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Abstract: Although much research has been conducted to identify the influence of culture on conflict management and resolution 

behaviours in organizational settings, no study has been done yet in the construction industry particularly in considering the 

influence of individual level individualistic and collectivistic values. Despite the key role of self-construal in explaining or 

predicting behaviour in interpersonal conflict, it has not received enough attention  in construction management. Reflecting this 

necessity, the objective of this exploratory study was to establish, through the application of the Rahim Organizational Inventory 

(ROC II) instrument, how the cultural values of professionals of construction businesses relate to the application of different 

conflict-handling styles through self-construal. Data were collected using questionnaire surveys from construction professionals 

working in contracting firms. The findings illustrate the importance of self-construal type as an individual-level cultural variable 

in explaining the differences in the style of handling interpersonal conflict in the context of the construction industry. 

Keywords: self-construal, interpersonal conflict, conflict management styles, culture, construction industry

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The construction industry is well known to be linked 

with high levels of work-related stress leading to conflict 

and dispute. Researchers have reported high levels of 

interpersonal and interorganizational conflicts in the 

construction industry [1-7]. For this reason, it is important 

to understand how individuals handle stressful 

interpersonal relationships in conflict situations. This 

lends support to the view that understanding the dynamics 

of interpersonal relations is essential to the successful 

completion of construction projects. Given the human 

nature and the stress of meeting deadlines and tight 

schedules, it is crucial for construction researchers to 

address key issues related to the human behavioural 

aspects of conflict management in the construction 

industry.  

The majority of mainstream literature on conflict 

resolution tends to focus on to what extent cultural values 

explain differences in conflict behaviour [8]. However, 

despite this trend, there seems to be a limited number of 

published studies related to the subject in project-based 

industries such as construction. Although much work has 

been done on the frequency of conflict and dispute within 

the construction industry [9-12], not much has focused on 

the relationship between cultural values and individual 

behaviours [1,2]. This reflects the research tradition 

relating to performance measurement of projects (i.e. 

standardly determined by cost, time and quality) [13]. 

That being said, ‘human, cultural and psychological 

factors still attract relatively little attention in the 

construction literature’[14]. Furthermore, when human 

factors are included in research relating to project 

performance issues, they are predominantly 

operationalized at the project or organizational level of 

analysis [13]. It is noteworthy that construction 

management researchers are seldom using the individuals 

as the unit of analysis. However, it can only be enjoyed 

through individual level constructs to add new insights 

and perspectives to critical performance question in 

construction management. This is because individual-

level constructs in terms of individuals’ perceptions, 

values and behaviour can have a significant effect on 

organizational-level decisions and performance (e.g. 

[15,16]). 

This study aims to bridge this research gap by using 

individual-level self-construals that provide some insight 

into the role of cultural values when explaining or 

predicting behaviour in interpersonal conflict in 

construction. Contributions of this paper are intended to 

be twofold: First, it is a taxonomic contribution to explain 

individual differences in conflict styles in construction 

management. A second contribution is reconsideration of 

the effect of individual-level constructs on the human 

agents within construction organizations. While carried 

out in a single country, this study may have practical and 

theoretical implications for research into conflict style 

preferences in cultures that are relatively high in 

collectivism and power distance. 

 

II. CONFLICT STYLES  

The term ‘Conflict style’ refers to characteristic modes 

of managing disputes in various settings [17]. Conflict 

styles are, in the words of Gilkey and Greenhalgh [18], 

“patterns in individual behaviour that reappear in various 

situations” through the mechanism of “predispositions” 

toward particular courses of conduct.  The typological 
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classification of conflict style has concerned scholars for 

decades. Mary Parker Follet [19] argued that there are 

three primary (i.e dominating, integrating and 

compromising) and two secondary (i.e. avoiding and 

suppressing) conflict resolution behaviours. Another one 

of the first conceptual schemes for classifying conflict 

revolved around a simple dichotomy involving either 

cooperation or competition [20]. Deutsch defined conflict 

as incompatible interaction between two individuals, 

where one is interfering, obstructing or in some other way 

making another party’s actions less effective. Since then, 

a number of scholars have attempted to develop 

typologies of conflict styles, which depend on different 

taxonomies. (e.g. [21,22]. Blake and Mouton (1970) [21] 

proposed a two-dimensional mode based on (a) concern 

for people, and (b) concern for production in an attempt to 

classify classifying conflict management styles. They 

identified five modes of handling conflict. They identify 

and name five modes of handling conflict: (1) smoothing, 

(2) forcing, (3) withdrawal, (4) compromising, and (5) 

problem solving. Thomas and Kilmann [22] later 

reinterpreted this framework by considering each part’s 

desire to satisfy their own or other’s concerns, and came 

up with following five styles of conflict resolution: (1) 

avoiding, (2) competing, (3) collaborating, (4) 

accommodating, and (5) compromising.  

Similar to the approach of Blake and Mouton [21], 

Rahim and Bonoma [23] and Rahim [24] differentiated 

the styles of handling interpersonal conflict by two basic 

dimensions: (1) concern for self, and (2) concern for 

others. Based on these two dimensions, Rahim [25] 

classifies conflict styles into (1) integrating (high concern 

for both self and others), (2) compromising (intermediate 

for both self and others), (3) avoiding (low for both self 

and others), (4) dominating (high for self and low for 

others), and (5) obliging (low for self and high for others). 

These five styles are identified from the perspective of 

their relative effectiveness in creating an atmosphere that 

can give rise to positive results in a conflict. Rahim [25] 

further consolidated these styles according to the 

integrative (integrating–avoiding) and distributed 

(dominating–obliging) dimensions in order to study the 

correlation between power, conflict management styles, 

and job performance in organizations.  

Additionally, Rahim [26] indicates that insights may 

be gained by reclassifing the five styles of handling 

interpersonal conflict according to the termilogy of game 

theory. Integrating style can be reclassified to a positive-

sum or nonzero-sum (win-win) style, compromising to a 

mixed (no win/no lose) style, and obliging, dominating, 

and avoiding to zero-sum or negative-sum (lose-win, win-

lose, and lose-lose respectively) styles. 

 

III.  CULTURE AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR CONFLICT STYLE  

Some scholars claim that culture is always likely to be 

an influence on human behaviour i.e. [17],[27],[28],[29], 

[30],[31]. It is therefore essential to understand how 

cultural values affect conflict behaviour. The critical 

question here is whether conflict behaviour is culture-free 

or culture- specific  

Hofstede [27] identified individualism-collectivism as 

a fundamental dimension along which cultures vary. 

Individualism represents cultures in which people tend to 

emphasize their individual identity over a broader group 

identity. Collectivism is the tendency toward 

collaboration and following social norms rather than 

focusing on one’s own needs [28]. Despite the popularity 

of Hofstede’s cultural model, some critics have argued 

that his conceptualization of culture and its impact on 

people's behavior might be incorrect.  

When applied to individual-level, the individualism-

collectivism dimension may have limitations associated 

with extending culture-level correlations to individual-

level behaviour. This stems from the view that in a same 

culture, individuals may not always behave in a strict 

individualist or collectivist way and that  it is essential to 

use the individuals as the unit of analysis [29]. However, 

there are examples that when culture is included in 

research regarding differences  in preferences for conflict 

management styles they tend to be operationalized at the 

national level, except Cai and Fink’s study [30] which 

dealt the issue at individual level (e.g. [31,32]). On the 

other hand, Walker [33] emphasizes that despite its 

difficulties and complexities, it is at the individual level 

ananlysis that the success or failure of construction 

businesses may lie. 

Bearing in mind the existing gap in construction 

management literature, this study addresses this issue by 

applying the individualism/collectivism values to conflict 

behavior at the individual level within the Turkish 

construction industry. 

 

IV.  SELF-CONSTRUAL  

Often a significant predictor of conflict is how much 

an individual identifies himself as a unique individual or 

as a member of a larger social group. Singelis [34] 

broadly defined this act of identification as self-construal. 

Self-construal is the individual-level equivalent of the 

cultural variability dimension of individualism-

collectivism [35,36]. Markus and Kitayama [37] propose 

two distinct types of self-construal: independent and 

interdependent. Independent self-construal means viewing 

oneself as unique and independent, whereas 

interdependent self-construal, on the other hand, involves 

seeing oneself as interrelated with others. In investigating 

self-construal, the independent self has been found to 

correlate with cultural individualism, while the 

interdependent self has been found to relate to cultural 

collectivism [36]. Therefore, it would be expected that 

individuals from a collectivist culture would focus on 

more compromise, trying to keep harmony, and 

maintaining face. In contrast, within individualistic 

cultures, individuals tend to give greater importance to 

satisfying personal needs and prefer a dominating style.  

In an investigation of the relation between self-

construal and conflict management styles, Oetzel’s [37] 

survey data showed the independent self to be positively 

associated with dominating and the interdependent self 

with avoiding, obliging, integrating, and compromising. 
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In addition, the self was found to be a better predictor for 

conflict behavior than the situation, in line with other 

findings (e.g. [38]). Ting-Toomey et al. [8] studied the 

effects of ethnic background, gender, and individual types 

on conflict styles among US ethnic samples. They 

concluded that individual-level variables such as self-

construal better explain differences in conflict 

management styles than gender or ethnic background. 

Because conflict styles seem to reflect cultural 

differences, this paper aims to provide insight into the 

relationship between individual level individualism 

collectivism and conflict styles within the context of 

construction industry. 

 

V.  PREVIOUS STUDIES  

There has been a considerable research on conflict and 

conflict management in organizational settings, yet few 

published works relate directly to the construction 

industry in general or conflict management behaviour of 

construction professionals in particular. For example, the 

study by Tjosvold, Cho, Park, Liu, Liu, and Sasaki’s [40] 

study on subcontractors in East Asia revealed that the 

interdependence of the parties leads to collaborative 

approaches, which turns the conflict into a functional 

result, enabling the main contractors to gain benefit from 

conflict among subcontractors. This research found that 

competition and avoidance were obstacle to collaboration 

in that setting.  

Using Rahim’s model, Loosemore,  Nguyen, & Denis 

[41] undertook a study to identify conflict resolution 

styles of 300 site managers involved in a broad range of 

commercial, domestic, and industrial developments and 

found that integration was site managers ‘preferred’ 

conflict resolution style. However, these results need to be 

interpreted with caution because, as acknowledged by 

Loosemore et al. [41], there is considerable anecdotal 

evidence to support the use of the dominating style rather 

than the integrating style. In a similar study also related to 

project managers, Thamhain and Wilemon [42] found 

that, of the five approaches (confrontation, compromise, 

smoothing, forcing, and withdrawal), confrontation is the 

most commonly adopted style for dealing with conflict. In 

addition to these five distinct styles, Moore [43] identified 

five personal styles for handling conflict in project 

environments: (1) win-lose (high concern for personal 

goals and low concern for relationships), (2) yield-lose 

(low concern for personal goals and high concern for 

relationships), (3) lose-leave (low concern for both 

personal goals and relationships), (4) compromise 

(moderate concern for both personal goals and 

relationships), and (5) integrative (high concern for both 

personal goals and relationships). Liu and Zhai [44], in 

their study of a sample of facility managers in Hong 

Kong, examined the relations between personal traits and 

conflict-resolution styles using Rahim’s conflict style 

model and two of the big five personality traits, namely 

extraversion and agreeableness. They found evidence that 

extraversion correlates positively with the integrating and 

compromising styles and that the integrating style is the 

most commonly adopted style among facility managers in 

Hong Kong.  

Tsai and Chi [45], in their study on Chinese workers’ 

conflict resolution approaches in public works in Taiwan, 

found a correlation between the orientations of Hofstede’s 

cultural dimensions power distance, feminity vesus 

masculanity, and conflict management styles at the 

individual level. The authors indicate that the conflict-

management style might differ based on different business 

and industrial sectors, the kind of technology being used, 

and the background culture of the managers. Their results 

give support to the view that people in construction 

management tend to adjust their attitudes to handle 

conflicts with his/her supervisors and peers differently in 

a certain institutioanl system. Ock and Han [46], using a 

case study of the Korean construction industry, analysed 

conflict resolution approaches and their physiological 

effects, and demonstrated  the importance of cultural 

transition in conflicts. Tuyet Vu and Carmichael [47] 

examine the relation between culture and the way conflict 

is handled in a construction context. The study compared 

the conflict resolution styles of Australian and 

Vietnamese cultures, namely, Australian expatriates and 

Vietnamese professionals, working in the Vietnamese 

construction industry. They found that, despite predictive 

cultural differences between the two groups, they tend to 

adopt a similar integrative or collaborative conflict 

resolution style when working together.  

Grisham [48] in his paper on the importance of cross-

cultural leadership in avoiding and resolving conflict on 

construction projects, addressed the intertwining of 

process, personality, and culture in conflict resolution and 

suggested that an understanding of personality (of self and 

others) and culture may facilitate the more effective 

resolution or management of conflict.  

In a study essentially aimed at investigating the 

relation between emotional intelligence and the conflict-

resolution styles of project managers and engineers 

(PMEs) in the Thai Construction Industry, Sunindijo and 

Hadikusumo [49] found that respondents with high 

emotional intelligence frequently use the accommodating 

conflict-resolution style because of the collectivist nature 

of Thai culture, which tends to uphold harmony among 

people. On the other hand, their findings also confirm that 

project managers and engineers with high emotional 

intelligence are flexible in adjusting their conflict 

resolution styles, contrary to their sociocultural norms, to 

satisfy all parties involved. This means that there appears 

to be no alignment between the most frequently observed 

of conflict behaviour of PMEs and the values of high 

power distance and collectivism prevalent İn the Tai 

society. 

Although previous research provides empirical 

evidence for both cross-cultural differences and 

intracultural differences in styles of conflict management 

within the context of the construction industry, there 

appears to have been no research in this area to date 

considering the influence of individual-level 

individualistic and collectivistic values. As indicated by 

Gudykunst [50], individual-level cultural values seem to 
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have an impact on the selection of conflict resolution 

styles.  As a result of a survey analysis, this study offers 

self-construal as an alternative means to explain the 

differences in conflict styles adopted by construction 

professionals.  

 

VI.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

The construction industry has an organizational 

culture that brings together people with different cultural 

values, personality type, educational level, business skills, 

and experience. Within the scope of this study, conflict-

resolution approaches of construction employees in the 

Turkish construction industry were investigated with 

respect to the significance of the conflict resolution 

approaches in relation to individual level cultural values, 

age, gender, educational background, and number of years 

of experience in the industry.  

Participants were asked to respond according to how 

they typically react conflict with their peers (horizontal 

work relation). The research questions focused on the 

influence of ingroup membership on conflict styles. 

Adding the phrase ‘in this situation’ also modified the 

items measuring self-construal.  

 

A Data Collection and Sampling 

Numerous studies have been conducted to develop 

instruments to assess  individuals’ conflict management 

styles (e.g., [22, 25, 51, 52]). Among these instruments, 

Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory II (ROCI-II) 

[25] was chosen as the tool to measure conflict styles in 

this study. This instrument contains 28 items and is 

designed to measure avoiding, obliging, dominating, 

compromising, and integrating. All the items were 

measured on a five-point scale ranging from strongly 

agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). In administering the 

questionnaire, the participants were instructed to think of 

how they typically handle a disagreement or conflict with 

their peers.  Rahim’s [25] conceptualism of conflict 

management styles is used in this study not only because 

of its validity but also because of its compatibility with 

the dimension of collectivism/individualism [17]. The 

criterion validity of the instrument is supported by a 

number of studies [53-56].  

The research questionnaire was designed to gather 

data on (1) demographic structures, (2) approaches to 

conflict solving, and (3) self-style (dependent and 

independent) of the participants. In the first part, the 

participants were asked to provide the following 

information: gender, age, occupation, education level, and 

number of years of experience in the construction sector. 

In the second part, the participants were asked to complete 

the (ROCI-II) Inventory, translated to Turkish by 

psychologist Canan Ergin from Hacettepe University and 

by Kamil Kozan faculty member at St. John Fisher 

College. The participants responded to 28 statements by 

selecting from a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree, 5 = strongly agree), by considering the behaviors 

they had exhibited in the dispute they had experienced 

most recently. Based on the answers to the Inventory, 

participants’ behaviors were categorized into five forms of 

conflict resolution: dominating, integrating, 

compromising, obliging, and avoiding. For this study, the 

Cronbach alpha coefficients were as follows: avoiding 

(six items, 0.73), integrating (seven items, 0.76), 

dominating (five items, 0.77), obliging (six items, 0.74), 

and compromising (four items, 0.69). 

The determination of the participants' self-construal 

was accomplished using a questionnaire developed by 

Singelis [34], which has also been utilized by Wasti and 

Erdil [57]. This questionnaire consisted of 30 questions 

including 15 for independent selfconstrual and 15 for 

dependent self-construal. Participants responded to each 

statement by selecting from a 5-point Likert scale (1 = 

strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). The items for each 

dimension were summed and used to place the 

participants in one of the following categories: 

Biconstrual, independent, dependent, and ambivalent. 

Consistent with Kim [35], a median split was adopted as 

the basis for creating high and low categories for 

independent and interdependent self-construals. The 

median values for interdependent and independent self-

construals were 3.67 and 3.60, respectivly. The reliability 

coefficients for the interdependent and independent self-

construal subscales were 0.73 and 0.71 respectively. 

A total of 160 individuals in the construction industry 

agreed to participate in the study. The questionnaires were 

sent electronically to construction professionals working 

in contraction firms that were randomly selected from a 

list of Turkish Contractors Association. Approximately 

12% of the returned questionnaires were incomplete, so 

they could not be included in the analyses. The sample 

therefore consisted of 141 participants (40 females and 

101 males). On the average, the respondents were 34 

years old, with the youngest being 25 and the oldest being 

72. As for occupation, 23% of the participants were 

architect-interior designers, 38% were civil engineers, and 

39% were from other professions (such as mechanical 

engineer, electrical engineer, and environmental 

engineer). In the sample, 67% had been working in the 

industry for more than 20 years. 

All the data gathered through the questionnaire were 

analysed using the statistics package SPSS 22.0 for 

Windows. The dependent variables were the conflict-

resolution styles (dominating, integrating, compromising, 

obliging, and avoiding), and the independent (descriptive 

variables) variables were age, work experience, gender, 

occupation, and self-construal. 

 

VII.  FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Before discussing the findings of the study, a brief 

description of the cultural context in Turkey in general 

and the Turkish construction industry in particular is in 

order. Turkish culture has long been described in terms of 

Hofstede’s measures as collectivist. It has also scored 

high in uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and 

conservatism [58-60]. However, Turkey is a country 

where marked intranational variations exist because of the 

increased frequency of cross-cultural linkages and 
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contacts in this age of globalization. Goregenli [61], for 

example, found that the Turkish culture embodies strong 

individualist elements alongside a generally collectivist 

orientation. Similarly, Simsek and Oge [62] suggest that 

collectivism is gradually replaced by individualism in the 

Turkish society.  

A short review of cultural studies in construction 

illustrates that the overriding image of the industry is 

given by a vast of cultural descriptors, many of which 

denote negativity, including macho, uncompromising, 

uncaring, opportunistic, short-term, conflict/disputes and 

claims-oriented [63]. This is also the case for the Turkish 

construction industry.  

The construction industry also comprises an array of 

distinct subcultures such as organizational and 

professional cultures. Oney-Yazici, Giritli, Topcu-Oraz, & 

Acar [64], in their study of organizational culture , found 

that  the Turkish construction industry has been 

dominated by firms with a mixture of clan and hierarchy 

cultures. This finding is consistent with the earlier 

observations of the Turkish society. Trompenaars and 

Hampden-Turner [59] found Turkey to have the steepest 

hierarchy in its organizations. Turkish organizations have 

also been described as the family-type. It is to note that 

without focusing on the cultural profile of organizational 

members, it is not possible to ascertain the influence of 

the cultural characteristics of individuals on 

organizational issues associated with success or failure of 

project teams and construction related firms 

 

VIII. RESULTS OF STATISTICAL TESTS 

A series of paired samples of t tests were conducted to 

examine the participants’ conflict management 

preferences, the results of which are given in. Table 1. As 

can be seen from the table, there are significant 

differences in the frequency at which participants 

preferred to use a particular conflict management style. 

Dominating (M = 3.67, SD = 1.09) and integrating (M = 

3.78, SD = 0.84) styles are the most preferred conflict 

resolution styles (no difference between the two styles). 

The next preferred styles are compromising (M = 3.24, 

SD = 0.89) and obliging (M = 3.16, SD = 1.11) (no 

difference between the two styles). Finally, avoiding (M = 

3.03, SD = 0.89) is the least preferred style.  

 

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of the 

Conflict Styles 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

TABLE I. 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Conflict Styles 
 Dominating  Avoiding  Compromising  Obliging  Integrating  

Main effect 

Occupation Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Designers  3.89 1.23 3.25 0.93 3.32 0.91 3.41 1.02 3.69 0.98 

Civil Eng.  3.63 1.08 2.96 0.91 3.11 0.82 2.95 1.13 3.68 0.79 

Others  3.57 1.01 2.96 0.85 3.33 1.00 3.17 1.13 3.93 0.83 

Gender            

Male  3.67 1.005 3.00 0.903 3.23 0.770 3.20 1.069 3.83 0.919 

Female  3.66 1.109 3.10 0.808 3.29 1.015 3.00 1.070 3.66 0.725 

Age            

≤30 years  3.81 0.138 3.16 0.902 3.34 0.858 3.38 1.133 3.82 0.841 

31-40 years  3.61 0.147 2.89 0.114 3.20 0.970 2.88 .977 3.63 0.810 

41-50 years  3.54 0.317 2.92 0.314 2.92 0.590 3.07 1.394 3.95 0.850 

≥51 years  3.28 0.391 2.96 1.192 3.14 1.121 3.01 1.187 4.01 0.870 

Work experience 

≤5 years  3.43 1.15 3.05 0.99 3.35 0.90 3.30 1.30 3.85 0.99 

6-10 years  3.94 1.01 3.09 0.78 3.35 0.84 3.23 .90 3.64 0.75 

11-20 years  3.56 0.97 3.00 0.95 2.97 1.19 3.04 1.21 3.84 0.71 

≥21 years  3.67 0.90 2.90 0.70 3.01 0.61 2.75 .90 3.78 0.82 

Self-construal type 

Biconstrual  4.35 0.93 3.41 0.82 3.50 1.00 4.07 0.84 4.18 0.79 

Independent  3.51 1.02 2.81 1.03 3.04 0.93 2.83 1.25 3.87 0.90 

Interdependent  3.64 1.12 3.25 0.62 3.21 0.94 2.70 0.69 3.44 0.72 

Ambivalent  3.03 0.85 2.61 0.81 3.13 0.63 2.62 0.83 3.49 0.71 

 

Such preferences suggest that when a task relation at 

stake is horizontal (between peers), the Turkish 

employees in the sample tend to approach interpersonal 

conflict in a confrontational (e.g., dominating) rather than 

nonconfrontational (e.g., avoiding) manner. This is 

inconsistent with previous literature suggesting people 

from collectivist cultures tend to prefer less direct and 

nonconfrontational styles such as avoiding, whereas 

people from individualist cultures tend to prefer more 

direct and confrontational (e.g., dominating) styles (see 

among others: [8, 56, 65-68]). Earlier observations of 

Turkish society are in line with this collectivist trend.  

In two separate studies, Kozan [67,69] found that 

Turkish employees are more avoidanding toward peers, 

which reflects the role of collectivism in suppressing 

competition among peers and in encouraging avoidance of 

conflicts instead. However, Ma, Erkus, & Tabak [70], in a 

more recent study, ranked integrating and dominating as 

the most favorable and obliging and avoiding as the 

lowest among conflict styles in Turkey, contrary to 

expectations. Also, Cai and Fink [30], in their study, 

found that individualists rather than collectivists preferred 

avoiding. They also found that collectivists prefer 

compromising and integrating more than individualists, 

whereas individualism-collectivism had no significant 

linear effect on preference for the obliging style.  

These contradictory findings may be due to the 

practice of treating cultures as uniform entities. Indeed, 

Turkish culture has long been described in terms of 

Hofstede’s measures as collectivist. It has also scored 

high in uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and 

conservatism [58-60]. However, Turkey is a country 

where marked intranational variations exist because of the 

increased frequency of cross-cultural linkages and 

contacts in this age of globalization. Goregenli [61], for 

example, found that the Turkish culture embodies strong 

individualist elements alongside a generally collectivist 

orientation. Similarly, Simsek and Oge [62] suggest that 
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collectivism is gradually replaced by individualism in the 

Turkish society.  The high preference for integrating can 

be expressed in terms of a social desirability bias, which 

is present in self-reported data [22]. Because of this bias, a 

high preference for integrating is common in self-reports 

of conflict behavior in the West and some non-Western 

cultures such as Jordan and Turkey [24, 32]. The 

integrating style, which has a high concern for the self as 

well as the other party, has also been described as 

problem-solving, collaboration, solution-orientation, win-

win, or a positive-sum style. Reported field studies show 

that an integrating style is useful in achieving the highest 

levels of joint gain for the parties involved in construction 

dispute negotiation (e.g., [71]). The Colorado Bar 

Association [72] points out that both integrating and 

compromising styles of resolution are effective in 

managing conflicts in project environments. Furthermore, 

Singh and Johnson [73] found that the integrating style is 

the most frequently claimed type of approach in civil 

engineering and construction projects when dealing with 

peers and subordinates.  

Moreover, the participants in our sample tend to 

express a direct conflict style such as dominating in 

managing conflict. Previous studies (e.g., [74]) contended 

that while people commonly make use of dominating style 

they prefer accommodating or avoiding approaches to 

deal with conflicts with equally ranked peers. Hence our 

finding contradicts most of the studies on Turkish sample 

(e.g., [32,67,75]). However, Ma et al. [70] found that 

Turkish people are more likely to use confrontational 

styles, integrating and dominating, to resolve conflict 

instead of compromising and avoiding as expected in a 

collectivist culture.  

The results of our study also indicate that the avoiding 

style is the least preferred choice in the construction 

industry, which suggests that construction professionals 

are not afraid of conflicts. Perhaps, they feel that avoiding 

conflict is not necessary because the group is strong 

enough to handle [38]. This finding contradicts those 

studies that argue that the avoiding style is more prevalent 

in collectivist cultures and endorses research supporting 

the opposite view (i.e., [30]).   

These results may be explained by several factors. One 

factor may be the characteristics of Turkish culture. 

Although Turkish culture exhibits the collectivist pattern 

in a high proportion of setting, studies tend to suggest that 

Turkish Society can not be used as an exemplar of  the 

position of collectivism as a cultural  syndrome:  social 

cognition and behavior of Turkish people is not guided by 

pure collectivism [61, 76]. As mentioned earlier, Turkish 

culture embodies strong individualistic elements 

alongside a generally collectivist orientation. The results 

of our study reflect these characteristics of Turkish 

culture. A second possible explanation for findings may 

lie in what the instrument was being used to measure, or it 

may lie in the specific characteristics of the construction 

industry.   

Many researchers have showed that the construction 

industry is a male-dominated industry with a strong 

masculine culture [77-80]. The finding that avoiding is the 

least popular choice is indicative of the masculine 

orientation of the construction industry, which results in  

the greater usage of the integrating and dominating styles. 

Given the stress of meeting deadlines and tight schedules, 

not dealing with differences (avoidance) is a luxury that 

project participants can seldom afford [81]. Additionally, 

relations in the industry are characterized as being 

antagonistic and confrontational [82, 83]. Thus, the 

findings are consistent with the view that construction is 

an industry dominated by masculine values and attributes.  

Moving on to the specific issue of self-construal, the 

data were analysed with a multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA). In this analysis, conflict styles 

were the dependent variables, whereas gender, 

occupation, work experience, age, and self-construals 

were the independent variables. The means and standard 

deviations are displayed in Table 2. Bartletts test of 

sphericity (86,252 with 14 df, p = 0.000) indicated that a 

MANOVA was appropriate.   

 
TABLE II.  

Paired- sample of t test  

Conflict management styles  Mean 
Std 

Dev. 
t df 

Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Dominating-avoiding  0.64 1.25 6.08 140 0.000 

Dominating-compromising  0.42 1.29 3.90 140 0.000 

Dominating-obliging  0.52 1.25 4.95 140 0.000 

Dominating-integrating  -0.11 1.28 -1.05 140 0.296 

Avoiding-compromising  -0.22 1.09 -2.35 140 0.020 

Avoiding-obliging  -0.12 0.94 -1.48 140 0.141 

Avoiding-integrating  -0.75 1.54 -7.74 140 0.000 

Compromising-obliging  0.10 1.20 0.97 140 0.332 

Compromising-integrating  -0.54 0.97 -6.57 140 0.000 

Obliging-integrating  -0.64 1.08 -.6.97 140 0.000 

  

The multivariate main effects for occupation, age, 

gender, and work experience were not significant. The 

results indicate significant main effects for the self-style 

types. Wilks’ lambda = 0.486, F = 6.819, p = 0.000, R2 = 

0.203. Univariate ANOVAs were conducted at 0.05 as 

follow-up tests to the significant MANOVA. The results 

of four of the univariate tests were significant: dominating 

(F = 4.608, p = 0.007, η2 = .231), avoiding (F = 7.323, p = 

0.000, η2 = 0.373), obliging (F = 14.525, p = 0.000, η2 = 

0.486), and integrating (F = , p = 0.003, η2 = 0.263). Post 

hoc comparisons of the means with Tukey tests (p = 0.05) 

show that biconstruals reported using dominating more 

than interdependents, independents, and ambivalents. 

Also, biconstruals tend to use avoiding and obliging styles 

more than independents, interdependents, and 

ambivalents. Also, interdependents tend to use avoiding 

more than interdependents. In addition, biconstruals 

reported using integrating more than interdependents and 

ambivalents.  

The findings support the view that self-construal types 

better explain conflict styles than individual variables 

such as gender, age, occupation, and work experience [8, 

84]. Individuals with high scores for both independent and 

interdependent self-construals exhibit a wide range of 
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behaviors, which include dominating, avoiding, obliging, 

and integrating. In contrasts, respondents withlow scores 

for both these types of self-construals have a limited range 

of conflict styles. Furthermore, respondents did not differ 

in their preference for using the compromising style. This 

finding highlights the lack of consistent evidence to 

support the idea that cultural differences influence the 

adoption the compromising style. In line with Van de 

Vliert and Kabanoff [85] view, compromising and 

integrating can be combined because compromising is 

sometimes viewed negatively. Similarly, Ma et al. [69] 

findings suggest that compromising and integrating are 

not viewed differently. Thus, these results call for a 

reassessment of the typology of conflict-handling styles. 

 

IX. CONCLUSION 

The construction industry is said to be characterized 

by adversarial relations. This can be attributed to the fact 

that the project-based nature of the industry is conducive 

to the germination and manifestation of intense conflict, 

which has been identified as a major reason for poor 

performance. For this reason, the central aim of this study 

was to provide insights into the conflict-resolution styles 

used by construction professionals to resolve conflict. 

Using a survey study, we investigated the effects of 

variables, such as gender, age, working experience, 

occupation, and self-construal, on conflict-resolution 

styles within the context of the construction industry.  

This study contributes to the field in the following 

ways. First, the findings illustrate the importance of the 

type of self-construal as an individual-level variable in 

explaining differences in the styles of handling 

interpersonal conflict in the context of construction. The 

findings indicate that stereotypical variables, such as age, 

gender, occupation, and experience, do not provide 

satisfactory explanations of conflict behavior. This 

signifies the influence of culture on conflict-resolution 

styles because self-construal is the individual-level 

equivalent of individualism and collectivism. Second, the 

findings also help to demonstrate the importance of 

considering both independent and interdependent self-

construal dimensions simultaneously. This study extends 

Ting-Toomey’s [8] work, including the self-construal 

types, which have been derived from the combination of 

the two self-construal dimensions. Kim [34] argue that 

using the two dimensions together helps to avoid 

dichotomizing individuals as either independent or 

interdependent. Third, this study shows that construction 

professionals in Turkey tend to use confrontational 

conflict strategies, contrary to expectations as Turkey is 

generally viewed as a collectivist culture. It is often 

presumed that samples drawn from different cultures will 

either be interdependent or independent in their behaviour 

[86]. In contrast, the findings of this study provide support 

for the assumption that a sample drawn from a collectivist 

culture is not necessarily more interdependent than a 

sample drawn from a relatively individualistic culture 

(e.g., [75, 87]). This raises the issue of whether it is 

actually appropriate to treat a culture as a uniform entity 

and highlights the need for relevant measures to support 

this assumption. Finally, this study extends previous 

research on the relations between selfconstrual types and 

the choice of conflict resolution styles in dealing with 

interpersonal conflict in the construction industry.  

Lastly, it should be noted that the results of this study 

are limited and constrained by the measures adopted to 

gauge self-construal and conflict management styles.  

They should be treated with, some caution. Possible 

limitations include the particular sample employed, which 

was a convenience sample and which therefore may differ 

from a general population sample,   and the measurement 

of conflict style preference by self-report rather than by 

observation of actual behavior. A further limitation could 

be the fact that this study only investigated conflict-

handling styles toward equally ranked peers. However, 

this study verifies the applicability of the conflict theory 

in the construction management and extends its range of 

validity. 
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