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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine whether one's own
position, the position of the person with whom one is in conflict, or
the content of the conflict situation significantly affects people's
choice of conflict management styles (ems) in voluntary organizatioﬁs.
Subjects were 54 staff members, 54 board members, and 54 volunteers

randomly selected from 18 organizations with a variety of missions.

Subjects were sent a copy of the Organizational Communication Con-—

flict Instrument (OCCI) which 1lists 30 typical behaviors for dealing

with conflict and the description of a conflict situation. Subjects
received one of nine situations, each specifying the content of a
conflict~-a misinterpreted message, an organizational concern, or a
personality problem——and the position of a person with whom one was to
envision being in conflict--a staff member, board member, or vol-
unteer. Subjects' responses on the OCCI were summed on three sub-
scales~-nonconfrontation, solution-orientation, and control--to obtain
a profile of their preferred cms, No significant differences in cms
are attributed to positibn, sex, or length of tenure in an organiza-
tion. The content of a conflict situation does affect the choice of
cms. Nonconfrontation strategies are selected by people in volun-
taries significantly more often when organizational concerns rather

than.personality differences are the source of the conflict (F (2,157)

= 3.46, p < .05). When conflict centers on organizational concerns
and one is in conflict with volunteers, solution-orientated behaviors

are used significantly more often than when the conflict is with staff

ix
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members (t (153) = 3.13, p < .0}). When volunteers are in conflict
with other volunteers they use significantly more controlling behav-
iors than do staff members (t (153) = 6.04, p <.0l) or board members
(£ (153) = 3.90, p < .01) involved in similar conflicts with volun-
teers. These findings contradict earlier findinge generated in
profit-oriented organizations, suggesting that research results are
not generalizeable between settings. People in voluntaries appear to
put the needs of the organization before their own needs. Also,
volunteers' contributions are both solicited and appreciated by others

working in voluntaries.
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INTRODUCTION

Over the years, conflict has been one of the primary targets of
organizational research (Dunnette, 1976). However, most of the
research has centered on conflict and conflict management in profit
organizations and government agencies. Little research has focused on
conflict in voluntary organizations.

The purpose of this study is to explore ways conflict is managed
in voluntary organizations and to determine behavioral styles which
may characterize tﬂis long-neglected field of research.

Why should we study voluntary organizations? Levitt (1973) sug-
gests voluntary organizations, or what he terms "third~sector" organi-
zations, are a vital part of an overall taxonomy of places in which we
do work in our society. He writes:

The conventional  taxonomy divides society into two
sectors—-private and public. Private is business. Public is
presumed to be all else. But "all else" is too broad; it
covers so much that it means nothing. In terms of how
society's work gets done, the most relevant component of "all
else" is government. . .But that leaves an enormous residuum,
which itself is divisible in many ways.

I have called this residuum the Third Sector. It is
composed of a bewildering variety of organizations and
institutions with differing degrees of visibility, power, and
activeness. Although they vary in scope and specific
purposes, their general purposes are broadly similar--to do
things business and government are either not doing, not doing
well, or not doing often enough. (Levitt, 1973, pp. 48-49)
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Chartered to meet various educational, social, political, artis-
tic, environmental, social issues, or health goals, voluntary organi-
zations are non-profit organizations that‘ play an essential and
ongoing role in the functioning of our society. Through actions spen-
sored by these organizations, community values are affirmed, leaders
are trained, special interest groups are represented, social change is
initiated, social welfare is enhanced, and opportunities for personal
growth and skill development are provided (Bolduc, 1980; Levitt,
1973).

Almost 18,000 voluntary organizations operate on a mnational

scope, according to the 1984 Encyclopedia of Associations. Many more

voluntaries exist on the community level. One estimate of the number
of nonprofit voluntary organizations functioning in this country is
500,000 (Bolling, 1982). Over 40 million people, or close to 1/3 of
all adults in this country, volunteer their services to one or more
voluntary organizations on. an ongoing basis (Gallup, 1981). Men and
women contribute equallye. Neither sex lets competing responsibili-
ties prevent their involvement. Fenn (1971), conducting a study for

the Center for a Voluntary Society and the Harvard Business Review,

found that 837 of the executives he surveyed regularly volunteer in
two, and often more, organizations. Fenn stressed, "This involve-
ment is not of the 'letterhead' variety" (p. 28). John W. Gardner,
former HEW Secretary and current director of Independent Sector, would
concure. He stated that 84 billion hours of work are provided free to
organizations each year through the efforts of volunteers. The dollar

value of that work is estimated at $64.5 billion (Cheatham, 1982).
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Today, there 1is a greater demand for tbe services of voluﬁtary
organizations than ever before. The Reagan Administration's Economic
Recovery Program significantly reduced federal funding for social ser-
vices. The public is turning to voluntaries for many of the services
previously provided by the government.

Despite the impact of voluntaries on society, little research has

been done on the Third Sector. A search of Magazine Index, Business

Index, and Current Contents: Social and Behavioral Science going back

over the past 5 years, shows that most articles written on voluntary
organizations are anecdotal. Only one journal is devoted to empirical

research conducted in voluntary organizations, the Journal of Volun-

tary Action Research which is published by the Association of Volun-

tary Action Scholars.

Most organizational research, including organizational communi-
cation research, 1is done in organizatiohs that are profit-oriented.
Generalizing the results of such research to the voluntary setting may
not be appropriate. While presumably there are many similarities
between the two settings, there are also differences. For instance,
several studies indicate that persons working in voluntary organiza-
tions differ significantly from those working in profit-oriented
organizations in terms of their values, needs, and behaviors (Filley,
1978; Gatewood & Lahiff, 1977; Howell, 1981; Rawls, Ullrich, & Nelson,
1975). What effect, if any, these differences have on organizational
behavior and organizational communication is currentiy unknown. More

organizational research must be conducted in the voluntary setting if



conclusions about organizational behavibr in voluntaries are to be
drawn with any confidence. |

One particular area of concern is how conflict is managed in vol-
untary organizations. Conflict seemingly tends to flourish in volun-—
taries. Three factors make the voluntary setting particularly suscep-
tible to conflict. The first is that whenever people with different
perspectives, viewpoints, values, and vested interests gather, there
is potential for conflict (Berlew, 1980; Corwin, 1969; Thompson,
1961). Voluntary organizations commonly rely on the combined efforts
of a staff, board of directors, and direct-service volunteers to
achieve their goals. Typically, the perspectives, viewpoints, values,
needs, and interests of the people that make up these three groups are
different (Blumenthal, 1954; Xramer, 1975). For example, board mem-
bers often approach their decision~making responsibilities pragmati-
cally and with a community perspective. This contrasts with staff
members who are expected to approach decision-making democratically
and from an agency perspective (Blumenthal, 1954).

Also encouraging conflict in voluntary organizations is the lack
of clearly recognized lines of authority. Two factors cloud the lines
of authority in voluntary organizations. First, while a voluntary or-
ganization's board of directors is legally responsible for all actionmns
taken by an organization, board members are rarely involved in its
daily operations. Day-to-day decision-making is relegated to staff
members; One result of such delegation is that board members tend to
increasingly abdicate to the staff because they feel inadequately in-—

formed to make responsible decisions. The staff may also begin to



usurp the board's responsibility for decision-making, feeling that
because they work with the various issues every day, they have more
insight than the board members and will, therefore, make better deci-
sions. After a while, the lines of authority defined by an organiza-
tion's charter begin to blur, leaving both volunteers and staff unsure
of the 1limits of their real power. Further clouding the question of
control 1is the fact that people donate their time and effort to volun-
taries and can leave whenever they wish. Recognizing this, volunteer
leaders and staff members alike are often hesitant to place demands on
volunteers out of the fear of losing them (LaCour, 1977). But then
who 1is controlling the organization, the volunteer leader/staff member
or the volunteer? Without clearly defined limits of authority, the
potential for conflict is increased (Berlew, 1980; Filley, 1975).

- Conflict can often be avoided, resolved, or its negative impact
reduced through the informal negotiation process that occurs naturally
in most organizations as a result of daily interaction between people
(Berlew, 1980). This 1is because daily interaction gives people the
opportunity to get to know one another, to determine how best to
approach a potential conflict situation involving the other. Daily
interaction also permits people to discuss their concerns and to get
answers to their questions as various issues present themselves. How-
ever, daily interaction is often not possible in voluntary organiza-
tions because volunteers may or may not be available to the organiza-
tion, or to each other, on any given day. The inability of people
working in - voluntaries to get to know one another, to determine how

best to deal with one another, to get answers to questions, to discuss



issues, or to share concerns is the third source of conflict in volun-
tary organizations.

While conflict can be beneficial, introducing innovation and
growth opportunities to an organization, it can also bg detrimental.
How conflict is managed determines its effect on the organization. A
study seeking to discover how conflict is managed in voluntary organi-
zations seemed an appropriate undertaking for this dissertation, given
the impact of voluntaries in this society, the amount of conflict that
exists in voluntary organizations, and the lack of current knowledge
on the subject.

The first chapter of the dissertation reviews relevant litera~
ture, offers a rationale for using a styles approach to studying
conflict management, and sets forth important research questions along
with the author's expectations. Chapter 2 presents the design and
methodology the author used to conduct the study. The results of the
study and a discussion of those results are found in Chapter 3. The
final chapter contains a number of conclusions that can be drawn from
the results of the study. Also included in Chapter 4 are the limita-

tions of the study and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This dissertation seeks to provide some insight into the conflict
management process in voluntary settings. Specifically, the disserta-
tion seeks to determine the conflict management behaviors preferréd by
persons at various levels of a voluntary's hierarchy when those per-
sons are engaged in different types of conflict with soméone at a sim~
ilar or different 1level of the hierarchy. To lay the groundwork for
exploring such an issue, this chapter reviews what is generally known
about voluntary organizations, volunteers, conflict, and conflict man-
agement.

The chapter begins with a description of some of the characteris-
tics of voluntary agencies and of the staff and volunteers working in
them. That description 1is followed by a synopsis of what is known
about conflict and conflict management. Much of the information in
this section comes from research done in profit-oriented organiza-
tions. While specific findings, such as a preference for one strategy
over another in a given situation, may not be generalizeable to volun-
taries due to the different nature of the two types of organizations
and the people that work in them, aspects of the conflict manégement
process should be applicable to both settings. The sources of

conflict, the strategies for dealing with conflict, and, perhaps, even



the psychological reasons behind choosing one strategy over another
are presumably similar in both types of organizations. A section on
the various conflict maﬁagement styles inventories currently available
for assessing subjects' preferred conflictvmanagement behaviors is in-
cluded in the chapter, since conflict management is operationalized in
terms of preferred conflict management styles in this study. The
chapter concludes with the author's expectations of how conflict may

be managed in voluntaries and her rationale for those expectations.

Voluntary Organizations

Voluntary organizations are operated, at least theoretically, by
volunteers. While professional staffs may be hired to support volun-
teer efforts, policy decisions are made by all-volunteer boards of
directors and the organizat;ons' missions are furthered by direct-
service volunteers.

Voluntary organizations may vary widely in their missions. How-
ever, two characteristics are commonly shared by voluntary organiza-
tions: a non-profit orientation and a dedication to meeting societal
needs that "benefit the greater good of mankind."

A voluntary's purpose typically affects its size and structure,
as does its appeal. Organizations with well-recognized goals and/or
wide appeal may be chartered on a national basis. These organizations
often have. large specialized staffs, significant capital assets,

codified policies and procedures, and thousands of volunteers on whom

o~



to call. An example of this kind of voluntary is the American Heart
Association, With 51%Z of all deaths related to heart disease, the
mission of the American Heart Association is salient to most everyone.
Other organizations dedicated to meeting more unique needs might
claim only a handful of volunteers. They might have no professional
staff, capital assets, or formal policies or procedures; they might
meet only on an informal basis. A support group in the San Fernaﬁdo
Valley of California for parents of children with Tay Sachs is an ex~
ample of this type of voluntary organization. Tay Sachs is a disease
that results in an early and certain death. While not a rare disease,
a test exists to determine carriers of Tay Sachs——usually Jews of
Eastern European ancestry-—and amniocentesis can determine the disease
in a fetus. Therefore, fewer babies born today are afflicted with Tay
Sachs and fewer people seek out organizations with missions related to

it.

Volunteers and Staff in Voluntaries

Voluntary organizations are characterized by people donating
time, effort, and money to ensure the organizations' success (Cull &
Hardy, 1974; Levitt, 1973). The reasons people donate their services
are many. Fenn (1971) found that 47% of the persons he surveyed vol-
unteered because they felt the services provided by the organizations
were vital, 447 volunteered because they felt the organizations' con-
cerns overlapped with their own, and 36Z volunteered because they felt
that they .had skills the organizations could use. He also found that

8542 of the business persons that volunteered did so because they felt
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an obligation to return something to the communities that had allowed
them to prosper. Jenner (1981) found 10 years later that the percen-
tage of people volunteering for the above reasohs was relatively sta-
ble (e.g. 45% of volunteers donate their efforts because they believe
in the mission of the organization). She also found that peofle vol-
unteer for the association with others and as a means of self-develop-
ment.

People give of their time and effort in several different ways.
Some, such as the certified public accountant who manages a volun-—
tary's general 1ledgers, or the nurse that draws blood for a blood
bank, may donate their professional knowledge and skills. Others vol-
unteer to be oriented and trained by the organization to provide what-
ever specific skills the organization needs at the time (Lenihan, &
Jackson, 1984).

Volunteers may use their skills in one of two roles, that of
board member or direct-service volunteer. The roles played by board
members and direct-service volunteers are markedly different. Direct-
service volunteers usually have very specialized roles. Few volunteer

CPR instructors, for instance, are expected to stuff envelopes or to

‘make organizational decisions. Their tasks are clearly defined and

fairly 1limited in scope. Unfortunately, while these volunteers are
fundamental to an organization achieving its mission, they are typi-
cally granted 1little status in the organization. Like the proverbial
children that "are to be seen and not heard," direct-service volun-
teers are -most often expected to show up, do their job in a depend-
able, cheerful, and discreet manner, and not "make any waves" (Adams,

1980).
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Board members, on the other hand, may play many roles within the
organization. Two of the more diverse roles typically expected of
board members are decision-maker and fund-raiser. The tasks assigned
to board members, such as "be knowledgeable about the organization,"
are generally loosely defined to maintain optimum role flexibility.
Often, persons are asked to serve as board members on the basis of
their standing in the general community and the prestige they can
bring to an organization rather than on the basis of their previous
contributions to that organization (Adams, 1980). However, those that
agree to serve as board members must be committed to the organization
because they are legally accountable for all organizational decisions.

Professional staff memberé working in voluntary organizations are
responsible for the organization's day-to-day operations. The tasks
required of staff members are diverse. The extent to which staff mem-
bers take on specialized roles in order to accomplish these tasks is
usually dependent ’on the size of the organization. Role specializa-
tion is more common in large organizations where the manpower permits
it. Fund raising, programming, public relatioms, and administrative
tasks may all be handled by different persons in a large organization.
Smaller organizations, limited in personnel resources, must be flexi-
ble in their role assignments. In such an organization, a single in-
dividual may handle tasks in all of the above areas.

While accountable to an organization's board of directors and
direct-service volunteers for all their actions, staff members actu-
ally have .a great deal of influence over their board and their volun-

teers. Some of that influence may be solicited by the volunteers and
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some of it may be assumed by the staff members. Representative of the
first premise, Buckholz (1972) found volunteers, including board mem-
bers, tend to wait for staff to initiate decisions when staff members
are a part of the group. This tendency increases as the number of
staff members in the group increases. Fenn (1971) found even execu-
tives, used to take-charge decision making, respdnd to the initiatives
of the professional staff rather than offering innovations and manage-
ment suggestions of their own.

Staff members do have more access to information than volunteers
because of the nature of their responsibilities and the realities of
their daily involvement in organizational concerns. This fact may ex-
plain why volunteers often do turn to staff for their input. However,
the ability to control what information the volunteers receive is a
source of power and status for staff members. Many staff members
utilize it as such. According to the findings of both Rawls et al.
(1975) and Walker (1975), staff members in voluntaries have a strong
need to dominate situations as well as a strong need for status.
Somewhat paradoxically, these needs co-exist with a strong concern for
maintaining personal relationships (Rawls et al., 1975).

The roles (and role behaviors) demanded of direct-service volun-
teers, board members, and professional staff members may depart radi-
cally from the roles these same individuals play in other settings-—-a
point which 1s exemplified ianenn's passive executive volunteers.
According to Kramer (1975), people adjust to the voluntary's role
needs because of a self-generated belief that their own needs and val-

ues must be secondary to the needs "of the larger society as
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represented by the wvoluntary organization. The research of Brown,
Yelsma, and Keller (1981) suggests that people's adherence to
organizational roles is due to an acquiescence to organizational
pressures to reflect the norms, values, and interests of the
organization. Katz and Kahn's work (1966) on role theory supports
both views. They suggested that people have expectations of both
their own role in an organization and the role of others. These
expectations represent the standards by which their own and others'
performances are evaluated. People communicate their expectations of
others, and receive others' expectations of them, both directly and
indirectly. Consequences are often implied in the communication of
these expectations to ensure conformity to them. This process—-—
"learning the expectations of others, accepting them, and fulfilling
themn"-~is what allows an organization to sustain itself (Katz & Kahn,
1966, p. 173).

The roles of direct~service volunteers, board members, and pro-
fessional staff members alike are based on the need to perform seven
basic functions: (a) planning, (b) policy making, (c¢) fund raising,
(d) financial management, (e) public relations, (f) personnel manage-
ment, and (g) volunteer recruitment and retainment (Trost & Réuner,
1983). Each of these functions plays a critical part in the ultimate
achievement of a voluntary's over—all goals. Yet, typically, conflict
arises as to how best to pursue each function. If this conflict is
not handled productively, the organization will not optimally achieve
its goals.  Voluntaries, recognizing this, are increasingly interested

in the subject of conflict management.
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Conflict Management in Organizations

Conflict, which manifests itself in any number of verbal and non-
verbal ways (Doolittle, 1976; Putnam & Wilson, 1982a), is 'the process
which begins when one party perceives that the other has frustrated,
or is about to frustrate, some concern of his" (Jamieson & Thomas,
1974, p. 322). Given that every individual enters every interaction
situation with persénal ideas, needs, values, and goals, it seems
inevitable that, at some point, someone will feel his or her desires
are being frustrated. For this reason, Chesler, Crowfoot, and Bryant
(1978) labelled conflict an "inherent social condition."

Phillips and Cheston (1979) identified three common sources of
confliet in organizations: (a) dissimilar interpretaﬁions of mes-
sages, (b) different views of organizational concerns, and (c¢) dis-
cordant interpersonal needs. Disagreement over a message's meaning is
frequently due to message ambiguity. Different views of organization-~
al concerns may arise over such issues as power or authority, organi-
zational objectives, or rights to resources. Interpersonal conflicts
are generally based on incompatible personality ch;racteristics.

For a long time, conflict was seen as something strictly negative
and researchers sought methods for resolving it. In recent years,
however, people have recognized the potential benefits of conflict.
For instance, conflict may call attention to the problems within an
organization that require change (Coser, 1956; Jamieson, & Thomas,
1974; Thomas, 1976). Confliqt can also prevent stagnation, stimulate

intersst, innovation and flexibility, or encourage problem solving,
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reality testing, and personal growth (Cummings, Long, & Lewis, 1983;
Deutsch, 1973; Thomas, 1971, 1976). fhe emphasis of researchers now
is on managing conflict, rather than on resolving it.

The primary focus of conflict management research is three-
directional: (a) to identify the various alternative approaches to
managing conflict, (b) to determine how people choose an approach to
managing conflict, and (c¢) to define what constitutes a productive
conflict management approach. The three lines of research are closely
related. Prerequisite to defining productive conflict management ap-
proaches, for instance, is the identificatioﬁ of alternatiﬁe conflict
management styles. The conflict management styles identified in the
literature to-date are discussed here. Also discussed are two compet-
ing views of how people choose a conflict management style and the

current thinking on what constitutes productive conflict management.

Conflict Management Styles

Karen Horney (1945) suggested that people embroiled in conflict
have three options for dealing with that conflict. They can "move
against" the other party, offensively, in an effort to win their
point. They can "move toward"‘the other party in a gesture of compro-
mise. Or, they can "move away" from the other party in resignation.
Parsimonious and elegant, Horney's model stood unchallenged for al-
most 20 years.

In the mid '60's a great deal of new interest was generated in
conflict and conflict management. Blake and Mouton's (1964) seminal

work on conflict management styles had much to do with that resurgence
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of interest. Traditional research argued conflict management was uni-
dimensional, that people operated on a competitive~cooperative contin-
uume. Blake and Mouton suggested a two—-dimensional approach as more
effective. By plotting out people's varying degrees of need for
achleving a goal and maintaining a relationship, Blake and Mouton de-
fined five distinet conflict management styles on a two-dimensional

grid. The five styles they identified were forcing, confromtationm,

sharing, withdrawal, and smoothing.

Forcing 1s characterized by an aftempt to move the opposing party
into a position of loss so as to gain power and a "win" for oneself.
Of 1little concern 1is the maintenance of any kind of interpersonal
relationship between the two parties. Forcing behaviors are generally
adopted by persons with a competitive attitude who wish to ensure the
achievement of their goal, even at tﬁe expense of the relationship.

Confrontation is the label Blake and Mouton gave t6 the problem—-
solving behaviors associated with moving both parties toward the real-
ization of a common goal. A "win/win" attitude, defined as a high
regard for achievement of the goal and a stiong desire to maintain the
relationship, is necessary for implementing a confrontation style.

Sharing is the conflict management style that requires both par-
ties to give up points in turn so that a decision can be reached that
is, at least minimally, satisfactory to all. Sharing requires that
both parties be concerned about goal achievement and relationship
maintenance, though not to the point that either party would hesitate

to make the .necessary compromises.
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Withdrawal is identified by Blake and Mouton as one party ignor-
ing or denying the existence of any source of conflict so as to avoid
a conflict situation. In situations where neither the goal nor the
relationship are valued, this kind of behavior could be appropriate.

Smoothing is the strategy by which one party yields to the re-
quests of another without complaint or counter—offer. The yielding is
based less on agreement than on a desire to avoid disagreement. Here,
as in the case of withdrawal, a person must have little concern for
either the relationship or the goal.

A number of researchers have extended Blake and Mouton's work.
While many developed their own terminology for the different styles,
most retained the two-dimeusional, five-styles concept. For instance,
Thomas (1976), whose classification of conflict management styles is
currently the most 'widely accepted, freely credits Blake and Mouton
with dinspiring his schema. Thomas' classification--competing, colla-
borating, compromising, avoiding, and accommodating~-is similar to
Blake and Mouton's forcing, confrontation, sharing, withdrawing, and
smoothing, respectively. (Because so many researchers discuss their
results in terms of Thomas' classification system, his terminology
rather than Blake and Mouton’s is used in this literature review.)

In the last few years, however, several scholars have submitted
the five styles to factor analysis (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Putnam &
Wilson, 1982a; Ross, 1982; Ross & DeWine, 1982). Only three styles
have consistently emerged. These styles~—called competing, collabo-
rating, and an accommodating-avoiding mix factor by Lawrence and

Lorsch; control, solution-orientation, and nonconfrontation by Putnam
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and Wilson; and concern for self, concern for issue, and concern for
others by Ross—-~are defined by the behaviors previously labelled as
forcing, a mix of confronting and sharing, and a mix of withdrawing
and smoothing, respectively. Putnam and Wilson (1982a) mused that
scholars have come full-circle in their attempts to identify conflict

management styles.

Selecting a Conflict Management Style

Two different views are evident in the literature regarding how
people choose a conflict management style. The first argues that peo-
ple are predisposed to respond to conflict in a specific way, given
their personalities and personal value systems (Brown, Yelsma, &
Keller, 1981; Donohue, 1978; Hall, 1974; Terhune, 1970). Deutsch
(1960), for instance, reported that the degree of trust people gener-
ally have for others affects their choice of conflict management
style. He found people that trust others easily tend to use coopera-
tive or collaborative strategies. Peopie who find it difficult to -
trust tend to be competitive when faced with conflict. Gray-Little
(1974) found a correlation between people's level of dogmatism and
their choice of confliet managenent styles. The more dogmatic an in-
dividual, the more competitive.

Thomas (1978) found certain values predictive of the conflict
management styles people choose. A strong concern for self frequently
results in the choice of competitive strategies. Individuals with hu-
manistic value systems generally choose collaborafive conflict manage-

ment behaviors. A pragmatic view of the world leads to compromise. A
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belief in traditional Christian ethics often contributes to the choice
of acéommodation behaviors. And, individuals who espouse what might
be considered an Eastern philosophy tend to avoid conflict altogether.

Putnam and Wilson (1982a) found, however, that they could not
identify a 'preferred" conflict management style for 407 of their 360
subjects; They posit a second view that people, father than being
predisposed to behaving in a given way, vary their choice of conflict
management style to meet the needs of a specific siﬁuation. This view
is also supported in the literature. Several situational factors are
found to influence the choice of a conflict management style.

One important basis for the selection of one style over another
is the nature of the conflict itself (Filley, 1975; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Putnam & Wilson, 1982a). Relative to this is the perception of
potential for gain, juxtaposed to the assessment of risk, and the
importance ascribed to achievement of the goal. Thibaut and Kelley
(1959) suggested people interact to achieve the greatest possible re-
wards at the least possible cost. 1If the rewards for achieving a par-
ticular goal are seen as high, and the risks as tolerable, people are
likely to adopt a competitive approach to dealing with conflict. A
more conservative strategy, such as cooperation, collaboration, or
accommodation, is generally preferred when the stakes are seen as low
and/or the risk seems too great for the potential reward (Atthowe,
1960; Clark & Wilson, 1961). The stronger a person's identification
with a particular position or goal, the greater fhe chance that he or
she will be competitive (Hornstein & Johnson, 1966; Sereno & Morten—

sen, 1969).
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Also affecting how people choose to handle conflict is the rela-
tionship that 1is shared by those involved in the conflict situation
(Blake, Shepard, & Mouton, 1964; = Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Putnam &
Wilson, 1982a). On an interpersonal basis, Cosier and Ruble (1981)
found that people use different conflict management styles based on
the degree of intimacy they sense they share with the other party.
The better people know one another, the more likely it is that they
will use compromise of accommodation strategies. On an organizational
level, Phillips and Cheston (1979) found that the hierarchical rela-
tionship that exists between parties affects the conflict management
style chosen. Peers tend to compromise, superiors tend to use forcing
behaviors, and subordinates tend to avoid conflict situations.

The 1last situational factor affecting people's choice of conflict
management style is the reality created by the unique aspects of the
organization 1in which the conflict is occurriﬁg. Lines of authority,
distribution of resources, and organizational concerns are just three
of the aspects of an organization that impact on peoplg's conflict
management behavior (Blake et al., 1964; Donohue, 1978; Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967; Phillips & Cheston, 1979; Putnam & Wilson, 1982a; Zan-
der, Cohen, & Stotland, 1959). Michener, Vaske, Schleifer, Plazewski,
and Chapman (1975) found, for example, that people select conflict
management styles based on their perceptions of who has access to the
most resources. Those confident of their resources tend to approach a
conflict situation competitively. Those less confident tend to behave
cooperatively, collaboratively, or accommodatingly, if they do not

avoid the conflict situation altogether.
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Renwick (1975) found that the topic of the conflict influences
the conflict management styles chosen. People often choose a com-
petitive approach to dealing with conflict when the source of conflict
centers on such issues as salary, promotion, or performance appraisal.
People tend to be more accommodating or compromising when the con-

flict centers on personality differences.

Productive, Unproductive Conflict Management

The third 1line of research centers around identifying which con-
flict management styles are productive and which are unproductive.
Here, too, two separate approaches have emerged. The first clearly
labels some styles effective and some not. The second indicates that
any style can be effective given the appropriate situation.

The first approach, particularly popular from the mid '60's to
the mid '70's, suggests that a collaborative, "wih/win" approach to
conflict 1is the most effective. A competitive, "win/lose" approach is
seen as the least effective approach, along with avoidance (Bernardin
& Alvares, 1976; Elake et al., 1964; Burke, 1970; Lawrence & Lorsch,
1967; Thomas, 1971).

Other researchers challenged that view by claiming that prefer-
ences for one style over another are based more on perceptions of
social desirability than on assessments of effectiveness (Cosier &
Ruble, 1981; Thomas & Kilmann, 1975). Filley (1975) suggested that
strategies:

e « o« are not particularly good or bad except insofar as

they accomplish particular objectives. . . .Proper conflict-
resolving behavior is based on having the skills required for
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each style and on knowing when each style can more effective-
ly be used. (pp. 57-58)

Conflict Management in Voluntaries

Two researchers have explored conflict management in the volun-

tary setting. Both were seemingly intrigued by the same issues that

" have intrigued researchers in the profit-oriented sector. Howell

(1981) sought to identify the conflict management styles used in non-
profit human services organizations. Yarbrough (1983) was interested
in the effectiveness of the different behaviors used by administrators
of volunteer programs to deal with conflict.

Howell (1981) administered Thomas and Kilmann's MODE instrument
to 52 staff members of a large, private human services organization in
California. He found that the majority of these individuals (37%)
identified avoidance as their primary conflict management style. Only
12% identified competition as their first choice for dealing with con-
flict, making competition the least favored conflict hanagement behav-~
ior of this group. This finding is startling because it departs radi-
cally from the results generated in profit-oriented organizations,
where the same, or correlated, instruments were used to determine pre-
ferences for various conflict management styles. Phillips and Cheston
(1979) found competition the most frequently utilized conflict manage-
ment style in profit—-oriented organizations, despite its lack of so-
cial desirability. Avoidance was found to be the least frequently
utilized behavior (Cosier & Ruble, 1981). Sixty-nine percent of the
human services' employees in Howell's study fell below the norm estab-

lished in profit—oriented organizations for the use of competition.
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In contrast, 67% of these persons scored above the norm for the use of
avoidance and 62% scored above the norm for the'use of compromise.

No significant difference was found between the way men and wo—
men, persons of different ages, and managers and nonsupervisory per-
sonnel selected their conflict management style. The length of a
person's tenure in the organization made no significant difference,
either, in terms of the person's selection of competition, collabora-
tion, compromise, or accommodation behaviors. However, persons work-—
ing in an organization three to five years expressed a preference for
using more avoidance behavior than those working either less than
three years or more than five. Persons who had worked in an organiza-
tion 1less than three years indicated they used the least avoidance be-
havior (Howell, 1981).

Yarbrough (1983), asking a different question than Howell, found
many of her results predictable from the 1literature generated in
profit-oriented organizations. For instance, she found people gener-
ally feel conflict is managed more productively when collaborative
strategies are used. This finding is supported by Bernardin and Al-
vares (1976), Blake et al. (1964), Burke (1970), Lawrence and Lorsch
(1967), and Thomas (1971). She also found support for Putnam and
Wilson's (1982a) view that there is a need to vary conflict management
styles according to situational demands. While Yarbrough does not of-
fer any explanation for the apparent contradiction in thege two find-
ings, omne might hypothesize that the social deéirability factor causes
people to perceive collaboration as the most effective conflict man—

agement style, but does not limit them to that style when faced with



24

varying circumstances. She found, as did Berlew (1980) and Filley
(1975), that when the lines of ahthority are unclear, as they are in
voluntaries, the potential for conflict is increased.

Yarbrough also generated some unique results. She found that
people feel a conflict situation is more productive if they initiate
it. She also identified a number of behaviors associated with produc-
tive and unproductive conflict in voluntary organizations. She asked
people to describe different conflict situations in which they had
participated and to identify the characteristics that made the situa-
tions productive or unproductive. From their responses she developed
a 1list of 11 characteristics that tend to typify productive conflict
situations and 10 characteristics that tend to typify unproductive
conflict situations in voluntary organizations.

The characteristics of productive conflict are (a) an active ap-
proach, (b) the legitimization of emotions, (c) a concern for rela-
tionships, (d) a focus on interests and concerns, (e) a focus on
mutual interests, (f) an assumption of good intentions, (g) the in-
volvement of conflict parties, (h) the control of information, (i) a
focus on long term goals, (j) perception checking, and (k) the genera-—
tion of multiple options.

The characteristics of unproductive conflict are (a) a covert
goal of happiness, (b) a non-utilization of difference, where that
would help solve the problem, (c) avoidance of the conflict, (d) use
of accusation, (e) a focus on positions rather than interests, (f) a
focus on surface versus underlying issues, (g) encumbered goals, (h)

nonspecific agreements, (i) poor timing, and (j) a focus on values.
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While these two studies offer some preliminary insights into how
conflict may be managed in voluntary organizations, few conclusions
can be drawn from either of them. Neither study included volunteers
in their subject pool. Both studies looked only at the professional
staff that work with voluntaries. Earlier in this chapter it was
stated that volunteers and staff members come into an organization
with different perspectives. Conceivably, then, they could handle
conflict differently. Until an attempt is made to see if any differ-
ences do exist between the way volunteers and professional staff mem-—
bers deal with conflict, no conclusions can be drawn about how con-
flict is managed in voluntaries.

A second question not considered in these studies also needs to
be answered before any conclusions can be drawn as to how conflict is
managed in voluntaries: whether the different kinds of conflict

(i.e., conflict over the interpretation of messages, organizational

- concerns, or discordant interpersonal needs) have an effect on peo-

ple's choice of conflict management styles.

Styles Inventories

In most of the conflict management research conflict management

is operationalized as the behaviors, or styles, used by individuals to
deal with conflict in a given situation. A variety of instruments are
available for assessing individuals' preferences for alternative con-

flict management styles. They may differ in their authors' definition
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of the dimensions and/or characteristics of a given style, in their
format, or both. The four most widely utilized inventories~-those
designed by Blake and Mouton (1964), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Hall
(1969), and Thomas and Kilmann (1974)--differ primarily in their for-
mat. All four of them are conceptually based.on Blake and Mouton's
work which posits five distinet styles of conflict management.

Blake and Mouton's (1964) inventory for assessing conflict man-
agement style is not an unique entity but, rather, a portion of their
managerial style orientation instrument. Subjects rank five state—
ments, each representing one of the five conflict management styles,

as being most typical to least typical of themselves. The style re-

presented by the statement ranked most typical is considered the con-
flict management style of choice.

Lawrence and Lorsch's (1967) inventory consists of a list of 25
aphorisms. Each represents one of the five styles. (The influence of
Blake and Mouton is evident here; for, even though Lawrence and Lorsch
submitted their instrument to factor analysis and their items loaded
on only three factors——collaboration, competition, and an accommoda-
tion-avoidance mix~-they included aphorisms representing all five
styles in their instrument.) For example, "might overcomes right"
represents the conflict management style competition. On a 5-point,
Likert-type scale, subjects rate the degree to which eachAaphorism
describes another individual's behavior. Burke (1970) modified this
instrument so that subjects rate their own behavior.

In Hall's (1969) instrument, a number of situations are listed,

followed by a series of situation-typical behaviors. For example, the
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situation "When you become angry. . .how do you behave?" is followed
by the situation-typical behaviors "I just explode" or "I. . .fume and
fuss. « .but then I try to smooth things over." Subjects indicate on

a 10-point scale, from completely characteristic to completely unchar-

acteristic, the degree to which they feel each behavior explains their

probable response in that situation. Hall presents five sample situa-
tions in each of four contexts: (a) intrapersonal, (b) interpersoﬁal,
(c) intragroup, and (d) intergroup.

Thomas and Kilmann's (1974) MODE Instrument, or Management of
Difference Exercise, is a forced-choice measure consisting of 30 pairs
of statements. Each pair includes two different approaches to dealing
with a given conflict situation. Subjects choose the one statement in
each pair that best represents the way they think they would respond
to the situation. Each of the five distinct conflict management
styles are paired with the other four styles an equal number of times.
By summing the number of statements a subject selects under each style
category, an inference can be drawn about the subject's preferred
conflict management style. This instrument was designed specifically
to avoid responses based on social desirability.

These four style inventories are currently facing considerable
criticism on three counts. First, the reliability and validity sta-
tistics of all four inventories are low. The mean test-retest relia-
bility scores are: Blake and Mouton, .39; Lawrence and Lorsch, .50;
Hall, .55; and Thomas and Kilmann, .64 The reliability scores indi-
cating internal consistency are: Blake and Mouton, not applicable

with only one question relating to each mode; Lawrence and Lorsch,
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+45; Hall, .55; and Thomas and Kilmann, .60. Convergent test validity
scores for competition, collaboration, compromise, avoidance, and ac-—
commodation, respectively, are: Blake and Mouton with Lawrence and
Lorsch, .34, .37, =-.07, .15, .02; Biake and‘Mouton with Hall, .49,
37, <13, .37, .20; Blake and Mouton with Thomas and Kilmann, .59,
.23, .11, .09, .16; Lawrence and Lorsch with Hall, .36, .47, .02, .40,
«26; Lawrence and Lorsch with Thomas and Kilmann, .35, .21, .02, .32,
«17; and Thomas and Kilmann with Hall, .41, .22, .24, .39, .27. Sec-
ond, the existence of five conflict management styles has never been
demonstrated, only asserted (Putnam & Wilson, 1982a). Finally, a com-—
munication orientation is lacking in all four inventories despite the
fact that conflict management styles are nothing more than communi-
cative behaviors that characterize the way people handle conflict
(Frost & Wilmont, 1978; Jandt & Hare; 1976; Putnam & Wilson, 1982a;
Ross, 1982; Ross & DeWine, 1982).

Several alternative conflict management style inventories are
available. Developed recently by communication scholars who saw the
need for a communication-orientation to conflict management, they
differ from the previously mentioned inventories in terms of both
definition of style and format. Two of these inventories were devel-
oped apart from the Blake and Mouton tradition. Two of them evolved
from it in direct response to the three concerns expressed above.
Buchholz, Lashbrook, and Wenburg (1976, as cited in Scafe, 1981) and
Richmond, Wagner, and McCroskey (1983) developed their own definitions
of the dimensions and characteristics of conflict. Ross (1982) and

Putnam and Wilson (1982a), while ultimately departing from the
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five-style concept of conflict management, credit Blake and Mouton for

the initial inspiration of their instruments. The Ross and Putnam-
Wilson inventories are dealt with in considerable detail here since
they were the instruments considered for use in this study.

The Social Style Profile Instrument (Buchholz et al., 1976 as
cited in Scafe, 1981) was designed as a general inventory of social
interaction styles; yet, it could be used as a conflict management
styles inventory. The instrument claims to assess people's social
behavior on three dimensions: (a) assertiveness, (b) responsiveness,
and (c) versatility. However, versatility is not addressed in the
description of the four styles that emerge ffom these dimensionse. The

four, analytic, amiable, driver, and expressive, are represented by

high achievement--high relationship, low achievement—--low relation-
ship, high achievement--low relationship, and low achievemént~~high
relationship behaviors, respectively (Lashbrook & Lashbrook, 1979 as
cited in Scafe, 1981). The mean reliability statistic for this in-
strument is .86. Validity is purported because the measures correctly
distinguished more than 95% of the subjects surveyed.

Richmond et al. (1983) operationalized conflict management as the
degree of activity or dominance people use in a conflict situation.
They include in their activity dimension the behaviors that, in a
five-style scheme, are commonly labeled avoidance, accommodation, col-
laboration, and compromise. Competitive behaviors represent the domi-
nance dimension. Subjects indicate on a 5-point, Likert-type scale
the degree to which each of 20 different communication-oriented behav-

iors are characteristic of themselves. Eleven of the behaviors are
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related to the activity dimension and four of them to the'dominance
dimension. The estimated mean reliability for supervisors and subor-
dinates on the activity dimension is .90. The estimated mean relia-
bility on the dominance dimension is .84. No validity data is re-
ported for this instrument.

Ross's (1982) conflict management styles instrument consists of
18 messages commonly heard during conflict situations. Each of the
messages represents one of three conflict management styles: (a) con-
cern for others, (b) concern for issues, and (c) concern for self.
The behaviors commonly associated with accommodation and avoidance are
descriptive of the style concern for others. Collaboration and
compromise behaviors are descriptive of concern for issues. Forcing
or competitive behaviors are descriptive of concern for self. iSub-
jects dindicate on a 5-point, Likert-type scale the frequency with
which they would use each message. The range of the scale is from

never say things like this to usually say things like this.

Ross 1initially developed her instrument in the Blake and Mouton
tradition, designing messages that typified the five conflict manage-
ment styles. Concerned that the five-styles concept had never been
demonstrated, she submitted her results to £factor analysis three
times. In all three analyses, a principle components solution with
varimax rotation was used. An eigenvalue of 1.0 was used for defining
factors.

The first time Ross submitted her responses to factor analysis,
she did not specify any number of factors. Testing an 83-item instru-

ment on 602 subjects she found the items loaded on only three factors,
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not on the five she expected. Accommodation and avoidance seemed to

go together, as did collaborating and compromising. The second time
she specified five factors and the items again loaded on only three.
She revised her instrument to include the 26 messages that best typi-
fied the three styles: concern for self, concern for issue, and con-
cern for other. Testing the revised instrument with 595 subjects, she
submitted her results to factor analysis a last time. This time spe-
cifying a three-factor solution, she found that the three factors to-
gether accounted for 100% of the variance that could be explained.
The -breakdown was: (a) concern for self, 53.3% of the explainable
variance; (b) concern for issue, 28.3% of the explainable variance,
and (c) concern for other, 18.4% of the explainable variance.

Reliability was determined by administering an 18~item, 3-style
version of the instrument to 123 students and computing a coefficient
alpha for each subscale and the entire instrument. The coefficient
alpha for the self subscale was .76; the issue subscale, .78; and the
other subscale, .73. The coefficient alpha for the entire instrument
was +64. Reliability over time was determined by using a test-retest
design with 118 subjects. Computing Pearson product-moment correla-
tions on the three subscales resulted in scores of: .69 for self, .65
for issue, .63 for other, and .39, total. All scores were significant
at the .01 level. |

Both content validity and construct validity were assessed for
this instrument. Content validity was determined by énalyzing the
strength of the factors represented in the inventory. Two hundred and

ten subjects completed the 18-item, final version of the instrument.
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The items written for the self subscale loaded on the self factor ﬁith
values ranging from .41 to .73. The items written for the issue
subscale loaded on the issue factor with values ranging from .49 to
«85. However, the items written for the other subscale loaded on two
factors, not one. The first factor ranged from —=.04 to .56 and ac-
counted for 68.2% of the explaine& variance and the second factor
ranged from -.004 to .71 and accounted for 31.8% of the explained var-
iance.

Construct validity was determined by comparing this instrument
first to Hall's instrument and then to itself. In the first analysis,
the two different instruments were administered to 112 students and
correlation coefficients were computeds The correlation coefficient
of self to competing was -.08 and non-significant. Also non-signifi-
cant was the correlation coefficient of other to accommodating, .04.
The correlation between issue and collaborating (-.19) was signifi-
cant at p < .05. Perhaps most important, however, is that the correl-
ation coefficient for the total scores between both instruments was
significant at .24, p < .05.

In the second analysis, 100 students completed the instrument
while a significant other for each student also completed the instru-
ment about that student. The self-report scores were compared to the
scores profiling the students that were generated by the significant
others. The correlation coefficients were significant on all three
subscales: (a) self, .35, p < .01; (b) issue, .34, p < .01; and

(c) other .19, p < .05.
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Putnam and Wilson (1982a) used descriptive behaviors rather than
messages in their 30-item Organizational Communication Conflict In-
strument (0CCI). Subjects indicate on a 7-point, Likert-type scale
~-ranging from always to never-—how often they make their "opinions
known" or "downplay the importance of a disagreement." The instrument
is based on the premise that there are three conflict management
styles: (a) nonconfrontation, for accommodation and avoidance behav-
iors; (b) solution—orientatioﬁ, for confrontation and compromise be-
haviors; and (c¢) control, for competitive behaviors. Twelve items re-
present nonconfrontation, 11 items represent solution—orieﬁtation, and
7 items represent control on the instrument.

Like Ross, Putnam and Wilson began with the view that thefe were
five conflict management styles. They had 360 subjects complete a 35-
item instrument. They submitted the obtained scores to factor analy-
sis, using a varimax rotation and the Scree Test to determine the
number of factorse. Only tﬁree factors emerged. The three factors
accounted for 587 of the common variance with nonconfrontation ac-
counting for 29%, solution-orientation accounting for 17%, and con-
trol, 10%. The eigenvalues were (a) 8.00 for nonconfrontation, (b)
5.76 for solution-orientation, and (c) 2.96 for control. Eight of the
items written for solution-orientation and four of the items written
for control did not meet the .60~-.40 rule (McCroskey & Young, 1979).

Reliability statistics were computed. The five items that did
not increase reliability were discarded. The resulting Cromback alpha

for the 12-item nonconfrontation subscale was .93; for the ll-item
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solution-orientation subscale, .88; and £for the 7-item control sub-
scale, .82. Intercorrelations between the three scales were calcu-
lated and found to be insignificant except for a correlation of .33
between control and nonconfrontation. The hypothesis offered by Put-
nam and Wilson for the correlation between these conceptually differ-
ent subscales was that a social desirability bias might have been
responsible. However, the procedure for selecting items to represent
the identified factors (a summated raw scores technique) is a more
likely explanation of the correlation between the factors.

Statistics for construct wvalidity and predictive validity were
also computede. Construct validity was assessed by comparing the OCCI
with Lawrence and Lorsch's (1967) Aphorism Scale and Kilmann and
Thomas's (1977) MODE Instrument. Ninety-three students completed all
three instrumentse. The correlation coefficient between the forcing
subscale on Lawrence and Lorsch's instrument and the control subscale
on the OCCI was .38, p < .001; the coefficient between the forcing
subscale on MODE and the control subscale, .44, p < .00l. A signifi-
cant negative correlation was found between control and confrontation
and control and compromise, indicating distinct categories. The coef-
ficient between confrontation on the Lawrence and Lorsch instrument
and solution-orientation on the OCCI was .48, p < .00l. The coeffi~
cient between compromise on the MODE and solution-orientation was .26,
P € «0l. The correlation coefficient between nonconfrontation on the
OCCI and smoothing on the MODE was significant at .22, p < .01 but

non-significant between nonconfrontation and smoothing on Lawrence and
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Lorsch's instrument. However, nonconfrontation correlated signifi-

cantly with Lawrence and Lorsch's avoiding subscale at .41, p < .001.
Predictive validity was asséssed by running th;ee studies. The
first study involved 283 employees of an insurance firm that were
asked to complete either a version of the OCCI for peer-related con-
flicts or a version for supervisor-subordinate disagreements. The
researchers were interested in whether position level and type of con-
flict would effect the subjects' choice of conflict management strat-—
egies. The findings related to position were significant in the di-
rections indicated in previous literature. Subordinates selected non-
confrontation strategies more often than did managers (F (2,227) =
5.17, p < .01). Managers selected control strategies more often than
did subordinates (F (2,227) = 6.08, p < .01). First line supervisors
selected sélution-orientation strategies more often than did either
upper-level managers or subordinates (F (2,227) = 4.91, p < .01). How-
ever, the interaction effect expected between position level and types
of conflict was not found. People tended to select more nonconfronta-
tion and control strategies in conflicts with peers than they did in
conflicts with either superiors or subordinates (nonconfrontation,
F (1,227) = 11.28, p < .001; control F (1,227) = 8.67, p < .01).
The second study analyzed the choice of conflict management style
for upward, downward, and horizontal communication. The subjects were
49 graduate teaching assistants. This study also supported the hypo-
theses generated from previous literaturef Teaching assistants tended
to select -solution-oriented strategies (F (2,47) = 13.21, p < .001)

and nonconfrontation strategies (F (2,47) = 11.36, p < .001) while
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embroiled in conflict with supervisors or peers. They tended to
use control strategies with students (F (2,47) = 6.18, p < .0l).

The third study considered intradepartmental and interdepartmen-
tal conflicts. Specifically, Putnam and Wilson were interested in
what conflict management style people would choose if involved in an
intradepartmental conflict or an interdepartmental conflict. The sub-
jects were 60 employees in each of 2 departments. Here again, the re-
sults were predicted by the previous literature. Control was the pre-
ferred strategy for interdepartmental disagreements (F (1,119) = 5.12,
p € «01) while nonconfrontation was preferred in intradepartmental
disagreements (F (1,119) = 46.12, p < .001).

Each of these inventories has its strengths and weaknesses. In-
dividual researchers must determine how they are operationalizing con-
flict management in their studies and then choose the insfrument that

best fits that operationalization.
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SUMMARY AND EXPECTATIONS

As evidenced in this literature review, a great deal of research
focuses on conflict management. The study of alternative conflict
management styles is central to that research. Identifying the dimen-
sions and characteristics of various conflict management behaviors,
determining how people choose one confliét management style over an-
other, and defining what constitutes a productive approach to managing
conflict are three 1lines of inquiry dintriguing researchers. The
availability of instruments capable of assessing subjects' conflict
management styles makes this kind of research possible.

Most of the conflict management research is conducted in organi-
zations with profit-orientations. Little conflict management research
is conducted in voluntary organizations, despite the considerable po-
tential for conflict in voluntaries. Arguments presented earlier sug-
gest that organizational behaviors in voluntary organizations may be
different from profit-oriented organizations and that, perhaps, spe-
cific research findings generated in one setting should not be gener-
alized to the other.

How, then, is conflict managed in voluntary organizations? All
that can be said directly from the literature is that professional
staff in voluntaries use more avoidance strategies than competitive
ones (Howell, 1981). What about the strategies that board members and
direct-service volunteers use?

— Are the strategies used by staff members, board members, and

direct—service volunteers the same?



38

—- Do those styles change as the content of the situation
changes?
- Does the position of the person with whom one is in conflict
affect the preferences one shows for various conflict manag-
ing styles?
These are basic questions that, if answered, could provide some criti-
cal insights into how conflict is managed in voluntary organizations.

The purpose of this study is to answer the above questions. Be-
cause of the limited research conducted to—-date on conflict management
in voluntary organizations, it is difficult to state hypotheses for
this study with any degree of confidence. However, by extrapolating
information from research that has been done in the profit—-oriented
setting yet fits the conditions found in voluntaries, some expecta-
tions can be offered.

In voluntary organizations, the roles played by staff members,
board members, and direct-service .volunteers are very different.
Staff members are responsible for the‘daily operations of the organi-
zation. Board members are responsible for such activities as policy-
making and fund-raising. Direct-service volunteers are responsible
for providing a range of services vital to the organization's achiev-
ing its mission. These different roles limit the activities of the
role participants to role-specific tasks, pre-defined communication
networks, and behaviors deemed "role-appropriate" by the organization.
Role theory suggests that persons quickly learn the organization's
expectations for each role and that they adapt their behavior to meet

those expectations (Katz & Kahn, 1966). Fenn's (1971) findings would
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indicate this 1s true even in situations where the expected behavior
in a specific organization is distinctly different from the behaviors
expected of the same persons in other organizations.

As a function of their different roles staff members, board mem-
bers, and direct-service volunteers gain access to different informa-
tion. Staff members generally have more knowledge of the organiza-
tion's over—-all operations than either board members or direct-service
volunteers because of the coordinating function they play. Board mem—
bers often have the best sense of both how the organization is per-
ceived in the larger community and how its programs and policies will
impact on that community because most of their time is spent as
decision-makers in the 1larger community. Direct-service volunteers
are closest to the specific tasks of the organization and know the
intricacies of task-accomplishment better than anyone else.

Staff members, board members, and direct-service volunteers are
all awarded different degrees of status. Board members generally have
the most and direct-service volunteers, the least. The status one
possesses, the nature and responsibilities of one's role, and the in-
formation one is privy to are three factors that affect the conflict
management style one tends to adopt (Phillips & Cheston, 1979; Zander
et al., 1959). Given the differences in status, roles, and access to
information between staff members, board members, and direct-service
volunteers, one might expect:

EXPECTATION I: One's preference for conflict management styles
will differ significantly as a function of the

position one holds in the voluntary organization
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(i.e., staff member, board member, or direct-
service volunteer).

The roles of staff member, board member, and direct-service vol-
unteer, with their attendant differences in status and access to in-
formation, suggest distiﬁct levels of power. Power issues, as such,
are difficult to assess in voluntary organizations because of the un-
clear lines of authority (Yarbrough, 1983). Still, one might intui-
tively expect that persons will vary their conflict management style
based on their perception of whether their status and access to re-
sources is greater or less than the persons with whom they are in con-
flict. Michener et al. (1975) found that at least in the profit~
oriented setting, perceptions of who has the greater resources does
affect people's choice of conflict management behavior. Buckholz's
(1972) findings that volunteers wait for staff members to initiate
ideas suggest that this may be true in voluntary organizations as
well. Volunteers apparently see staff members as possessing more in~
formation than they do and adjust their behaviors accordingly.

Differences in status and access to resources are expected at
different levels of an organization's hierarchy. Staff members, board
members, and direct-service volunteers are on different levels of the
voluntary organization's hierarchy. Phillips and Cheston (1979) found
that people vary their conflict management behaviors depending on the
hierarchical relationship they have with the person with whom they are
in conflict. While Phillips and Cheston conducted their research in

profit-oriented organizations, it seems logical to assume that



41

hierarchical relationships would affect people's choice of conflict
management styles in voluntary organizations as well.

One reason for this is that hierarchical relationships affect
people's opportunities for interaction. People working at different
levels within an organization have fewer opportunities to get to know
one another than do people working at similar levels. The degree to
which people feel they know the person with whom they are in conflict
affects their choice of conflict management style (Cosier & Ruble,
1981).

The intimacy that is shared between two people affects their
choice of conflict management style in other ways. Trust levels are
often low in situations where people do not know each other very well.
The research of Deutsch (1960) suggests that trust is a variable that
affects one's choice of conflict management style. Further, not
knowing someone very well, not knowing how he or she will respond to a
situation, must increase the sense of risk that people feel when
entering into a conflict situation with someone at a different level
in the organization's hierarchy. The perception of risk also can
affect one's choice of conflict management style (Atthowe, 1960; Clark
& Wilson, 1961). All these factors lead to the second expectation.

EXPECTATION II: One's ﬁreference for conflict management styles
will differ significantly as a function of the
position of the person with whom one is in con-
flict (i.e., staff member, board member, or

direct-service volunteer).
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Data exist to suggest that people also vary their conflict
management style depending on the type of conflict in which they are
involved (e.g., an organizational concern, personality issue, or com~-
munication difference). Risk again appears to be a factor. People's
perceptions regarding the importance of a particular goal affects
their tolerance for risks related to achievement of that goal. The
more important the goal, the greater risks people take to achieve it
(Atthowe, 1960; Clark & Wilson, 1961). Different conflict management
behaviors involve different levels of risk. People vary their choice
of behaviors based on what they are willing to risk in the given situ-
ation (Hornstein & Johnson, 1966; Sereno & Mortensen, 1969).

On a general level, the above equation is expected to be true
with the different types of conflict situations since beople perceive
the importance of the different types of conflict situations differ-
ently. For instance, people that consider an organizational concern
to be more important than a personality conflict could be expected to
choose a more risk-laden conflict management style for an interaction
involving an organizational concern than they would for an interaction
involving a personality conflict.

| On a more specific level, the relationship between the importance
of a goal and people's willingness to risk different conflict manage-
mwent behaviors is related to the content of the conflict. Phillips
and Cheston (1979) found in situations where conflict is based on a
misinterpretation of a message people most often use a problem-orien-—
tation to ‘deal with the conflict. They also found, as did Renwick

(1975), that control strategies are used most often when the conflict
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involves differences of opinion on organizational issues. Control
strategies are occasionally used in situations where the conflict
centers on personality differences (Phillips & Cheston, 1979). Most
often, however, personal conflicts are handled with nonconfrontational
strategies (Phillips & Cheston, 1979; Renwick, 1975). This author
believes that it is premature to hypothesize various conflict manage-
ment styles that might be used in given situations in the voluntary
setting. However, she does not hesitate to offer a last.expectation
based on the more general logic that the type of conflict situation
should affect people's choice of conflict management style.

EXPECTATION III: One's preference for conflict management styles
will differ significantly as a function of the
type of conflict situation.

In an effort to substantiate these expectations, and to provide a
base for future research on conflict management in voluntary organiza-
tions, a study was undertaken by this author. The methodology for the

study is presented in the next chapter of this dissertation.



CHAPTER I1I

METHODOLOGY AND DATA ANALYSIS

The review of the conflict management literature presented in the
previous chapter pointed to a need for research designed to determine
how conflict is managed in voluntary organizations. The study out-
lined in this chapter 1is one response to that need. Specifically,
this study sought to determine if there are significant differences in
the utilization of conflict management styles that may be attributed
to one's position within the organization, the opposing party's ﬁosi—
tion within the organization, or the content of the conflict situa-
tion, The methodologies by which the data for this study were col-

lected and analyzed are presented in this chapter.

Subjects

One hundred sixty-two persons currently working with voluntary

organizations in the greater Oklahoma City area were the subjects for

this studye. The subject pool included 54 professional staff members,

. 54 board members, and 54 direct-service volunteers selected from 18

organizations. The breakdown of organizations was (a) nine organiza-

tions committed to health issues, which included one mental health

44
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agency, (b) three aging and two youth organizations, (c¢) three welfare
agencies, and (d) one art-oriented voluntary. The rosters of the or-
ganizations showed staffs ranging in size from 2 to 12, boards from 8
to 68, and direct-service volunteers numbering 6 to 1,000. No effort
was made to find an equal number of males and females since much of
the current research indicates that sex does not affect a person's
preference for different conflict management styles (Baxter & Shep-
herd, 1978; Howell, 1981; Renwick, 1977; Shockley-Zalabak, 1981);

The Support Center, an organization providing technical assis-
tance to nonprofit organizations in Oklahoma City, helped identify
agencies that would be appropriate participants for the gtudy. The
center referred the researcher to 16 local voluntary organizations,
providing the names of contact persons in each agency. While six ad-
ditional organizations still had to be solicited to generate a suffi-

cient subject pool, working through the center was very beneficial.

Procedures

Once organizations willing to participate in the study were iden-
tified, they were asked to submit the names of all their professional
staff members, board members, and direct-service volunﬁeers. Utiliz-
ing a computer-generated random numbers table and a multi-étage samp-
ling process, the names of 100 professional staff members, 100 board

members, and 100 direct-service volunteers were selected from these
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lists. The 100 individuals in each group were then randomly assigned
to one of nine treatment groups.

The different experimental conditions included: (a) interaction
with a staff member regarding a misinterpretation of a message; (b)
interaction with a staff meﬁber regarding a difference of opinion on
an issue of importance to the organization; (c) interaction with a
staff member regarding a personality problem;. (d) interaction with a
board member regarding a misinterpretation of a message; (e) inter-
action with a board member regarding a difference of opinion on an
issue of importance to the organization; (f) interaction with a board
member regarding a personality problem; (g) interaction with a direct—
service volunteer regarding a misinterpretation of a message; (h) in-
teraction with a direct-service volunteer regarding a difference of
opinion on an issue of importance to the organization; and (i) inter-
action with a direct-service volunteer regarding a personality prob-
lem. These groups were suggested by Phillips and Cheston's (1979)
work and the research questions.

A packet containing a cover letter (see Appendix A), a copy of
the instruction sheet with a request for demographic information and
the appropriate treatment case (see Appendices B--J), a copy of a cor-
responding 30-item instrument (see Appendices K--M), a copy of the
form to be completed if the instrument could not be completed because
the subject never interacted with someone at the specified level of
the organization (see Appendix N), and a stamped, addressed return—
envelope weére mailed to each subject. The packets were coded to per-

mit accurate record keeping.
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The mailing was sent to 300 people because cells of equal size——
containing as close to 10 subjects per cell as possible~-were desired
for analysis purposes. Subjects that did not respond in the requested
time frame were telephoned. Those that could not be reached by phone,
or those that did not respond to the phone request, were dropped from
the subject pool. Additional subjects were then randomly drawn from

the original list of names.

Variables

This study was concerned with the effect of three independent
variables on conflict management style. Three levels of each of the
three independent variables were tested against the three dependent
variables: nonconfrontation, solution-orientation, and control. The
operationalization of the three independent and three dependent vari-

ables is noted here.

Independent Variables

The three independent variables that were manipulated in this
study are all situational factors. The three are (a) one's own posi-
tion within a voluntary organization, (b) the opposing party's posi-

tion within a voluntary organization, and (c) the content of the con-—

flict situation (See Figure 1). "
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Figure 1: A visualization of the three independent variables
manipulated in this study.

One's Own Position

One's own position within the voluntary organization refers to
the role one plays in a voluntary. Three roles are typically found in
voluntary organizations: (a) professional staff member, (b) board
member, and (c) direct-service volunteer. Therefore;'for this study
one's own position was operationalized as the category (staff member,
board member, or direct-service volunteer) marked by the respondent on
the instruction sheet that accompanied the instrument (See Appendix
B). In c;ses where 1individuals marked more than one position cate-

gory, indicating service in more than one role, respondents were
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assigned roles according to the organization's perception of where

those persons spend the most time.

The Opposing Party's Position

The opposing party's position refers to the position--staff
member, board member, or direct-service volunteer-—held by the person
with whom one is in conflict. The three levels of this variable were
simulated. Subjects were asked to respond as if they were in conflict
with a staff member, a board member, or a direct-service volunteef

(See Appendices B--J).

The Content of the Conflict Situation

Phillips and Cheston (1979) identified three sources of conflict
in organizations: dissimilar interpretations of messages, different
views of organizational concerns, and discordant interpersonal needs.
These three sources of conflict represented the three levels of the
independent variable content of the conflict situation. They were
operationally defined by the following descriptions:

1) Dissimilar interpretations of messages:

Many times we disagree with someone when we don't inter-
pret a message or a concept the same way they do. We will
argue over what a policy means or what it was that someone

really meant.

2) Different views of organizational concerns:

Many times we disagree with someone about important organi-

zational concerns. For instance, we might disagree about
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what the organization's mission should be in a changing

community. Or, we might disagree about methods for fund
raising or recruiting volunteers.

3) Discordant interpersonal needs:

Many times we disagree with someone simply because we
don't like them or that for which we feel they stand.
Subjects were asked to consider how they would typically respond in

situations like this.

Dependent Variables

The dependent wvariables in this study were the three conflict
management styles of nonconfrontation, solution-orientation, and con-~
trol. As in most conflict management studies, conflict management
style was operationally defined in terms of scores -on a conflict man-
agement styles inventory. In this studf Putnam and Wilson's (1982a)
OCCI was wused. Subjects completed the OCCI by indicating on a 7-
point, Likert-type scale how often they would use each of 30 behaviors
in a conflict situation. A response of 1 indicated Always and a res—
ponse of 7 indicated Never. Three scores were tabulated for each sub-
ject. According to Putnam and Wilson these scorés represent the pre-
valence with which subjects believe they would use each of three con-

flict management styles in a conflict situation.

Nonconfrontation

Nonconfrontation was operationally defined as the summation of Items

2, 5, 7, 12, 14, 15, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, and 29 on the OCCI. Scores

[
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may range from 12 to 84, with 12 representing the most frequent use of
nonconfrontation, and 84 the most infrequent use of nonconfrontation

as a conflict managing behavior.

Solution—~orientation

Solution-orientation was operationalized as the summation of Items 1,
4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 16, 19, 20, and 21 on the OCCI. Scores may range
from 11 to 77, with 11 representing the most frequent use of solution~
orientation behaviors, and 77 the least frequent use of these behav=~

iorse.

Control

Control was operationalized as the summation of Items 3, 10, 17, 18,
22, 26, and 30 on the 0CCI. The scores may range from 7 to 49, with 7
representing the most frequent use of control, and 49 representing the
most infrequent use.

The OCCI was selected because it met thg three criteria lacking
in other instruments. First, it is communication-oriented. Subjects
indicate how often they would use various communication behaviors
rather than identify a 1list of aphorisms that describe themselves.
Second, the three styles' view was not just presumed; it was demon-
strated wusing factor analysise. Third, the reliability and validity

statistics are higher than on any other instrument (see pages 33-36).

The OCCI was also selected for this study because it is based on the

assumption that people vary their conflict management style according

to the situation (Putnam & Wilson, 1982a). Ross's instrument, the only
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other instrument that takes the above three factors into considera-
tion, 1is based on the assumption that people have a fixed conflict
management style (Ross, 1982).

The instrument was modified according to Putnam and Wilson's re-

commendations:

Researchers are wurged to substitute appropriate targets for
particular audiences in both the directions and the items of
the scale, e. g., substitute "peer" for the word “supervisor."
Researchers are also urged. in a cover letter or in the

directions to define [the conflict situation]. (Putnanm &
Wilson, 1982b, p. 1)

Analysis of Data

A three-factor, independent measures, multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) design was used to analyze the data collected in
this studye. The goal of the analysis was to determine if there were
any main effects that would substantiate the three expectations of
this study. Significance was based on an alpha level of .05.

This design was chosen for a number of reasons. Selection of the
MANOVA is required to control for the influence of the three dependent
variables on each other. The independent measures design eliminates
subject fatigue. While fewer subjects would have been required if a
repeated measures design was used, subject fatigue would have in-
creased as a direct function of the number of factors which were re-
peated. The independent measures design also ensured statistical in-

dependence of observations.
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In this chapter the author outlined the study done to answer
three basic research questions. Details of how the data were collec~
ted and analyzed were presented. The number of subjects used, the
procedures undertaken, and the operationalization of fhe independent
and dependent variables were specified. The results of this study are

reported in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The study outlined in the previous chapter was conducted over a
three-month period of time. The results of that study are feported
here, along with a discussion of those results. The chapter begins
with an explanation of how the final subject pool was determined. Ma-
nipulation checks made to ensure reliability of the results are enu-—
merated. Then, the findings of the study are compared to expected
results. The chapter concludes with a discussion of those findings

that were unpredicted.

Subjects

The results of this study are based on the responses of 162 sub-
jects. This number is significantly less than 349--the number of in-
struments sent out to people in an effort to get at least 10 subjects
for each of 27 cells. While 240 pérsons responded to the survey (a
return rate of 697), many of the responses could not be used in the
analysis. Forty could not be used because only the supplementary
sheet had Been completed. Two forms could not be used because the re-

spondents had returned them without the cover sheet which identified
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the condition to which they had been assigned. While this happened in
more than two cases, reference to the follow-up code permitted the as-
signment of completed forms to the proper condition. In these two
cases, respondents scratched out the follow-up codes. An additional
36 responses had to be deleted from the data set to equalize cell
sizes. These responses were selected randomly from those cells con-
taining more than six subjects each.

The response rate showed that direct-service volunteers and board
members (who are also volunteers) responded at almost the same rate--
56% and 577 respectively. The response rate of professional staff

members was 78%.

Manipulation Checks

A number of tests were run on both the conflict management styles
instrument and the data to ensure the reliability of the study's find-
ings. The results of those tests are indicated here.

Cronbach's Alpha was used to check the reliability of the modi-~
fied version of the 0OCCI used_in.this study (see Appendices K——M for
the three versions of the OCCI used). The alpha coefficient for the
11 items on the solution-orientation subscale was .82. The alpha co-
efficient for the 7 items on the control subscale was .70 The alpha
coefficient for the 12 items on the nonconfrontation subécale was .87.
These were - all less than the coefficients Putnam and Wilson (1982a)

found--.88, «82, and .93, respectively. This difference may be
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attributable to sampling error. While Putnam and Wilson did not re-
port their sampling error, the sampling error in this study was .94 on
the solution-orientation subscale, 2.4l on the control subscale, and
1.48 on the nonconfrontation subscale. |

Pearson's _r was computed on the dependent variables to determine
if they were, in fact, independent. They were, with the exception of
a slight negative correlation between the conflict management étrate—
gies control and nonconfrontation (-.17, p = .03). The correlation
between the solution-orientation and control strategies was .07, p =
b2, The correlation between the strategies solution-orientation and
nonconfrontation was .03, p = .71,

Bartlett's homogeneity of variance test was run on the data to be
sure that the assumptions of the various statistics were met and that
any differences found were true differences. Run with the MANOVA, the
Bartlett's values were: 1.51, p = .05 for the nonconfrontation vari-
able; 1.03, _p = .42 for the solution-orientation variable; and .77, p
= .79 for the variable labelled control. Only the nonconfrontation

value suggested nonorthogonality.

Expected Results

Three expectations were tested in this study. The findings are
reported and discussed here.

Expectation I: One's preference for conflict management styles

will differ significantly as a function of the
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position one holds in the voluntary organization
(i.e., staff member, board member, or direct-
service volunteer).

This expectation was not met. No significant differences were
found between staff _members, board members, or direct—-service volun-
teers regarding their preferences for a solution-orientation to han-
dling conflict (F (2,135) = .27, p > .05), a nonconfrontational ap-
proach (F (2,135) = 1.53 p > .05), or a controlling style (F (2,135)
= 1.24, p > .05). (See Table 0 - 1 in Appendix O for a breakdown of
the univariate analysis generated by the MANOVA.)

While the roles of staff member, board member, and direct-service
volunteer are distinctly different, there are,éeveral possible expla-

nations for why no significant differences were apparent in the pref-

erences each has for managing conflict. First, a great deal of re-

search 1indicates that people respond to conflict in ways that are in
keeping with their personalities and personal value systems (Brown,
Yelsma, & Keller, 1981; Donohue, 19783 Hall, 1974; Terhune, 1970; Tho-
mas, 1978). If this is the case, people's response to conflict would
be consistent across roles.

Second, the roles of staff member, board member, or direct~ser~-
vice volunteer may differ in the status they afe afforded or the ac-
cess they. are permitted to resources. However, this does not mean
that they are necessarily unequal in power. Yarbrough (1983) found
power 1issues very difficult to assess in voluntary organizations. The

information the direct—service volunteer possesses regarding the daily
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operations of the organization may be just as vital to the organiza-
tion, if not more so, than the staff member's knowledge of current
budget expenditures or the board member's awareness of policy changes.
Further, the wunclear lines of authority existing in voluntary organi-
zations might make people hesitant to try power plays in the event
that they do not really have the power they think they have.

A third reason this expectation was not met may be that many of
the people working in more than one voluntary organization hold dif-
ferent roles in the different organizations. If someone were used to
behaving one way as a staff member of organization X, he or she might
have a difficult time responding a different way just because in or-
ganization Y he or she is a direct-service volunteer.

When the researcher was doing follow-up telephone calls, a fourth
factor which may have prevented this expectation from being met became
apparent. A large number of board members and direct-service volun-
teers in this sample were trained social workers or adult educatorse.
This suggests their training and 6rganizationa1 philosophy was the
same as most staff members. Therefore, one would expect that they
would handle conflict in a manner similar to staff members.

Expectation II: One's preferenﬁe for conflict management
styles will differ significantly as a func-
tion of the position of the person with whom
one is in conflict (i.e., staff member, board
member, or direct-service volunteer).

This expectation was not met. The position of the person with

whom one was in conflict made no significant difference on that
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person's choice of solution-oriented conflict management styles (F
(2,135) = 2.14, p > .05), nonconfrontation behaviors (¥ (2,135) =
1.23, p > .05), or controlling modes (F (2,135) = .15, p > .05). (See
Table 0 - 2 in Appendix O for a breakdbwn of the univariate analysis
generated by the MANOVA.)

Many of the explanations offered for Expectation I are probably
applicable here as well. Three additional explanations may also be
offered. First, the research clearly suggests that people's prefer-
ences for different conflict management styles are affected by how
well they know and trust the individual with whom they are’in conflict
and their perception of the risk involved in the conflict situation
(Cosier & Ruble, 1981; Deutsch, 1960; Atthowe, 1960; Clark & Wilson,
1961); However, it is possible that instead of encouraging the adop-
tion of a specific type of behavior, as is indicated in most of the
literature referenced above, these conditions merely encourage people
to adopt the strategy of the opposing party. Research exists to sug-
gest that people do select their conflict management style to match
what the person 1is using with whom they are in conflict (Cosier &
Ruble, 1981; Michener et al., 1975; Thomas, 1976; Yarbrough, 1983).
If this is the case, no significant differences would be apparent.

A second possible explanation is that people's concern for the
organization's mission overrides not only their personal concerns, but
their role concerns. Fenn (1971) and Jenner (1981) found people vol-
unteer because they believe in the organization. They are often wil-

ling to put aside personal feelings about how things should be done in
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favor of what they believe are the wishes and needs of the organiza-
tion (Walker, 1975). » Conceivably, they also put aside role-typical
behaviors for dealing with conflict.

The 1last explanation is that this expectation impiies an interac-
tion, yet the analysis called for is a main effect. Re-conceptual-
izing the expectation as an interaction phenomenon might alter the re-~
sults, demonstrating significant differences.

Expectation III: One's preference for conflict management
styles will differ significantly as a func-
tion of the content of the conflict situa-
tion.

People did significantly prefer nonconfrontation as a conflict
management style in some conflict situations (F (2,135) = 3.45, p
< .05, QL? = ,01). The content of the conflict situation did not sig-
nificantly affect people's preference for solution-orientated (F
(2,135) = .16, p > .05) or controlling (F (2,135) = 1.68, p > .05) be-
haviors, however. (See Table O - 3 in Appendik 0 for a breakdown of
the univariate analysis generated by the MANOVA.)

Tukey's B was performed to determine which type of conflict situ-—
ation encouraged people to choose honconfrontation over other conflict
management styles. The result was that people chose nonconfrontation
as a style significantly more often in conflict situations involving
organizational concerns (M = 59.20) than they did in situations invol-
ving personality differences (M = 54.04; F (2,157) = 3.46, p < .05).

Since an indication of nonorthogonality was found on the noncon-

frontation variable with the original homogeneity of variance test, a
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second Bartlett's was run when the Tukey's B was run. The Bartlett's
value was «59, p = .56, indicating that the main effect was not affec~-
ted by nonorthogonality.

The finding that people choose nonconfrontation strategies more
frequently in situations involving organizational concerns than they
do 1in situations involving personality differences is particularly in-
teresting. Renwick (1975) found exactly the opposite to be the case
in profit-criented organizations. However, the finding makes sense in
light of the argument presented earlier that people in voluntary or-
ganizations work for the greater good of society. Not only would they
be willing to give in on organizational concerhs that they perceived
were in the best interests of the organization (Walker, 1975), they
would probably work extra hard to compromise with (or control) the
person they did not 1like very much if they thought it would benefit
the organization.

The finding is also consistent with other research generated in
voluntary organizations. Buckholz (1972) and Fenn (1971) found that
volunteers sit back and let staff members initiate ideas. Rawls et
al. (1975) found that staff members, despite a desire to direct, are
particularly concerned about maintaining interpersonal relationships.
These two findings suggest that both volunteers (direct—se;vice and
members of the board) and staff members would tend to use nonconfron-
tation as a conflict management style in situations involving impor-

tant organization concerns.
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Further, this finding is consistent with Howell's‘(1981). He
found nonconfrontation to be the most frequently used conflict man-
agement strategy in non-profit, human service organizations.

The fact that no other preferences for a given conflict manage-
ment style could be attributed to the content of the conflict situa-
tion is surprising. Such a finding seems to discount the theory that
conflict management strategies are selected situationally. Instead,
it seems to re-affirm the view that people respond to conflict in a
manner that fits their personality and value system (Brown, Yelsma, &
Keller, 1981; Donohue, 1978; Hall, 1974; Terhune, 1970; Thomas, 1978)
--a view that is consistent with the significant finding above, since
it involves a value-oriented issue.

The possibility also exists, however, that peopie respond emo-
tionally to conflicts involving their self-concept (e.g., someone mis-
interprets their ideas or is antagonistic toward them personally) and
rationally to conflicts involving issues. If that is the case, people
might respond idiosyncratically in situations involving communication
or personality differences and with culturally prescribed strategies
in situations involving organizational concerns. The only distin-
guishable pattern on the variable content of the conflict situation
would then be on the level labelled here as organizational concerns.

A third explanation for this finding is that situations are not
just unidimensional (i.e., they can not be described solely by one as~
pect of the situation, such as the content of the conflict). If an
interaction . effect rather than a main effect were proposed, it is pos-

sible that the findings would be different.
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Finally, the OCCI was written specifically to assess people's
strategies for handling disagreements about organizational concerns
(Putnam & Wilson, 1982a). The instrument may have been incapable of
projecting an accurate profile of people's strategies for handling
personality or communication-related conflicts. Therefore, signifi-

cant differences, if they did occur, may just not be apparent.

Unpredicted Results

A number of findings were generated that were not predicted.
These are reported here, along with a discussion of their signifi-
cance.

The sex of the subjects was recorded and analyzed. As suggested
by the research of Baxter and Shepherd (1978), Howell (1981), Renwick
(1977), and Shockley-Zalabak (1981), there was no significant differ-
ence between men and women's use of solution-orientation (F (1,156) =

«21, p > .05), nonconfrontation (F (1,156) = 1.75, p > .05), or con-
trol behaviors (F (1,156) = «33, p > .05). (See Table P - 1 in Appen-
dix P for the analysis of variance.)

Shockley-Zalabak (1981) suggested that people have a management
perspective for dealing with conflict, rather than a male/female per-
spective and that is why there are no significant differences between
men and women. With the emphasis on androgyny in recent years, these

findings are not surprising.
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The number of years each subject had been with the voluntary
organization from which his or her name had been received was also
recorded 'and ahalyzed. Here, too, there wére no significant differ-
ences. The length of years spent in an organization was unrelated to
whether a person selects solution-orientation behaviors (F (2,155) =

+49, p > .05), nonconfrontation behaviors (F (2,155) = .1.77, p >
«05), or controlling behaviors (F (2,155) = 2.69, P > +05). (See
Table P - 2 in Appendix P for the analysis of variance.)

This finding is not totally consistent with Howell's (1981) find-
ings. When Howell considered the impact of tenure on people's con-
flict management style, he found people's tenure in the organization
unrelated to their use of competition, collaboration, compromise, and
accommodation. However, he found that people who worked for an organ-
ization between three and five years used avoidance significantly more
than those who worked for an organization more than five years or less
than three ( P*= 13.60, p < .05). One should note that Howell's use
of the chi square test statistic to make this assertion was improper.
The chi-square makes no linear assumptions. Therefore, it is not pos-
sible to say whether avoidance was used more or less often by persons
with different lengths of tenure in the organization (McNemar, 1962).

The different findings might be attributed to the fact that
Howell did his research within a single organization and used only
staff members as subjects. Possibly when someone works in a single
organization they enter with thoughts of being able to change the
world. After three years they see the limits of what they can accom-

plish and get discouraged, avoiding conflict situations that they feel
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they can not win. Those that remain more than five years may make a
decision to make the best of the situation and become involved once
more.

In this study, people at all levels of the organization were so-
licited. Direct-service volunteers and board members have little
reason to stay in an organization that they feel does not reward them
in some way. Those that feel discouraged about either their role in
the organization or the organization's role in society may leave be-
fore they would stop fighting for what they thought was in the best
interest of the organization. While these individuals would use non-
confrontation strategies when they thought those were in the best in-
terests of the organization, they would not necessarily use them sig-
nificantly more than any other strategy.

Two unpredicted interaction effects were also.found. When dis~
cussing the -expected results it was mentioned that an implied inter-
action appeared to exist between the independent variables. Given
that hypothesis, it seemed appropriate to examine, on a post-—hoc ba-
sis, any interaction effects that occurred. While those analyses were
done, several subject-related factors existed in this study that sug-
gest one should at 1least question whether the observed interactions
are attributable to réal differences or to Type G error (Lindquist,
1953). Type G error refers to the obtalning of significant differ-
ences when in fact one should not (Type I error). The sample-related
factors which may have created a situation conducive to generating

Type G error are discussed here.



e g e e

66

The first factor concerns the response rate of direct-service
volunteers. Prior to follow-up it was only 37%. To get a sufficient
sampling of volunteers, this researcher had to approach people that
serve dual roles in organizations, such as direct-service volunteer
and board member, and ask them to put on their "volunteer hat" to an—
swer the questions. Whether or not these people could truly separate
their responses to answer as a direct—service volunteer is unknown.
Most people said they definitely could. However, if they could not,
the samples would not be independent, and may contribute to Type G
error.

The above point is related to a second factor that may have con-—
tributed to Type G error. Many people work in more than one voluntary
organization, holding different positions in each. Others, while
working in only a single organization, hold more than one position
within that organization. When the researcher was faced with multiple
responses to the demographic question of what position a respondent
held--staff member, board member, or direct—-service volunteer--she
made an arbitrary decision to use for coding purposes the perspective
of the organization from which the individual's name was received.
The problem with this is that the researcher could not know from what
perspective the individual was responding to the instrument. If peo-
ple responded from a different perspective than was attributed to
them, the results of the study could have been affected.

Two £inal factors may have indicated a significant interaction
where none truly exists. Both these factors resulted from the fact

that the researcher had incomplete access to the total population. 1In
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four instances, organizations consented to participate in the study
only on the condition that the researcher would not have free access
to membership lists. Packets were prepared with cover letters ad-

" or '"Dear Board Mem-

dressed to '"Dear Volunteer," "Dear Staff Member,
ber." The packets were then taken to the organizations' offices,
where a representative of the organization addressed them and sent
them out according to the random sampling process specified by the
researcher. The first of the two factors resulting from the limits
placed on the researcher in data collection was that it was impossible
to follow-up on people from these four organizations. Follow-up was
critical to the randomness of the sampling procedure. Coincidentally,
there were proportionally fewer responses from persons receiving let-
ters bearing the general salutation than there were from persons re-
ceiving personalized 1letters. The second factor was that when the
first mailing failed to generate sufficient returns and additional
names had to be drawn from the subject pool, there was no opportunity
to draw additional names from these four organizations. Both of these
situations violate the assumption of randomness.

Proceeding on the assumption that the differences observed are
real differences, the first significant interaction found was a two-
way interaction on the solution-orientation variable. The interaction
was between the position of the person with whom one is in conflict
and the type of conflict situation involved (F (4,135) = 2.48,

p < .05,]&:2 = ,01). (See Table Q — 1 in Appendix Q for an analysis of

the variance.)
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The rationale for selecting individual comparisons to compute
follows. Since the two-way interaction effect involved the position
of the person with whom one was in conflict, it made senge to select
comparisons for further analysis that included each of the three dif-
ferent positions existing in voluntary organizations. Conflict situa-
tions 1involving organizational concerns were selected for the com-
parison for three reasons. First, as indicated earlier the OCCI may
provide the most valid assessment of people's preferences for dif-
ferent conflict management behaviors when the conflict situation in-
volves an organizational concern, since that was the type of conflict
situation the instrument was designed to assess. Second, it is the
concern for organizational issues that attracts most people to volun-—
tary organizations. Third, since much of the research recommends the
use of solution-oriented strategies for successful goal achievement
(Bernardin & Alvares, 1976; Blake et al., 1964; Burke, 1970; Lawrence
& Lorsch, 1967), it seemed valuable to determine which groups in vol-
untary organizations, 1f any, used that approach significantly more
often than others in conflicts of this sort.

Individual comparisons were made using Dumn's C (Kirk, 1968) on
the three means that the post-hoc evaluation suggested were worth fur-
ther study. (See Table Q - 2 in Appendix Q for cell means.) The re-
sult was that when conflict centers on organizational concerns and one
is in confliet with volunteers, there is significantly more use of a
solution-orientation style than when the conflict is with staff mem-
bers (t (153) = 3.13, p < .01). No significant differences were found

between how volunteers and board members (t (153) = 2.12, p > .05) or
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board members and staff members (t (153) = 1.01, p > .05) use solu-
tion-orientation strategies to deal with organizational concerns.

Based on the findings generated in profit-oriented organizatioms,
one might assume that people would use mostly control strategies when
embroiled in a confiict situation with direct-service volunteers.
Volunteers have the most limited access to resources and the least
status of anyone in the voluntary organization. Others would risk
little by pushing for what they wanted. Based on Howell's (1981)
findings, one might expect that people would use nonconfrontation
strategies when 1in conflict with direct-service volunteers. Such
strategies would allow them to virtually ignore the volﬁnteer. Nei~
ther of these expectations were supported by the findings of this
studye. In instances where the issues are most vital, people try to
arrive at a "win/win" solution with volunteers. Perhaps this is in
recognition of the fear that LaCour (1977) expressed. An organization
that does not involve and respect its volunteers might lose them.
Without direct-service volunteers, organizations would have diffi-
culty accomplishing their mission.

That this finding is significant in comparison with the way peo-
ple deal with staff members on the same issues is interesting. Sucﬁ a
finding supports the belief that volunteers turn much of the decision-
making over to staff members (Buckholz, 1972; Fenn, 1971). If having
input on organizational issues was perceived as important to volun-
teers, perhaps they would confront staff members with more of a

solution-orientation so that they could have their say too.
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A significant three-way interaction on the variable indicating
the use of control strategies was also found. The interaction was be-
tween one's own position in the organization, the position of the per-
son with whom one is 1in conflict, and the content of the.conflict
(E (8,135) = 2.83, p < .01, 3r> = .01). (See Table R - 1 in Appendix R
for an analysis of the variance.)

The decision regarding which comparisons to make in the analysis
of this interaction effect was based on the rationale that follows.
Comparisons involving subjects from each of the three different lev-
els of a voluntary's hierarchy were selected based on the original ex-
pectation that role differences would affect people's use of control
strategies (Phillips & Cheston, 1979). Organizational concerns was
again selected as the content of the conflict situation to be consid-
ered in the comparisons. As before, the focus of the OCCI provides a
cogent argument for considering organizational concerns as the topic
of the conflict situation. Also as before, the dimportance of
organizational concerns to the recruitment and retention of people in
voluntary organizations makes organizational concerns as the content
of the conflict situation a logical choice. This is especially true
if, as in profit-oriented organizations, the salience of the topic
affects people's use of control strategies (Atthowe, 1960; Clark &
Wilson, 1961). A third reason for selecting organizational concerns
as the topic of the conflict situation to consider involves the
ability to compare findings in the profit-oriented setting to the

voluntary setting. Much of the conflict management research conducted
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in profit-oriented organizations uses organizational concerns as the
content of the conflict situation.

Dunn's C was used to do individual comparisons of the three means
that seemed, according to the above analysis, to be the most likely
source of the significant difference in the way control strategies are
used., (See Table R - 2 in Appendix R for cell means.) The results of
the Dunn's C indicate that when volunteers are in conflict with other
volunteers regarding organizational concerns, they will use signifi-
cantly more controlling strategies than would staff if they were the
ones in conflict with volunteers (t (153) = 6.04, p < .01). Volun-—
teers will also be significantly more controlling in situations in-
volving a conflict with other volunteers over organizational concerns
than would board members if they were the ones involved in the con-
flict with direct-service volunteers (t (153) = 3.90, p < .01). How-
ever, there 1is no significant difference in the degree of control ei~-
ther board members or staff members use when they are in conflict with
volunteers over organizational concerns (t (153) = 2.14, p > .05).

These findings re-affirm the earlier interpretation that staff
members are not willing to risk losing their volunteers by trying to
set up a "win/lose" situation. The fact that board members do not use
a significant number of control strategies when in conflict with vol~
unteers may be related to the fact that they generally have little
interaction with volunteers and may be hesitant to risk such an ap—-
proach, not knowing how the volunteers will react.

That volunteers use control strategies with each other to a sig-

nificant degree is interesting. Such a finding contradicts Cosier and
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Ruble's (1981) findings that the better people know one-another, the
less controlling they will be in conflict situations. Perhaps this
finding can be explained in light of the unique aspects of the volun—
tary setting. Since power issues are so unclear in voluntary organi-—
zations, people may be uncomfortable using controlling strategies with
people at different 1levels of the organization--not knowing how they
will be accepted. However, the power is clear when people are at the
same level. Possibly people see the chance to "win" in a setting that
other-wise prohibits competition.

A second possible explanation is related to the fact that direct-
service volunteers have very clearly defined tasks. The desire for
individuals to protect what they see as their turf might be a factor
that would " encourage the use of controlling strategies. This inter-
pretation might also explain Putnam and Wilson's (1982a) unexpected
finding that people used more controlling strategies with peers than
they do in superior-subordinate relationships.

In this chapter the researcher has presented and discussed the
findings of a study on conflict management in voluntary organizations.
While many of the expected results were not demonstrated, several
conclusions were drawn about how conflict may be managed by staff mem—
bers, board members, and direct-service volunteers in the voluntary
setting. These conclusions will be reviewed in Chapter 4 along with
some of the implications they raise for the people that work in Qolun—
tary organizations. Recommendations for future research in this area

are also discussed in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this dissertation was to explore ways conflict is
managed in voluntary organizations. In earlier chapters (a) the vol-
unteerism and conflict management literature was reviewed, (b) several
research questions were raised, (c) expected findings were stated,
(d) a study for answering éhe research questions was outlined, and
(e) the study's findings were reported. In this last chapter the re-
sults of the study are summarized and several conclusions are offered.
Limitations of the study are presented for the reader's considera-
tion. The chapter ends with recommendations for future research.

This study sought to answer three basic research questions rela-
ted to how conflict is managed in voluntary organizations: (a) Will
one's style for dealing with conflict differ significantly as a func~
tion of one's position within the organization? (b) Will one's style
for dealing with conflict differ significantly as a function of the
opposing party's position within the organization? (c) Will one's
style for dealing with conflict differ significantly as a function of
the content of the conflict situation? In the process of trying to
answer these three questions several other questions were raised. The

answers generated to all of the questions considered in this study are

73



v g o e«

74

briefly summarized here. An interpretation of the results is then of-
fered along with some implications of the results for practitioners.

Of the three original questions asked in this study, only the
content of the conflict situation appears to affect the conflict man-
agement style one chooses. The findings of this study indicate that
in conflict situations involving organizational concerns people use
nonconfrontation strategies significantly more often than they use
solution or control-oriented strategies. This 1is consistent with
Howell's (1981) finding that avoidance--one form of nonconfronta-
tion--is the conflict ‘management style used most frequently in vol-
untary organizations.

The fact that the other two questions could not be answered af-
firmatively may mean tﬁat people choose conflict management styles
that are consistent with their personalities and value systems rather
than strategies that are consistent with the roles they play. qu—
ever, it may mean merely that people do not operate in a vacuum; that
their choice of conflict management style is dependent not only on who
they are, or with whom they are in conflict, but on the interaction of
those two factors. Or, it may mean that the findings generated in
profit-oriented settings, from which these two expectations were ex-—
trapolated, can not be transferred to voluntary settings.

Previous studies sought to answer the questions of whether one's
sex or length of tenure in an organization are related to a person's
preference for different conflict management styles, so this study did
not focus on these questionse. However, results corroborating the

findings of the previous studies were produced in this study and they
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are mentioned here. Neither sex nor length of tenure appear to affect
one's choice'of conflict management styles.

Two new questions about how conflict may be managed in voluntary
organizations were raised when an original analysis of the data indi-
cated the existence of unpredicted interaction effects. The first of
these questions was: What combination of two independent variables
results in a significant use of solution-oriented behaviors? The sec-—
ond of these was: What combination of three independent variables re-
sults in a significant use of controlling behaviors? The answer gen—
erated to the first question was that when someone was in conflict
with a volunteer about an issue related to the organization he or she
would use solution-oriented behaviors significantly more often than if
he or she were involved in the same conflict with a staff member. The
answer generated to the second question was that when volunteers are
in conflict with other volunteers regardiﬁg an organizational concern
they will use significantly more controlling behaviors than would
staff or board members if they were the ones in conflict with the vol-
unteers.

The results of this study differ in many cases from results gen~-
erated in profit-oriented organizations. For instance, the finding
that nonconfrontation is the preferred strategy in voluntary organiza-
tions for dealing with conflict involving organizational issues dis-
putes Cosier and Ruble's (1981) finding that nonconfrontation, speci-
ficaliy avoidance, is the least used conflict management style in
(profit-oriented) organizations. The other two significant findings

of this study contradict Phillips and Cheston's (1579) finding that
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people use solution-oriented strategies with peers, controlling be-
haviors with  subordinates, and nonconfrontation with superiors. Vol-
unteers in conflict with other volunteers tend to use controlling
strategies, not solution-oriented strategies. Others in conflict with
volunteers tend to wuse solution-oriented behaviors, not control or
nonconfrontation strategies.

The results of this study are consistent, however, with sugges-
tions in the literature regarding people's motivation for behavior in
voluntary organizations. Each of the significant findings serves to
reaffirm Kramer (1975) and Walker's (1975) belief that people in voi-
untary organizations put the needs, interests, and values of the or-
ganization ahead of their own needs, interests and values. Each of
the significant findings is in keeping with Buckholz (1972) and Fenn's
(1971) suggestions that volunteers tend to let staff members initiate
decisions in voluntary organizations. Each of the significant find-
ings 1is also consistent with the Rawls' et al. (1975) finding that
staff members are hesitant to risk their interpersonal relationships
with volunteers and LaCour's (1977) belief that the fear of losing

their volunteers' efforts influences staff members' actions.

Conclusions
Several conclusions may be drawn from the results of this study.
The first is that people in voluntary organizations seem to be con-
cerned more about the organization's mission than about their personal
needs. This is evidenced by two findings. Instead of trying to get

their way in conflict situations involving organizational concerns,
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people working in voluntaries try to avoid conflict altogether, accom—
modate other's wishes, or work toward a compromise. They also appear
to vary their strategies depending on whq»is involved in the conflict
situation so as to increase the chances of resolving the conflict to
the organization's benefit. This is in contrast to their behavior in
conflict situations involving a misunderstanding or a personality dif-
ference. In those situations people appear to use whatever strategies
are consistent with their personality.

A second conclusion is that people working in voluntary organiza-
tions do truly appreciate the perceptions and contributions of direct-
service volunteers. While general wisdom has always stressed that
without the direct-service volunteer voluntary organizations would not
exist, one sometimes wonders if people are merely paying lip-service
to volunteerse. Such cynicism is 1legitimate after reading Walker's
(1975) article. He indicated that staff members often try to control
voluntary organizations, believing their insight and dedication is su-
perior to volunteers' because of their day-to-day involvement in the
organization. The discovery that people (other than the volunteers
themselves) use solution-oriented strategies when they are in conflict
with direct-service volunteers indicates that the views of the volun-
teers are both respected and solicited.

A question exists, however, whether volunteers feel the respect.
The fact that direct-service volunteers tend to use controlling stra-
tegies with other volunteers suggests that they may feel their only
power and expertise exists within the confines of their job. Perhaps

if they felt that they played a significant part in the organization
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as a whole they would feel less of a need to use controlling strate-
gies with their peers. 1In addition, people's level of participation
in an organization is typically related to the rewards they feel they
receive for that participation. If the response rate to this study
(M = 56.5% for volunteers and board members and 78% for staff members)
indicates the level of people's involvement in Voluntary organiza-
tions, it may also say something about the degree of reward that both
volunteers and staff members feel they receive from their participa-
tion. If the response rate does speak to the level of reward that
each feels, volunteers do not feel the same degree of rewar& as staff
members. Respéct is a strong reward. Staff members might take sev-
eral steps to better communicate their sense of respect for their vol-
unteers. |

One way staff members can demonstrate their respect is by better
integrating their volunteers into the organization as suggested above.
Organizations will not optimally benefit from the ideas of volunteers
until they are well-integrated into the system. A special effort must
be made with direct-service volunteers. Of the 40 individuals that
completed only the supplementary form, 23 were direct-service volun-—
teers, 11 were staff members, and 6 were board members. The lack of
opportunities for interaction was most evident between direct-service
volunteers and board members. Eighteen of the 23 direct-service vol-
unteers returning the supplementary form indicated they had no inter-
action with board members. Eight of the volunteers feported having no
interaction . with staff members and nine volunteers indicated they

lacked interaction with other volunteers.
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In the process of integrating volunteers, they must be encouraged
to speak up more. Katz and Kahn (1966) indicated that people quickly
learn what other people expect of their role. Staff members must be-
gin communicating to volunteers that their role involves "making
waves," that keeping quiet is not necessarily in the best interest of
the organization to which they are commiﬁted. Staff members must re-
sist letting volunteers abdicate their decision-making power to them.
One way to do this is to keep the ratio of staff members to.volunteers
low in meetings since Buckholz (1972) found the tendeﬁcy for volun-
teers to defer to staff members will increase as the number of staff
members in a meeting increases.

Finally, it would be helpful to provide opportunities for péople
at all 1levels of voluntary organizations to practice different con-
flict management strategies in a safe atmosphere that encourages
learninge. People are often uncomfortable with conflict because they
lack the skills to manage it productively. They may avoid conflict
rather than risk using a strategy that may not work, rationalizing
that avoidance is in the best interests of the organization because
the status quo is maintained. Yet, conflict can be beneficial to an
organization. Without conflict, important challenges to organization-
al growth may not be made when they should be. With nonconfrontation
strategies used so predominately in voluntary organizations, this is a
major concerne. People must be provided with the tools to handle dif-

ferent conflict situations effectively.
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Limitations

The conclusions one draws from the results of a study are always
somewhat tentative, for they must be considered in light of any limi-
tations of the study. While an effort was made in the design of this
study to 1limit the number of factors that might cause the results of
the study to be qualified, it is not possible to do away with all of
them. Several factors that may have contaminated the results of this
study are enumerated here.

One of the major limitations of this study may have been the in-
strument used. Despite the care with which it was chosen, several
concerns regarding the instrument might be raised. First, it was de-
signed specifically to assess how people handle disagreements about
organizational concerns. While on face value none of the behaviors
listed on the instrument seemed inappropriate for dealing with commun-
ication or personality differences, it is possible that people use
different communication behaviors to dea} with these types of con-
flict. If that is the case, the instrument prevented the researcher
from finding differences in conflict management style that may in fact
exist.

Second, the instrument required people to speculate on paper
about how (and to what degree) they would respond to different con-—
flict situations. While paper—-pencil tests are accepted measures of
people's behavior in the social sciences, the results of the study
might have been different if the researcher had observed actual con-

flict situations and noted people's behaviors in those situationms.
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Third, the instrument was designed with Likert-type responses.
While a number of people attached comments to their responses in an
effort to qualify them, there was no way to take those comments into
consideration in the analysis of the results. Most of the comments
suggested that the respondents might answer the questions very differ-
ently given specific circumstances since the importance of the parti-
cular organizational concern, personality difference, or misunder-
standing impacts on their behavior. However, determining the salience
of issues requires the ability to operationalize attitudes. While at-
titudes can be operationalized, the procéss is complex (Scott, 1968).
If salience had been considered in this study, the results that were
obtained might have been different.

In order to amass a sufficient sample size it was necessary to
make follow-up telephone calls to subjects that had not mailed back
their responses. However, the use of the telephone to generate res-
ponses may also have created limitations in the study. For ipstance,
over the phone people tended to provide answers on a three-point scale
rather than on the seven-point scale of the instrument. Apparently
they could not keep all seven alternatives in their mind. Such a sit-
uation may have affected the results of the study.

The researcher may also have inadvertently given some sort of
cues to subjects over the phone which would have caused them to answer
in a particular way. Such a situation would have the potential to af-
fect the results of the studye.

A third major limitation to this study was the fact that many

subjects had insufficient experience interacting with people at
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different levels of the organization to complete the instrument. This
situation 1likely contributed to the fact that a large number of people
did not return the survey at all and 17% of the those that did respond
completed only the supplementary form. However, another concern ex-
ists here. One has to wonder how many of the people that did respond
did not have any experience in dealing with conflict with someone at
the specified level of the hierarchy and merely put down an answer to
"help the researcher." If any did, the results of the study may be
different from what they might have been.

The researcher tried to ensure the subjects' ability to simulate
responses to people at the specified levels of the voluntary organiza-
tion by seeking subjects only from organizations that combine the ef-
forts of professional staff members, board members, and direct-service
volunteers to achieve their goals. However, while the researcher
could control the selection of organizations from which the subjects
were selected, she could not control the communication networks of
which the subjects were a part in the organizations (subjects were
randomly selected). The fact that staff members, board members, and
direct-service volunteers all worked in the subjects' organizations
did not mean that the subjects had contact with people at each level.

Other possible 1limitations of this study were mentioned earlier
when the conditions that may have contributed to Type G error were
listed. For instance, a lack of independence between samples may have
existed because éome subjects in the study held more than one position
in voluntary organizations. The inability to use true random sampling

because of incomplete access to the population may have resulted in
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observed differences that were artifactual and not true differences.
(See Chapter 3 for a more complete discussion of the possibility of
Type G error.)

An uncontrolled variable may also have’éffected the outcome of
the study. That variable was the size of the participating organiza-~
tions. While previous research does not indicate that a person's
utilization of different conflict management styles is affected by the
size of an organization, related literature suggested a rationale for
seeking subjects from like-sized organizatioms. Cosier and Ruble
(1981) found that people's use of different conflict management styles
is based, at least in part, on the degree of intimacy they sense they
share with the person with whom they are in conflict. The size of an
organization could affect a person's perception of intimacy. There~
fore, an attempt was made to seek subjects for this study from like~
sized organizations.

However, finding organizations of 1like-size was not possible.
One reason was that organizations with similar-sized professional
staffs and boards often had widely-varying numbers of direct-service
volunteers. Organizations with similar-sized volunteer and board
lists typically had different—-sized staffs. A second reason was that
the éize of an organization's roster did not necessarily reflect the
true size of the organization. Some organizations' records included
inactive as well as active individuals, while other organizations'
lists contained only active members. Some organizations listed per-

sons on more than one roster—-in one case an individual was listed as
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a staff member, a board memﬁer, and a direct-service volunteer—-where
other organizations listed individuals only once.

While these limitations raise some caveats‘aboug generalizing the
results of this study, the results of the homogeneity of wvariance
tests suggest that the results of the study may be generalized regard-
less of the limitations. The limitations of this study serve another
purpose, however. They help 1lay out a significant research program

for the future.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This study has just served to open the door on éonflict manage-
ment research in voluntary organizations. A number of future studies
are called for. They might best be undertaken in four phases.

The first phase would involve replicating thi; basic study with a
number of dimportant differences. A new instfument, appropriate for
assessing people's conflict management style in situations involving
communication and personality differences, should be incorporated in
any study that replicates this one. If there are still no significant
differences found on either of these two independent variables one
could collapse categories for future studies and look at conflict sit-~
uations in general. Future replications should also offer hypotheses

regarding possible interaction effects between the independent vari-

~ables since interaction effects were found in this study.

Then, a series of research questions might be tested using the
basic design of this study. Some of the questions that need to be
answered include: Does the specific topic of the conflict affect the
way people handle conflict in voluntary organizations? Do different
sized organizations handle confiict differently? Does the mission of
the organization (e.g., health-related, arté-oriented, welfare) affect
the way conflict is handled in the organization? Does someone's age
or occupation affect they way they handle conflict in voluntary organ-
izations? Do people working in an organization with an active bocard
handle conflict differently than people working in an organization

with an inactive board? Does the time the board meets affect how
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people handle conflict?- (One respondent mentioned that the board he
belonged to met late at night and, being an early-to-bed person, he
tended to avoid conflicts because it would take too long to try to
manage them and he was always anxious to quit for the evening.) Do
professionals that volunteer (e.g., doctors of lawyers) handle con-
flict differently than others that volunteer?

The second phase of research would be to ask these same ques-
tions, but try to answer them using qualitative approaches to re-
searche A comparison of the results could be interésting.

The need for the third phase of this research plan would be de-
pendent on the results of the first two phases. This study indicated
that people may handle conflict differently inAvoluntary organizations
than they do in profit-oriented organizations. If future research in
voluntary organizations demonstrates the same thing, it would be val-
uable to replicate the many studies done in profit—oriented organiza-
tions using voluntaries as the organizational setting. One question
that would be of particular interest is, What constitutes productive
and unproductive conflict management styles in different conflict
situations occurring in voluntary organizations?

The final phase of this reseérch would be to study the power is-
sues existing in voluntary organizations in an effort to identify the
complex factors that influence behavior in this unique setting. Some
specific research questions would include: Is there a significant
difference in the degree of information possessed by staff members,
board members, and direct—service volunteers? 1Is there a difference

in the degree of access each has to resources? How do people within
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voluntary organizations view the power structure? How do people in
the community view the power structure of voluntary organizations?

The study of conflict management in voluntary organizations is
one area of research that is wide open. As stated in the introduc-
tion, voluntary organizations are vital to this society's continued
functioning. In order for voluntaries to function at an optimum level
it 1is important for us to learn as much about the workings of such or-
ganizations as we can. Ihe study conducted here was the first of what
should be many more studies aimed at providing insight into the criti-

cal Third Sector.
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Appendix A

Cover Letter to Subjects

Date

Dear ’

I am conducting a study on how confliet is managed in voluntary
organizations. I need your help. Enclosed is a survey. The survey

is being conducted with the approval of (subject's organization).

Filling it out will only take you about 5 minutes. Your answers,

which will remain confidential, could, however, contribute signifi-

cantly to our knowledge about conflict management in voluntary organi-
zations.

Please read the instruction sheet and provide the few pieces of demo—
graphic information that are requested. Then, proceed to the ques-
tionnaire itself. If, after reading the instruction sheet, you feel
you can not answer the questionnaire because you never have any inter-
action with persons from the specified level of the organizational
hierarchy and you are not sure how you would behave, complete the last
page of this packet only. When you have responded to all 30 items of
the questionnaire (or the last page of this packet), fold the packet
up, place it in the addressed, stamped envelope provided, and drop it
in a mailbox.

Because the process is so simple, I would appreciate it if you would
take the time right now to complete the survey. If you can not send
the completed survey in the return mail, please send it back no later
than September 4, 1984. Your response is vital.

As soon as I have heard from all the individuals I have sent surveys
to, I will share my findings with your organization.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request.

Sincerely,

Terrie Temkin
Department of Communication
University of Oklahoma
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Appendix B

Instruction Sheet: Interpretation Problems with Staff Members

Position
Staff member
____Board member
___Direct-service
volunteer
Sex M _ F
Years with organization
_1-2
. 3-5

more than 5

Please . indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times, we disagree with someone when we don't interpret a
message or a concept the same way they do. We will argue over what a

policy means or what it was that someone really meant. Think of

disagreements of this sort that you have encountered while working

with staff members in voluntary organizations. Then, on the next few

pages, indicate how frequently you engage in each of the described be-

haviors. DO NOT respond to the items with a particular disagreement

in mind. Instead, keep in mind your general experiences with these
kinds of disagreements with staff members. For each item, select

the number that represents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhi-

bite. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to all
items on the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

NOUVTES WN -
I | I ||
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‘Appendix c

Instruction Sheet: Interpretation Problems with Board Members

Position

__Staff member

___Board member

___Direct—-service
volunteer

Sex _M__ F

Years with organization

_1=2

. 3-5

___more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times, we disagree with someone when we don't interpret a
message or a concept the same way they do. We will argue over what a
policy means or what it was that someone really meant. Think of
disagreements of this sort that you have encountered while working
with board members in  voluntary organizations. Then, on the next few
pages, indicate how frequently you engage in each of the described be-
haviors. DO NOT respond to the items with a particular disagreement
in mind. Instead, keep in mind your general experiences with these
kinds of disagreements with board members. For each item, select
the number that represents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhi-
bit. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to all
items on the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom

Very Seldom
Never

NoO UM Es W
B nuwnun
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Appendix D

Instruction Sheet: Interpretation Problems with Volunteers

Position

___Staff member

____Board member

____Direct—service
volunteer

Sex M _ F

Years with organization

1-2

. 3=-5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times, we disagree with someone when we don't interpret a
message or a concept the same way they do. We will argue over what a
policy means or what it was that someone really meant. Think of
disagreements of this sort that you have encountered while working
with direct-service volunteers in voluntary organizations.  Then on
the next few pages indicate how frequently you engage in each of the
described behaviors. DO NOT respond to the items with a particular
disagreement in mind. Instead, keep in mind your general = experiences
with these kinds of disagreements with direct-service volunteers. For
each item select the number that represents the behavior = you are MOST
LIKELY to exhibit. There are no right or wrong answers. - Please res—-
pond to all items on the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

wu

SNoount S WwWN =
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Appendix E

Instruction Sheet: Organizational Problems with Volunteers

Position

___Staff member

___ Board member

__Direct—-service’
volunteer

Sex _ M __ F

Years with organization

__1=-2

__3-5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times we disagree with someone about important organization-
al concerns. For instance, we might disagree about what the organiza-
tion's mission should be in a changing community. Or, we might dis-
agree about methods for fund raising or recruiting volunteers. Think
of disagreements of this sort that you have encountered while working
with direct=service volunteers in. voluntary organizations. Then on
the next few pages indicate how frequently you engage in each of the
described "behaviors. DO NOT respond to the items with a particular
disagreement in mind. Instead, keep in mind your general experiences
with these kinds of disagreements with direct—service volunteers. For
each item select the number that represents the behavior you are
MOST LIKELY to exhibit. There are no right or wrong answers. Please
respond to all items on the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom

Very Seldom
Never

NS W

wuwaunu
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Appendix F

Instruction Sheet: Organizational Problems with Board Members

Position

__Staff member

____Board member

___Direct-service
volunteer

Sex M __F

Years with organization

_1-2

__3=5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times we disagree with someone about important organization-

al concerns. For instance, we might disagree about what the organiza-

tion's mission should be in a changing community. Or, we might disa-
gree about methods for fund raising or recruiting volunteers. Think
of disagreements of this sort that you have encountered while working
with board members in voluntary organizations. Then on the next few
pages indicate how frequently you engage in each of the described be-~
haviors. DO NOT respond to the items with a particular disagreement
in mind. Instead, keep in mind your general experiences with these
kinds of disagreements with board members. For each item select the
number that represents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhibit.
There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to all items on
the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

nu

nmunuu
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Appendix G

Instruction Sheet: Organizational Problems with Staff Members

Position

___Staff member

___Board member

___Direct=-service
volunteer

Sex M _F

Years with organization

__1-2

__3-=5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the

number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times we disagree with someone about important organization-
al concerns. For instance, we might disagree about what the organi-
zation's mission should be in a changing community. Or, we might dis-
agree about methods for fund raising or recruiting volunteers. Think
of disagreements of this sort that you have encountered while working
with staff members in voluntary organizations. Then on the next few
pages indicate how frequently you engage in each of the described be-
haviors. DO NOT respond to the items with a particular disagreement
in mind. Instead, keep in mind your general experiences  with these
kinds of disagreements with staff members. For each item select the
number that represents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhibit.
There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to all items
on the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

o omononn

NOoOU W e
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Appendix H

Instruction Sheet: Personal Problems with Staff Members

Position
___Staff member
___Board member
___Direct-service

- volunteer
Sex __ M __ F
Years with organization
1-2
_3-5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times we disagree with someone simply because we don't like
them or that for which we feel they stand. Think of disagreements of

this sort that you have encountered while working with staff members

in voluntary organizations. Then on the next few pages indicate how

frequently you engage in each of the described behaviors. DO NOT re-

spond to the items with a particular disagreement in mind. Instead,
keep in mind your general experiences with these kinds of disagree-

ments with staff members. For each item select the number that repre-

sents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhibit. There are no right

Or wrong answers. Please respond to all items on the scale. The
alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom

Very Seldom
Never

NP WN -
Baonnunn



—

104

Appendix I

Instruction Sheet: Personal Problems with Board Members

Position

____Staff member

____Board member

___Direct-service
volunteer

Sex __ M__F

Years with organization

_1-2

. 3-=5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number = of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times we disagree with someone simply because we don't like
them or that for which we feel they stand. Think of disagreements of

this sort that you have encountered while working with board members
in voluntary organizations. Then on the next few pages indicate how
frequently you engage in each of the described behaviors. DO NOT re-
spond to the items with a particular disagreement in mind. Instead,
keep in mind your general experiences with these kinds of disagree-
ments with board members. For each item select the number that repre-—
sents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhibit. There are no right
Or WIONg answerss Please respond to all items on the scale. The
alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom

Very Seldom
Never

NoOUSWN -
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Appendix J

Instruction Sheet: Personal Problems with Volunteers

Position

__ Staff member

____Board member

__Direct-service
volunteer

Sex M __F

Years with organization

_1-2

_3-=5

more than 5

Please indicate your position in the voluntary organization, the
number of years you have worked with the organization, and your sex by
checking the appropriate categories above.

Many times we disagree with someone simply because we don't like
them or that for which we feel they stande Think of disagreements of
this sort that you have encountered while working with direct-service
volunteers in voluntary organizations. Then on the next few pages in-
dicate how frequently you engage in each of the described behaviors.
DO NOT respond to the items with a particular disagreement in mind.
Instead, keep in mind your general experiences with these kinds of
disagreements with direct—-service volunteers. For each item select
the number that represents the behavior you are MOST LIKELY to exhib-
it. There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to all items
on the scale. The alternative responses are:

Always

Very Often
Often
Sometimes
Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

NOWU S WN -
nononon
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Appendix K

Handling Conflict with Staff Members

1 = Always 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often 7 = Never

*%1. I blend my ideas with staff members' to create new
alternatives for resolving a disagreement of this
sort. :

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*2, 1 shy away from topics which are sources of dispute
for staff members.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**%3, I make my opinion known in a disagreement with a staff

member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%4, 1 suggest sdlutions which combine a variety of
viewpointse.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*5. I steer clear of disagreeable situations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%6, I give in a little on my ideas when a staff

member also gives in.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*7. I avoid a staff member when I suspect that he
or she wants to discuss a disagreement.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**8, 1 integrate arguments into a new solution from the
issues raised in a dispute of this sort.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%9, I will go 50-50 to reach a settlement with a staff
member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%%10, I raise my voice when I'm trying to get a staff member

to accept my position.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%]11, I offer creative solutions in discussions of

disagreements.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7



N =

= Always
= Very Often
= Often
*12.
disagreements.
1 2
*%*]13.
1 2
*14,
this sort.
1 2
*15.
insignificant.
1 2
*%16,
differences.
1 2
*k%]7,
1 2
*k%]18,
understands my position.
-1 2
*%19.
disagreements.
1 2
*%20.
1 2
*%21.
1 2
*%k%99,
1 2
*23.
1 2
*24,

4 = Sometimes
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5
6
7

I keep quiet about my views in order to avoid

3

4

5

6

7

Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

I give in if a staff member will meet me half way.

3

4

5

6

7

I downplay the importance of a disagreement of

I reduce disagreements by making them seem

I meet a staff member at a mid-point of our

I assert my opinion forcefully.

I dominate arguments until the staff member

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

7

7

I suggest we work together to create solutions to

3

4

5

6

7

I try to use staff member's ideas to generate

solutions to these kinds of problems.

1 offer trade~offs to reach solutions in

3

4

disagreements of this sort.

I argue insistently for my stance.

I withdraw when a staff member confronts me

3

3

4

4

about a controversial issue.

3

4

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

7

7

I side-step disagreements of this sort when they

arise.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7



108

1 = Always 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often 7 = Never

*25. I try to smooth over disagreements of this sort by
making them appear unimportante.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%%26., I insist my position be accepted during a
disagreement of this sort with a staff member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*#27. 1 make our differences seem less serious.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

%28, I hold my tongue rather than argue with a
staff member.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*29, 1 ease conflict by claiming our differences are
trivial.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%%30, I stand firm in expressing my view points during a
disagreement with a staff member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

* Nonconfrontation item
** Solution-orientation item
*** Control item

———— e 1+
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Appendix L

Handling Conflict with Board Members

1 = Always 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often 7 = Never

**1. I blend my ideas with board members' to create new
alternatives for resolving a disagreement of this
sort.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*2. 1 shy away from topics which are sources of dispute
for board members.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%*%3, 1 make my opinion known in a disagreement with a board
member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%4, 1 suggest solutions which combine a variety of
viewpoints.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*5, 1 steer clear of disagreeable situations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%*6, I give in a little on my ideas when a board

member also gives in.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*7. 1 avoid a board member when I suspect that he
or she wants to discuss a disagreement.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**8, 1 integrate arguments into a new solution from the
issues raised in a dispute of this sort.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%9, I will go 50~50 to reach a settlement with a board

member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**%10. I raise my voice when I'm trying to get a board member
to accept my position.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%11, 1 offer creative solutions in discussions of

disagreements.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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4 = Sometimes

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

I assert my opinion forcefully.

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

disagreements of this sort.

3 4

3 4

about a controversial issue.

3 4

= Always
= Very Often
= Often
*12.
disagreements.
1 2
*%]13,
1 2
*14.
this sort.
1 2
*15.
insignificant.
1 2
*%16.
differences.
1 2
*%%]17,
1 2
k*%]18.,
understands my position.
2
%19,
disagreements.
1 2
*%20.
1 2
*%21.
1 2
*%%22.,
1 2
*23,
1 2
*24,

arise.
1

2

3 4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

I argue insistently for my stance.

5

5

5

6

6

6

I reduce disagreements by making them seem

6

I meet a board member at a mid-point of our

6

6

I dominate arguments until the board member

6

6

6

I offer trade-offs to reach solutions in

6

6

I withdraw when a board member confronts me

6

6

5
6
7

I keep quiet about my views in order to avoid

7

7

7

7

7

I try to use board member's ideas to generate
solutions to these kinds of problems.

7

7

7

I downplay the importance of a disagreement of

Seldom
Very Seldom
Never

I give in if a board member will meet me half way.

1 suggest we work together to create solutions to

I side~step disagreements of this sort when they
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1 = Always 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often 7 = Never

*25. I try to smooth over disagreements of this sort by
making them appear unimportant.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%%26, 1 insist my position be accepted during a
disagreement of this sort with a board member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*27. 1 make our differences seem less serious.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*28. I hold my tongue rather than argue with a
board member.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
%29, I ease conflict by claiming our differences are
trivial.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**%30., I stand firm in expressing my view points during a
disagreement with a board member.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

* Nonconfrontation item
*%* Solution-orientation item
**% Control item

= g e s
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Appendix M

Handling Conflict with Direct-Service Volunteers

1 = Always _ 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often 7 = Never

**]., T blend my ideas with direct-service volunteers'
tc create new alternatives for resolving a
disagreement of this sort.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*2. I shy away from topics which are sources of dispute
for direct-service volunteers.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*#%%3, I make my opinion known in a disagreement with a
direct-service volunteer.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
**%4, 1 suggest solutions which combine a variety of
viewpoints.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*5. I steer clear of disagreeable situatioms.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**6, I give in a little on my ideas when a direct-
service volunteer also gives in.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*7. 1 avoid a direct-service volunteer when 1 suspect
that he or she wants to discuss a disagreement.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%8, I integrate arguments into a new solution from the
issues raised in a dispute of this sort.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**9, I will go 50-50 to reach a settlement with a
direct-service volunteer.
‘1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**%%]10, I raise my voice when I'm trying to get a direct-

service volunteer to accept my position.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

**%]1, I offer creative solutions in discussions of
disagreementse.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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1 = Always 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes : 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often ' 7 = Never
*12.. I keep quiet about my views in order to avoid
disagreements.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%]13, I give in if a direct-service volunteer will
meet me half way.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*14, 1 &ownplay the importance of a disagreement of
this sort.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*15. 1 reduce disagreements by making them seem
insignificant.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%16. I meet a direct-service volunteer at a
mid-point of our differences.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%%]7, 1 assert my opinion forcefully.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%*%18., I dominate arguments until the direct-service
volunteer understands my position.
1 2 3 T4 5 6 7
**]19, I suggest we work together to create solutions to
disagreements.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%20. I try to use direct-service volunteer's ideas to
generate solutions to these kinds of problems.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%21. 1 offer trade-offs to reach solutions in
disagreements of this sort.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*%k%22, I argue insistently for'my stance.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
%23, 1 withdraw when a direct-service volunteer
confronts me about a controversial issue.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*24. 1 side—-step disagreements of this sort when they

———— e e =

arise.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 = Always 5 = Seldom
2 = Very Often 4 = Sometimes 6 = Very Seldom
3 = Often 7 = Never

*25. I try to smooth over disagreements of this sort by

making them appear unimportant.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%%26. I insist my position be accepted during a
disagreement of this sort with a
direct-service volunteer.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*¥27. 1 make our differences seem less serious.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*¥28. I hold my tongue rather than argue with a

direct-service volunteer.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

%29, I ease conflict by claiming our differences are
trivial.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

*%%30, I stand firm in expressing my view points during a

disagreement with a direct—-service volunteer.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

* Nonconfrontation item
** Solution-orientation item
**%% Control item
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Appendix N

Supplementary Form

Please complete the following questions only if you were unable
to complete the preceding survey because, in your work with voluntary
organizations, you do not interact with persons at the level of the
organizational hierarchy specified on the instruction sheet and you do
not know how you would handle conflict with a person at that level.

1. Your position:
__staff member
___board member
___direct-service volunteer

2. Years with the organization:
1 - 2 years

3 - 5 years
more than 5 years

3. Sex:
male
female

4. The position of the individual with whom you were asked on
the instruction sheet to consider yourself in conflict:
___staff member
___board member
__direct-service volunteer

5. The position of others in your voluntary organization's
hierarchy with whom you generally do not have any
interaction: (check as many as are applicable)
___staff members
___board members

direct—-service volunteers

clients

6. Do you feel this lack of interaction with others in your
organization:
__has little impact on how much a part of the organization
you feel
___helps you feel more a part of the organization
___keeps you from feeling as much a part of the
organization as would like to feel
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7. Do you feel this lack of interaction with others in your

organization:

___has little impact on the effectiveness of the
organization

___1is a positive influence on the effectiveness of the
organization

hinders the effectiveness of the organization

—— i e
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Appendix O

Univariate Analyses of the Independent Variables

Table O — 1: Univariate Analysis——Effect of Own Position

Table O - 2: Univariate Analysis——Effect of Other's Position

Table O — 3: Univariate Analysis—-Effect of Content of Conflict
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APPENDIX O

Table 0 -1

Variable ss MSb MSw at F (saégi' 2>
Solution-Orientation 5097.65 10.24 |- 37.61 2,135 27 | #76 -
Nonconfrontation 13978.38 154,53 101.25 2,135 1.53 | .22 -—
Control 3625.86 32.77 26437 2,135 1.24 | 29 -
Table 0 -2
Univariate Analysis--Effect of Other's Position
Sig. -
Variable Sss MSb MSw df F of F W
Solution-Orientation 5237.76 80.30 37.61 2,135 2.14 | .12 -
Nonconfrontation 13918.31 124.49 101.25 2,135 1.23 | .30 -
Control 3568.71 4.19 26437 2,135 16 | +85 -
Table 0 -3
Univariate Analysis-—Effect of Content of Conflict
} Sig.
Variable SS MSb MSw df F of F| 2w
Solution~Orientation 5089.28 6.06 37.61 2,135 «16 | .85 —
Nonconfrontation 14366.90 348,78 101.25 2,135 3.45 04 .01
Control 3648.68 44,17 26.37 2,135 1.68 | .19 -
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Appendix P

Analyses of Variance—-—The Effect of Sex and Tenure in the Organization

Table P - 1: Analysis of Variance—--Effect of Sex

Table P - 2: Analysis of Variance--Effect of Years
in the Organization



120

APPENDIX P

Table P -1

Analysis of Variance--Effect of Sex

Sig.
Variable .88 df MS F of F | W
Solution-Orientation 8.33 1 8.33 e21 | +65 -
Nonconfrontation 186.59 1 186.59 1.75 | .19 -
Control 9.30 1 9.30 #33 | 57 -

Table P -2
Analysis of Variance-—Effect of Years in the Organization

Sige.
Variable SS daf MS F of F W
Solution-Orientation 38.90 2 19.45 49 | <62 -
Nonconfrontation 377.29 2 188.64 1.77 | <17 -
Control 150.95 2 75.48 2.69 «07 -
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Appendix Q

Effect of Position of Other and Content of Conflict

Table Q -~ 1: Two-Way Interaction

Table Q - 2: Cell Means



—— ———— e

122

APPENDIX Q

Table Q-1

Two-Way Interaction--Effect of Position of Other and Content of Conflict

Sig. 2
Variable SS MSb MSw daf i F of F W
Solution-Orientation 5450.91 93.44 37.61 4,135 2.48 | 047 .01
Table Q - 2

Cell Means--Effect of Position of Other and Content of Conflict

Position
of }
Other

Content of Conflict

Interpretation Personality Organizational

Problem Problem Issue

Board %£2.39 43.83 43,61
Member (18) -(18) (18)
Staff 45.89 42.61 41.56
Member (18) (18) (18)
Volunteer 43.71 44,67 47.94
(17) (18) (18)
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Appendix R

Effect of Own Pbsition, Position of Other, and Content of Conflict

Table R = 1: Three~Way Interaction

Table R - 2: Cell Means

—— g g e« -
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APPENDIX R

Table R -1

Three-Way Interaction-~Effect of Own Position, -Position of Other,

and Content of Conflict

Variable sSs MSh MSw df F :égi‘ W
Control 946.31 74.50 26437 8,135 | 2.83 | .006 [ .01
Table R - 2
Cell Meang-~Effect of Own Position, Position of Other,
and Content of Conflict
Own Other's Content of Conflict
Position Position
Interpretation Pergonality Organizational
Problem Problem Issue
Staff Staff 31.83 35.67 32.00
Staff Board 33.67 27.00 29.83
Staff Volunteer 31.00 34.17 26.17
Board Staff 34.00 29.33 31.17
Board Board 30.67 31.50 32.17
Board Volunteer 35.50 33.50 29.83
Volunteer Staff 30.33 35.67 30.50
Volunteer Board 34,00 35.83 30.83
Volunteer Volunteer 29.67 32.00 36.50




