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Abstract
In the current study the structure of two models of
communication
questionnaires,
the
Rahim
Organizational Conflict Inventory (ROCI-II) and the
Focus of Communication Questionnaire (FOCQ) were
compared. Secondly, the scales of the two questionnaires
were analysed using gender and cultural differences as
the independent variables using responses from 187
tertiary students. Analyses showed that the ROCI-II and
the FOCQ had satisfactory structure as defined by
confirmatory factor analysis. Further analysis showed
that the circularity of the factors of the ROCI-II was very
poor and did not reflect the order expected from the
theoretical explanation of the relationship of the factors.
By contrast, the FOCQ did form a circumplex structure
which reflected the previously reported relationship of
factors. Analysis of the differences between Australian
and Asian students’ communication styles showed that
the FOCQ was the more discriminating of the two
measures with male students in comparison to female
students indicating they were more confusion, task, and
success focused. Australian students were less confusion
and more success focused compared to Asian students.
Keywords: Communication Factors; Conflict in
Communication; FOCQ; ROCI-II; Culture and
communication

Introduction
Ineffective communication and unmet needs leads to
conflict in any relationship (Bowles, 2005a) and
resolution of such conflict has been a source of research
interest since the latter part of the last century (Roloff,
1987). Findings indicate that prolonged conflict in
organizations
and
intimate
relationships
is
dysfunctional if not approached from a cooperative or
constructive perspective (Christensen & Shenk, 1991;
Dalton & Cosier, 1989). Identification and appropriate
application of conflict management strategies has been
one important outcome of this research (Rahim, 2002).
These strategies inform decision making and policies
associated with conflict in a broad range of areas, for
example, international dispute resolution, decision
making in processes in organizations, to conflict
resolution in domestic disputes. Identification and
measurement of the critical conflict management

strategies is still being defined and forms the focus of
this research.
In the current research two different models and
measures of conflict management strategies was
compared. Each model underwent confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) followed by an examination of the
circumplex relationship of the factors within each
model. The first measure under examination was the
Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory (ROCI-II)
which has been well researched (Rahim, 1983) and is
comprised of five factors. The second questionnaire, the
Focus of Communication Questionnaire (FOCQ)
(Bowles, 2002, 2005b) has six factors and was
developed more recently, through different processes.
As well as comparison of the structure and circularity of
the two questionnaires differences between male and
female, and Asian and Australian students on both
measures provided a means of comparing the sensitivity
of the questionnaires to cultural and gender variability.

Structure and Definition of Communication of
the ROCI-II
Using a modified version of the dual concern model
explaining how people work together in organizations
(Blake & Mouton, 1964), Rahim (1983) developed an
explanation of how people behave when in conflict.
This modified version of the dual concern model has
five styles of handling interpersonal conflict and was
developed into a questionnaire, the ROCI-II (Rahim;
Thomas & Kilmann, 1974). According to Rahim
combinations of a concern for self and a concern for
others resulted in the arrangement of the factors in
Figure 1.
The ROCI-II was developed from factor analysis of
the original conflict items administered to 1,219 adult
respondents. The factor analysis resulted in a 28-item
questionnaire representing the five hypothesized
factors. The cumulative percentages accounted for in
the original factor analysis was an impressive 89% and
the Cronbach’s alpha reliability ranged from .72 to .77.
Despite this, researchers have suggested that the ROCIII requires improved construct validity and revision of
the association between communication factors,
individual difference, and conflict and non-conflict
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Figure 1: The five styles of handling interpersonal
conflict.

behaviours (King & Miles, 1990). Further, the factor
structure has been questioned (Weider-Hatfield, 1988)
and the hypothesized association between the items of
the ROCI-II with the dual concern model and
circularity of the arrangement and order of the factors,
has not been found (Cai & Fink, 2002). In other
research the link between the theoretical ordering of the
factors of the ROCI-II was found to be satisfactory (van
de Vliert & Kabanoff, 1990). However, consideration
of the circular arrangement of the factors in Vliert and
Kabanoff’s research indicated that competing
(dominating) was opposite the four other factors and
compromising and integrating (collaborating) were
similar in their two-dimensional space structure
drawing into question the representation of the
underlying, dual concern model.
An attempt to redress some of these concerns was
made through a second principal components analysis
(PCA) on the original items contributing to five ROCIII factors (Bowles, 2002). In this research the KMO
measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's test of
sphericity were adequate and the scree plot indicated
that there were five factors with eigenvalues greater
than one. However, the unrotated factor solution
accounted for 49.5% of the variance. Two items loaded
lower than .34 and the relationship of the specific items
defining factors of the ROCI-II was problematic. There
was little resemblance between the original items to
factors order and that shown by the PCA for the factors
of obliging and compromising. Seven complex items
were present with loadings greater than .30. The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability of the ROCI-II factors
ranged from .51 to .88, when the items from Rahim’s
(1983) original factor structure were constructed the
alpha ranged from .67 to .87.
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Another reason for querying the structure of the
ROCI-II is the confirmatory factor analysis reported in
Rahim and Magner (1995). The initial confirmatory
factor structure followed a standard format (Hair,
Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006) in which the
28 items were loaded on to the five hypothesized
factors. The results of the initial CFA showed that the
factor structure was poor (Rahim & Magner). In an
attempt to correct this problem an alternative method of
parcelling was adopted to define the factors. The
researchers followed the recommendations of Bagozzi
and Heatherton (1994) and generated subsets of items
within factors that were summed to create aggregate
variables which were subsequently loaded as items on
the factors. For each of the five factors of the ROCI-II
two aggregated variables were constructed and used as
items. The authors maintained that the resulting
confirmatory factor structure was of high quality,
validating the structure of the questionnaire (Rahim &
Magner). The argument for parcelling was that there
were large numbers of items and many respondents.
Parcelling has been criticized as it improves the fit,
possibly inflating it and reduces the admission of
relevant data on which model misspecifications could
be identified (Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994; Bandalos &
Finney, 2001; Meade & Kroustalis, 2006). In this
instance the ROCI-II need not have been parcelled as
there were fewer than seven items for each of five
factors which is not too complex for structural equation
modelling (SEM; Little, Cunningham, Shahar, &
Widaman, 2002) as suggested by Rahim and Magner.
The standard procedure for completing a confirmatory
factor structure typically involves using all of the items
that have previously contributed to the definition of the
factors (Brown, 2006; Byrne, 2001; Hair et al., 2006).
In the research being undertaken here a CFA will be
completed to establish the item to factor structure of the
hypothesized five factors of the ROCI-II using this
method.
The second model of communication under
investigation follows Leary’s (1957) explanation of
communication in which communication functions on
two bi-polar dimensions, cooperation-opposition and
domination-submission. According to the Focus of
Communication Model (FOCM; Bowles, 2002, 2005a)
communication is a process used to satisfy needs and
drives, emanating from scarcity, and that unmet needs
and drives result in conflict in the individual and about
the individual in the environment. The corollary of this
is that peaceful communication results from the absence
of scarcity and subsequent absence of conflict (Bowles,
2005) or strategies that diminish scarcity and conflict.
To define the recurring and sequential pattern of the
focus of communication when respondents want to
satisfy their needs and drives, a structured interview
was developed. During the interview the respondents
were asked what they did when they had a request and
what they did in response to that request. In the analysis
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of the dialogue six factors emerged. The most to least
frequent factors were: task, conceding, succeeding,
confusion, withdrawing, and other-person focused
communication (Bowles, 2005a). The most frequent
responses associated with each of the six factors were
used to develop the FOCQ. The factors were about
success, which was characterized by displaying anger,
disagreeing, and being demanding; task focused
communication was defined as asking, persisting, and
reasoning;
concession
was
associated
with
agreeableness and concession related communications;
withdrawing was associated with doing nothing,
withdrawing, and ignoring behaviours; other-person
focused communication was characterized by focusing
on the other person’s feelings, listening and keeping the
peace; and, confusion focused communication was
characterized by purposefully being vague, confusing
and pretending. The confirmatory factor structure of the
FOCQ provides a contrasting model to compare with
the ROCI-II.

Circumplex Models of Communication
Circumplex models have been shown to be relevant
in psychological research for describing the relationship
of factors (Fabrigar, Visser, & Browne, 1997), for
example, the relationship of emotional and personality
factors (Plutchik & Conte, 1996; Revelle & Acton,
2002; Russell, 1997; Wiggins & Broughton, 1985). The
circumplex relationship of family factors has also been
demonstrated in relation to marital and family systems.
The factors were: cohesion, flexibility and
communication (Olson, 1986; Thomas & Ozechowski,
2000). Communication is centrally linked to the
expression of emotion, personality, and family
functioning and as such may also represent, as
suggested by the dual concern model, a circumplex
configuration of factors (Figure 1). According to
Gurtman and Pincus (2000) demonstrating the twodimensional nature of a set of factors using
multidimensional scaling (MDS) is the first criterion for
demonstrating a circumplex model. The second
criterion is that the factors will form a circle
(circularity) and be equidistant about the circle
(proximal association of the factors). Following from
these conditions the pairs of factors that are adjacent in
the circle will have a higher correlation than pairwise
associations of factors further away and opposite on the
circumference. The third criteria is based on the
definition of the factors using confirmatory factor
analysis.
The dual dimensionality of the ROCI-II and FOCQ
has been previously defined through cluster analysis.
Cluster analysis is a useful means of defining subgroups
of participants based on the similarity of the patterns of
the respondents’ common characteristics or scale scores
(Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984; Clatworthy, Hankins,
Buick, Weinman, & Horne, 2007; Hair et al., 2006;
Subhash, 1996). Cluster analysis has been previously
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used with the ROCI-II and the FOCQ to define
common characteristics of communication among
adults. MDS and cluster analysis have both been used
to produce profiles in previous research and so have the
facility to generate similar information using different
methods (Ding, 2001). A cluster procedure testing the
association of the five factors of the ROCI-II with the
dual concern model resulted in an avoiding cluster
comprised of avoiding, obliging, and compromising as
opposed to a dominating cluster (Bowles, Pausenberger,
& Massie, 2003). The integrating style was not
significantly associated with either group. This would
suggest that dominating may be a single, powerful
factor in one underlying dimension and avoiding is a
leading factor in the second underlying dimension. This
was a similar finding when the ROCI was previously
tested for circularity and its capacity to reflect the dual
concern model (Blake & Mouton, 1964). The resulting
configuration found, from a non-metric distance-scaling
analysis involving the original five ROCI factors (van
de Vliert & Kabanoff, 1990), that the competing
(dominating) factor was opposed to the other four
factors that formed a parallel in opposition and there
was poor circularity. Previous multidimensional scaling
of the five factors of the ROCI-II showed that there was
likely to be more than two dimensions represented by
the items contributing to the five factors of the ROCI-II,
particularly when measuring communication style
cross-culturally (Cai & Fink, 2002).
The final reason for querying the structure of the
ROCI-II is as a result of previous research into the
concurrent validity of the scales. Research showed that
there were, at best, moderate correlations between the
factors of the ROCI-II and those of the FOCQ. Results
have shown moderate, significant associations of
dominating with success (r = .45); avoiding with
withdrawing (r = .75), obliging with withdrawing (r =
.50); obliging with concession (r = .49), and
compromising with concession (r = .42; Bowles, 2002).
There were no correlating factors from the FOCQ
involving integrating from the ROCI-II or task and
confusion from the FOCQ.
The underlying structure of the FOCQ, defined
through cluster analysis, has shown a consistent
definition of two clusters of respondents. The first
cluster of the two cluster solution resulted in an on-task
group, which was high scoring on task and success
focused communication factors contrasted with a
second cluster of disengaged or off-task respondents
who scored significantly higher on concession,
withdrawing, and confusion focused communication
(Bowles, 2002, 2004). The underlying structure of the
FOCQ and ROCQ-II has yet to be fully investigated
and the application of the statistical procedural of CFS
and MDS to test the structure and circularity of the
questionnaires will provide such a possibility.
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Culture and Gender
Two further aims of this research are to address the
communication styles of students differing in culture
and gender. The best explanation of communication
generally and with regard to culture and gender is
within the contextual-interactive model of gendered
behavior (Deaux & Major, 1987; Leaper, Anderson, &
Sanders, 1998). According to this model variations in
gendered or culturally based behaviour is situational in
nature and is related to the structure of the activity,
number of persons in the interaction, their respective
genders, and the relationship factors between them
determine the contextual meaning (including culture) as
well as the meaning of the utterance. This model is
consistent with the arguments of others who have
investigated culture and communication (Cia & Fink,
2002; Triandis, 1995). Arguments regarding culture and
communication suggest that people from different
cultures adduced meaning from communication
depending on context with some cultures embedding
meaning mainly in the context rather than in spoken
utterance. When students attend university in Australia
meaning is mainly embedded in the dominant culture.
Many who take such places in Australia are from
collectivist Asian cultures while Australia is
predominantly an individualistic, Western culture
(Hamid, Simmonds, & Bowles, accepted; Hofstede,
1980; for an extended discussion see also Cia & Fink,
2002; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2001; Triandis et al.,
1988). Cultural differences, such as being
individualistic or collectivist are likely to be imbedded
in communication and conflict styles.
An investigation into the differences in conflict styles
and culture through an American and Taiwanese
College sample showed that Taiwanese College
students used obliging, avoiding, integrating and
compromising styles more often than did American
students (Trubisky, Ting-Toomey, & Lin, 1991). Other
research into face-negotiation theory by Ting-Toomey
et al. (1991) showed that Korean, Japanese and
American college students engage less in avoidance
than Chinese and Taiwanese students, and Chinese,
Japanese, and Taiwanese students engage in obliging
style more than Korean and American students. The
researchers concluded that other-concern face needs are
a characteristic of the collectivist cultures and involved
integrating, avoiding, and compromising styles. By
contrast, self-concern face needs are a feature of
individualistic cultures and strongly related to
dominating styles. Qualifying these findings, Lee and
Rogan (1991) found that Americans are less likely to be
confrontational than Koreans but Koreans tend to use
an avoidance style less as the power of the other party
increases. Americans tend not to change the use of
avoidance style depending on the power of the other
party, which remains in line with cultural difference in
the preference of avoidance style.
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The only research investigating cultural differences in
communication involving the FOCQ showed that
Indian respondents were more withdrawing and
confusion focused than the Australian respondents
(Bowles & Suchak, 2003). The effect size of the
differences on the basis of gender and culture never
exceeded more than a moderate effect of η2 = .10
(Cohen, 1988). Importantly, while there has been some
research into culture and the ROCI-II, there has not
been extensive research involving the FOCQ or the
communication styles of different cultural groups with
Australians despite the breadth of different ethnic and
cultural groups in Australia.

Gender
There is very little research involving the ROCI-II
reporting gender differences. Recent research involving
the ROCI-II has shown that there is no significant
difference between male and female managers
communication styles (Akintayo, 2007). A recent
meta-analytic study indicated that there were few
studies involving the ROCI-II that reported gender
differences (Holt & DeVore, 2005). The findings of
from this research showed that females report using
compromising significantly more than males. When
gender was combined with culture in the analyses
females from the collectivist and individualistic cultures
were more compromising. Males from both collectivist
and individualistic cultures indicated using dominating
more than females, and collectivist males were more
likely to use withdrawing strategies. Finally, in research
involving 162 respondents, females were significantly
higher scoring on integrating, avoiding, obliging, and
compromising while males scored significantly higher
on dominating (Bowles, Finck, & Newton, 2006).These
findings are in line with previous work of Kolb (1993).
Research involving the FOCQ factors has also shown
weak effects (Bowles & Suchak, 2003). Research
involving 80 males and females in in-depth interviews
showed that females more frequently used task and
concession styles while males more frequently used
success and withdrawal focused communication
strategies (Bowles, 2005a). Results when using the
FOCQ with an adult sample of 188 adult respondents
showed that females were more withdrawing and otherperson focused (Bowles, 2002). Results from another
sample of 200 adults showed that females were
significantly
more
other-person,
concession,
withdrawing, and confusion focused while males were
more success focused (Bowles, 2004). Using a sample
of 223 respondents males were shown to be more
success and task (Bowles, 2005b). With a sample of 92
adult respondents females were shown to be more
success focused (Bowles, 2006).
The aims of the research are to investigate and
compare the dimensional characteristics of the ROCI-II
and the FOCQ in an effort to improve understanding of
the theoretical and conceptual relationship between
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factors that operationalize and define interpersonal
communication. It is expected that the factors of the
ROCI-II and the FOCQ will be weakly to moderately
correlated. The research questions are:
1) Can confirmatory factor analysis of the ROCI-II
show a structure with five factors of
communication in line with the previously
defined items to factors (Rahim, 1983)?
2) Can confirmatory factor analysis of the FOCQ
show a structure with six factors of
communication in line with the previously
defined items to factors (Bowles, 2002)?
3) Are the ROCI-II factors and the FOCQ factors
independent?
4) Do the five factors of the ROCI-II conform to the
hypothesized graphic representation of the dual
concern model (Figure 1) when analysed with
MDS.
5) Do the six factors of the FOCQ form a structure
on two orthogonal dimensions, one representing
ontask factors and a second dimension
representing disengaged/other-person factors,
reflecting the dimensions of the clusters of
previous research?
6) Which operationalisation of two communication
measures best differentiates university students
on the basis they gender and culture?

57

questionnaire were used in this research in line with the
originally developed questionnaire. The items of the
ROCI–II are measured against a 5–point Likert-type
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly
Agree (5) a response format that is consistent with the
original ROCI-II (Friedman, Tidd, Currall & Tsai,
2000). A higher score indicates greater use of a style of
handling interpersonal conflict.
The six-factor model of the FOCQ has been
described above and previously (Bowles, 2002). Item
stems were developed to purposely represent each of
the most frequent terms representing the FOCQ factors
that were derived from interviews regarding intentional
communication behaviour (Bowles, 2005a). The
questionnaires contained 35 statements (five distractors)
concerning the focus of communication used by
respondents. The six factors of the FOCQ were (1)
success, (2) task, (3) concession, (4) withdrawing, (5)
other-person, and (6) confusion focus (see Appendix A
for the items). Responses were scored on a Likert-type
scale, from almost never (1) to almost always (5) in
reference to how the respondent generally deals with
situations involving conflict. The factors were
constructed in line with the structure that was
previously defined (Bowles, 2002). The internal
consistency of the FOCQ scales ranged from .64 - .86
(Bowles).

Procedure

Method
Participants
The data was gathered from volunteer students from a
number of universities in Melbourne and its environs. A
total of 187 respondents were approached and
completed the questionnaire. Eighty-three respondents
were male with an average age of 24.45 (SD = 6.62)
and 104 respondents were females, aged 24.63 (SD =
6.43). The age range of the respondents was from 18 to
60 years of age. Respondents reported that they were
from 17 nationalities. The nationalities were grouped
into Australian (44%; comprising: Australian 42%;
Anglo-European 2%), and Asian (56%; comprising:
Indonesian 39%; Malaysian 11%; and Chinese 6%).
Seventy-six (40.6%) respondents indicated that they
were married or cohabiting for an average period of
6.25 years (SD = 5.46), ranging from 1 to 25 years. One
hundred and two (54.5%) respondents indicated that
they were single and the remainder (4.9%) did not
respond.

Questionnaire
Five styles of handling interpersonal conflict were
measured by the ROCI-II (Rahim, 1983). These include
compromising (four items), integrating (seven items),
obliging (six items), dominating (five items), and
avoiding (six items) according to the original format.
Twenty eight items of the original 35 item

Students from various universities were approached
to participate in psychology tutorials, international and
other university student clubs, union buildings and
other university sites, such as cafeterias, dining rooms
and public settings, such as lecture theatres. Students
returned the questionnaires and consent forms in
separate envelopes to the researcher. Data was analyzed
through SPSS 14 for windows and AMOS 6. After data
cleaning (Hair et al., 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001),
the hypotheses were tested using correlation and
descriptive data, CFA, multidimensional scaling, and
MANOVA for both the ROCI-II and the FOCQ.

Results
The Underlying Structure of the ROCI-II and
FOCQ
Preliminary screening of the data was undertaken
prior to commencement of CFA (Hair et al., 2006;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). CFA was performed using
the analysis of moment structures with estimation by
the method of maximum likelihood to test the validity
of the factor structure of the ROCI-II and the FOCQ to
address the first two research questions. The application
and procedure for CFA has been described previously
(e.g., Arbuckle, 2003; Byrne, 1998; 2001; Joreskog &
Sorborm, 1993). The CFA was conducted using AMOS
6, the SPSS equivalent of PRELIS and LISREL
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(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988). The goodness of fit of the
models was evaluated following the recommendations
of Byrne (2001) and Marsh, Balla, and Hau (1996). A
number of fit-indices were employed to assess the
overall fit of the proposed models. The ratio of chisquare to degrees of freedom (c2/df) was computed,
with ratios of less than 2.0 indicating a good fit. Since
absolute indices can be adversely influenced by sample
size (Loehlin, 1992) and as the sample size was
relatively small, four other relative indices, the
goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness-offit index (AGFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), and
the Tucker and Lewis index (TLI) were computed to
provide a comprehensive evaluation of the fit of the
model (Tanaka, 1987; Tucker & Lewis, 1973). For GFI,
AGFI, CFI and TLI, coefficients closer to unity indicate
a good fit, with acceptable levels of fit being above 0.90
(Marsh, Balla & McDonald, 1988). For root mean
square residual (RMR), and root mean square error
approximation (RMSEA), evidence of good fit is
considered to be values less than 0.05; values from 0.05
to 0.10 are indicative of moderate fit and values greater
than 0.10 are taken to be evidence of a poorly fitting
model (Browne & Cudeck, 1993).
Beginning with the original five factor structure of
the ROCI-II (Rahim, 1983) and the six factor item to
factor structure of the FOCQ adjustments were made in
line with the modification index and estimates to
improve the each model. After examining the various
combinations of items within the five factors the most
parsimonious model of the ROCI-II almost reached a
moderate levels of fit between the data and the
hypothesized model with the ratio of chi-square to
degrees of freedom equal to 1.79 (χ2 (85, N = 187) = 152.52,
p = .001), the GFI = .91, the AGFI = .87; the CFI = .87,
the TLI = .84; the RMSEA = .07; and the RMR = .06.
The coefficients and factor structure of the ROCI-II are
shown in Table 1.
Combinations of items were examined in the five and
six factor format of the FOCQ. The most parsimonious
factor structure that was confirmed was comprised of
19 items contributing to five factors (Appendix 1). The
c2/df was equal to 1.38. This form of the FOCQ fitted
the data well (χ2 (165, N = 187) = 227.08, p = .001), the GFI
= .90, the AGFI = .87; the CFI = .93, the TLI = .92; the
RMSEA = .05; and the RMR = .06, indicating a
moderate to good model fit. The coefficients and factor
structure of the FOCQ are shown in Table 2. All
subsequent analyses involving the factors of the ROCIII and the FOCQ were constructed in line with the
findings from the confirmatory factor analyses.
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Table 1: Regression Weights Relevant from the CFA of the
ROCI-II.

Avoiding
7
22
23
Dominating
11
24
27
Obliging
12
13
17
Compromising
9
20
21
Integrating
4
15
29

Estim/S.E
Critical Ratio Standardized
of Regression Co-efficients
Weight

Parameter
Estimate

Standard
Error

1.00
1.75
1.38

.34
.24

5.19
5.84

.47
.89
.73

1.00
1.22
.75

.31
.17

3.92
4.47

.73
.58
.77

1.00
.54
.58

.16
.15

3.49
3.88

.81
.38
.46

1.00
1.42
1.32

.31
.28

4.53
4.74

.41
.61
.71

1.00
.78
.88

.16
.15

4.78
5.90

.56
.48
.69

Table 2: Regression Weights Relevant from the CFA of the
FOCQ.

Withdraw
4
22
10
16
Success
14
26
20
32
Confusion
6
12
24
25
Other-person
5
17
11
15
Task
2
21
27
8

Estim/S.E
Critical Ratio Standardized
of Regression Co-efficients
Weight

Parameter
Estimate

Standard
Error

1.00
1.08
1.22
.80

.13
.15
.13

8.16
8.41
5.94

.65
.77
.82
.51

1.00
1.26
1.00
.73

.17
.16
.17

7.64
6.51
4.25

.61
.81
.61
.36

1.00
.93
.89
.75

.12
.11
.11

7.53
8.11
6.58

.78
.64
.70
.55

1.00
1.09
.75
.61

.18
.14
.13

6.06
5.23
4.72

.66
.76
.50
.44

1.00
1.17
.82
1.17

.19
.17
.19

6.19
4.74
6.16

.57
.72
.46
.70
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Table 3: Correlations, Reliabilities, and Descriptive Details of the FOCQ after Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

(1) Confusion
(2) Task
(3) Withdrawal
(4) Success
(5) Other-person
(6) Avoidance
(7) Dominating
(8) Obliging
(9) Compromising
(10) Integrating
Scale Mean
Scale SD
Cronbach’s Alpha

1

2
-.06

3
.15*
-.24**

4
.34**
.34**
-.33**

5
-.15*
.22**
.05
-.17*

6
.22**
-.19**
.54**
-.12
-.12

7
.29**
.21**
-.20**
.53**
-.09
-.01

8
.05
.07
.24**
-.10
.24**
.10
.04

9
-.09
.26**
.05
-.05
.31**
.05
-.13
.34**

10
-.09
.22**
.04
-.05
.36**
-.04
-.14
.18*
.51**

2.29
.79
.76

3.57
.57
.69

2.80
.77
.80

3.14
.60
.67

3.37
.57
.71

2.93
.90
.73

3.14
.72
.63

3.46
.57
.56

3.74
.51
.60

3.93
.49
.61

Note: Pearson Correlation (2-tailed) * = .05; **=.01; n=187

Independence of Factors of the FOCQ and
ROCI-II
To test the third research question a correlation
analysis was used to measure the association between
the ROCI-II and the FOCQ. The factors of the FOCQ
and ROCI-II were shown to be relatively independent
with 19 of the 45 paired combinations indicating no
association. Of those correlations that were significant
the majority was low (Franzblau, 1958). The correlation
of withdrawal with avoidance was moderate, as was the
association between success and dominating
(Franzblau). The majority of factors from both
questionnaires measure independent constructs. The
Cronbach’s alpha reliability, factor means and standard
deviation are provided in Table 3. The reliability
coefficients for all items to factors are measuring
sufficiently diverse content however in the case of the
ROCI-II factors of dominating, obliging, compromising
and integrating the factors may not be demonstrating
sufficient homogeneity (Boyle, 1991).

Circumplex Features of the ROCI-II and the
FOCQ
In response to question four, the MDS of the ROCI-II
was completed with the factors constructed from items
shown in Table 1. The circle was expected to be
comprised of compromising at the origin or intersection
of the two dimensions and an ordered rotation clockwise
with integrating, dominating, avoiding, and obliging
forming the circle as in Figure 1. The MDS analysis
showed that the two-dimensional solution was
appropriate explaining approximately 99% of variance
in the similarity (R2) with a stress of less than 1%.
Figure 2 shows that the five factors do not form a

complete circumplex but a weak, partial circumplex and
do not provide an interpretable two-dimensional space.
Furthermore, the ordering of the variables is mainly
linear for four of the factors, all of which contrasted
with dominating, which falls within the alternative
quadrant.
In response to the fifth research question an MDS
analysis of the scale values of the FOCQ was completed
and showed a viable circumplex in two-dimensional
space. The circle was comprised of the five factors
defined by the confirmatory factor analysis. As there
has been no theoretical definition of the circumplex
relationship of the factors of the FOCQ, the MDS is
exploratory. The analysis showed that the twodimensional solution was satisfactory as it explained
approximately 99% of variance in the similarity (R2)
with a stress of less than 1%. Figure 3 shows that the
five factors do form a circumplex and do have an
interpretable two-dimensional space. The first
dimension reflected the confusion to other-person
parallel and the second dimension reflected a success to
withdrawing mode of expression. The distance between
each pair of factors around the circle was approximately
equidistant and satisfactory for a circumplex
configuration. The distance between the origin and task
was slightly less than for the other four factors.
Consideration of the correlations of adjacent and
opposite factors of the FOCQ in their positions on the
circumplex model showed that four of the five adjacent
correlations were positive, significant, and stronger than
pairwise associations involving factors that were
opposite. The correlations between confusion and task
(opposite), and withdrawing and other-person focus
(adjacent) were not significant. All non-adjacent
correlations were negative (Table 3).
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Derived Stimulus Configuration

Euclidean distance model
2.0
avoid2
1.5

Dimension 2

1.0

0.5
comp2
oblig2

0.0

integ2
-0.5
domin2
-1.0
-2.0

-1.5

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

Dimension 1

Figure 2: The five ROCI-II styles of handling
conflict based on items and factors defined in
the original exploratory factor analysis.

Derived Stimulus Configuration

Gender and Cultural Differences
To address the final research question investigating
which operationalization of two communication
measures best differentiates university students on the
basis of gender and culture, two MANOVAs with the
communication factors as dependent variables (DVs)
and gender and culture as independent variables (IVs)
were used. The Wilks’ criterion indicated that the
combined dependent variables of the ROCI-II were not
significantly related to gender (F(5,179) = .625, p = .681,
η2 = .02, Wilks’ λ = .98) but were significant for
culture (F(5,179) = 3.53, p = .005, η2 = .09, Wilks’ λ =
.91) with no interaction (F(5,179) = .88, p = .493, η2 =
.02, Wilks’ λ = .97). Univariate tests were conducted
with the five ROCI-II factors as the DVs and the gender
and culture of the students as the IVs. Table 4 shows
the means for gender and culture. Assessment of the
univariate interactions of gender and culture showed no
significant effect for any communication factor. There
was also no significant main effect differentiating males
from females. A significant main effect of culture
showed that Australian students were more dominating
and Asian students were less integrating than Australian
students.
Table 4: Means and Standard Deviations for the ROCI-II by
Gender and Culture.

Gender
Avoidance

Euclidean distance model

Dominating

1.5
confusion2

Obliging

Dimension 2

1.0

0.5

success2

withdraw2

Compromising
Integrating

0.0

60

Mean

Mean

(SD)

(SD)

p

η2

.54

.00

1.63

.20

.01

.16

.68

.00

.12

.73

.00

.32

.57

.00

.06

.81

.00

11.84

.00

.06

.343

.56

.00

.13

.72

.00

5.62

.02

.03

F

Males
2.98

Females
2.90
.37

(.99)

(.81)

3.23

3.08

(.78)

(.66)

3.49

3.45

(.61)

(.54)

3.72

3.75

(.60)

(.43)

3.94

3.91

(.54)

(.45)

Asian
2.94

Aust
2.92

(.80)

(.99)

-0.5
task2

Culture
Avoidance

-1.0
otherperson2
-1.5

Dominating
-1.5

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

Dimension 1

Obliging

Figure 3: The five FOCQ styles of handling
conflict based on items and factors defined by
the confirmatory factor analysis.

Compromising
Integrating

2.98

3.32

(.67)

(.73)

3.44

3.49

(.59)

(.55)

3.74

3.72

(.55)

(.46)

4.00

3.84

(.49)

(.48)
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A MANOVA was conducted with the FOCQ factors
as the DVs and gender and culture of students as IVs.
The Wilks criterion indicated that the combined
dependent variables were significantly related to gender
(F(5,179) = 2.43, p = .037, η2 = .06, Wilks’ λ = .94) and
culture (F(5,179) = 7.49, p = .001, η2 = .17, Wilks’ λ =
.83) with no significant multivariate interaction (F(5,179)
= 0.32, p = .89, η2 = .09, Wilks’ λ = .99). Univariate
tests were conducted with the six FOCQ factors as the
DVs and the gender and culture of students as the IVs
(Table 5). Assessment of the interactions of gender and
year level revealed no significant effect. For the main
effect of gender males were more confusion, task, and
success focused. Univariate analysis involving culture
showed that students from the Australian culture were
less confusion and more success focused.

Table 5: Means and Standard Deviations for the FOCQ by
Gender and Culture.

Gender
Confusion
Task
Withdrawal
Success
Other-person

Mean

Mean

(SD)

(SD)

Males Females
2.41
2.19
(.85)

(.72)

3.68

3.49

(.58)

(.55)

2.78

2.82

(.85)

(.72)

3.29

3.03

(.64)

(.55)

3.36

3.37

(.61)

(.55)

Asian
2.40

Aust.
2.17

(.69)

(.87)

Task

3.53

3.68

(.56)

(.58)

Withdrawal

2.82

2.79

(.71)

(.84)

Success

2.98

3.32

(.57)

(.60)

3.41

3.32

(.57)

(.57)

Culture
Confusion

Other-person

F

P

η2

4.49

.04

.02

5.12

.03

.03

.08

.77

.00

7.75

.01

.04

.01

.97

.00

4.57

.03

.02

.95

.33

.01

.07

.79

.00

15.07

.00

.08
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factor of concession and various individual items were
removed. The factors of the ROCI-II and FOCQ were
relatively independent. There was a weak association
between the majority of the FOCQ and ROCI-II factors
with a moderate correlation involving four pairs of
factors. Contrary to the previously defined model of
communication and contrary to the hypothesis, the
ROCI-II did not form a circumplex in two-dimensional
space based on the dual concern model but formed a
partial circumplex. By contrast, the factors of the
FOCQ formed a circumplex involving five factors with
two dimensions of confusion to other-person, and the
second dimension reflecting a success to withdrawing
mode of expression. The ROCI-II differentiated
students on the basis of culture and the FOCQ
differentiated students on the basis of gender and
culture. Each of these issues will be dealt with in turn,
below.
The association between the ROCI-II and the FOCQ
was expected to be weakly to moderately correlated.
Specifically, the pairwise associations with the largest
correlations from this research (first in parentheses)
compared with previous research (Bowles, 2002;
second in parentheses) were withdrawal with avoidance
(r = .54; .75.), success with dominating (r = .53; .45),
other-person with integrating (r = .36; .30) and otherperson with compromising (r =.31; .25). That
withdrawal with avoidance, and success with
dominating were correlated provides some construct
validity. By contrast, being other-person focused is a
specific way of relating and ought to be different to
integrating and compromising, especially as integrating
is a general construct, central to and comprised of
components of the four factors of the ROCI-II. This is
the same for task and integrating. The correlations of
each of these pairwise relationships were consistently
less than .36. The one FOCQ factor that was
consistently low in correlation with ROCI-II factors
was confusion. The best explanation of the associations
between the factors of the two scales is probably due to
the difference in development of the questionnaires.
The ROCI-II was developed to describe communication
related to organizational conflict (Rahim, 1983)
whereas the FOCQ was developed to represent
strategies to influence others through communication
and conflict (Bowles, 2002).

Structure of the Factors of Communication
1.41

.24

.01

Discussion
The findings of this research showed that the factor
structure of the ROCI-II and FOCQ met the basic
criteria to confirm the structure of the factors. The CFA
of the FOCQ was found to be satisfactory after the

The confirmatory factor analyses of the ROCI-II and
the FOCQ showed that the structure of both
questionnaires could be improved in comparison with
their original format. In regard to the ROCI-II removing
some of the individual items assisted in refining the
quality of the individual scales and was sufficient to
generate marginally adequate factor structure (Byrne,
2001; Marsh, Balla, & Hau, 1996). The final factor
structure of the ROCI-II from this research was
marginally satisfactory and was consistent with the
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findings of the previous confirmatory factor analysis
(Rahim & Magner, 1995). The confirmatory factor
structure of the FOCQ was satisfactory and defined a
five factor solution. The factor of concession was
removed as it loaded poorly and this improved the
model and some individual items were removed. The
final, five factor form of the FOCQ and model had a
satisfactory structure (Byrne, 2001; Marsh, Balla, &
Hau, 1996).

Circularity of the Models
The underlying structure of the ROCI-II did not form
a circular formation and interpretation of the two
dimensions is not possible. The four factors of
avoiding, obliging, compromising, and integrating were
more parallel and opposite to dominating. Integrating
was not situated at the origin of the other factors and the
order of factors in any rotation of the factors did not
reflect the hypothesized order of the factors in the twodimensional space defined by the underlying constructs
of a concern for self and concern for other (Blake &
Mouton, 1964). These findings draw into question the
operationalization of the ROCI-II (Rahim, 1983) and its
relationship to the dual concern model (Blake &
Mouton, 1964) on which it was based. These findings
indicate that the ROCI-II would benefit from revision
and conforms with criticism previously raised by
researchers (Bowles, 2002; Cai & Fink, 2002). The
revision may require a redefinition of the model of the
ROCI-II and the underlying structure of the concern for
self and the concern for others which will be discussed
more fully below.
The FOCQ did form a circumplex arrangement of
factors (Fabrigar et al., 1997; Gurtman & Pincus, 2000).
A circular formation of the factors, based on two
dimensions with sufficiently equivalent spacing
between factors emerged from the data. The ordering of
these factors around the circle followed the pattern
defined by the clusters from previous research (Bowles,
2002, 2004). The two dimensions on which the factors
formed a circumplex were confusion to other-person,
and success to withdrawing. The two orthogonal
dimensions reflect the bipolar dimensions of the
explanation of communication provided by Leary
(1957), the first being cooperation-opposition and the
second
being
domination-submission.
These
dimensions are considerably different to the concern for
self and other suggested by Blake & Mouton (1964)
further suggesting that this representation of the theory
requires revision.
The association of the FOCQ factors adjacent and
opposite each other in the circle from the MDS analysis
was statistically and conceptually adequate. Strategies
associated with confusion range from feigned
misunderstanding through to deliberate and covert
chaos intended to upset the intended process. Opposite
confusion focused communication is task and otherperson focused communication. A cooperation style
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associated with a focus on the task and other-person
opposes confusion on the circle. Such behaviours lead
away from confused to organized activity and/or
involvement with and concern for other people. Success
focused communication forms one pole of the alternate
dimension and is not tolerated in all settings. It is absent
from nearly all communication processes other than
formal debating and sport where both direct opposition
and domination (or success) may still be expressed in a
socially acceptable or tolerated manner. If a person
communicates in a dominant manner the anticipated
outcome is success. By contrast, if a person withdraws,
which is the opposite pole, they are likely to submit
themselves, parts of themselves or their original
intention and resources in response. Thus, the factors
around the circle and the two dimensions of the
circumplex are statistically and conceptually explicable.
The concession items and factor are not consistently
functioning in relation with other elements in the model
of the FOCM. This is likely to be the result of how
people interpret conceding. A person concedes when
they want to abase themselves as a function of
reparation and the restoration of justice for the other
party. Alternatively, people can also concede when they
are forced into loss, such as in an argument. In the latter
case, the concession may be verbal, but may not
accurately reflect the cognitive or emotional state of the
person conceding. This twofold definition of conceding
may be generating complexity that is reflected in the
low reliability of the concession factor. A post hoc
MDS containing all six factors of the FOCQ with the
original items loading on factors was completed. The
output statistics were similar to the five factor solution.
The order and dimensionality of the factors were also
similar with relatively equidistant spacing and the
concession factor situated slightly closer to the origin,
between other-person and withdrawing. Thus, in line
with the above description, when a person concedes it is
likely to reflect a desire to focus on a concern for the
other and reparation or simply removing oneself from
discomfort and the situation. Therefore, future use of
concession as a style of communication requires further
definition through the development of items that form a
cohesive whole and fit more fully within a structure that
complements the other five factors. Alternatively, the
five factor structure of the FOCQ may be the best
explanation of the general ways in which people
communicate during conflict.
Improvement to the reliability of both questionnaires
may be difficult as communication by its nature is
context specific and often reactionary particularly when
people are in conflict. Thus communication in conflict
is likely to reflect patterns of expression of oral
language and thought without absolute consistency.
That is, communication is patterned behaviour that is
situationally bound, rather than having the consistency
of powerful substrates typically found in personality
conforming to the contextual-interactive model of
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behavior (Deaux & Major, 1987; Leaper et al., 1998).
Despite this, attempts should be made to improve the
reliability of the FOCQ by the inclusion of new and
negative items. The ROCI-II requires revision of the
items to the factors and further analysis of the structure
of the factors in relation to the power of the dominating
factor compared with the other five communication
factors. It is possible that the original concern for self
and concern for other underlying dimensions originally
proposed by Blake and Mouton (1964) do not reflect
the manner in which people communicate in conflict
and a new structure may need to be developed and
made more comprehensive (Cai & Fink, 2002).

Gender and Cultural Differences
The findings showed that the ROCI-II and the FOCQ
differed on the basis of gender and culture. In reference
to gender, consistent with previous research the ROCIII did not vary on the basis of the gender of
respondents. Whereas the FOCQ was more sensitive
indicating that males were more confusion, task and
success focused. Although the effect was weak in each
comparison the findings indicate that the FOCQ
distinguished groups on the basis of subtle differences
which is consistent with previous research (Bowles &
Suchak, 2003).
The ROCI-II and FOCQ results associated with
culture are consistent with face-negotiation theory of
Ting-Toomey et al. (1991). The Australian group of
students was more dominating and success focused in
the communication. The Asian students were more
integrating and confusion focused. The high confusion
focus communication of the Asian cultural group, in
this context, is probably due to the desire to defend or
protect the self and resist conflict under the stress of a
new environment and educational challenges. These
findings are consistent with the previous meta-analytic
research of Holt and DeVore (2005). That there are
subtle differences resulting in group specific findings is
consistent with the contextual-interactive model of
behavior (Deaux & Major, 1987; Leaper et al., 1998).
This provides some evidence to suggest that explicable
differences can be defined between cultures and should
be able to be captured by factors that are relevant across
cultures. This explanation is in contrast to the argument
of other researchers who maintain that factors may
differ within cultures (Cai & Fink, 2002). That factors
may differ within cultures does not preclude the
exploration of the possibility that some, small number
of factors may be relevant, to varying degrees, to a
large number of cultures. Such factors would be very
pertinent when students are forced to share a dominant
culture and language other their own. In this research,
the analysis of both gender and cultural comparisons
showed that the magnitude of differences were small
which is consistent with previous findings (Bowles,
2002; Bowles et al., 2006; Bowles & Suchak, 2003;
Cohen, 1988).
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These results are important because currently there
are a large number of international students attending
universities in Australia. The students come from a
variety of cultural backgrounds and it is important that
the potential conflicts between cultures are minimized.
Understanding the ways in which people from different
cultures express themselves, particularly in conflict
situations, will facilitate the management resolution of
potential conflict. As the items and factors of the FOCQ
were developed to represent behaviour in response to
scarcity, the model and measure are relevant when
identifying environments that are negotiating scarce
resources and defining the absence of scarcity as a
precursor to the possibility of peaceful relations
between groups and individuals (Bowles, 2005a).
There are caveats on the interpretation of results from
this research. Firstly, the sample size was relatively
small for the analyses and larger samples are required in
replication studies. Secondly, the sample was
comprised of university students who may not represent
the general population, or the specific population on
which the ROCI-II was developed. However, this
problem of specific populations will always be present
when comparing these two questionnaires, because they
have been developed in reference to different
populations. Thirdly, the CFA was initiated to test the
ROCI-II and FOCQ as representations of models
however adjustments and refinements were completed
to improve the models. Therefore the final models of
both questionnaires require further validation with a
large sample in future. These criticisms do not detract
from the central findings of this research: 1) that the
FOCQ has satisfactory factor and circumplex structure
and therefore is worthy of further research; 2) that the
FOCQ and ROCI-II discriminated students on the basis
of culture and the FOCQ on the gender and culture, and
3) the relevance of the FOCQ with tertiary students in
future research and as a tool in therapeutic and
intervention programs is worthy of future investigation.
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Appendix A
Item Numbers and Items of the FOCQ
1

I am satisfied when I win conflicts.

2

I stay on the issue during arguments.

3

I’ll admit I’m half-wrong rather than explore all of the
disputed issues.

4

I avoid disagreements.

5

During controversy I attend to other’s feelings and
emotions.

6

I pretend not to understand to ‘put people off.’

7

I am an excellent communicator.

8

During conflicts I stick to the tasks.

9

I’ll give way on some issues during arguments.

10

I withdraw from disputes.

11

I accommodate other’s wishes and emotions during
disagreements.

12

To put others off, I seem vague on purpose.

13

I can talk about anything.

14

I ‘come out on top’ of controversies I get into.

15

I’ll accept I’m partially wrong during conflicts.

16

I’d rather postpone arguments indefinitely.

17

I try to meet other’s emotional needs during disputes.

18

I pretend I am uncertain about what others want of me.

19

Other people tell me I’m great at listening.

20

I do better than others in disagreements.

21

When in controversy I stick to the point.

Research Profile

22

Instead of having conflicts I retreat.

Terry Bowles is an academic and researching
psychologist with four current fields of research
interests. The first field is communication in a range of
settings and applied to a range of problems including
social phobia and social competencies. The second is
adaptive change processes and its application to
therapeutic and nontherapeutic problems, for example,
eating disorders. The third area of interest is learning
and motivation and the fourth is time orientation and its
influence on self and performance. He works at the
Australian Catholic University.

23

During arguments I try not to hurt people’s feelings.

24

I confuse other people to avoid doing what they want me
to do.

25

I do not tell the truth to get my own way.

26

When there is a dispute I do better than others.

27

I focus on the concerns of the disagreement.

28

Getting part of what I want is better than having the
controversy.

29

In conflict I try to soothe feelings.

30

I laugh it off when someone pressures me to commit or
agree.

31

I am focused on meeting the needs of others.

32

I don’t like to lose arguments.

33

When in dispute I try to focus on the problem.

34

To stop a disagreement I’ll compromise.

35

‘Putting it off,’ is how I deal with controversy.
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