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Abstract: The main aim of this study 1s to evaluate relationship of attachment styles and self-efficacy to conflict
resolution styles among sport coaches. Statistical sample include 120 of coaches of sport centers of Ardabil
province at 2006. Research method was correlation. For data collection Rahim’s conflict resolution styles
questionnaire, revised adults attachment scale of Collins and Read and Bandura’s self-efficacy questionnaire
were used. For data analysis Pierson correlation and multivariate regression in enter method were used and
obtained results showed negative significant relationship of dominant conflict resclution style to self-efficacy
and secure attachment styles of coaches (p<0.05). There is negative relationship between avoidant conflict
resolution style with self-efficacy and secure attachment style. There 1s negative relationship between avoidant
conflict resolution style and secure attachment style among coaches (p<0.05) and there 15 positive significant
relationship between avoidant conflict resolution style with insecure and avoidant insecure attachment style
of coaches (p<0.05). Multivariate regression coefficient in enter method showed that secure, insecure, avoidant
msecure and self-efficacy attachment style are as predictor variables of dominant, avoidant and cooperative

conflict resolution styles.
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INTRODUCTION

Conflict term means competition, incompatibility,
non-adjustment, inconsistency, disapproval, strife and
dispute (Amudi, 2002). Slabbert (2004) know conflict as a
expression that disrupt function of one and organization.
Conflict 18 of concepts that different meamngs are derived
of it Slabbert (2004). Psychologist were more tending to its
psychological aspects as internal conflict and sociologist
were more tending to social aspect of conflict means
conflicts between persons and groups (Ghasemi, 2003). In
sport societies since athletics and coaches are interacting,
differences and strains are natural events, because
athletics are different in social, cultural and economical
aspects, even there is difference between their needs,
expects and behaviors that all cause conflict (Robbins,
1998). Cross believe that conflict is destructive and
mevitable and believe that most of conflicts are manifold
appearing in centers. In contrast Maye (1995) believe that
conflict in organizations and groups is a social disease
(Mayseless, 1996). Evan (1965) reports mn an article that
conflict shouldn’t contradicted one-sided and shouldn’t
regarded harmful. Being advantageous or harmful depend
on conflict resolution styles. Several variables are related

to conflict resolution styles of coaches among these
variables are personality characteristics like attachment
styles of coaches. Atftachment style is one of most
important factors in interpersonal interactions that is
formed m the childhood and continue according to
environment which in the one has evolved (Sarafraz,
2006). Different styles of mteraction between child and
who care forms three styles of attachment; secure,
avoidant-insecure and anxious-insecure (Sarafraz, 2006).
Secure persons rely on world and have tendency to
having intimate and positive relation with others
(Engels et al., 2001). Avoidant insecure persons avoid
establishing intimate relation with others because they
fear to be ostracized by others (Ciechanowski et af., 2003).
Avoidant-ambivalence insecure persons are dependent
and monopolist in their emotional relation with others and
worry about ostracism and dislodging by others and try
to decrease separation anxiety by severe dependency to
others (Delavar, 1995). Different studies have done about
effect of attachment on conflict resolution style of
coaches, for example Banerjee believed that attachment
styles of coaches has a sigmficant effect on thewr tutelage
(Banerjee, 2006 ). Also, Pistole (1989) found out that role
of attachment styles in conflict decrease is significant.
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Attachment styles of persons specify conflict resolution
style usage way (Cohn et al., 1992, Kobak et al., 1993;
Kobak and Deumler, 1994). Persons with avoidant
attachment style use cooperative conflict resolution
style very lesser in comparison with secure persons
(Corcoran and Mallinckrodt, 2000). Persons with secure
attachment style act more effective than others in
management and controlling sentiments of themselves
and others. Secure persons act more competent than
others in conflict and stress occasions (Caldwell, 1995).
Insecure persons ask for lesser help of others n
comparison with other groups because of thewr doubt
about others (Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991). However,
this tendency (tendency to cooperative behaviors) among
secure persons 1s at high level (Kummel, 1999). Some of
researchers  has  assessed relationship  between
personality factors like attachment styles and conflict
resolution styles positive and has executed studies for it
(Morris and Brassard, 2006). Relationship between
attachment styles and conflict resolution styles 1s positive
in the friendly relations (Karney and Bradbury, 1995;
Mearns, 1991; Cowan et al., 1996). Self-efficacy is of
other internal or personality factors that affect conflict
resolution style of coaches. Self-efficacy mdicates to
one’s judgments about his/her abilities, capacities and
capabilities for doing especial assignments (Arianpoor,
2005). In Bandaura’s opimion, set of beliefs and
expectations about abilities related to effective
assignment executing and accomplishment of what should
be accomplished is one of self-concept’s elements of each
person and has named this element as self-efficacy
(Bandaura, 1997). Bandaura believe that one’s especial
expectations about his/her abilities for especial activities
execution 1s effective on his/her effort in execution of the
activity, endurance and suitable motivations. Furthermore
self-efficacy has positive relationship with previous
achievements (Arianpoor, 2005). Different researches
have been done about effect of self-efficacy on conflict
resolution styles of coaches. Foe example Alper ef al.
(2000) discovered that reducing of conflict among groups
coaches resulted in their own self-efficacy augmentation
(Ghasemi, 2003). There is relationship between
cooperative conflict resolution style and self-efficacy
(Sipps et al, 1988). Relationship between conflict
resolution styles and self-efficacy and pluckiness is
positive (Volkema and Bergmann, 1995). Friedlander and
Snyder (1983) perceived that there are significant
differences between experts and beginner from the view
point of conflict resolution styles and in researchers’
opinion, the difference between them is related to their
self-efficacy (Fiedlander and Snyder, 1983). Persons with
high self-efficacy behave at conflict occasions more
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effective than other groups (Deutsch, 1993). Self-efficacy
of persons with insecure attachment style is lower than
secure ones (Corcoran and Mallinckrodt, 2000). Persons
who have low self-efficacy behave avoidant or domnant
in conflict occasions (Burton, 1990; Vandevilert, 1997).
Mikulincer and Florain (2000) believed that high
level self-efficacy culminate in increased adaptation and
cooperation 1n persons. Melchert et @l (1996) and
Tohnson believed that augmentation of self-efficacy of
coaches, cause increase of skills that are required in
conflict resolution. Also, results of Loukinzord and
Haroon and Shavwer showed that persons with secure
attachment style have higher self-efficacy in comparison
with other groups. Feeling of qualification and self-
efficacy 1s higher, among persons with secure attachment
style in comparison with other groups (Banerjee, 2006,
Mevyers, 1998). There is positive relationship between
secure attachment style and self-efficacy (Bartholomew
and Horowitz, 1991).

According to evaluation of references related to
topic, following hypothesis was edited:

There 1s relationship between secure attachment
style and each of 5 conflict resolution styles among
sport coaches.

There is relationship between avoidant-insecure
attachment style and each of five conflict resolution
styles among sport coaches.

There is relationship between ambivalence avoidant-
insecure afttachment style and each of 5 conflict
resolution styles among sport coaches.

There 1s relationship between self-efficacy and each
of five conflict resolution styles among sport
coaches.

Attachment styles and self-efficacy have capability
for prediction of conflict resolution styles of sport
coaches.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Since the main aim of present study is to predict
conflict resolution styles through attachment styles and
self-efficacy, correlation study type has been used.
Statistical society of present study have comprised of
coaches of individual and public sport courses resident in
Ardabil province within 2005 at 20-50 age range. Statistical
sample include 120 of sport coaches that have been
selected through simple sampling method. Data related to
conflict resolution style were collected through Rahim’s
questionnaire that is a simple 30-item scale. This
questionnaire has 5 categories which are dominart style,
avoldant style, accordance style, comprise style and
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cooperation style. Rahim used factor analysis to assess
validity of product. Results of factor analysis have
extracted five factors that explain variance 0.89. Also, to
assess reliability of this test, he executed it on 119
students at three weeks range, through retest method that
Cronbach’s Alpha of test has reported 0.60-0.83.

Second tool used in this survey is attachment scale.
This questionnaire 15 a self-assess sclae that assesses
skills of relation making and course of close attachments
formation. Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of this test in
study of Collins and Read 1n a sample of students i A, D
and C sub-scales has reported 0.85, 0.78 and 08I,
respectively. On the other hand Pakdaman showed in Iran
through retest within distance of one month, that this test
1s reliable at level of 0.95 (Sarafraz, 2006). Bandaura’s self-
efficacy questionnaire 1s another tool that has been used
in this research. This questionnaire has been formulated
by Bandaura at 1980 and has 17 principles. Baraty used
mtersection method to assess reliability of this scale.
Rehability coefficient of test was 0.76 through Spearman-
Brown method and it was 0.76 through Gutman’s
intersection method Cronbach’s Alpha or general
consistency of questions was 0.79 that 1s satisfier. Since
used scale for prediction and criterion variables was
interval and distribution of participants’ scores follow
the normal curve. Owing to these reasons, for data
analysis parametric statistic tools like Pierson correlation
and multivariate regression coefficient were used
(Arianpoor, 2005).

RESULTS

Results presented in Table 1 is showing that there is
significant negative correlation between self-efficacy with
dominant (r=-0.224), avoidant (r=-0.349) accordance
(r = -0274) conflict resolution styles and msecure
(r = -0.453), avoidant-insecure (r = -0.346) attachment
styles (p<0.05). And there is positive significant
correlation between this variable (self-efficacy) with

cooperation conflict resolution style (r = 0.312) and secure
attachment style (r = 0.536) (p<0.05). It means that
coaches with high self-efficacy use cooperative conflict
resolution style more than other conflict resolution style
and their attachment style is more secure than other

groups.
There 1s positive correlation (p<0.05) between
dommant conflict resolution style with avoidant

attachment style (r = 0.270) and there is significant
negative correlation (p<t0.05) between dominant conflict
resolution style with cooperation conflict resolution style
(r = -0.282) and secure attachment style (r = -0.381). It
means that coaches with dominant conflict resolution
style use rarely cooperation conflict resolution style and
conflict resolution among players often use avoidant
conflict resolution style and their attachment style i1s
secure type.

There is significant negative correlation (p<0.05)
between avoidant conflict resolution style with
cooperation conflict resolution style (r = -0.282) and
secure attachment style (r = -0.381). However, there is
significant positive correlation (p<0.05) between this
variable (avoidant conflict resolution style) with
accordance conflict resolution style (r = 0.339), insecure
attachment style (r = 0334) and avoidant-insecure
attachment style (r = 0.493). Tt means that attachment style
of coaches with avoidant contlict resolution style often 1s
of secure and avoidant-insecure types. There 1s
significant positive correlation (p<<0.05) accordance with
comprise conflict resolution style (r = 0.353), insecure
attachment style (r = 0.329) and avoidant-insecure
attachment style (r = 0.183). However, sigmficant negative
correlation exist between this variable (accordance
conflict resolution style) with insecure attachment style
{r = -0.218). There is significant positive correlation
{(p<0.05) between cooperation conflict resolution style
with secure attachment style (r = 0.398) and significant
negative correlation between cooperation conflict
resolution style with msecure attachment style (r = -0.260).

Table 1: Simple correlation coefficients of attachment styles, self-efficacy and quintuple aspects of conflict resolution styles of sport coaches

Secure Tnsecure Tnsecure-avoidant

Self-efficacy Dominant _ Avoidant  Accordance  Comprise  Cooperation _ attachment attachment _attachment

Selt-efficacy r 1 -0.224 -0.349 -0.274 -0.047 0312 0.536 -0.453 -0.346

sig 0 0.005 0 0.005 0.662 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Dominant r 1 0.27 013 -0.024 -0.241 -0.22 0.013 0.165

sig 0 0.007 02 0.818 0.016 0.024 898.00 0.092

Avoidant r 1 0.339 -0.021 -0.282 -0.381 0.0334 0.493

sig 0 0 0.839 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000

Accordance r 1 0.353 -0.091 -0.218 0.329 0.183
sig 0 0.001 0.351 0.023 0.000 0.05

Comprise r 1 0.012 0.125 0.198 -0.027

sig 0 0912 0.232 0.57 0.794

Cooperation r 1 0.398 -0.26 -0.357

sig 0 0.000 0.02 0.000
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Table 2: Multivariate regression coefficient with enter method for prediction
of dominant conflict resolution style according to insecure,
avoidant-insecure and seure attachment style and self-efficacy

MNon-standard Standard

coefficient coefficients
Predictor B Std. Error B t Sig
Tnsecure attachment  2.021 0.441 0.408 4.518 0.00
Avoidant-insecure  2.025 0.448 0.409 4,995 0.00
secure attachment -2.333 0.499 -0.409  -4.99 0.00
self-efficacy 1.99 0.420 -0.401 -4.999  -0.004

Table 3: Multivariate regression coefficient with enter method for prediction
of avoidant conflict resolution style according to insecure,
avoidant-insecure and secure attachment styles and self-efficacy

Non-standard Standard

coefficient coefficients
Predictor B Std. Error B t Sig
Tnsgecure attachment  2.013 76.4 2.40 4.481 0.000
Avoidant-insecure 0.397 0.490 0.078 0.809 0421
Secure attachment -1.045 0.509 -0.203  1.994 -0.049
Self-efficacy -0.030 0.061 -0.053  0.492 0.624

Table 4: Multivariate regression coefficient with enter method for prediction
of cooperation conflict resolution style according to insecure,
avoidant-insecure and seure attachment style and self-efficacy

Non-standard Standard

coefficient coefficients
Predictor B Std. Error Beta t Rig
Tnsgecure attachment  -1.222 0.509 -0.260 -2.398 -0.018
Avoidant-insecure -0.72 0.322 -0.267 <2177 -0.032
Secure attachment ~ 2.011 0.437 0.337 4.468  0.000
Self-efficacy 0.424 0.227 0.184 1.864  0.05

Tt means that coaches with secure attachment style use
cooperation conflict resolution style more than coaches
with secure and avoidant-insecure attachment style.

As it is seen in the Table 2 can say that insecure,
insecure-avoidant and secure attachment style among
coaches have been the most powerful predictors of
dominant conflict resolution style (df = 4.99, £ = 14.151,
p<0.005, R =0774).

As it is seen in the Table 3 can say that insecure and
secure attachment style among coaches have been the
most powerful predictors of avoidant conflict resolution
style (df = 4.99, F = 12.151, p<0.005, R = 0.574).

As it is seen in the Table 4 can say that insecure,
msecure-avoldant and secure attachment style and self-
efficacy among coaches are of varables that predict
cooperation conflict resolution style (df = 4.99, F=13.171,
p<0.005, R =0.674).

DISCUSSION

The first hypothesis was predicting that there is
relationship between secure attachment style and each of
quintuple style of conflict resclution styles among sport
coaches. Obtained results show that there is negative
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relationship between secure attachment style with
avoidant, dominant and accordance conflict resolution
styles and the relationship of secure attachment style to
cooperation 1s significant positive. Obtamed results
accord with results of researches of Banerjee (2006),
Pistole (1989), Cohen et al. (1992), Kobak et al. (1993),
Pistole and Arricale (2003), Corcoran and Mallinckrodt
(2000), Mikulincer and Florian (2001), Caldwell (19935),
Larose and Bernier (2001), Bartholomew and Horowitz
(1991, Kummel (1999), Nordling (1993), Morris-Rothschild
and Brassard (2006), Bippus an Rollin (2003), Volkema and
Bergman (1995), Karney and Bradbury (1995) Meams
(1991), George et al. (1996) and Cowan ef al. (1596).
Secure attachment style form in the situation which in
child can resolve presence or absence of others by his will
and control. This 1sn’t possible unless consider condition
of others. In fact, high cooperation conflict resolution
style, among coaches with secure attachment style arises
from their childhood’s learning.

The second hypothesis is that there 1s relationship
between insecure-avoidant attachment style and each of
quintuple styles of conflict resolution style among sport
coaches. Obtained results show that there 1s positive
relationship between avoidant-insecure attachment style
with avoidant and accordance conflict resolution style
and there is significant negative relationship between
avoldant-insecure attachment style and cooperation
conflict resolution style. Obtain results accord with
results of researches of Banerjee (2006), Pistole (1989),
Cohen et al. (1992), Kobak et al. (1993), Pistole and
Arricale (2003), Corcoran and Mallinckrodt (2000),
Mikulincer and Florian (2001), Caldwell (1995), Larose and
Bernier (2001), Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), Kummel
(1999), Nordling (1993), Morris-Rothschild and Brassard
(2006), Bippus an Rollin (2003), Volkema and Bergman
(1995), Kamey and Bradbury (1995), Mearns (1991),
George et al. (1996) and Cowan et al. (1996).

Next hypothesis is that there is relationship between
insecure attachment style and each of quintuple styles of
conflict resolution style among sport coaches. Obtained
results show that there is positive relationship between
insecure attachment style with avoidant and accordance
conflict resolution style and that there 1s significant
negative relationship between insecure attachment
style and cooperation style. Obtain results accord with
results of researches of Banerjee (2006), Pistole (1989),
Cohen et al. (1992), Kobak et al. (1993), Pistole and
Arricale (2003), Corcoran and Mallinckrodt (2000),
Mikulincer and Florian (2001 ), Caldwell (1995), Larose and
Bernier (2001), Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), Kummel
(1999), Nordling (1993), Morris-Rothschild and Brassard
(2006), Bippus an Rollin (2003), Volkema and Bergman
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(1995), Karney and Bradbury (1995) Mearns (1991),
George et al. (1996) and Cowan et al. (1996). We can say
that high social anxiety 1s of prominent specifications of
persons with insecure attachment style and this factor
(high social anxiety) has caused that they avoid conflict
resolution styles that need direct contact with others and
mstead use styles like avoidance and domimancy.

Other hypothesis 1s that there 1s relationship between
self-efficacy and each of cuintuple styles of conflict
resolution style among sport coaches. Obtained results
show that there is negative relationship between self-
efficacy with dominant, avoidant and accordance and
there is significant negative relationship between self-
efficacy and cooperation style. Obtained results accord
with results of researches of Alper ef al. (2000), Sips et al.
(1988), Volkema and Bergman (1995), Fiedlander and
Sryder (1983), Deutsch (1993), Corcoran and Mallinckrodt
(2000), Mikulincer and Florian (2000), Melchert et al.
(1996) and Jounson et al. (1989). We can say that high
capability of conflict reselution of coaches with
cooperation conflict resolution style result in that they
resolve interpersonal conflicts exist in the sport societies
that this factor itself cause increase of self-efficacy n
these coaches.

Another hypothesis is that there is relationship
between self-efficacy and each of quintuple styles of
attachment style among sport coaches. Obtained results
show that there is negative relationship between self-
efficacy with insecure and avoidant- insecure attachment
style and that there is significant positive relationship
between self-efficacy secure attachment style. Obtamed
results accord with results of researches of Collins and
Read (1990), Hazan and Shaver (1987), Banerjee (2006),
Mears (1998) and Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991).
Presence of high abilities and skills among secure persons
has caused that they achieve their goals and wills easily
in the social occasions and this factor cause increase of
self-efficacy, too.

The last hypothesis 15 that there 1s difference
between mean of scores of 2 male and female groups of
coaches. Obtained results show that difference of mean of
scores of groups in self-efficacy variable isn’t significant
in the level of 5%.
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