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Abstract

A conflict is a disagreement between two or more parties (people/group). Conflict management has become
a key criterion in understanding how an individual handles stressful situations and indeed comes out with a
“win-win” solution for both of the conflicting parties. Emotional intelligence is often linked with an individual’s
conflict managing style. One of the determinants/variables in creating the conflict management corpus in an
individual is considered to be education. The researches have shown a dependent relationship between the stream
of education and the conflict management techniques promptly availed by an individual. Hence, the purpose of
this research was to explore a relationship between the two. A sample of 200 final year undergraduate students
was selected to aggregate the results of this study, while specific focus was on the field of computer engineering
and management. This will allow for more psychological consideration while grooming the potential human
resource for their future endeavors. The Thomas—Kilmann conflict mode instrument; a standardized instrument,
was employed to collect the primary data necessary to complete the research. A rendezvous with each of the
subjects was conducted in a quiet environment where they filled up the questionnaire and asked questions
regarding the same (if any). It was made sure that the effect of environmental factors on the subjects was as
minimal as possible; however, due to human factors, it is not completely avoidable. This as such resulted in a
quantitative research. The findings of this research would materialize a framework for training the students for
organizational conflicts, and subsequently, its managing techniques while they are in the university itself. This
would ameliorate the circumstances for both them as well as their prospective employer.

Keywords: Conflict Management; Education; Psychology; Human Resource; Computer Engineering;
Management; Thomas—Kilmann

1. Introduction

1.1. Purpose

In conflicting situations, the behavior of one person is hampering, obstructing or in some other way
making the other person’s reactions less effective (Tjosvold, 1997. p. 24). It can also stem when the
individual participants have contradictory goals or as a result of shortage of resources (Boulding,
1963; Deutsch, 1962; 1973; Hocker and Wilmot, 1991; Rubin et al., 1994). Conflict subconsciously
permeates in the lives of adolescents. “Conflicts in school center around name calling and disrespect;
gossip and rumors, stolen or damaged property; and dating or friendships issues (Burrell and Vogl,
1990; Ohio Commission on Dispute Resolution and Conflict Management, 1993).” Although it is quite
confusing, conflict has the potential positive outcomes as well. Promoting self-growth, causing mutual
understanding, and refining individual personality and values are some of the examples. Many times,
however, these positive outcomes go unnoticed because young adults often engage in poor conflict
management skills, and subsequently, they tend to manage their conflicts in deleterious ways (Johnson
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et al., 1997). The purpose of this research is to compare the conflict management styles employed by
individuals from different streams of education. Particularly, in this paper, the focus is on students from
the two upcoming streams, management stream, and technology (engineering) stream. The reason why
conflict management should be investigated further and developed for effective usage in the education
sector is that these students are the prospective employees and the future human resource, hence training
them for effective conflict management will not only be beneficial for the employer (organization) but
it is also constructive for the psychological well-being of the employee (student). Therefore, knowing
how to tackle such conflicting situations and consequently reaching toward a common objective is
one of the most essential skill adolescents can possess. Further, the study aims also find a correlation
between the field of education and the conflict management style employed by the student. This will
help in foreseeing and managing conflicts. Finally, this study aims to contribute with further knowledge
of how to effectively handle functional conflicts and to motivate others to do complementary research
in this area.
Research question:

1. Which are the different conflict management approaches?
2. What are different conflict management techniques used by students from different educational

background?
3. How do the techniques employed by individuals from different educational backgrounds differ?

1.2. Objectives

The objective of this study is to explore the area of conflict management further. This research is
aimed to identify and compare the different conflict management approaches used by individuals
from different educational backgrounds. Organizations face conflicting situations on a very frequent
basis. As a result, a lot of valuable time which could be devoted to other significant activity gets
wasted in resolving conflicts. Developing an approach which attacks the roots of conflicts is the most
efficient way to truncate the time lost. This research is the most beneficial for universities as then
they would educate their students regarding the same thus making them a powerful future human
resource.

1.3. Background

A project team is often defined as “two or more people with some shared purpose who assume different
responsibilities, depend on each other, coordinate their activities, and see themselves as part of the
group” (Boddy, 2002. p. 108). Usually, a team would have individuals from a variety of backgrounds
so as to bring a wide range of knowledge to the table. As a result, difference in perspective and conflicts
are bound to happen. An effective and efficient team would learn to work around these conflicts for
their own good as well the organization’s good. According to Tuckman and Jensen (1977), a team
passes through five stages namely: Forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning. Out of
these five stages, storming is the most critical stage. It is here where maximum amount of conflicts
can occur as the team is brainstorming regarding the given project. Successful conflict management
and resolution in this stage is crucial for the survival of the team and for delivering the objective
efficiently.

There are different types of conflicts, apart from intragroup conflict which was mentioned above,
the other types of conflicts are interpersonal, intrapersonal and intergroup. Knowing to deal with all
these is equally important not just in the organizational setting but also in personal setting. Thus, learning
conflict management techniques at university level is beneficial for students as prospective employees
and for organizations as future employers as their training costs could be saved. Contradictorily,
Ginnett and Curphy (2009) claims that from a conflict, positive outcomes could also arise and that
could happen only after successful resolution of conflict. Positive effects such as improved decision
making, simulation of critical thinking, enhanced understanding of each other, and healthy relationship
among subordinates could be achieved (Kinnander, 2011).
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2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. Approaches to manage conflict

“Conflict situations” are situations in which the concern of two people appears to be incompatible. In
such situations, we can describe a person’s behavior along two basic dimensions:

e Assertiveness: The extent to which an individual attempts to satisfy his/her own concern

* Cooperativeness: The extent to which an individual attempts to satisfy the other person’s concern.

2.1.1. Accommodating

It is low on assertiveness and high on cooperativeness. When accommodating, an individual neglects
his/her own concerns to satisfy the concerns of the other person, there are elements of self-sacrifice
in this mode: Accommodating might take the form of selfless generosity or charity, obeying another
person’s order when one would prefer not to, or yielding to another’s point of view. The emphasis is on
the common interests of the conflicting group and a de-emphasis on their differences.

When the issue in conflict is more important to the other person than your own self, accommodating
is a viable approach (Thomas and Kilmann, 1974). Furthermore, cases in which an individual is trying
to build up his/her social credits for future more important issues accommodating can be best used
(Thomas and Kilmann, 1976). However, repetitive use of this approach may portray the individual as
weak and thus he/she may not garner respect from his/her opponents (Jones and Brinkert, 2008).

2.1.2. Collaborating

It is being both assertive and cooperative. It demands complete rethinking of the situation. Collaborating
involves an attempt to work with the other person to find some solution, which fully satisfies the
concern of both the persons. It means digging into an issue to identify the underlying concerns of the
two individuals and to find an alternative which meets both sets of concerns. Collaborating between two
persons might take the form of exploring a disagreement to learn from each other’s insights, concluding
to resolve some conditions which would otherwise have them competing for resources, or confronting
and trying to find a creative solution to an interpersonal problem.

Situations when the concern of both parties are too important to be compromised or when the
objective of the conflict is to learn, collaborating is the best applicable approach (Thomas and Kilmann,
1976). Collaborating takes time to implement hence it may not be appropriate at all times (Jones and
Brinkert, 2008). Furthermore, the trust and good will needed for collaboration may not be always
present (Jones and Brinkert, 2008).

2.1.3. Avoiding

It is being unassertive and uncooperative. The individual does not immediately pursue his own
concerns or those of the other person. He does not address the conflict. Avoiding might take the form
of diplomatically sidestepping the issue, postponing an issue for a better time or simply withdrawing
from a threatening situation.

Situations such as when the issue or the relationship is of low importance, the damage of
confrontation outweighs the benefits of resolution, there is need for addressing more information or
others can more effectively resolve the conflict, avoidance of the conflict makes sense (Thomas and
Kilmann, 1976). It is also an appropriate approach when a relatively weak party has a very strong
opponent (Thomas and Kilmann, 1976). On the other hand, when the motivation to avoid is not clear to
the other party, it may intensify the existing conflict (Jones and Brinkert, 2008).

2.1.4. Competing

It is being assertive and uncooperative - an individual pursues his own concern at the other person’s
expense. This is power-oriented mode, in which one uses whatever power seems appropriate to win
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one’s own position - one’s ability to argue, one’s rank, and economic sanctions. Competing might mean
“standing up for your right,” defending a position that you believe is correct or simply trying to win.
Such a style generally creates forces that aggravate the struggle and does little to discover innovative,
constructive solutions acceptable to all.

Attimes when quick decision is important or when the decision is very important to the company and
the individual knows that he/she is right, competing is the best approach (Thomas and Kilmann, 1976).
Competing takes less time than all other approaches. However, a leader who is relying on competing
approach may find the people under his control unwilling to speak up (Jones and Brinkert, 2008).

2.1.5. Compromising

It is an intermediate in both assertiveness and cooperativeness. The objective is to find some expedient,
mutually acceptable solution, which partially satisfies both parties. It falls on a middle ground
between competing and accommodating. Compromising gives up more than competing but less than
accommodating. Likewise, it addresses an issue more directly than avoiding but does not explore it
in as much depth as collaborating. Compromising might mean splitting the difference, exchanging
concessions, or seeking a quick middle-ground position.

Situations when the two opposing parties are of equal stature and support mutually exclusive goals
or when temporary decisions need to be made quickly, compromising can be a reasonable approach
(Thomas and Kilmann, 1976). Although, it does not usually work for issues of principle that are not
subject to trade off (Jones and Brinkert, 2008). Furthermore, it may not show sufficient concern for the
relationship to ensure effective solution implementation (Jones and Brinkert, 2008).

Hughes et al. (2009) suggests that instead of finding the best approach generally, focus should
instead be on determining when a certain approach is appropriate. It is also highlighted that each
approach comes with diverse advantages and disadvantages.

A cooperative conflict management approach in which individuals openly discuss their differences
to combine their suggestions and interests has been proven to facilitate the decision-making process
and also strengthening relationships among individuals. However, some researchers have pointed out
that everybody does not have the ability and the yearning to make this approach work (Deutsch, 1973;
Thomas et al., 1978). Alternative approaches to conflict management include:

1. Compromise: Deutsch (1973) and Tjosvold (1977b) have shown that bargainers who are willing to
compromise are able to reach mutually beneficial agreements and develop positive attitudes.

2. Arguing strongly: Deutsch (1973) and Tjosvold (1977a) found that assertive presentation of one’s
own view conveys credibility and may induce the other person to listen and respond. However,
attempts to force one’s views on the other person can escalate conflict (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1969;
Tjosvold and Deemer, 1980).

3. Avoidance: Tjosvold and Deemer (1980) found that conflict avoidance can lead to improved atti-
tudes and feelings.

4. Third party mediation: Glasl (1980) contends that third parties aid exchange of information, con-
cession-making, and finding solutions.

In addition to identifying the viable conflict management approaches, a contingency model has to
specify situational variables which affect the effectiveness of each approach. Glasl (1980), for example,
has proposed that as the level of conflict intensifies, the appropriate third party intervention moves from
helping the participants communicate and decide to provide a solution for the participants. Extending
that idea one might speculate that the appropriateness of the five conflict management approaches listed
above varies as a function of conflict level intensity. This possibility was examined in an exploratory
way in this study.

2.2. Literature review

There is fascinating evidence that teaching conflict management skills helps students in developing
interpersonal relationships and enhancing their understanding of core curriculum subjects
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(Tschannen-Moran, 2001). High school English students in one study received conflict training in
combination with the study of a novel for 2 weeks (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). A control group spent
the same 2-week period studying just the novel (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). At the end of the 2-week
period, the students who had received conflict training scored considerably more on a test over the
novel than the students who had spent the whole time studying the novel (Tschannen-Moran, 2001).
The trained students not only learnt the factual information better but also were better able to interpret
the information in intuitive ways (Stevahn et al., 1997).

Conflict management education is important not only from the organizational perspective. It
helps in combating situations of youth violence and outburst in schools and colleges and also makes
students better citizens (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). A study in which 50 schools in Ohio received grants
by The Ohio Commission of Dispute Resolution and Conflict Management and The Ohio Department
of Education to include conflict management training in their curriculum observed that “Of the 50
participating schools, 48 of them still had the program 3 years later. In some schools, the program had
grown and flourished. Others were limping along, struggling to cope with obstacles and challenges
that made application difficult. Some schools noticed only modest improvements as a result of these
programs, while others experienced dramatic reductions in the number of fights and suppressions”
(Tschannen-Moran, 2001).

From the organizational perspective, effective resolution of intragroup conflicts helps in team
building and increasing team effectiveness. In modern organizations, teams are the means for responding
quickly to changing technological and market needs and as a result for organization’s survival (Illgen
et al., 2006; Richter et al., 2006). Time and again research has proven that it not just the mere presence
of conflict that affects teams; rather, how the team members respond to and manage the conflict has a
lot of say in whether the conflict is constructive or destructive (Ayoko et al., 2002; De dreu and van de
Vliert, 1997). Theoretical justification for studying conflict management in teams is justified by three
types of literature (Somech et al., 2009). The first type includes studies on situation-specific factors
which tend to influence the way individuals manage conflicts (Eisenberg and Fames, 1988; George and
Jones, 1997). The assumption under this approach is that the conflict management styles employed by
each individual is situation specific and is influenced by the organizational structure, organizational
behavior and work design (Eisenberg and Fabes, 1988). The second set of studies focuses on group
arena like group norms and workplace atmosphere (Somech et al., 2009). These studies suggest that
teams, at times can serve as prevailing sources of norms regarding how their members should handle
disagreements if any were to come their way (Ehrhart and Naumann, 2004). According to Jehn (1997),
groups in which there is flexibility or openness about norms, members willingly discussed issues and
openly showed feelings of conflict. The third group of studies examines the social learning theory
which means that individuals learn by observing the behavior of others (Bandura, 1986). When a team
member models a particular conflict management style a significant number of times, the more likely
it is for others to behave consistently with that model, precisely when that behavior is associated with
positive social consequences (Podsakoft and MacKenzie, 1997).

2.3. Conflict coaching

According to Jones and Brinkert (2008. p. 4, 5), conflict coaching is a process in which a coach and a
client communicate one-on-one for the purpose of developing the client’s conflict-related understanding,
interaction strategies, and interaction skills. The definition is broad in that it encompasses different
forms of communication between the coach and the client.

The research-based peer mediation programs began in the 1960s with the “Teaching Students
to be Peacemakers Program” (Johnson, 1970; 1991; 1997; Johnson and Johnson, 1997; Johnson and
Johnson, 1979; 1995b; 1995c¢; Johnson et al., 1976). It was derived from the social interdependence
theory (Deutsch, 1949; Johnson and Johnson, 1989; Lewin, 1951) and it focused on teaching all
students in a school the nature of conflict, how to use an integrative negotiation procedure, and how
to mediate peer conflicts. All students then took turns at being a class and school mediator. A similar
program was initiated by Deutsch (1992) in the 1990’s. Peer conflict mediation is one type of conflict
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resolution education. It is a type of service learning as it includes not only training the students but also
the establishment of active roles for the students.

3. Methodology

This chapter will describe in detail how the research for this study has been performed, the chosen
methods and the reason why they have been used. Further, it will also address the way the data has been
collected, the reliability of the data, correlation between the subvariables and the way the data has been
analyzed. Research limitations will also be underlined, and the ethical and moral considerations would
also be specifically stated.

3.1. Type of research

This research will be based on literature review as well as experimentation. Literature review includes
relevant journal articles, published research papers, and books within the area of conflict management
and teaching conflict management to students. The data are gathered by a one-on-one rendezvous with
each of the subjects while they filled up the Thomas and Kilmann (1974) Conflict Mode Instrument
(TKI). Their individual responses were analyzed as per the TKI scoring guidelines, and appropriate
responses were returned to the subjects within a week of the study.

The sample for the study included 201 students out of which 101 students were from management
background and 100 students were from engineering background.

3.2. Limitations

This research will focus on how students from different educational background respond to conflicting
situations. Data collected through that would form the basis of the next level of the study as to which
stream needs what kind of training to effectively manage conflicts.

Organizational functional and dysfunctional conflicts will not be a part of this research. The
research would be done from a general perspective, and exceptional cases regarding virtual teams
would also not be taken into considerations.

Cultural factors such asrace, religion, caste and different beliefs and values would not be specifically
addressed as probable causes of a particular conflict management style employed by individuals in the
research. Geographical proximity is an influencing factor in choosing the sample population. Instead
of focusing on the sources of conflicts, the research investigates the different approaches to conflict
management and how to use all those styles effectively under different situations.

4. Results and Discussions

4.1. Primary observation at a glance

Table 1 shows the level of the answers of the students from both engineering and management field
for the competing parameter. These findings indicated that more number of management students than
engineering students assessed their use of competing style of conflict management as low. It can thus
be implied that a significantly larger proportion of management students are unaware of the power
that they possess or an unwilling to use their power. Whereas, a considerable percentage engineering
students have assessed themselves as average users of competitive conflict management style than
management students. This means that engineering students are aware about their competencies and
where they can use their power and where it is better to give up their stand.

Similarly, Table 2 shows the answers of the students from both engineering and management
field for the collaborating parameter. Approximately, the same percentage of students and a trivial
percentage have assessed their use of collaborating conflict management style as high. This is a major
concern because scoring high in this parameter could mean that the student is concerned with not only
promoting his/her own ideas but also their respective opponent’s opinion as well. Another observation
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Table 1: Profile score on competing on Thomas—Kilmann conflict mode instrument

Score Engineering (%) Management (%)
High (25%)

8-12 15 19.80
Middle (50%)

4-7 71 44.55
Low (25%)

0-3 14 35.64

Table 2: Profile score on collaborating on Thomas—Kilmann conflict mode instrument

Score Engineering (%) Management (%)
High (25%)

10-12 2 1.98
Middle (50%)

6-9 67 51.49
Low (25%)

0-5 31 46.53

could be made regarding the management students is that nearly half of their population have assessed
their ability for collaboration as low. This means that the students are unable to handle conflicting
situations in a way that benefits both the parties.

Similarly, Table 3 shows the answers of the students from both engineering and management field
for the compromising parameter. Approximately, the same percentages of engineering and management
students have assessed their compromising conflict management style as low. A reason for this is that
these students are unable to find a graceful way out of a destructive argument. The majority of engineering
students have assessed their capability for compromising conflict management style as average. These
students have near to perfect compromising nature-intermediate between more and less compromising.
They avoid the unimportant arguments and show their competencies in the important ones.

Similarly, Table 4 shows the answers of the students from both engineering and management field
for the avoiding parameter. A higher percentage of engineering students have measured their avoiding
conflict management style as low. This means that these students avoid the tasks much rather they
devote their time to them and would thus prioritize their work. A higher percentage of management
students have measured their avoiding conflict management style as high. This means that these
students lack the confidence and are thus unable to express themselves in conflicting situations. A result
of this could be flight from the situation.

Similarly, Table 5 shows the answers of the students from both engineering and management field
for the accommodating parameter. In comparison to all other styles, the maximum percentage of both
engineering and management students has gauged their accommodating conflict management style as
high. These students are more concerned with the ideas of others than their own and thus think it is
better to go with the other person’s opinion rather than getting into an argument.

4.2. Secondary observation at a glance

Question 6B says, “I try to win my position.” More than half of the engineering students have shown
assertion that they would do that and there is a significant proportion of difference between the
percentage of engineering students choosing that managing style and the percentage of management
students choosing that style. Management students’ choice reflects that they tend to avoid creating
situations of unpleasantness for themselves (Corresponding choice 6A).
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Table 3: Profile score on compromising on Thomas—Kilmann conflict mode instrument

Score Engineering (%) Management (%)
High (25%)

9-12 5 15.84
Middle (50%)

5-8 72 60.40
Low (25%)

0-4 23 23.76

Table 4: Profile score on avoiding on Thomas—Kilmann conflict mode instrument

Score Engineering (%) Management (%)
High (25%)

8-12 22 29.70
Middle (50%)

5-7 62 59.41
Low (25%)

0-4 16 10.89

Table 5: Profile score on accommodating on Thomas—Kilmann conflict mode instrument

Score Engineering (%) Management (%)
High (25%)

7-12 46 43.56
Middle (50%)

4-6 49 45.54
Low (25%)

0-3 5 10.89

Engineering students’ choice in 6B is complementary to their choice in 13B which states that
“I press to get my points made.” Similarly, the percentage of management students who choose that
managing approach is almost the same as percentage of management students in 6B.

The answers chosen by students in question 16B has a very interesting take on it. The percentage of
management students is approximately half of that of engineering students. The question states that “I try
to convince the other person the merits of my position.” Engineering students have shown strong assertion
over management students for this question. The answer choices for this parameter have thus determined
that engineering students are more willing to maintain their opinion than management students (Table 6).

Question 5A states that “I consistently seek other’s help in working out a solution.” Nearly
three times more engineering students have displayed collaborating conflict management style in
this question. Contradictorily, a majority of management students have chosen collaborating as their
conflict management approach in question 14A which states that, “I tell him my ideas and ask for his.”
This means that these students do not blindly defend their position; rather they try to understand the
reasoning behind other’s position as well.

Whereas, question 23A has a very interesting turn. There is only a slight variation in the percentage
of engineering students and management students choosing this style. The question states that “I am
very often concerned with satisfying all our wishes.” This means that the students are finding a mutually
acceptable solution and trying to know the other party’s opinions. However, it is interesting to note that
question 26B which is the same as 23 A has a totally different response. This change is because in 23A,
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the option choice was that of avoiding, whereas in 26B, the option choice is of compromising. Hence,
it can be noted that collaborating conflict management style is more likeable when put against avoiding
rather than compromising (Table 7).

Question 13A states that “I propose middle ground”. A majority of management students have
opted for compromising conflict management style for this question. This means that all of these
students are willing to let go of some of their points if their opponent agrees to do the same. Question
18B indirectly means what 13A states. It states that “I will let him have some of his positions if he lets
me have some of mine.” However, approximately 12% more management students chose compromising
conflict management style in question 13A. The reason for this discrepancy is that the another option
in question 18 is accommodating so out of the two, these students are more likely to be compromising.

There is a similarity between the responses for question 13A and 26A. This is because both the
questions state the exact same statement. However, a slightly higher response in 26A from management
students is because the another option for question 26A is collaborating. This means that out of
collaborating and compromising conflict management style, compromising is a more viable option for
management students (Table 8).

Table 6: Technique wise analysis of Competing on the TKI

Parameter Question number Engineering Management
(100 students) % (101 students) %
Competing 3A 43.00 49.50
6B 57.00 36.63
8A 41.00 49.50
9B 52.00 60.40
10A 41.00 54.46
13B 53.00 37.62
14B 44.00 28.71
16B 59.00 27.72
17A 44.00 44.55
22B 45.00 26.73
25A 37.00 44.55
28A 35.00 49.50

Table 7: Technique wise analysis of Collaborating on the TKI

Parameter Question number Engineering Management
(100 students) % (101 students) %
Collaborating 2B 56.00 43.56
SA 59.00 20.79
8B 59.00 50.50
11A 39.00 46.53
14A 56.00 71.29
19A 52.00 59.41
20A 39.00 48.51
21B 47.00 43.56
23A 44.00 46.53
26B 57.00 30.69
28B 65.00 50.50
30B 53.00 56.44
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Table 8: Technique wise analysis of Compromising on the TKI

Parameter Question number Engineering Management
(100 students) % (101 students) %
Compromising 2A 44.00 56.44
4A 33.00 45.54
7B 41.00 38.61
10B 59.00 45.54
12B 40.00 33.66
13A 47.00 62.38
18B 51.00 50.50
20B 61.00 51.49
22A 55.00 73.27
24B 41.00 51.49
26A 43.00 69.31
29A 52.00 54.46

Question 5B makes a revealing observation. It states that “I try to do what is necessary to avoid
useless tensions.” Nearly 80% of management students are willing to do whatever is necessary to avoid
tensions, whereas about half of those engineering students are willing to do so. Such a large response
from management students means that these students react in diplomatic ways in difficult situations.

On the other hand, question 7A which states that, “I try to postpone the issue until I have had
some time to think it over,” has an almost equal response from both students. This is however an
effective way to deal with conflicts if an immediate decision is not required or the issue in tension
is of marginal importance. Question 29B reflects a similar ideology. Hence, even though there is a
significant difference in the response for the two questions, but there is minute difference between the
responses of students from both fields. This similarity suggests that for issues of low importance, these
students have similar conflict managing styles (Table 9).

Question 3B and question 15A states that “I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve
our relationship.” However, nearly 15% more students chose accommodating in 3B than 15A. This is
because in question 3 the another option is competing and in question 15 the another option is avoiding.
Hence, it could be noted that management students have more preference toward accommodating style
if put together with competing than avoiding.

Question 16A states that “I try not to hurt other’s feelings.” The majority of the managing students
assessed their conflict managing approach as accommodating here. This is of key importance because
these students have a high tendency to put other’s wishes over their own.

Question 30A and question 16A states the same situations although, there is a major inconsistency
between the responses of management students. Nearly half the population has showcased this
inconsistency. This is because in question 16 the another option is that of competing whereas in
question 30 the another option is that of collaborating. This proves that management students have more
feasibility toward accommodating when put with competing rather than with collaborating (Table 10).

5. Conclusion

The research concludes that management students are less likely to use competing conflict management
style in conflicting situations than engineering students. This implies that management students are
either reluctant to or unaware of the power they possess, whereas engineering students have assessed
themselves as average users of conflict management approach which mean that they are willing to use
their power in areas of their expertise. The majority of engineering students have scored average for
collaborating approach. This indicates that although they may try to discuss the situation with their
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Table 9: Technique wise analysis of Avoiding on the TKI

Parameter Question number Engineering Management
(100 students) % (101 students) %
Avoiding 1A 45.00 38.61
5B 41.00 79.21
6A 43.00 63.37
7A 59.00 61.39
9A 48.00 39.60
12A 60.00 66.34
15B 54.00 64.36
17B 56.00 55.45
19B 48.00 40.59
23B 56.00 53.47
27A 53.00 56.44
29B 48.00 45.54

Table 10: Technique wise analysis of Accommodating on the TKI

Parameter Question number Engineering Management
(100 students) % (101 students) %
Accommodating 1B 55.00 61.39
3B 57.00 50.50
4B 67.00 54.46
11B 61.00 53.47
15A 46.00 35.64
16A 41.00 72.28
18A 49.00 49.50
21A 53.00 56.44
24A 59.00 48.51
25B 63.00 55.45
27B 47.00 43.56
30A 47.00 43.56

opponent but they do not go in much depth. Contradictorily, management students are scored low
and average which is in unfortunate because this deprives them of the mutual gains and satisfaction.
Typically engineering and management students have scored average in compromising as well though
a higher percentage of engineering students have scored average than management. This denotes that
they are focused above a certain level only after that they avoid the conflicts which come below that
level. For avoiding, the responses of engineering and management students are similar although if
individual question wise scoring is taken into consideration than management students have scored
much higher in a few questions. Similarly, the overall percentages indicate that for accommodating the
engineering and management students have similar scoring but question wise scoring is contradictory.

6. Recommendations and Future Research

The sample and operations limit the results of this study. This research tries to establish a relationship
between education and conflict management styles. However, it is observed in the results that education
is not the only parameter. The psychological thought process of the student needs to be examined as
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well to accurately establish a relationship. This is because every institution has its own set of values
and cultures; thus, students from different institutes are accustomed with different work settings. Hence,
further research is needed related to the psychological quotient in order to justify the influence of
education. Spector and Brannick (1995) have argued that the most effective way to overcome recall and
other methodological weaknesses is to test ideas with different methods. It would be desirable to provide
direct experimental verification of the role of psychological growth on conflict management approaches.

7. Questionnaire

Consider situations in which you find your wishes differing from those of another person. How do you
usually respond to such situations?

Based on Schaubhut (2007), are several pairs of statements describing possible behavioral responses.
For each pair, please circle the “A” or “B” statement which is most characteristic of your own behavior.

In many cases, neither the “A” nor the “B” statement may be very typical of your behavior, but
please select the response which you would be more likely to use.
1. A. There are times when I let others take responsibility for solving the problem

B. Rather than negotiate the things on which we disagree, I try to stress those things on which we
both agree

2. A.Itry to find a compromise solution
B. I attempt to deal with all of another’s and my concerns
3. A.Iam usually firm in pursuing my goals
B. I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship
4. A.TItry to find a compromise solution
B. I sometimes sacrifice my own wishes for the wishes of the other person
5. A.Iconsistently seek the other’s help in working out a solution
B. I try to do what is necessary to avoid useless tensions
6. A.Itry to avoid creating unpleasantness for myself
B. I try to win my position
7. A.ltry to postpone the issue until I have had some time to think about it
B. I give up some points in exchange for others
8. A.Ilam usually firm in pursuing my goals
B. I attempt to get all concerns and issues immediately out in the open
9. A.I feel that differences are not always worrying about
B. I make some effort to get my way
10. A. I am firm in pursuing my goals
B. I try to find a compromise solution
11. A. I attempt to get all concerns and issues immediately out in the open
B. I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship
12. A. I sometimes avoid taking positions which would create controversy
B. I will let another have some of their positions if they let me have some of mine
13. A. I propose middle ground
B. I press to get my points made
14. A. I tell another my ideas and ask them for theirs
B. I try to show him the logic and benefits of my position
15. A. I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship
B. I try to do what is necessary to avoid tension
16. A. I try not to hurt the other’s feelings
B. I 'try to convince the other person of the merits of my position
17. A. I am usually firm in pursuing my goals
B. I try to do what is necessary to avoid useless tensions
18. A. If it makes the other person happy, I might let them maintain their views
B. I will let the other person have some of their positions if they let me have some of mine
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19. A. I try to get all concerns and issues immediately out in the open

. I try to postpone the issue until I have had some time to think it over

. I attempt to immediately work through our differences

. I try to find a fair combination of gains and losses for both of us

. In approaching negotiations, I try to be considerate of the other person’s feelings
. I always lean toward a direct discussion of the problem

I try to find a position that is intermediate between mine and another person’s

I assert my wishes

I am often concerned with satisfying all my wishes

There are times when I let others take responsibility for solving problems

. If the other’s position seems important to them, I would try to meet their wishes
. I try to get the other person to settle for a compromise

1 try to show the other person the logic and benefits of my position

In approaching negotiations, I try to be considerate of the other person’s wishes
. I propose a middle ground

. I am nearly always concerned with satisfying all my wishes

I sometimes avoid taking positions that would create controversy

If it makes the other person happy, I might let them maintain their views

. I am usually firm in pursuing my goals

. I feel that differences are not always worth worrying about

. I propose middle ground

. I feel that differences are not always worth worrying about

. I try not to hurt the other person’s feelings

. I always share the problem with the other person so that we can work it out.

20.
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