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ABSTRACT

The present study was designed to investigate cultural and gender influences
on conflict management styles in close friendships. An interaction between
culture and gender on the selection of the conflict strategies was also examined.
The conflict styles were classified into integrating, obliging, dominating,
avoiding, and compromising styles, This study employed a 2 x 2 factorial design
for data analysis. Subjects were 76 American and 101 Japanese college students.
They were given a conflict scenario and asked to rate scales measuring conflict
styles. The instrument was based on Rahim’s Organizational Conflict
Inventory-II (ROCI-II). The results showed that there was significant cultural
effect on the dominating and obliging styles; Americans reported the use of
significantly higher degree of these two styles than Japanese. The significant
gender effect on the dominating style was also found; males used this style
significantly higher than females. Moreover, significant interaction between
nationality and gender appeared on the integrating and dominating styles;
Japanese females scored higher on the integrating style, and American males
scored higher on the dominating style than other groups. It is believed by many
scholars that there is a direct interaction between cultural values and
communication behavior. However, this study also revealed that there were more
similarities than differences between Americans and Japanese in conflict
management styles with their close friends. For example, both groups reported
that the integrating and compromising styles were preferable strategies for

managing conflict within close friendships.
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INTRODUCTION

The importance of examining the relationship between conflict and culture
has been pointed out by several authors (e.g., Chua & Gudykunst, 1987; Nadler,
Nadler, & Broome, 1985; Tafoya, 1983). Ting-Toomey (1994) describes conflict
as being inevitable in all phases of social and personal relationship development.
According to Bell and Blakeney (1977), interpersonal conflict is defined as
interaction between individuals expressing opposing interests, views, or opinions.
In other words, conflicts occur when relational partners perceive incompatibility
in such diverse areas as ideas, values, emotions, needs, and constraints on actions.
Although people in Western cultures do not perceive conflict as a negative
phenomenon, people in Asian cultures recognize conflict as a high-risk, costly
relational phenomenon (Ting-Toomey, 1994).

When conflicts arise, some procedures are often chosen to manage the
conflicts, and the choice is typically guided by cultural norms (Leung & Chen,
1999). A number of studies reveal how styles of conflict management are affected
by culture (e.g., Elsayed-Ekhouly & Buda, 1996; Kozan, 1989; Ting-Toomey,
Gao, Trubisky, Yang, Kim, Lin, & Nishida, 1991). These studies compared
countries along certain cultural dimensions, such as an
individualism-collectivism dimension and a low-high context communication
dimension. However, there has been no research on the cultural influence in
conflict management styles among close friends. Close friends may perceive
conflict as a threat to the relationships, and they may not want to lose a source of

emotional support, assistance, and shared activities. Collier (1991) states that, as



relationships become more intimate, cultural predictions decrease, and
self-disclosure and certainty about partners increase. Bell (1981) also argues that
friendships are developed on the basis of private interaction and the relationships
arc not imposed through cultural norms. Since there is no study concerning the
cultural effects on conflict management styles among close friends, there is a
need to examine whether people rely on their own predictions and rules of
appropriate styles or whether they still rely on cultural predictions in conflict
situations with their close friends.

Moreover, gender is one of the individual variables that has received much
attention in conflict research (e.g., Berryman-Fink & Brunner, 1987; Levenson &
Gottman, 1985). According to Berryman-Fink and Brunner (1987), men are more
likely than women to compete in conflict, whereas women are more likely than
men to use a compromising style in close relationships. In addition, Levenson
and Gottman (1985) found that men are more likely than women to withdraw and
avoid conflict. However, there has been no cross-cultural research on gender
differences in the selection of conflict management styles with close friends, and
there has been no comparative research focusing on Americans and Japanese.

The main objective of this study was to compare the conflict management
styles of Americans and Japanese in situations of conflict with close friends. The
effect of gender on the selection of the conflict strategies was also examined. By
investigating into how cultural and gender differences affect individuals’
tendencies to approach and manage conflict with close friends, we may gain new

insights to improve our options in approaching and managing conflict differently.



LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review will focus on (1) friendship and conflict, (2) types of
conflict management styles, (3) influence of culture on conflict management

styles, and (4) gender differences in conflict management styles.

The Nature of Friendship and Conflict

In general, when people choose a mate or select a friend, they choose a
person very much like themselves (Bell, 1981). Similarity of age might be one of
the most powerful factors of the friendship selection. Because people of similar
age are also frequently similar in personal and social resources, they are equal
and less likely to exploit one another. In addition to this, because the possibility
of romance or sexuality is seen as a force that may weaken the friendship tie by
moving toward a steady relationship, similarity of gender might be also a
powerful influence on the formation of friendship.

There are four central definitions of friendship. First, friendship is a
voluntary association. Second, there are few social rules for enacting the
relationship (Wiseman, 1986). Third, several authors note the importance of
equality and reciprocity in friendship (Hartup, 1992; Smollar & Youniss, 1982;
Youniss, 1980). Fourth, friendship is characterized by mutuality (Rawlins, 1992).
In addition, Paine (1969) observes that a basic meaning of friendship is the sense

of worth one may get from it. He describes the friendship as follows:



Friendship says to the individual that someone is enjoying you,
and someone understands you. But a friend can also explain you
to yourself: alternatively, a person is able to see himself in his
friend (p.517).

Conflicts are serious because of unfavorable effect on the relationship.
Close friendships act as an important source for the identity development process
(Ting-Toomey, 1989) and frequently provide primary support (Collier, 1991). In
case of serious conflict between close friends, potential for the end of the
relationship may come up. Close friends may not want to encounter the conflict
that would bring risk of losing a source of emotional support, assistance, and
shared activities. However, there is always the possibility for conflict in a
friendship.

Bell (1981) states that friends develop their relationships and norms of the
friendship based on private negotiations without depending on cultural norms or
values. Collier (1991) also notes that, as friendships become closer, cultural
predictions decrease, and self-disclosure and certainty about the relational
partner as a unique individual increase. The conflict in the friendship may happen
when one or both friends find a break in the acceptable norms of friendship. One
of the major values of friendships is that each has a concern for the identity of the
other. Each wants to help the other maintain a high sense of personal worth.
Therefore, norms development in the friendship may help avoid or minimize
possible conflict. For example, Hepburn (1973) suggests a norm that would help

prevent conflict from occurring. That is, if one gets something the other would



have liked but did not get, the winner presents his or her achievements as
attribute to luck or somewhat greater experience. It is obvious that successful
conflict management is a prerequisite for lasting friendships.

The next section focuses on conflict management styles that people tend to

use in the situation of disagreement with other persons.

Conflict Management Styles

Blake and Mouton (1964) first presented a conceptual scheme for
classifying the styles for handling interpersonal conflicts into five types:
problem-solving, smoothing, forcing, withdrawal, and sharing. Their scheme was
reinterpreted and extended by Thomas (1976). He classified all conflict
management strategies along two underlying dimensions: assertiveness, or the
intent to pursue one’s own attitudes, values, and beliefs; and cooperativeness, or
the intent to help satisfy another person’s attitudes, values, and beliefs.

Using a conceptualization similar to Blake and Mouton (1964} and Thomas
(1976), Rahim (1983) depicts two dimensions, “concern for self” and “concern
for others,” as the bases for selecting five conflict management styles: integrating,
obliging, dominating, avoiding, and compromising. The first dimension explains
the degree to which a person attempts to satisfy his or her own concern, and the
second dimension explains the degree to which a person wants to satisfy the
concern for others (Rahim 1983). The five conflict management styles are

described as follows:



Integrating Style: high concern for self and others

This is also known as collaborating. This style involves collaboration
between the parties, such as openness, exchange of information, and
examination of differences to reach a solution acceptable to both parties (Rahim,
1992). The integrating style reflects a win-win strategy for the persons in
conflict (Hellriegel, Slocum, & Woodman, 1995). Rahim (1992) states that this
style has two distinctive elements: confrontation and problem solving.
Confrontation involves open communication, clearing up misunderstanding, and
analyzing the underlying causes of conflict. Problem solving involves
identification of and solution to the real problems to provide maximum

satisfaction of the concerns of both parties.

Obliging Style: low concern for seif and high concern for others

This is also known as accommodating. This style is associated with
attempting to play down the differences and emphasizing commonalities to
satisfy the concern of the other party (Rahim, 1992). An obliging person takes a

long-term strategy to encourage cooperation by others (Hellriegel et al., 1995).

Dominating Style: high concern for self and low concern for others

This is also known as competing. This style has been identified with a
win-lose orientation or with forcing behavior to win one’s position (Rahim,
1992). Hellriegel et al. (1995) also state that people who use the dominating
style try to achieve their own goals without concern for others, and they feel

one side must win and another side must lose.



Avoiding Style: low concern for self and others

This style is associated with buck-passing, staying away from conflicts,
ignoring disagreement, or remaining neutral (Rahim, 1992). This style might
reflect reluctant to face tension and frustration. As Hellriegel et al. (1995) state,
the avoiding style may lead to negative results for the participants when

unsolved conflicts affect goal accomplishment.

Compromising Style: intermediatc in concern for self and others

This style is based on a give-and-take strategy to make a mutually
acceptable decision (Rahim, 1992). It may mean exchanging concession or
seeking a quick middle-ground position. This style may achieve moderate
satisfaction but only partially for each party. Compared to the integrating style,
the compromising style tends not to maximize joint satisfaction (Hellriegel et

al., 1995).

Some instruments are available for measuring conflict management styles.
These are designcd by Blake and Mouton {1964), Hall (1969), Lawrence and
Lorsch (1967), Rahim (1983), and Thomas and Kilmann (1974). Among these
instruments, the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict MODE Instrument (Thomas &
Kilmann, 1974) and the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-I1 (ROCI-II;
Rahim, 1983) are the two most well-known self-report instruments (Van de
Viient & Kabanoff, 1990). However, studies examining the Thomas-Kilmann
Conflict MODE instrument indicated weak to moderate reliability, weak

concurrent validity, limited evidence concerning content validity, questionable



predictive validity, and low social desirability (Ben-Yoav & Banai, 1992). In
contrast, the ROCI-II has been reported to have satisfactory test-retest and
internal consistency reliabilities (Ben-Yoav & Banai, 1992), and the five-style
model characterized by Rahim has been shown to have factorial validity in
non-Western cultures (Van de Vlient & Kabanoff, 1990; Ting-Toomey et al.,
1991). Using the ROCI-II, Ting-Toomey et al. (1991) provided evidence that
national culture influences the styles of handling interpersonal conflict.

The next section will explore how culture affects the selection of the conflict

management styles.

Cultural Influences on Conflict Management Styles
The study by Ting-Toomey et al. (1991) in five countries shows that the U.S.
respondents indicated greater use of the dominating style than Japanese and
Korean respondents. The Chinese and Taiwanese respondents reported greater
use of the obliging and avoiding styles than the U.S. respondents. To explain
these differences, some researchers examined relationships between the conflict
management styles and cultural factors, such as an individualism-collectivism

dimension and a low-high context communication dimension.

Individualism and Collectivism
Findings from cross-cultural comparisons of procedural norms have
revealed systematic differences between individualists and collectivists (Leung &

Chan, 1999}. Such differences may be a result of the different conflict



management styles that individualists and collectivists use. Individualism refers
to the broad value tendencies of people in a culture to emphasize individual
identity over group identity, individual rights over group obligations, and
individual achievements over group concerns (Hofstede, 1984). In contrast,
collectivism refers to the broad value tendencies of people in a culture to
emphasize group identity over individual identity, group obligations over
individual rights, and group-oriented concerns over individual desires (Hofstede,
1984).

In dealing with conilict, individualists tend to use styles that are more
self-oriented, dominating, and competitive than those of collectivists who tend to
use mutual face-saving, integrative, and compromising styles (Ting-Toomey,
1997). Moreover, the styles of collectivists in task-oriented situations tend to be
more accommodating and avoiding than those of individualists (Ting-Toomey,

1997).

Low and High Context Communication

In addition to the individualism-collectivism dimension, Ting-Toomey
(1994) suggests that Hall’s {1976) low and high context scheme of cultural
variability may explain the styles of conflict management adopted by individuais
from different cultures. “A high-context communication or message is one in
which most of the information is either in the physical context or internalized in
the person while very little is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the
message” (Hall, 1976, p.79). In a low-context message, “the mass of the

information is vested in the explicit code” (p.79). Chua and Gudykunst (1987)



state that, in low-context cultures, individuals are more efficient in separating the
conflict issue from the person involved in a conflict over a task and yet remain
friends. On the other hand, in high-context cultures, the instrumental issue is
connected with the person who originated that issue (Chua & Gudykunst, 1987).
Chua and Gudykunst (1987) and Ting-Toomey (1986) examined the conflict
management styles in members of low-context cultures and members of
high-context cultures. They utilized Putnam and Wilson’s (1982) Organizational
Communication Conflict Instrument (OCCI) that measures three interpersonal
conflict styles: non-confrontation, solution-orientation, and control. They found
that members of low-context cultures utilized a solution-oriented style more than
members of high-context cultures. Respondents from high-context cultures used
non-confrontation more than respondents from low-context cultures,
Solution-orientation involves the collaborating style that aims to find a solution
to integrate the needs of both parties (Putnam & Wilson, 1982).
Non-confrontation involves the avoiding style in conflict situations (Putnam &
Wilson, 1982). Control reflects advocating one’s position and competing to
enforce one’s views (Putnam & Wilson, 1982). According to Ting-Toomey (1994),
low-context communicétion patterns have been typically found to be
predominant in individualistic cultures, and high-context communication patterns

have been found to be predominant in collectivistic cultures.

Hofstede (1984) states that the U.S. is identified as a high individualistic
culture and Japan is identified as a collectivistic culture. Thus, it might be

predicted that, in situations of conflict with close friends, Americans tend to use
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the dominating style, and Japanese tend to use the integrating and compromising
styles. For Hall (1976), Germany, Switzerland, and the United States are
identified as low-context cultures, and China, Japan, Korea, and Vietnam are
identified as high-context cultures. Therefore, it might be said that Americans
have a tendency to select the integrating style more than Japanese, and Japanese
have a tendency to use the avoiding style more than Americans when managing
interpersonal conflict.

However, considering arguments stated by Bell (1981} and Collier (1991),
close friends may select certain conflict management strategies without following
such cultural norms. In addition, Gudykunst and Nishida (1983) state that several
cross-cultural studies on close friendships found that there were more similarities
than differences between Americans and Japanese. For example, their literature
review shows that both American and Japanese college students prefer to express
dissatisfaction in a direct way to their friends. Moreover, Burgoon, Dillard, and
Doran (1982) suggest that there are similarities between whites and Japanese in
Hawaii in the mate selection process and in persuasive strategy selection. Thus, it
might be said that, in dealing with conflict among close friends, Americans and
Japanese use similar conflict management styles. Unfortunately, there has been
no cross-cultural study examining cultural influence on conflict management
styles utilized by close friends. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the
relationship between culture and the conflict management styles in such a

particular situation.
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Gender and Conflict Management Styles

There are a number of studies relating to gender differences on the styles of
managing interpersonal conflict. However, the results are inconclusive. Rahim
{1983) found that women used more integrating, avoiding, and compromising
styles and less obliging style than male managers, These findings are somewhat
consistent with the results reported by Kilmann and Thomas (1975) and Baron
(1989). In addition, Neff (1986) reported that, although women were more
compromising with their superior than men were, there were no gender
differences among the other four styles.

Several studies have compared the conflict management styles of men and
women in organizations with other instruments. Renwick (1977) used a
single-item instrument to measure the styles, and he found no significant
differences between men and women in their conflict management styles.
Shockley-Zalabak (1981) also attempted to investigate the differences in the
styles of men and women with Hall’s (1969) Conflict Management Survey, and
her findings were similar to that of Renwick. Like this, the relationships between
gender and the conflict management styles are weak and inconsistent. A similar

conclusion was stated by Wall and Blum (1991).

12



RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The literature review showed that there is a need to examine the conflict
management styles of Americans and Japanese with their close friends. In this
conflict situation, it is also necessary to survey the similarities and differences in
the conflict management styles between males and females. Therefore, this study

addressed the following three research questions:

RQ 1) Are there significant differences between Americans and Japanese in

conflict management styles within close friendships?

RQ 2) Are there significant differences between males and females in conflict

management styles within close friendships?

RQ 3) Is there any interaction between nationality and gender in conflict

management styles within close friendships?

13



METHODOLOGY

Design
In order to investigate research questions, Two-way ANOVA, correlation
analysis, and descriptive analysis were used in this study. Nationality and gender
were treated as independent variables, while five conflict management styles

were treated as dependent variables.

Subjects
One hundred seventy-seven subjects participated in this study. Of these, 76
(42.9%) were Americans, and 101 (57.1%) were Japanese. They included 39
(22.0%) American males, 37 (20.9%) American females, 55 (31.1%) Japanese

males, and 46 (26.0%) Japanese females (see Table 1).

Table 1. Frequencies and Percentages of Subjects by Nationality and Gender

Nationality Gender Frequency Percent
American Male 39 22.0%
Female 37 20.9%

Total 76 42.9%

Japanese Male 55 31.1%
Female 46 26.0%

Total 101 57.1%

Total Male Q4 53.1%
Female 83 46.9%

Total 177 100 %

14



In this study, all subjects were either undergraduate or graduate students.
For American subjects, they had been enrolled in the Art, Communication,
History, or Psychology Departments at the University of Hawaii at Manoa, or the
Civil and Environmental Engineering Department at Stanford University.
Japanese subjects had been studying in the Economics Department at
Ritsumeikan University, the Human Science Department at Kobe Gakuin
University, the International Relations Department at Kobe University, or the
French Department at Konan Women’s University. Using personal networks, the
researcher conducted this survey at each university. The place of origin of the
subjects breaks down as: 101 (57.1%) Japanese who were born and raised in
Japan, 42 (23.7%) Americans who were born and raised in Hawaii, 25 (14.1%)
Americans who were born and raised on the Mainland, and 9 (11.8%) Americans
who were born and raised in other places (see Table 2). The subjects ranged in

age from 17 to 51 and the mean age was 23.2 years (sd = 4.76).

Table 2. Demographic Information of Subjects

Place of Birth / Nationality Frequency Percent
Mainland / American 25 14.1%
Hawaii / American 42 23.7%
Other / American 9 5.1%
Japan / Japanese 101 57.1%
Total 177 100%

15



Instrument (See Appendix A & B)

The questionnaire used in this study was based on the 28-item ROCI-II
(Rahim, 1983). The subjects were asked to completely answer the two parts in
this questionnaire. The first part contained a conflict scenario and included 28
questions measuring the subjects’ conflict management styles. The second part
included 3 items surveying the subjects’ demographic information, such as
nationality, gender, and age. This part also included 4 items asking the nationality,
gender, and age of the subjects’ close friends and years they had been friends.

The questionnaire was translated from English to Japanese and then
back-translated from Japanese to English. After the pre-testing, the English
version of the questionnaire was distributed to American students, and the
Japanese version of the questionnaire was distributed to Japanese students. It

took approximately 10 minutes to answer the questionnaire.

Procedure
Two hundred forty questionnaires were distributed to American students
who had been studying in the U.S. and Japanese students who had been studying
in Japan. Subjects participated in this survey on voluntary basis, and they were
assured that their anonymity and confidentiality would be insured. The subjects

were given three weeks to fill out and submit the questionnaire.

16



Definition of Terms

e Close friends

Close friends were identified in this study as giving emotional support and
mutual assistance to each other (Collier, 1991), and sharing mutual feelings of
affection, loyalty, and frankness and spending their leisure time together (Hartup,
1975). The close friends were operationalized in this study as close friendships
between Americans and Americans, and Japanese and Japanese. The subjects
were asked to specify the initials, nationality, gender of their close friend, and
years they had been friends as follows:

Please specify the initials of your close friend. (only ONE person)

What is your close friend’s nationality?

O American: born and raised on the Mainland
O American: born and raised in Hawaii

0O American: other

0O Japanese

What is your close friend’s gender?
o Male
0 Female

How long have you been a friend with him or her?
year(s) month(s)

17



» Nationality (Independent Variable)
In this study, nationality was designated as whether the subject identifies
himself or herself as American or Japanese. The subjects were asked to answer

the following question:

What is your nationality?

O American: born and raised on the Mainland
O American: born and raised in Hawaii

0O American: other

O Japanese

In addition, nationality operationalized the subject as whether he or she is a
member of an individualistic culture or a collectivistic culture, and whether he or
she is a member of a low-context culture or a high-context culture. According to
Hofstede (1984), the U.S. is identified as a high individualistic culture and Japan
is identified as a collectivistic culture. For Hall (1976), the U.S. is identified as a

low-context culture, and Japan is identified as a high-context culture.

e  Gender (Independent Variable)
Gender was defined as whether the subject identified himself or herself as

male or female. The subjects were asked to answer the following question:

What is your gender?
o Male
o Female

18



¢ Conflict Management Styles (Dependent Variable)

Conflict management styles are types of conflict management strategies that
a person tends to use in conflict situations. In this survey, conflict was
operationalized by defining a conflict episode as an event in which a close friend
said or did something that caused the individual to become dissatisfied with the
relationship. The conflict management styles are classified into five categories:
integrating, obliging, dominating, avoiding, and compromising. The integrating
style reflects high concern for self and others. The obliging style reflects low
concern for self and high concern for others. The dominating style reflects high
concern for self and low concern for others. The avoiding style reflects low
concern for self and others. And, the compromising style reflects intermediate in
concern for self and others (Rahim, 1992).

This study examined the conflict management styles of Americans and
Japanese in situations of disagreement among close friends. The questionnaire
based on the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventories-II (ROCI-II; Rahim,
1983) was used to measure which of five conflict management styles the subjects
selected in conflict situations with their close friends. The styles used by the
subjects were measured by 28 questions on a 5-point Likert scale using ROCI-II
(see Appendix A for complete questionnaire). The instrument has been reported
to have satisfactory test-retest and internal consistency reliabilities (Ben-Yoav &
Banai, 1992), and the five-style model has been shown to have factorial validity
in non-Western cultures (Van de Vlient & Kabanoff, 1990, Ting-Toomey et al.,
1991). The questions were classified into integrating questions, obliging

questions, dominating questions, avoiding questions, and compromising

19



questions. The respondents were asked to answer the questions using the 5-point

scale.

The scale is as follows:

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Not Sure
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

Integrating style was measured by the following questions.

1) I try to investigate an issue with my
close friend to find a solution acceptable 1 2 3 4 5

to us.

4) I try to integrate my ideas with those
of my close friend to come up with a 1 2 3 4 5
decision jointly.

5) I try to work with my close friend to
find solutions to a problem which satisfy 1 2 3 4 5
our expectations.

12) I exchange accurate information with
my close friend to solve the problem 1 2 3 4 5
together.

22) I ry to bring all our concerns out in
the open so that the issues can be 1 2 3 4 5
resolved in the best possible way.

23) I collaborate with my close friend to
come up with decisions acceptable to us.

28) I try to work with my close friend for

a proper understanding of the problem.

20




Obliging style was measured by the following questions.

2) I try to satisfy the needs of my close

. 1 2 3
friend.
10) I accommodate the wishes of my : 5 3
close friend.
11) I give in to the wishes of my close 1 5 3
friend.
13) T usually give concessions to my | 5 3
close friend.
19) I often go along with the suggestions ] » 3
of my close friend.
24) 1 try to satisfy the expectations of my L 5 3

close friend.

Dominating style was measured by the following questions,

8) I use my influence to get my ideas

1 2 3
accepted.
9) I am very persuasive when I have to q 5 3
be in order to win in a conflict situation.
18) I use my expertise to make a 1 2 3
decision in my favor.
21) I am generally firm in pursuing my 1 5 3
side of the issue.
25) I enjoy competitive situations and y » 3

play hard to win.

21




Avoiding style was measured by the following questions.

3) I attempt to avoid being “put on the

spot” and try to keep my conflict with 1 2 3
my close friend to myself.

6) I avoid open discussion of my 1 ) 3
differences with my close friend.

16) [ try to stay away from disagreement | 2 3
with my close friend.

17) I avoid confrontation with my close | ) 3
friend.

26) I try to keep my disagreement with

my close friend to myself in order to 1 2 3
avoid hard feelings.

27) I try to avoid unpleasant exchanges ] 5 3
with close friend.

Compromising style was measured by the following questions.

7) L try to find a middle course to resolve 1 5 3
an impasse.

14) I usvally propose a middle ground q 5 3
for breaking deadlocks.

15) I negotiate with my close friend so 1 , 3
that a compromise can be reached.

20) T use “give and take” so that a I 2 3
compromise can be made.

22




RESULTS

To test the research questions, the scores on each conflict management style
were analyzed with Two-way ANOVA treating nationality (American or
Japanese) and gender (male or female) of the subjects as independent variables.
Table 3 shows the means and standard deviations of the five conflict styles by
nationality and gender. Some significant differences appeared in the integrating,

obliging, and dominating styles.

Main Effect of Nationality
The main effect of nationality was significant in the obliging style and
highly significant in the dominating style (see Table 4 & 5). For the obliging
style, American subjects scored higher than Japanese subjects (p < .01). As the
results indicate, Americans also reported the use of a significantly higher degree

of the dominating style than Japanese (p < .001, see Table 3).

Main Effect of Gender
As can be seen in Table 5, the main effect of gender was highly significant
in the dominating style. The results show that males used the dominating style
significantly higher than females (p < .001, see Table 3). There were no

significant differences in the other four conflict management styles.
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Interaction between Nationality and Gender

An interaction of nationality and gender was significant in the integrating

and dominating styles (see Table 5 & 6). Results in Table 3 show that American

males reported the use of the dominating style significantly higher than other

groups (p < .01), and Japanese females reported the use of the integrating style

significantly higher than other groups (p < .05).

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of the Five Conflict Styles

by Nationality and Gender

IN OB DO AV CcoO
Nationality | Gender | Mean | sd | Mean | sd Mean sd jMean | sd | Mean | sd
American Male 434 | 48 |3.52 52 1358 1 .69 J2.78 | .97 )4.05 | .56
Female | 4.21 | .48 |3.45 68 | 2.87 79 13.09 | .82 |396 | .59
Total 428 | 48 |3.49%+ | 60 |323%*| 74 (294 |.89 |4.01 |.58
Japanese Male 424 .52 |3.28 54 1256 J252.74 194 ) 3.88 | .57
Female | 4.43%| 45 |3.21 S8 [2.44 55 (280 .71 | 410 | .57
Total 4,33 1.49 |3.25 56 | 2.50 64 1277 |.B3 | 399 |.57
Total Male 429 [.51 |3.40 53 ) 3.07# 1 71 1276 | .96 |3.97 |.57
Female | 4.32 {.47 |3.33 63 [ 2.66 67 295 |77 [4.03 |.58
Total 431 | .49 |3.37 38 | 2.87 .69 [2.86 | .87 |[4.00 | .58

Note: IN=Integrating, OB=0bliging, DO=Dominating, AV=Avoiding, CO=Compromising
4% ne<.001

* p<.05

** p<.01
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Table 4. Results of Two-way ANOVA for the Obliging Style

df F Sig.
Nationality 1 7.394 007
Gender 1 670 414
Nationality x Gender 1 .001 971
Error 173
Total 177

Table 5. Results of Two-way ANOVA for the Dominating Style

df F Sig.
Nationality 1 48.066 .000
Gender 1 15.606 000
Nationality x Gender 1 8.046 005
Error 173
Total 177

Table 6. Results of Two-way ANOVA for the Integrating Style

Error
Total

173
177

df F Sig.
Nationality 1 526 468
Gender 1 177 675
Nationality x Gender 1 4.650 032
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Other Findings

Correlations of Conflict Management Styles

Table 7 and 8 show means, standard deviations, and correlations among the
five conflict management styles in American and Japanese groups. The resuits
show that in the American group, there were positive correlations between the
integrating and compromising styles (p < .01}, and between the obliging and
avoiding styles {p < .01). Negative correlations were also found between the
integrating and avoiding styles (p < .05), and between the dominating and
avoiding styles (p < .05). In the Japanese group, there were positive correlations
between the obliging and avoiding styles (p < .01), and between the integrating
and compromising styles (p < .01).

The correlation analysis was also conducted for male and female groups (see
Table 9 & 10). In the male group, positive correlations were found between the
integrating and compromising styles (p < .01), and between the obliging and
avoiding styles {(p < .01). And there was a negative correlation between the
integrating and avoiding styles in this group (p < .01). For the female group,
positive correlations between the integrating and compromising styles (p < .01),

and between the obliging and avoiding styles (p < .01} were found.
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Table 7. Correlations among the Five Conflict Styles in the American Group

Means | sd IN OB DO AV CO
Integrating 428 A48 -
Obliging 3.49 .60 013 ---
Dominating 3.23 T4 | -.062 -.139 -
Avoiding 294 89 | -.244* 436+ -.240* -~
Compromising 4.01 58 6T0%* -.106 -.009 -.144 ---

Note:

*

%

Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2 tailed).

Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2 tailed).

IN=Integrating, OB=0bliging, DO=Dominating, AV=Avoiding, CO=Compromising

Table 8. Correlations among the Five Conflict Styles in the Japanese Group

Means | sd IN OB DO AV COo
Integrating 4.33 49 -
Obliging 3.25 .56 028 -e-
Dominating 2.50 .64 174 -.069 ---
Avoiding 2.77 83 | -175 A90** -.072 -
Compromising 3.99 57 ABOH* -081 -.029 050 ---

Note:

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2 tailed).
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Table 9. Correlations among the Five Conflict Styles in the Male Group

Means | sd IN OB DO AV CO
Integrating 4.29 51
Obliging 3.40 53 [ -.063 ---
Dominating 3.07 71 133 057 ---
Avoiding 2.76 96 | - 306%* AT+ -.085 ---
Compromising 3.97 57 529%* 108 035 007 ---

Note: IN=Integrating, OB=0bliging, DO=Dominating, AV=Avoiding, CO=Compromising

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2 tailed).

Table 10. Correlations among the Five Conflict Styles in the Female Group

Means | sd IN OB DO AV CO
Integrating 4.32 A7 -
Obliging 3.33 63 097 -
Dominating 2.66 .67 | -.085 -.099 -
Avoiding 2.95 37 | -.079 507%* -.067 ---
Compromising | 4.03 58 59 -.090 -.027 -.110 sun

Note: IN=Integrating, OB=0bliging, DO=Dominating, AV=Avoiding, CO=Compromising
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2 tailed).
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DISCUSSION

Summary and Implications of Findings

Conflict management styles were classified into five categories by Rahim
(1983): integrating, obliging, dominating, avoiding, and compromising styles. In
the past, research on the conflict management styles has been investigated from a
cultural perspective, such as the individualism-collectivism and the low-high
context dimensions.

The main purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which the
conflict strategies of Americans and Japanese in close relationships were
influenced by cultural norms. Findings of this study showed that Americans
indicated a stronger preference for the dominating style than Japanese. Rahim’s
(1983) conceptualization of the dominating style was based on the importance of
satisfying self-needs. It was interesting that the American group also reported the
use of a significantly higher degree of the obliging style than Japanese group.
The obliging style was conceptualized as satisfying the needs of other sides
(Rahim, 1983). It seems that these two styles take a contrary position in the
conflict situations.

In the research of Ting-Toomey et al. (1991) that examined differences on
conflict management strategies in five countries, the U.S. cultural group showed
greater use of the dominating style than Asian cultural groups, and the Asian
cultural groups showed greater use of the obliging style than the U.S. cultural
group. One possible explanation for the results of the present study is that, in the

conflict situations with close friends, Americans might be somewhat influenced
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by the individualistic dimension, such as to emphasize individual rights and
achievements. However, they might also consider that the obliging way would be
appropriate to maintain good relationships with their close friends, so that they
would not lose a source of emotional support and assistance from each other. For
the Japanese group, they might also still be influenced by the collectivistic
dimension, such as to maintain relational harmony rather than insist on
self-concerns, so that they might avoid using the dominating style.

From the findings of Ting-Toomey et al. (1991), it was presumed that the
Japanese group might have a tendency to use the obliging style more than the
American group. However, as the present study found, the result was contrary in
the situation of conflict with close friends. Lee (1990) found that especially in
the context of collectivistic cultural systems, the use of obliging strategy is not
appropriate to maintain “self-face.” In the conflict settings, using the obliging
style would mean “losing face.” Influenced by such a cultural value, the Japanese
subjects might not use this style in this conflict situation. For Americans, they
may perceive that the use of the dominating style would contribute to
maintaining self-face, and the use of the obliging style would be appropriate for
maintenance of “other-face.” However, the results of correlation analyses showed
that a positive relationship between these two strategies was not found in the
American group. |

It should also be added that Japanese tend to use two different faces: “face
toward outsiders” and “face toward insiders.” They perceive that face
maintenance is significant especially in the context of out-group relations. On the

other hand, Americans do not worry about their face image in both in-group and
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out-group context (Ting-Toomey, 1997). Since the context of in-group
relationships entails close friendships, the face maintenance theory might be
unsatisfactory for explaining differences in conflict styles between Americans
and Japanese in this study.

The present study also examined differences between males and females on
the selection of the conflict management styles. Analyses revealed that there was
a significant gender effect only on the dominating style; males reported the use of
a significantly higher degree on this style than females. This result is not
consistent with former research (e.g. Baron, 1989; Kilmann & Thomas, 1975,
Rahim, 1983). Stereotypically, women are considered to be kind, nurturing,
relationally sensitive, and warm, whereas men are seen as dynamic, assertive,
competitive (Deaux & Lewis, 1984). It might be said that through socialization
processes, men would be presumed to be assertive and women would be
perceived to be cooperative. However, it should be noted that, in the present
study, the dominating style was not selected as a major strategy in the males
group to deal with conflict among close friends. This style was ranked as fourth
in the males group and fifth in the females group among the five styles. Therefore,
it is hard to conclude that there was a significant difference between males and
females in the selection of this strategy.

As the Two-way ANOVA analysis revealed, the interaction of nationality
and gender was significant in the dominating and integrating styles. American
males reported the use of a significantly higher degree on the dominating style
than American females, Japanese males, and Japanese females. Collier (1991)

refers that, in general, Anglo American males in the U.S. culture are viewed as
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more competitive and forceful in conflict situations than Anglo American females.
In the present study, American males ranked the dominating style as third,
whereas the other three groups ranked it as fifth. From this result, it is possible to
say that the American males are comparatively influenced by the individualistic
values more than the American females. For the integrating style, the results
showed that Japanese females scored significantly higher in this strategy than
other groups. However, it should be noted that the mean scores on this style were
very high among all groups; each group ranked the integrating style as the most
preferable strategy. Therefore, it seems too weak to say that the interaction
between nationality and gender was significant on this style.

Both American and Japanese groups, and both male and female groups
scored higher in the integrating and the compromising styles in this study.
Correlation analyses also indicated that these two styles were highly correlated
with each other among all groups. According to Rahim (1983), the integrating
style reflects collaboration between participants, such as openness, exchange of
information, and examination of differences to reach a solution acceptable to
both sides, and the compromising style involves a give-and-take strategy to make
a mutually acceptable decision. These two styles can be described as a
solution-oriented style that aims to find a solution to integrate the needs of both
parties,

As Chua and Gudykunst (1987) and Ting-Toomey (1986) revealed, the
solution-oriented style was found in low-context cultures. The low-context
communication style is one in which information is often exchanged explicitly or

directly (Hall, 1976). It is possible to say that when conflicts occur in close
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relationships, participants feel the need to resolve problems speedily so that the
relationship would not be harmed. Therefore, the participants might prefer to
have an open discussion and bring all out concerns on both sides in the conflict
situations to achieve joint satisfaction immediately. In addition, Bell (1981) notes
that close friendships that can tolerate a conflict of values without the
relationship being severely threatened are probably least subject to the conflict.
Close friends may be strongly motivated to ease their value differences in the
hopes of easing any strain. The give-and-take strategy, therefore, might be used
for reducing the divergence of values in the close relationships. If the participants
have an approximately equal emotional stake in the relationship, this is likely to
occur through mutual accommodations of their values.

Moreover, the correlation analysis revealed that the negative correlations
were significant or comparatively significant between the avoiding and
integrating styles, or between the avoiding and compromising styles in this study.
Wilmot (1987) says that negative responses would escalate interpersonal
conflicts and damage the relationships. The definition of what comprises
negative conflict behaviors varies across studies. However, as Hellriegel et al,
(1995) stated, the avoiding strategy may bring negative results for the
participants in the conflict situations; participants may perceive that, using this
style, the conflicts would be ignored, and the unsolved problems would hazard

their relationships.

In this way, the present study found more similarities than differences in the

selection of conflict management styles between Americans and Japanese. Both
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groups ranked the integrating ‘stylc as the first and compromising style as the
second for preferable strategies when they deal with conflicts among close
friends. And, the dominating and avoiding styles were ranked as the fourth or the
fifth. It is possible to say that one of the primary values within close friendships
is that each has a willingness to provide satisfaction to the concerns of the other.
It would be obvious that participants can maximize joint satisfactions especially
with the integrating style that involves both high self-concern and high

other-concern.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

There were some limitations in this study. First, due to time and cost
considerations, the data for American subjects was mostly collected in Hawaii.
Sixty-one Americans (80.3%) out of 76 had been studying at University of
Hawaii at Manoa. The subjects in this study were simply classified as Americans
or Japanese by the demographic information, such as nationality and the place of
birth. Out of 76 American subjects, 42 (55.3%) were born and raised in Hawaii.
Because of Hawail’s unique cultural characteristics, the American subjects in
Hawaii may have quite different tendencies for the use of conflict management
strategies compared to Americans in other states on the U.S. mainland.

Second, nationality and gender were used as variables that were assumed to
affect the conflict management styles among close friends. However, there are
other variables that may affect the tendencies toward conflict strategies, such as

age, social status, and level of intimacy with close friends. In addition, similarity
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of gender in close relationships might be an important factor for the conflict
management. [n this study, only 27 subjects (15.3%) out of 177 reported their
close friends’ gender as opposite. It would be suggested for future research to
compare the conflict management styles between same-gender and
opposite-gender friendships.

A third limitation involved two underlying dimensions of conflict
management styles: “concern for self” and “concern for others.” Whereas
individualists tend to see themselves as autonomous and they tend to worry about
whether they present their independent-self credibly and competently in front of
others, collectivists tend to see themselves as an interdependent-self and they
tend to be more reflective of what others think of their face image in the context
of in~-group or out-group relations (Ting-Toomey, 1997). Thus, it can be said that
individualists and collectivists perceive conflict situations with different
self-concepts, Therefore, Rahim’s conflict constructs such as “concern for self”
and “concern for others” need to be developed more systematically in terms of a
functional equivalence in different ethnic and cultural groups.

A fourth limitation was about the scenario used in this survey. This study
focused on conflicts in a particular situation, namely, close friendships. The
subjects were asked to imagine the given conflict episode that may happen in
their relationships, and report their preferable conflict management strategies.
Some concerns about the construct validity might be present in this method.
Therefore, it is recommended to provide experimental conditions in future
research that would examine the same variables.

A fifth limitation was that, in the present study, the American subjects
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scored higher than the Japanese subjects on four conflict management styles
(obliging, dominating, avoiding, and compromising). Only for the integrating
style did Japanese score higher than Americans. Ohbuchi, Fukushima, and
Tedeschi (1999) state that in cross-cultural research, it has been often found that
scores of one cultural group are higher than those of another cultural group
across all response categories. They also mention that, in general, individualists
tend to choose more extreme values on scales than collectivists.

In the overall analyses, the present study found many similarities between
Americans and Japanese in the use of conflict management styles with their close
friends. It might be interesting to examine the con.ﬂict strategies among close
relationships in cross-cultural settings, such as close friendships between
Americas and Japanese. Although, this study had some limitations, it is hoped
that the findings from this survey will be useful for the research on competence

in managing intercultural conflict between Americans and Japanese.
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APPENDX A
Conflict Management Styles Questionnaire (English Version)

This study asks questions about your conflict management style in situations of conflict
with your close friend. It will take about 10 minutes to answer all the questions. To
insure your anonymity, no names or identifying information will be used on your
questionnaire. There will be no benefit to you. However, your participation will help
contribute to a better understanding of the skills necessary in managing intercultural
conflict between Americans and Japanese.

Part 1: Conflict Management Styles

< Conlflict Episode >

You and your close friend are planning to travel abroad during the summer
vacation. You gathered information from traveling books and found a
country where you would be able to enjoy a pleasant climate, sightseeing,
and shopping. Hearing about this, your close friend also showed interest in
this country. Since your close friend was busy, you undertook to make
reservations for plane tickets and hotels, and to make plans for the travel. To
put together a plan, you spent a lot of time and carefully considered your
limited budget and vacation time. However, as soon as your close friend
glanced over the plans, he/she asked you to modify them. It seems that your
close friend is not agreeable your ideas. If you try to satisfy all the demands
of your close friend, you would need to greatly change your plans. You
believed that your proposal was the best plan for this travel. You and your
close friend are looking forward to visiting the country, and both of you want
to enjoy this travel...

How do you manage this situation?

After reading the conflict episode, please think of a very close American friend with
whom you share emotional support and needed assistance at times, and whom you also
spend a lot of leisure time with. Please keep this person in mind as you answer the
questions.
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Please specify the initials of your close friend.

Please circle most appropriate answer for each statement.

(only ONE person)

St.rongly Disagree Not Agree Strongly
Disagree Sure Agree

1) I try to investigate an issue with
my close friend to find a solution I 2 3 4 5
acceptable to us.
2) I try to satisfy the needs of m
close friend. ’ ! 2 3 4 3
3) I attempt to avoid being “put on
the spot™ and try to keep my
conflict with m: close friend to : 2 3 4 3
myself.
4) I try to integrate my ideas with
those of my close friend to come 1 2 3 4 5
up with a decision jointly.
5) I try to work with my close
friend to find solutions to a
problem which satisfy our ! 2 3 4 3
expectations.
6) I avoid open discussion of my . ) 3 4 s
differences with my close friend.
7} I try to find a middle course to
resolve an impasse. : 2 3 4 3
8) T use my influence to get m
ideas accepted. ' ! 2 3 4 >
9) I am very persuasive when |
have to be in order to win in a 1 2 3 4 5
conflict situation.
10) I accommodate the wishes of

1 2 3 4 5

my close friend.
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Strongl Not St 1
. gy Disagree ? Agree rongty
Disagree Sure Agree
11) 1 give in to the wishes of my . 5 3 4 5
close friend.
12) I exchange accurate
information with my close friend 1 2 3 4 5
to solve the problem together.
13) 1 lly gi ions t
} L usua y give concessions to 1 5 3 4 5
my close friend.
I 1l idd!]
14) T usually pro?ose a middle 1 ) 3 4 5
ground for breaking deadlocks.
15) I negotiate with my close
friend so that a compromise can be 1 2 3 4 5
reached.
16) I try to st ay fi
') ry osay.awyrom | | 5 3 4 s
disagreement with my close friend.
17) I avoid confrontati ith
) av.01 confrontation with my 1 2 3 4 5
close friend.
18)1 tise t k
)' -use‘my expertise t0 make a 1 ’ 3 4 5
decision in my favor.
19) I oft long with th
) olengoa g wi .e ! 5 3 4 5
suggestions of my close friend.
2001 “ai d take” so that
) use_gwean ake” so that a ) 5 3 4 5
compromise can be made.
2131 1y firm i i
} .am genere-I y firm in pursuing ) 5 3 4 5
my side of the issue.
22) I'try to bring all our concerns
out in the open so that the issues
. . 1 2 3 4 5
can be resolved in the best possible
way.
23) I collaborate with my close
friend to come up with decisions 1 2 3 4 5
acceptable to us.
24) I try to satisfy the expectations
of my close friend. 1 2 3 4 5
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Strongl Not Strongl
'rong y Disagree ° Agree rongly
Disagree Sure Agree
25) I enjoy compet.itive situations 1 2 3 4 5
and play hard to win.
26) I try to keep my disagreement
with my close friend to myself in 1 2 3 4 5
order to avoid hard feelings.
2 Iuyt id unpleasant
yltry to a'.vcn unp ezfsa { 5 3 4 5
exchanges with close friend.
28) Ltry to work with my close
friend for a proper understanding 1 2 3 4 5
of the problem.
Part 2: Background Information
(Please fill in the blanks and check appropriate answers.)
29) How long have you been a
. o __ vyear(s) ____ month(s)

friend with him/her?

0O Mal
30) Your Gender e

O Female
31} Your Close Friend’s O Male
Gender O Female
32) Your Age years old
33) Your Close Friend’s Age years old

O American: born and raised on the Mainland
34} Your Nationality O American: born and raised in Hawaii

0O Other:
35) Your Close Friend’s a Amerfcan: born and ra%sed fm the Mjiinland

. . O American: born and raised in Hawaii

Nationality

0 Other:
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APPENDX B
Conflict Management Styles Questionnaire (Japanese Version)
(XFSLABR Z A L IREDIZHDT 7 r— b

DT~ NIHERAFELTAVIARZEZRBC BEKLOMTz 7Y 7 bR
BB S EOMNATELRRAETIEHOLOTT, TRATOEMIzEL TWEFL
DEBEZTLOADPPVET, HRLCBAFRETFTI 2D, AWML LIEEFLIBER
REASND LI RERERS LRV ERA, 20T I — bIEEL LR
LT HOTHHYETAR, TOoREBECIVELREHBESAXBERa 7Y
F e v RZ VA POV TOELRIMERIEISPBDLEFBBLTVEY, ZHBHLAL
<BREWVWLET.

Partl :#HUFAH A AAZDNT

a7V hr®y—F>

Hrl b htORREERLZEZARLEARITEHEH L TVWET, r
CIERAEDOHER, SRR IERRELBART s v LI bELDE S
REZRDTELE, HbREORRICBRELELLA, B/ EXbF0ERE
FITTAZ LW RERREZFRLELE, BERIZETHILLL LT ED T,
RITHOF 7o FRERFAOFH., ELFOETOREDOFE L Y3 T
EhRBRIEFTL i ELE, RIT7I7UoBHELB D ELIZR
FicW E, ¥/ BERHREOEHBECANALSL LS T, bt
FRZOBMERPCPL TR FESHEREEZZE L TREL S v
EMTHEDTTR, FARIGEFEBENRLIZHRE0BRKITCEEED
AMAEOEEEXRDTEELL, BEROFEETATHMETLERB L, TEHR
HEOBEBRPOUMOLRT-OHEEIRBZEREENLDZZLIZRVET, &
IR Y PORBITHER A NI LEBELTCWEY, HREVEER L - OKIT
FLTHELAZLTNT THELELVWHROBVHEEY T LEELZTNE
DTTH...

ET, ZOXRROBLLEEEI LT TM?

EROZECY - FRBEA L) A CEMEEL TS ETH. MBIRELLH,
EWICHEHNRA LRV E<ORM2 BB LEDT2X242bkizo TAERA]
DRE1IANEBOENPATEEZY, £LT, T FAOEBTCHEAAZ L Bbh sE%E
16500 b12ZBPOEDITTLEE W,
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Fof<

ZFHBp bbb 7 <
5 5 5
TORB 20 B2 ermy
P
10YBREDEARNNR S EE . 2 3 4 5
=43,
11 593 HiE
YRRAE 5@ OFHE! ) 5 3 4 5
{£=H5,
128K —#ICRBIEL gk
FTEEDIEEBEWVICERLE 1 2 3 4 5
BETELED.
13) BROBRICHEET S, 1 2 3 4 5
1 4)HBEORERBERLE
HBlHicE LM LTBE N 1 2 3 4 5
DEROPHIALZIRRET S,
1 5))ZBARRSITHI D . 0 3 A 5
IZBELFELE Y.
16)EREDBROFR—E %
) . 1 2 3 4 5
BT Lo L9453,
1 PR LERIHERLZNLED
1 2 3 4 5
35,
1 8)AAHADHEIZRD L .
. X 1 2 3 4 5
AINCEHSOEMAZEAVWS,
1 9)BEOBRRERAELTEH
1 2 3 4 5
HEEVET,
20K LBEVOERDE
HhEoE AT 7.7 1 2 3 4 5
FeF42| OFERED,
21)BESOHBEERTTSE
I BRI LT IRAEE A BB 1 2 3 4 5
TWa,
22)YoMEE —BVWHE
CIRET B DI, WFOBE L
1 2 3 4 5
BT RTEFELEWCHT X
T B,
23VEREFBALTEBENIC
1 2 3 4 5

HELOEEEEYHT,
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