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In regard o nine relationships of 52 subjects, 15 sources of satisfaction and 15 sources of
conflict were rated. Three clear satisfaction factors emerged, and there were two conflict
Jactors. There was some evidence for universal sources of satisfuction—the shared-interests
Sfactor, aftirough this was low for neighbors. Spouse was in a class by itself, with the highest
scores on all three satisfaction and both conflict factors. The ratio of conflict to satisfac-
tion was greater for all the less voluntary relationships and for the lower status relation-
ship. A number of 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 (1974) suggested that
six classes of resource 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, intrumental rewards such as ad-
vice or financial help, and intrinsic rewards, from
the sheer presence or behavior of the other
(Binde, 1979). Writers 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 sec 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 distine-
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, Furnham 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—concerli 1or own physical well-being, social
acceptance #nd mainiaining rvelaticnships, and
specific task goals related o the task. Subjecis
were able to report the gxtent to which such goals
interfered with or facilitated each other, both
within and between persons, so that simple “‘goal-
siructures” conld he plotted. For instance, in
aurse-patient ciucouniers, nurse: ¢uperienced a
coiiflict betwezn looking after the patient and
Jooking after themselves. In another study it was
found that choice of leisure and social activity was
a function of personality and mneeds (Furnbam,
1981).

Some of the situations used in these studics in-
volved definite relationships between ihose in-
volved, e.g., nurse-patient. It seemed. therefore,
that a similar approach might be sucecssful in the
study of relationships, This was begur by using
the sams methed that had been used in the study
of goal structures of situations; and we asked sub-
jects to ratz the importance of various goals, and
the links between goals for husband and wife,
friends, etc. A pilot study was run along these
lines; however, the number of separate goal fac-
toi's in such relationships proved to be more like
seven than three, the number of within-perseon
and between-person goai linkages was very large,
and no simple or immediately comprehensible
patterns emerged.

A second pilot study was carried out ou 40
female occupational therapy students, in which
they were asked to rate the strength of conflicts or
instrumentzl linkages within and between both
parties, using six provided goals, for a number of
different relarionships, There was evidence of dis-
tinctive goal structures and, in particular, for dif-
ferent levels of conflici. The greatest number of
instrumental links Gix} were found for same-sex
fricnds, the greatest number of conflicts (seven)
for mother-child relationships. While these and
cther aspects of the results were suggestive, it was
felt desirable to incorporate a wider range of
possible goals and conflicts. Furthermore, sub-
jects found it very difficult to estimate the degree
of conflict o7 facilitation between some pairs of
goals: it did not seem to be a very meaningfu! task
for them. We, therefore, adopted a different
method, drawing up lists of possible sources of
satisfaction and conflict and asking people to rate
the importance of these for a number of relation-
ships.

1. It was predicted that there mvighi be some
universal sources of satisfaction and difTiculty
which are common to all relationships. In our
studies of the rulss of sitnations, we had found
that therc are some rules thal arc universal to most
sitnations {Argyle ot al., 1979), and we expected to
find the same for the sources of satisfaction and
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contlict in relationships. Previcus research sug-
gested that these might include satisfaction from
deing things together and talking about things of
inutual concern. To some extent these correspond
to the male and female orientations, instrumental
vs. expressive. Rands and Levinger (1979) found
that coopearation over joint activities and affective
interdependence formed two separate dimensions;
activity and ralk, however, may be alternatives
rather than universals. The idea that there may be
universal or common sources of satisfaction is
supported by the finding that one relationship can
substitute for another —the widowsd live with or
see much more of their children or siblings, and
the unmarricd spend more time with friends and
kin {Townscnd, 1968).

2. Tt was cxpecied that goals would vary be-
tweer differeiit domains-- family, friends, work,
neighbors, etc.——and different relationships. In a
previous study we had found that family, friends,
and werk associates chose quite different silua-
ticas and activities in which to meet (Argyle and
Furnham, 1982); and it secms Lkely that this is Ge-
cause different goals are pursued and different
kinds of satisfaction obtained. Research has
shown that in traditional marriages hisbands con-
tribute sconomically, while wives do most of the
housework and childrearing, and perhaps provide
more sexnal graiification; both receive affection
and companioaship. Albracht ¢t al. (1972} found
that there had been only smail changes in this
traditional  picture, although younger wives
earned more and younger husbhands did more with
the children.

Kesearch ou kinship, and ideas from socio-
biology suggest that for kin, help is one of the
main faciors (Alexander, 1979). Kin relations ii-
volve shared identity and continue indefinitely.
Friendship, on the other hand, is a more fragile
relaiipnship, so that major help is not provided,
althoogh joint leisure, conversation, and emo-
ticnal support are enjoyed (Adams, 1967; Firth et
al., 1969, Work associates have less intrinsic at-
tachsnent but gain insirumental satisfaction from
help and advice over work, according to various
stucics.

Wright and Keple (1981) compare the rewards
that adolescents received in different relationships
and found that the greatest rewards were received
from {riends rather than parents, and from
mothers rather than fathers: but they did not find
watich variation in the paiterns of reward, prob-
ably because their scales were all rather similar.

3. 1t was expected thar there would be distine-
tive forms of conflict for each rclationship. Past
rezcarch has shown that husbands and wives imay
have conflict due to the wife’s desire for more
power (Hawkins et al., 1980}, the need for very
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close coordmnation 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 rivairy,
and later over care of elderly parents (Firth et al.,
1969). Coworkers also may be in competition or
have opposed interests {e.g., managers and shop
stewards), while subordinates may resent their
superiors’ power (o control their behavior.
Parenis 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 explore 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.
Sirnilarty, 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
rewards; 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 cominon-sense
view that conflict is a wholly negative feature of
relationships. 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 (1579)
found a positive factor of number of shared ac-
tivities and a negative factor of frequency of
negative affective interactton. 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 conflict
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 scurce of instrumental, rather than
expressive, rewarc 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 sowme
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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-
tjonship 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
al., 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 al., 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 parl 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, and they were all in
part- or full-time employment. Indeed, only sub-
jects that were working and married (or with a
“lHve-in"" mate) were sclected for this study. They
were generally in lower middle-class and working-
class jobs, such as electricians, nurses, and
machine minders.

The Questionnaire

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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raie on A tive-pows scale the amount of saristac-
tion that they exporienced in each of [ifleen areas
in their relationships with nine other people.
Simdlarly, in ihe second section subjects rated on
the same scalc the amount of conflict thai they ex-
perienced in eazh of fificen differeat areas in their
relationships with the sane nine people.

The nine people were chosen $o represent rela-
tionships in ihree domaiis: family, fiiends, and
work colleaguies. Previous research has supported
this classificarion (Arzyle and Furnham, 1982:
The family members were spouse (or eguivalent’,
nearest age sibling, same-s2x parent, and adoles.
cent child /sihiing; the friends were close same-sex
friend, close opposite-sex fricnd; and the work
colleagues included immediate work superior and
work associate. The sitbject’s nearest ucighbor
was added to the s

The fifteen different souices of conflict and
satisfaction were drawn  from twe  sources:
previous rescarch in various areas including mar-
riage and the family, and the development of rela-
tionships and job satistaction; and pilot studies
with a few subjecis asking them to indicate their
major scurces of satisfaction and conflicl within
these relationships. The mosi commonly experi-
enced sources of conflict and saiisfaction were re-
tained for vge in the svperiment.,

The questicnnaire was administered in small
groups i the presence of an experimenter. It was
cornpieted anonymonsly ond took about half an
heur to answar, The aucsiionmaiie gensrated a
consideracle ameuni of iuteresi, and subjects
were debriefed afierwards.

RESULTS

The data were analysed in several ways.,
1. Principal compenents and factor analyses

TABLE 1. FACTOR

W roim
ion from
v from s
ion from Jiscussing

g about thing

rsonal problens

. Satisfaztion from working together on a joint task

OO0 N A R L b —
Pl ST

13. Satisfaction {rom respecting each other's privacy

14. Satisfection from simply being with the other person

15, Satisfactior frem advice ziven by the ather
Eigenvalue
Variancs
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e #5 of tnutual concer:
common bieliefs and values
C on Leliefs and val

Satisfaction from sharing the same friends/social group
. Satisfaciion from being seen and identified with the other

qin from providing emaotional suppori Lo the other
tion {rom getting emationa! support from the other
10. Satisfaction from providing financial suppori to the other
11. Satisfaction fram getting linancial suppart from the 2ther
12. Satisfaction from jointty owing or sharing property/goods
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were computed for the 15 seurces of satis-
facticn and conflict separately,

2. A four-way ANOVA was calculated both
for sailsfaction and conflict as 2 function of
15 sources of satisfaction or conflict, nine
relaticnships, and the two ages and sexes of
the subjects.

3. One-way ANOVAs were caleularad for each
spurce of satisfaction and conflict.

4, Correlations were calculated betwesn total
satisfaction and conflict for cach relation-
ship.

Fuctor Analysis of Sources of Satisfaction end
Coriiict

Setisfaciion. A principal components analvsis
was computed for the 15 sources of satisfaciion,
foltowed by varimax (orthogonal) rotation, The
niean scores for each subject’s rating of each rela-
donship were used in the factor analysis; hence
the W was 468 (52 subjects x 9 relationships) which
is suifficiently large for a stable, meaningful factor
structure to emerge. Of course, it would have
been possible to determine whether the factor
stracture differed for cach of the nine relation-
shipsz; however, the N of 52 was deemced too small
to do a facter analysis, as the result may be both
wistable and inappropriaie. It is suggested, never-
theless, inat for further study it may be interesting
10 demanstrate relationship differences in terms
of their divergent factor structures, rather than in
terins of their overatl factor scores. The factor
analysis yielded three orthogonal factors, ac-
couiting for 35.8%, 11.4% amd 7.2% of ihe
variance.

Factor 1, which takes up most variance, consists
of a variety of sources of satisfaction, based on
advice, property, money, and joint work. [t is dif-

-0.02 0.07 8.79
0.22 0.14 080
0.16 021 0.7
0.1 .62 0.26
0.33 0.5¢ 0.29
0.40 0.58 0.03
.48 0.39 0.27
0.04 0.80 0.15
0.38 0.5% 0.0¢
8.60 0.22 0.06
0.53 0.47 ~0.05
.67 0.22 -0.05
71 0.08 0.14
.56 0.30 0.22
.71 0.06 0.24
5.36 1.7} 1.07

35.8% 11.4%,

7.2%
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o ficult to summarize these elements in a single
8 0 e - label, but this factor might be called “‘instrumen-
3 deid e tal reward.”” Factor 11 is easier to label and can be
2 interpreted as ‘‘emotional support.” Factor III
can be called *‘shared interests.”
w The factor scores for each relationship were
2.5 Tom o calculated by averaging the ratings for scales that
23| cien =2 correlated with each factor at .60 or above. These
< are shown in Table 2 and Figure 1.
Conflict, Similarly, a principal components
5 analysis was computed for the 15 sources of con-
% 9 og fict, followed by varimax rotation. This yielded
B N - two orthogonal factors, accounting for 51% and
z 9.7% of the variance.
Factor I, which accounts for 51% of the
= e - variance, is based on many kinds of conflict, but
= G e " oo icularly the kinds of conflict found in m
5 mon o particularly the kinds of conflict found in more
e intimate relationships. We call it ‘‘emotional con-
flict.”” Based primarily on problems with the
by other’s behavior, Factor 11 is cailed ““criticism.”’
5:, qg) o 03 TFhle factor scores-for the conflict factors are given
éif e pE in Table 3 and Figure 2.
& Tests of the Hypotheses
- Hypothesis 1: Are there universal sources of
2 .gi azz sz satisfaction and conflict? The results for the
Sl8leime 5 Su three-way ANOVAs are given in Tabies 5 and 6.
v 2 3 These were followed by one-way ANOVAs for
= & each source of conflict and satisfaction across the
_% Lk n.ine- Felationships. Sourc;e of satisfaction_ was a
Lz“ xE ang o significant source of variance (» < .001) in eaqh
oz & el — case. The means for different sources are given in
;—2’ “ Tables 4 and 5.
z It can be seen that a number of sources of
; ?Té . o sgtisfaf:tion have high means across the nine rela-
S|l gd i ‘ffr. it tionships. However, as Table 4 shows, each
— o~ .
= source has low scores for some of the relation-
% ships, although one fell above the mean of 2.87
E for all nine relationships—respecting each other’s
[:: Z’; Too 50 privacy. ‘ .
o 91 e e The conflict scores are similar, although the
% v levels are lower than for satisfaction, and the
o overall mean was 1.68 (Table 5). Several sources
';é of confict were relatively high, and one was above
8 _ the mean for ali relationships—conflict over dif-
& 2o . ferent beliefs and values. Furthermore, there was
& g s B no significant difference across the nine relation-
5 Lol ?O: ships on this item.
- =2 2 e This hypothesis also can be examined in terms
b 255 2E of the factor scores given earlier. Figure 1 shows
o .| 2%% 28 that work colieagues, neighbors, and adolescents
21 5| EEzZ 25 are low in instrumental reward (Factor [); and the
<l 2l TZe 8= same relationships are also low on the other two
e - factors. Factor 111, 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
August 1983 JOURNAL OF MARRIAGE AND THE FAMILY 485
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FIGURE 1. RELATIHONSHIPS PLOTTED ON THE SATISFACTION DIMENSIONS
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and conflict scorcs, and these should lead to
greater understanding of the relationships. Each is
discussed separately.

In this section we shall consider: (a) total
satisfaction and conflici scores, (b) scores on the
three satisfaction and two conflict factors (Figures
1 and 2), and {c) scores on the 13 satisfaction and
15 conflict scales (Tables 4 and 5).

Spouse has the highest overall level of zatisfac-
tion on all three factors but especially from jointly

TABLE 3. FACTOR ANALYTIC RESULYS FOR THE CONFLICT SCALE

owning property and getting finavcial suppert,
alihough less from respecting privacy. Conflict is
also preatest on both factors but especiaily over
inddependence, although less over competition for
jobs.

Neighbor has the lowest satisfaction score,
especially on the emctional-support factor, and
on doing things togethier, being identified with
each other, and simply being with the other, with
relatively the most satisfaction from respecting

Scale Factor 1 Factor 2
1, Compete for johs and promotioun 0.74 0.24
2. Compete for attention/affection of otheors 0.33 0.09
3. Compete for control over others 3,74 0.18
4, Conflict over money/possessions 4.74 0.22
5. Conflict over different beliefs and values 9.59 0.23
6. Conflict over independence from cach other 0.65 .43
7. Conflict over emotional help and support 0.74 0.20
8. Conflic: when engaged in normal daily aclivity 0.74 0.24
9. Conflict over being able to understand each other {empathize) 9,77 0.28
1. Concern that the other is behaving unwisely 0.21 .85
11, Conflict over cach other's habits and lifestyle .21 0.87
12. Cenflict over aot being able to discuss personal probiems 0.25 0.78
13, Conflici over attempts at emeotional blackmail 0.47 g.12
14, Conflict over demarnds on gach other’s time 0.79 0.27
15, Conflict over each other’s friends and social group 8.67 0.20
Eigenvalue 7.64 1.46
Variance 51.0% 9.7%
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FIGURE 2. RELATIONSHIPS PLOTTED ON THE CONFLICT DIMENSIONS
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privacy. Conflict is also low, especially on the
main factor, emotional conflict, and regarding
conflict over demands on each factor.

Same-sex friends had a high overall level of
satisfaction, second only to spouse, especially on
the emotional-support and shared-interests fac-
tors, and for sharing 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 criticisin
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, espectally for the
shared-interests factor—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.

August 1933
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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

487

Copvright ® 2001. All Rights Reseved.



‘Paresey sIUBIY (I " L00Z © BLAdoD

88b

ATIAVA HHIL ONV 3DVIREVIAN 4O TYN3NOT

£861 30y

TABLE 4. THREE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS FOR. EACH SOURCE OF SATISFACTION (£ LEVELS)

Age X

Sex x Sex x Age x
Sources of Satisfaction Sex Age  Relationship  Sex x Age Relattonship  Relationship  Reiazionship
. Satistaction from doing things together/joint leisure 1.78 .29 201.05%%* 0.36 4. 51%%= ER VAL 1.53
2. Sausfaction from alking about things of
matual concern 7.05% 0.34 16.96%** .59 2.04 3. 55% k% 2,30
3. Satisfactiorn from sharing common beliefs and values 272 2.3 12.30%x% 0.4 KR 2. Behrn g.le
4. Satisfaction from discussing personal problems 6.75*% (.25 27.30% %% 0.18 2.2 5.93%%* 2.80%*
8. Satisfaction from sharing the same friends/zacial
group 2.82 2.48 23.09%r* 0.09 1.72 1.70 .58
6. Satisfaction from being seen and identified with the
other £.00 1.68 14, 54%%* (.31 4.93%* 1.8t 0.99
7. Satisfaction from working iogether on a joini tagk 0.39 1.71 RIRG L 0.07 2.79* 2.0! (.50
8. Satistaction from provigding emotional support to
the other 5.56** 67 16,06 ** 0.66 5.62%%% E R b 0,72
9. Satisfaction from getiing emotional support from
the other B.40%* 0.66 20 B5wx 0,08 4,34k FAREEE P83
16, Satsfaction from providing financial suppors 10
the other 1.4 0.91 13,70 0.24 3.34%* 1,03 (.64
11, Sausfaction from getting financial support from
the other i.2! L] 21.3a%>x 0.1¢ 1) J.10%* 2.00
12, Satisfacdon from jointly owning or sharing
property,/goads 0.02 0.42 21,47 0.93 1.68 [ 2.16*
13, Satisfaction from respecting each other’s privacy {.50 4.0i 3.40% 0.92 1.29 1.58 1.41
14, Satisfaction from simply being with the other person L3 770 2.99 24 29%%* 012 4,824 x> 1.91 1.93
15, Satisfaction frorm advice given by the other 4.38 .80 14.42%%* (.03 2.62%* 1.53 1.90
*n < 05,
*kp < GYL
**xp < (001



TABLE 5. THREE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS FOR EACH SOURCE OF CONFLICT (F LEVELS)

Sex x Age x
Relationship

Age X

Relationship Relationship

Sex x

Relationship  Sex x Age

Age

Sex

Sources of Conflict

221
1.37
1.19
1.18
1.29
1.08
[.17
2.25*

1.25
1.53
1.52
1.61
1.53
3.30**
1.18
2,14

1.01
0.30
1.86
1.45
2.33*
2.51%
0.79
3.06%*

0.08
0.89
0.99
3.90
(.01
0.35
0.00
0.10

T.54wn*
J.59x%
4.47%**
3_20**#
1.41

§.35%k*
4.53%##
1.92

2. Compete for attention/affection of others
6. Conflict over independence from each other
7. Conflict over emotional help and support

3. Compete for conirol over others
4, Conflict over money/possessions
5. Conflict over different beliefs and values

1. Compete for jobs and promoiion
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8. Conflict when engaged in normai daily activity

0.6
0.8

1.1

0.75
3.76%#
1.57

10,50%**
0.20

3.25

(empathize)
10. Concern that the other is behaving unwisely

9. Conflict over being able 1o understand each other
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6.72%

2.51

11. Conflict over each other’s habits and lifestyle

2.09*
1.54
1.63

2.45%
1.81
1.22

3134
2.13*
5.54%4%

8.03**
2.22
3.19

1.43
1.42
1.55

problems
13. Conflict over attempts at emotional blackmail

12. Conflict over not being able to discuss personal
14. Conflict over demands on each other’s time

15. Conflict over each other’s friends and social

1.02 1.72

0.74

2.34

3.61%%+

8.55%*

2.63

group

853
VvV
S8R
x »
*

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 | 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 are separated. Spouse and work superior are
highest on emotional conflict (Factor I); spouse
and adolescent are highest on criticism (Factor IT).

Hypothesis 4. We wanted to explore the rela-
tionship between satisfaction and conflict. 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 associate 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 RELATION BETWEEN SATISFACTION AN CONFLICT

Relationships

'
'

. Spousg
. Close same-sex fviend

. Work superior

. Sibling

. Close opposite-gex friend
. Parent

. Neighbor

Work as
. Adolescel

oelate

\D.ma.lc\u-hwm—

Note: Corrc!.atign br:t\;f-a;c-;.“columm Aand B is 057 V2] < 06)_

*o< 03,

other’s time and 00t being able to discuss personal
provlems. Cenflict with work associates was
greater for competition for attention/affection of
others. The ratic of conflict to satisfaction was
greater for work superiors {6.75) than for work
associates (0.67) (p < .G5).

Hypothesis 6. The balance of conflicts over
reward was predicted to be greater for the less
veluntary relationships. We took the average of
all satisfaction and conflict scores and locked at
the ratios of conflict/satisfaction, which were as
follows;

More volontary: same-sex friends, 0.52;
oppositesex  friends, 0.52; and spouse,
0.53;

Less voluntary: work superior, 0.75; work
associate, 0.67; neighbor, 0.71; adoleszcent,
0.65; and parent, §.54,

Siblings have been omitted, since this is a parily
voluntary relationship. The separation of the two
groups distinguished a priori is complete (p <
N2), giving some support to the hypothesis.

Hypoiheses 7 and 8. Differences were expected
due to scx and age of subjects. After the four-way
ANQOVA was computed across all sources of satis-
faction and conflict, a three-way ANOVA—sex
(2), age (2}, relationship (9)---was computed for
each source of satisfaction and conflict.

As regards to zex, there were a number of sig-
nificant main effects and interactions. Females
derived more satisfaction from giving and getting
emotional support, discussing personal problems
and issues of rnutual concern, and simply being
with the other person. The female subizcts de-
rived greater satisfaction from their relationship
with friends 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 significant for conflict; females have less con-
flict over competition for jobs and promotion.
Three sex X source-of-conflict interactions were
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B:;f\-zlcan

—Mean Correlaiion
Satisfaction (8)  Ceonflict () betwsen S and C
3.81 1.97 - 14
3.32 1.67 04
2.40 1.77 24"

3.01 1.67 25%
310 1.60 27
3.13 1.65 =17
2.07 1.50 03
2.43 1.61 .26*

261

1.72

.23

sigmificant: males have more conflict over dif-
ferent beliefs, independence, and daily activiiics,
particularly with same-sex friends and with people
at work.

for age it scems that older people derive more
satisfaction (on most of the § significant age x
source-of-saiisfaction interactions) from their
relationships with spouses, siblings, neighbors,
and adolescent children, while the younger sub-
jects receive more satisfaction ifrom friends of
both scxes and from work associates. Whereas
there were no significant main effects of agc for
sources of satisfaction, there were five significant
main cffects for sources of conflict. It was
predicted that older people would experience less
conflict in long-standing relationships. Younger
people have more conflict over all relationships,
particnlarly regarding independence, being able to
understand and empathize with each other, over
the other’s habits and lifestyle, not being able to
discuss personal problems, and over cach other’s
fricnds. This corresponds to the emotional-
conflict factor in the varimax analysis. Older pee-
ple tend to have less conflict in their spousal or
equivalent relationships in some arcas and more
conflict with neighbors and work associates.

There werc no significant sex X age interac-
tiens for either conflict or satisfaction, but there
were a few significant threc-way interactions.
Yeunger females have the lowest satisfaction
froin 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 finally used in this siudy,
after trving several others, seems to be simple and
meaningful for the subjects and to yield useful re-
sulis. The satisfaction jtems produced three fac-
tors that were readily intcrpretable as instru-
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TABLE 7. MEAN CONFLICT SCORES FOR EACH RELATIONSHIP

12 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8 9 Mean

1. Compete for jobs and promotion i.6 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.5 1.3 1.5 2.0 1.4 1.6

2. Compete for attention/affection of others 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.8 1.7 1.7

3. Competing for control over others 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.8 1.5 1.5

4. Conflict over money/possessions 1.9 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.4 i4 1.5 1.5

5. Conflict over different beiiefs and vaiues 25 25 23 22 23 24 20 21 2.1 2.3

6. Conflict over independence from each other 23 14 16 15 1S5 18 1S 14 1.7 16
7. Conflict over emotional help and support 20 1.5 16 1.5 14 1.6 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.5

8. Conflict when engaged in normal daily activity 2.0 1.7 1.9 1.8 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.7

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

10. Concern that the other is behaving unwisely 2.3 1.9 1.9 22 1.9 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.4 2.0
11. Conrflict 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
{2. 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
13, Conflict over attempts at emotional blackmail 1.7 [.5 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.7 i4
14, Conflict over demands on each other’s time 2.0 1.5 2.1 1.5 1.5 [.6 1.2 1.6 1.8 [.6
15. Conflict over each other’s friends and social group i8 te 13 17y 17 14 14 14 1.8 L6
Mean (x = 1.66} 2.0 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.7 —

Note: .Confl‘ict scale is | = none, 2 = a little, 3 = some, 4 = a moderate amount, and 5 = a lot.
‘aReIatlonshlp codes: 1 = spouse or live-in mate, 2 = close same-sex friend, 3 = immediate work superior, 4 = nearest age sibling, 5 = close opposite-sex
friend, 6 = same-sex parent, 7 = nearest neighbor, 8 = work asscciate, and 9 = adolescent.

I'ABLE 8. MEAN SATISFACTION SCORES FOR EACH RELATIONSHIP

1a 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Mean
t. Satisfaction from doing things together/joint leisure 43 43 28 34 39 36 23 30 314 34
2. Satisfaction from talking about things of mutual concern 42 43 32 36 40 36 26 3.1 3.1 3.5
3. Satisfaction from sharing common beliefs and values 38 37 29 33 36 35 24 26 27 31
4. Satisfaction from discussing personal problems 39 36 20 3.1 12 3.1 1.9 21 2.3 2.8
5. Satisfaction from sharing the same friends/social group 36 36 1.y 24 31 2.2 1.9 2.1 22 25
6. Satisfaction from being seen and identified with the other 3.8 31 2.5 3.1 3.1 3.3 t?7 24 27 28
7. Satisfaction from working together on a joint task 39 39 33 32 35 35 22 33 32 13
8. Satisfaction from providing emotional support to the other 39 36 22 36 35 34 22 27 34 32
9. Satisfaction from getting emotional support from the other 39 35 22 34 33 34 20 25 27 3.0
10 Satisfaction from providing financial support to the other 3.3 1.8 1.6 22 1.9 2.3 1.5 i 23 20
1. Satisfaction from getting financial support from the other 33 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 t4 2.1 £.7 26 1.5 1.5 1.8 20
13. Satisfaction from respecting each other’s privacy 3.7 38 32 34 3% 32 32 29 312 33
14. Satisfaction from simply being with the other person 43 37 23 315 37 35 20 27 28 132
15, Satisfaction from advice given by the other 3.7 34 31 3.1 3.2 3.3 2.2 2.5 2.2 2.9
Mean (x = 2.87) 3.8 13 2.4 3.0 3.1 3.1 2.1 2.4 2.6

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



mental reward, smctional support and shared is-
tereste. The conflici items produced a large factor
centercd on cauotional conflict and a smailer one
which is labeled criticisin. These fagtors were very
helpful in the fiterpretation of the main results
and ay be of gencral importance,

Soitic of the main results were: thare was some
evidence for universal sources of satisfac-
tion—especially shared interest: spouse was by far
the greatesi szurce of both satisfaction and con-
flict; and there were distinctive patteris of
sarisfaction and confiiet for each relationship. For
example, those relationships that produced the
greatest satisfaction also had the most conflict,
although the relaiive amount of conflict was
greater for work relationships; there also were a
miimber of age aud sex differcnces aloig the lings
predicted.

The implicatioins for exchange theorv aic
discussed belaw. In the fiist place, satisfaction
and conflict are apparcntly compaiible with each
other, and the closer the relationship she more
there is of both; e.2., spouse is very high on both,
neighbor very low, The relative amount of con-
flict, however, is greater in those relationships
that are less volunfary and where one has lose
power, e.g., with work supervisor. Young females
vave a close rclationship #ith their sisiers, with
whom thiey repori a lot of cenflict. The nature of
the satisfaction varies to some extent across rela-
tionships; for example, parents, spouses, and
work superiors previde material or financial hely
or advice, whereas frignds are higher on shared in-
terest. There is really only one rather general con-
flict factor, although adolescents, spouscs, aud
work superiors were high on a second, smaller
facior of ciiticism. In the study of particular rela-
tionships—e.p,, mariage--it would be desirable
to add to these lists other items ihal have been
found relevant to these rclationships in other
studies. In the case of marriage, for example, the
satisfaction items might well inclade: sex. chil-
dren, and anticipaiing support in old age: the con-
flicts might include unfaithfulness, trouble with
in-daws, trouble with the children. and the wife
becoming employed.

We wanted to explore further the relations be-
tween satistaction and conflict. Across refation-
ships there wis 2 positive correlation {57); also
within halfl of the relationships, there wag 2
significant positive cotrelation for both work rela-
tionships andd opposite-sex ftiend and sibling, but
not for spouse. These results support the idea that
savisfaction and contlict are eniiiely compatible.
We also found that there is more conflict and less
saiisfaction for younger sponses, supporting the
idea that conflicts have 1o be worked through.
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What arc the implications for marriage? In the
firsi place, the study confivms that masriage is a
uniguely inignse relationship, which cannot be
grouped with any of the other relationships
studied. The most siilar relationship in terms of
satisfaction is with parents, although o¢n the
criticism facior adolescent children are nearest.
We found that a high level of conflict is normal in
marriage and that satisfaction in marriage was
greater for miales and for older subjects.

Iii regard to soms of the other relntionships
sivdied, work relationships had g low level of
satisfaction in relation to contlict, perhaps
because they are less voluntary, cspecially with
work superior; friends had high satisfaction
scores on ¢imotional support and shared inierests,
ared low conflici, cspecially criticism. Siblings
were high in satisfaction from receiving bat not
giving emoticnal support, and they also waere bigh
on critigism. Adolesceni children were very low in
satizfaction and very high in conilict.

The age and sex differences follow the pre-
dictzd patlern. Females derive more satisfaction
int the emotional-support area and froii friends
aid famiv: men get more satisfaction from
spouses and work supericrs. Younger fomales
receive the most satisfaciion from siblings but also
the riest conflict with them; younger females had
the least satisfaciion from spouses, younger inales
the least from siblings. In somg rclationships,
however, older males have the most conflict,

Also as predicted, older people derive mors
satisfaciion from family and neizhbors, younger
people more from friends and work associates.
ounger peaple have more emotional conflict ana
more with spouses, while older people have more
conflict with neighbors and work associates.

Finally we should emphasise the sample limita-
tions of this study in that it isvelved 52 subjects in
the Cxford area, emploved in lower middle- or
warking-class jobs, Only those both married and
cmiptoved, falling into ong of 10 aze groups and
within s certain range of occupations were se
levsad .
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