}or>: further the relations bt­
t'ween "iatisf3J::icn and conflict .. Aeross rdation­
ships there W<iS a positive corrdation (.57); al<;o 
within half of the rdJ.tionships, there wa~ 3 

significant PG5iti\e (mrela<:ioJl for both work rrlc:­
tionship~ a,i'~ oppositc-;)(.Cx friend and. sibling, bilt 
not for spouse. These results support the idea that 
satisfactkm and confHct afe entirely compatible. 
We also fou.nd thilt there i~ more conflict and less 
satisfaction for YOll11g~r spol.l<::e~, wpporting the 
idea t!lat conflicts h<tvc to b..:: worked through. 

Wh~.! arc !he implications for mmriage? In the 
firsi place, the study '.::onfir01s that marriage ~s a 
uni..::p;c1y intense relatiomhip, which cannot !)e 
grouped with any of the other rdatiom;hips 
studied. The most similar relationship ill tew.,s of 
sali<;faction is with parents. although on the 
criticism factor adolescent children are nearr.st. 
We fOUTld that a high level of conflict is normal in 
marriage alld that salis faction in marriage was 
greater for males and for older subjects. 

Iii regard to smut of the other rd:J.tion<;hips 
si~di('d. v>,o;'k relationships h8d a low level of 
satisfJ.ction in relatio.. to contlict, pcrhaps 
bCG~'jse th~~y a"'c Ic~;::; voluntary, c"peciaHy wi~h 
\'\.'ork superior; friends had high ~atisfacti0n 
scores on emotional support Clod ;;hared interests. 
a(l,J lo·.v contlic;., especi(l.lIy erltici"m. Siblings 
\v~rc high in Satisfaction from rl':ceiving b~lt not 
givillg emoti0ua: support, and they <'11;;0 \'.j;:rc high 
on Cli!i(j<;m. Adolesceni. children ·jicr.:: very 10'>'''' in 
satL:;faction and very high in conflict. 

Tile age and sex differences follow the pie­
dict~d p3tlern. females derive morc sati:';:<1ction 
ia tLC' (~motion~l-<;uppD(: area and from friends 
al:d famdy: meli get rr..ore salisfaction from 
spou~es and \,/o:'k sup::riors, Younger females 
receive the most satisfact.ion from sibtings but atso 
the !.'lCS! conflict with them; }'oui1ger femalcs had 
the lea.<:.t <,atisfaLtlon from SpOUSC5, younger males 
the 1ca;;t from siblings. In SQlLe relationships, 
ho\v<::vcl, older males have the 1110:,;t ,;nni1ict. 

.~Iso as predicted, aIde! people derive mcr~ 
sat;sf2c:ion from family and neig:hbors. yonnger 
people more from friends and ~ork associates. 
Younger pcople have \1\O"C emCJlioJ1<:t.l conflict aIJd 
more \vith spouses, whik older peoptr have mor~ 
eonnict with neighbors and work as:;,ociates. 

fiJ1<dly we should cmphasi~e the sa.rnple limita­
til'!l:' of ~his study in that it ill\rOl',Ji:d.'i2 !-)uhjccts in 
the Oxford area, employed ill lower middle- or 
',!..'{,1rking-class jobs. Only tho:;e both married and 
cffipl.oycd, falling into one of hV'(l fig.:: gW'JPS and 
within Ct certain range of occu;;ations viere se· 
le~·:,~d 
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