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The author interviewed 74 children (ages 8.5-11.5 years) in an exploratory study of 
interpersonal conflict resolution between children. Results suggest that children (a) most 
frequently used assertion and discussion as conflict resolution strategies, (b) used more 
than one strategy in a single conflict, and (c) used a strategy that corresponded to the 
strategy used by the other child in the conflict. The author discusses the implications of 
the findings and suggests areas for future research.  
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THE ABILITY TO RESOLVE INTERPERSONAL CONFLICTS, especially with 
peers, is a core component of social competence during childhood. Children who can 
resolve conflicts amicably have a greater chance of being accepted by their peers, 
whereas children who make poor choices of behavioral responses in conflict situations 
are likely to be rejected by their peers (Kupersmidt & Dodge, 2004).  

Most knowledge regarding interpersonal conflict revolves around age-related changes in 
responses to conflict (see Collins & Laursen, 1992, for a review), gender differences 
(Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Leadbeater, Hellner, Allen, & Aber, 1989; Shantz & Shantz, 
1985), different relationships as contexts of conflicts (Dunn & Herrera, 1997; Rafaelli, 
1997), and personality correlates (JensenCampbell, Gleason, Adams, & Malcolm, 2003). 
Although researchers have made strides in studying the area of childhood conflict, some 
gaps remain in their understanding of conflict between children. These gaps may be a 
result of the fact that theorizing about conflict and conflict resolution strategies is ahead 
of empirical operationalization in at least two aspects.  

The first gap is between current definitions of conflict and most operationalizations of 
conflict. According to conceptual definitions of conflict emanating from various 
disciplines, such as family studies (Sprey, 1979) and sociolinguistics (Garvey & Shantz, 
1992), conflict emerges in an interactional context, which is at least dyadic and involves 
behavioral opposition. Empirical investigations, however, have not reflected the 
interdependence of behaviors of the persons in conflict--the primary feature of the dyadic 
component of conflicts. Researchers have studied interpersonal conflict using methods 
such as videotaped naturalistic observations (Killen & Turiel, 1991), open-ended 
interviews (Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002; Shantz, 1993), and questionnaires (Jensen-
Campbell et al., 2003). However, irrespective of the method used, the focus of analysis 
has been the behavior of the target child instead of the behavior of the target child in 
relation to the other child.  
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The second gap is between current conceptual definitions of conflict resolution strategies 
and most operationalizations of conflict resolution strategies. According to most 
conceptual definitions of conflict resolution, children's behaviors that are directed toward 
ending conflict--whether these behaviors are "conscious, planned means to foreseeable 
ends (as these terms usually connote), or unconscious, automatic or habitual behaviors 
that have the effect of subserving goals" (Shantz, 1987, p. 289)--constitute their strategies 
for resolving conflict. Thus, conflict resolution strategies may be either planned or 
unconscious. Children initially may use habitual or unconscious strategies and, if the 
conflict does not end, may produce an alternate strategy in response to the specific 
conflict. The implication of this formulation, then, is that children may use multiple 
strategies in a single conflict, and researchers have found some evidence for this 
possibility (Eisenberg & Garvey, 1981). In contrast to these formulations, researchers 
have attempted to characterize children's responses to conflict with a single strategy or a 
type of a strategy, which can inadvertently lead to reification of strategies or the 
conceptualizing of strategies as internal stable traits. Strategies, by definition, are not 
stable traits, as evinced by children's use of different strategies in different contexts such 
as relationships (Collins & Laursen, 1992). For example, children use different strategies 
with friends and nonfriends (Caplan, Bennetto, & Weissberg, 1991; Vespo & Caplan, 
1993).  

The disparity in pace between the formulation of theoretical propositions and their 
operationalization results in a murky picture of children's conflict resolution strategies. 
For example, theorists have argued that there is a developmental progression in children's 
conflict resolution strategies from the least to the most sophisticated (hence implicitly 
more desirable), reflecting concurrent cognitive changes (Selman & Demorest, 1984). 
Developmentally, the most advanced strategy is offering a compromise, because it 
reflects the coordination of perspectives and goals of the self and the other. Thus, more 
advanced strategies reflect more developed social skills and are expected to lead to, or at 
least co-occur with, social adjustment. Children who use less advanced strategies for their 
age may face challenges in social adjustment.  

Empirical investigations, however, have revealed an interesting pattern of findings 
regarding the use of compromise. Children as young as 6 years of age use compromise 
with their friends (Dunn & Herrera, 1997), and although children begin to identify 
compromise as the most desirable strategy in elementary school years (Joshi, 1998), their 
use of compromise is restricted to hypothetical situations (Laursen, Finkelstein, & Betts, 
2001). Adolescents, like school-age children, are able to resolve conflicts using 
compromise, but they seldom do so in everyday conflicts (Collins & Laursen, 1992). 
Thus, the ability to use compromise may emerge at an earlier age than the theoretical 
expectation, but the actual use of compromise does not seem to increase with age.  

There is no evidence linking the absence of the use of compromise to negative social 
outcomes. However, aggression and coercive strategies (lower-level strategies) are linked 
to problems with peers (Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 1998). Thus, the prediction that 
higher-level strategies will be associated with positive social outcomes, with the implied 
converse being true, is not entirely supported. It is likely that researchers' exclusive focus 
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on the individual child and the characterization of children's behavior with a single 
strategy may be masking some crucial interaction process information that would help 
scholars better understand children's use of conflict resolution strategies and, 
consequently, key interpersonal skills.  

The purpose of the present study was to begin to develop an empirical description of 
conflicts and their resolutions between friends during middle childhood that reflected the 
theoretical description of conflict and its resolution and would lay the foundation for 
better understanding children's behaviors in conflict situations. Specifically, I examined 
conflicts first for their general morphological or structural characteristics, second for the 
conflict resolution strategies that children used, allowing for the detection of multiple 
strategies, and last, for patterns in strategy use of one child relative to the other.  

Method  

Participants  

A total of 74 (39 girls, 35 boys) fourth- and fifth-grade children participated in the study. 
Children were recruited from schools in a Midwestern town with a population of about 
140,000. Participants' ages ranged from 8.5 years to 11.5 years (M = 10.4 years, SD = 0.8 
years). Because middle childhood is a period of substantial social-cognitive growth 
(Shantz & Shantz, 1985), I studied the conflicts of elementary school children. Of the 
participants, 65 (87.8%) were non-Hispanic White, 6 (8.1%) were biracial, and 3 (4.1%) 
were Asian Indian. Forty-six (62.2%) families reported their annual household income to 
be above $50,000. Overall, the parents were well-educated, with approximately 75% 
having completed at least a bachelor's degree.  

I interviewed each child alone, and the interviews lasted approximately 30 min. 
Interviews were audiotaped and later transcribed.  

Children's Descriptions of Conflict Resolution With Friends.  

With each child, I conducted an open-ended, semistructured interview adapted from 
Shantz (1993). I asked children to describe a conflict they had had with a friend during 
the previous month. Children's recall over a month is fairly reliable (Foddy, 1993; Shantz, 
1993). Children described what the conflict was about, what happened during the conflict, 
what they did and what the friend did, and how the conflict ended. I identified 11 
different conflict resolution strategies on the basis of children's responses and the 
classification proposed by Vuchinich (1990) and Shantz (1993). The conflict resolution 
strategies were the following:  

1. Submission. Child (target individual) gives in and accepts the friend's position. (e.g., "I 
just gave up," "I just went along").  

2. Compromise. Child offers a middle-ground solution that requires concession from both 
participants. (For the strategy to fall in this category, the target child had to initiate the 

 3



compromise.) For example, in a situation in which the friend thought that the football had 
touched the ground and the child thought he had caught it before it touched the ground, 
the child reported, "I said, 'Fine, we'll just redo the play.'"  

3. Conventional, Child says please, apologizes, ignores the friend (e.g., "I just ignored 
him"), hugs and kisses the friend, or forgives the friend.  

4. Standoff. A change in activity or topic of speech leads to the dropping of conflict 
without resolution. (As opposed to conventional ignoring, in a standoff the target 
individual ignores the conflict, not the other individual [e.g., pretending it never 
happened].) For example, a child who had a conflict with a friend whom she had invited 
for a sleepover reported that they kept watching TV and fell asleep, and "in the morning 
we were okay."  

5. Third-party intervention. Child or both children seek and submit to a solution proposed 
by an uninvolved individual (e.g., "We asked our parents what to do").  

6. Aggression. Child yells or uses or threatens force through physical or verbal 
aggression (e.g., "He said I was out, and I started yelling at him").  

7. Assertion. Child insists by repeating his or her viewpoint, not submitting to any other 
solution, stalling, protesting, or pleading (e.g., "Well, I said I don't want to").  

8. Discussion. Child explains his or her viewpoint, giving reasons. The child shows an 
intention to seek the friend's opinion even though there may be no intent to, or evidence 
of, compromise. For example, a child who was upset at a friend for canceling their 
cheerleading plans reported asking the friend, "Why do we always have to do what 
Michelle wants to do?"  

9. Appeal to a rule. Child states the rules of a game or rules defined for the relationship 
(friendship) or invokes a rule based on previous discussion. For example, a child 
suggested that he and his friend play rock, paper, scissors because that is "a way of 
working out our problems in gym."  

10. Withdrawal. Child withdraws or physically leaves the area (e.g., "I went in my house, 
and he went in his house. We didn't talk to each other").  

11. Nonaction. Child says or does nothing but indicates awareness of the conflict or the 
other person. For example, a child reported thinking, "If you can step back and just shut 
up for a little bit.... "  

I also coded two nonstrategy events:  

1. Adult intervention. Adult intervened without either child asking for help.  

2. Time lapse. Time passed without any child taking any action.  

 4



Coding of Conflict Resolution Strategies  

To code the conflict resolution strategies, I first read the description of the conflict in its 
entirety, including the responses to the questions about what the child did, what the friend 
did, and how the conflict ended. I then found the point of initial opposition to mark the 
beginning of the conflict. Next, I coded the strategies of both children. Last, I coded the 
strategies of both children reported in response to the question "How did it [conflict] 
end?" if they had not already been described in the responses to the earlier questions (see 
the Appendix for an example).  

Intercoder Reliability  

Intercoder reliability for the conflict resolution strategies was established by calculating 
the percentage of agreement between two coders. The intercoder agreement was 79% (n 
= 135) for all conflict resolution strategies. Cohen's kappa was .76. The moderately high 
reliability for the conflict resolution strategies is common for the content analyses of 
narratives. Moderate reliabilities are obtained when the unit of coding or the recording 
unit (Weber, 1990) involves sets of behaviors and a target individual who displays these 
sets of behaviors in relation to another.  

Results  

The Conflicts  

All children were able to recall conflicts with relative ease. With the exception of 1 child, 
all participants described conflicts with same-sex friends. I coded conflicts for 
interactional turns as a general indicator of length of conflicts. Thus, a conflict in which 
the child used assertion, followed by aggression by the friend, followed by withdrawal by 
the child had three interactional turns. Conflicts reported by children ranged in length 
from one to seven interactional turns (M = 3.26, SD = 1.56). There were no sex 
differences in the length of conflicts reported.  

Conflict Resolution Strategies  

Children reported using a range of strategies to resolve conflicts with their friends. As 
Table 1 shows, assertion (used by 24.5% of children), discussion (used by 21.6% of 
children), and conventional strategies (used by 13.3% of children) were the strategies that 
children used most frequently.  

Consistent with my prediction, 68 children used more than one conflict resolution 
strategy within a single conflict. Specifically, 53 children (35.81%) used two strategies, 
14 children (9.46%) used three different strategies, and 1 child (0.7%) used four different 
strategies in the conflict. Note, however, that nearly half the children did not use more 
than one strategy--66 children (44.6%) used one strategy. Also, 14 children (9.46%) used 
0 strategies (12 conflicts had only one interactional turn, and 2 involved a sequence of 
withdrawal-time lapse-conventional strategy).  
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Within the dyad, the total number of different strategies used ranged from one to five (M 
= 2.58, SD = 1.03). Length of conflicts was positively correlated to the number of 
different strategies used (r = .85, p < .001). However, children also repeated strategies in 
a conflict. Paired t tests revealed that the number of strategies used was significantly 
lower than the number of interactional turns, t(73) = 6.62, p < .01, indicating that children 
repeated some strategies in the resolution of the conflict. However, although children 
frequently repeated each other's strategies, only 12 children repeated their own strategy, 
and each repeated a strategy only once. Of the 12 children who repeated their own 
strategies, 6 repeated assertion, 3 repeated discussion, 2 repeated aggression, and 1 
repeated conventional.  

I examined conflicts for the first and last strategies used to understand the beginnings and 
ends of conflicts (see Table 2). Most conflicts, after initial opposition, began with either 
assertion (33.8%) or discussion (29.7%). There were no sex differences in the first 
strategy in conflicts. Endings of conflicts were more diverse, with more conflicts ending 
with conventional strategies (33.8%), submission (14.9%), or withdrawal (10.8%). Girls' 
and boys' conflicts differed in their endings, with more girls' conflicts ending with 
conventional strategies (46.2%) than did boys' (20%), [chi square](1, N = 25) = 4.84, p 
= .05. I conducted a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to test if the length of 
conflict differed for different beginnings (first strategy) of the conflict. I found an overall 
significant difference in the length of conflict for different beginnings (first strategy) of 
the conflict, F(8, 73) = 3.51, p = .01. However, post hoc tests revealed only a marginally 
significant difference in the length of conflicts that began with withdrawal (M = 1.83) or 
assertion (M = 3.80). Because approximately 64% of the conflicts began with either 
assertion or discussion, I examined these conflicts separately. Conflicts beginning with 
assertion or discussion did not differ significantly from each other in either their length or 
their endings (most ended in conventional strategies).  

Patterns of Strategies Between Children  

After identifying all strategies of both the target child and the friend, I examined the data 
for patterns of use of strategies in conflict resolution. For this purpose, I broke the 
sequence of interactions into separate actions and reactions. For example, in one conflict 
the friend used assertion after the initial opposition, the child responded with assertion, 
the friend followed with aggression, and the child then used submission. I broke this 
sequence into the following action-reaction pairs: assertion-assertion, assertion-
aggression, aggression-submission. In total, I created 165 action-reaction pairs. The data 
thus consisted of 165 observations and two variables (action and reaction), each with 13 
categories (11 strategies plus adult intervention and time lapse). Because 165 
observations were insufficient to distribute over a 13 x 13 contingency table, I used 
correspondence analysis (CA) to reduce the number of categories. I excluded 12 cases 
from this analysis because they involved a single interactional turn (only one strategy in 
the entire conflict). Of the 12, there were 2 cases each of submission, compromise, third-
party intervention, standoff, and withdrawal, and 1 case each of conventional and 
discussion.  
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Data reduction. CA is a multivariate method used for exploring the underlying structure 
in cross-tabular data and is an excellent tool for data reduction. It is "a special type of 
principal component analysis of the rows and/or columns of a table, especially applicable 
to cross-tabulations" (Blasius & Greenacre, 1998, p. 108). CA yields information about 
the interrelations between categories of a variable as well as between two variables. For 
an overview of the theory behind CA, see Greenacre and Blasius (1994).  

The concept of CA is a graphical (or geometrical) one, in which categories are analyzed 
and subsequently placed in a two-dimensional graph. The x axis represents the main or 
first dimension, and the v axis is the second dimension. Dimensions are components (as 
in principal component analysis; PCA), in that the first component is the most important 
one in explaining the commonality between two variables in a contingency table and the 
second component is the next most important one. The categories of the variables (in this 
case, m = 13) with high dimension scores on one or both dimensions (similar to factor 
loadings) are important contributors to the association between the two variables, 
whereas categories with dimension scores close to 0 do not contribute much to the 
association. Categories of a variable that have equal (or close to equal) dimension scores 
are equal contributors to, and close in their relation with, the other variable. 
Geometrically, the feature of distance is used to decide which categories can be merged: 
Categories with less distance between them are more similar. Just as in interpreting PCA, 
interpretations of the results of CA must be conceptually tenable. In this step of data 
reduction, I used CA to decide which, if any, categories were similar to each other.  

Results revealed three conceptually plausible groupings of categories. The first grouping 
was of the categories third-party intervention and adult intervention. Their scores were 
the same on both the first dimension (2.82) and the second dimension (1.67). I merged 
these two categories and labeled them third-party intervention. Although the two initial 
categories of third-party intervention and adult intervention are similar in terms of the 
dyad being unable to resolve the conflict by itself and a third person's intervening, they 
differ in that third-party intervention is a strategy initiated by a child, whereas adult 
intervention is a strategy initiated by a third person uninvolved in the conflict.  

CA also revealed a grouping of nonaction and time lapse with dimension scores of 1.63 
and 1.99, respectively. I collapsed the two categories into a single nonaction category. 
Last, I found a grouping of the categories compromise, discussion, and appeal to a rule on 
the second dimension with dimension scores of-0.04, -0.02, and 0.05, respectively. 
Because reasoning lies at the core of these strategies, I collapsed them into one category 
called reasoning. Thus, data reduction yielded nine categories or strategies: submission, 
reasoning, conventional, standoff, third-party intervention, aggression, assertion, 
withdrawal, and nonaction.  

Strategy pair sequences with reduced data. To examine the relation between the strategies 
used by the 2 children in conflict (i.e., between action and reaction), I subjected the 
reduced data to a second CA. Table 3 shows the dimension loadings resulting from the 
second CA. In addition, Table 4 shows a cross-tabulation of frequencies of strategies 
indicating which strategies as actions were followed by which strategies as reactions.  
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The results shown in Tables 3 and 4 are consistent with my prediction that children's 
strategies would be related to the strategy used by the person with whom they were in 
conflict. Specifically, the data suggest two types of relations between action strategies 
and reaction strategies. First, children's use of the reasoning and conventional strategies 
appeared to increase the chances that the friend would respond using that same strategy. 
Second, children's use of assertion, withdrawal, and nonaction strategies increased the 
chances that the friend would respond with a different strategy. Assertion, one of the 
most frequently used first strategies, increased the chances that the partner would 
withdraw. Withdrawal, however, was likely to evoke nonaction. Nonaction, in turn, 
increased the chances that the friend would use a conventional strategy (which were the 
most frequent ending strategies).  

Discussion  

The purpose of this study was to develop a detailed description of conflicts between 
friends in middle childhood that considered the behaviors of both children in conflict. It 
is important to note, however, that for each conflict 1 child reported the behaviors of both 
children involved and that this feature of the reporting might have introduced some bias 
in the data.  

The results suggest that, consistent with the literature (Corsaro, 2003), conflicts between 
friends are complex. If interactional turns are used as an indicator of the length of 
conflicts, conflicts between friends do not last long; however, measuring the time 
duration of conflicts may reveal a different picture.  

Within conflicts, children used a variety of strategies. Children predominantly used 
assertion (24.5%), discussion (21.6%), and conventional strategies (13.3%); the use of 
compromise was rare (2.1%). This finding is not surprising given that based on the 
Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies (INS) model (Selman & Demorest, 1984), children 
may not be expected to use compromise until they reach adolescence. Aggression 
constituted less than 9% of the total strategies used, indicating a problem with equating 
aggression with conflict. Researchers examining children's conflict resolution strategies 
have focused primarily on correlates of strategies or conflict behaviors (e.g., Chung & 
Asher, 1996; Murphy & Eisenberg, 2002), and few have reported actual frequencies of 
the strategies used. This study provides that information.  

In one third of the conflicts, children responded to the initial opposition with assertion, 
and in another third, they responded with discussion. This finding may indicate that by 
middle childhood, children's automatic responses are likely to involve insistence or 
explaining their position. Even though most conflicts began with these two strategies, the 
strategies led to different ends--primarily conventional, submission, or withdrawal. Of the 
conflicts that began with assertion, 28% ended with conventional strategies, 20% ended 
with submission, and 12% ended with withdrawal. Of the conflicts that began with 
discussion, 40.9% ended with conventional strategies, 13.6% ended with submission, and 
13.6% ended with withdrawal. Researchers have generally considered conventional 
strategies--mostly in the form of apologizing and making up--and submission 
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constructive behaviors in conflict resolution. Hence, most conflicts described in the 
current study seem to have ended amicably. However, withdrawal, standoff', and 
nonaction, which are considered disengagement, also comprised a large portion of the 
endings (21.6%). Why was the use of disengagement so frequent? In the INS model 
(Selman & Demorest, 1984), withdrawal is visualized as a developmentally advanced 
means of emotion regulation. Children may have used disengagement, specifically 
withdrawal, to reduce their emotional arousal. Some of the children's remarks clearly 
indicated their understanding of the use of withdrawal as a means of regulating emotion: 
A 9-year-old girl said, "The best way I think is when you get in an argument with 
somebody, to walk away and cool down and then talk to them about it, and you both say 
your sides of the story." Another 9-year-old girl said,  

 
 

   With a friend, you usually get really mad. So the best way is to 
   usually be separate for a little while. You know it doesn't 
   necessarily have to be a whole day, but that might be pretty good 
   because you won't ... I mean ... you will just kind of ... you know, 
   if you are separate for a little while you can think about it. 
 

 

Statistically, withdrawal has also been found to cluster with aggression (Rose & Asher, 
1999) because of its potential to harm the relationship. If children frequently use 
withdrawal, its role and significance in their social competence remains to be seen.  

What happened between the 
beginnings and the ends of conflicts? 
First, approximately half of the 
children used more than one 
strategy. This finding supports the 
definitional expectation that 
children may start with one strategy 
and then use another strategy, if 
needed, to resolve conflicts (Shantz, 
1987). Second, although the 
repetition of one's own strategy by 
children was rare, children did 
repeat their friend's strategy, which 

in most instances was assertion. The results indicate that there is a concordance between 
the strategies of 2 children in conflict. One third of the conflicts ended with conventional 
strategies, and conventional strategies were preceded more often by nonaction than by 
any other strategy. It is likely that although children are capable of using other strategies, 
they may learn from their actual conflicts with friends that if they do nothing, the conflict 
may end with a conventional strategy from the friend. At an individual level, it is a win-
win situation because the conflict gets resolved without a threat to one's self or to the 
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relationship. Most scholars agree that relationships themselves are the most crucial 
contexts of social learning and that children show a remarkable ability to differentiate the 
nature of different relationships and respond to conflicts in those relationships 
accordingly (Dunn & Herrera, 1997).  

Perhaps, then, it is not the use of a particular strategy that is crucial to social competence 
but the use of a strategy that is most suitable for the particular conflict and for the 
behavior of the other person. Indeed, scholars have raised the issue of differentiating 
between socially desirable behaviors and socially competent behaviors (Bukowski, 2003; 
Sutton, Smith, & Sweetenham, 1999) and the situation specificity of social competence 
(McFall, 1982). In the case of aggression as a strategy, Sandstrom and Zariski (2004) 
argued for the usefulness of examining children's continued use of aggression, the 
behavior of others that perpetuates aggression, and situational factors that prevent 
aggressive behavior from resulting in or lead to its resulting in peer rejection. Last, 
children's strategies may also be connected to their goals in conflict (Chung & Asher, 
1996) although researchers have not yet investigated the constancy or change in 
children's goals. The findings of this study confirm at a preliminary level that the other 
person's behavior is clearly related to children's behavior during a conflict. Examining the 
behaviors of both children who are in conflict leads to a more meaningful picture of 
interpersonal conflict resolution.  

Limitations and Future Directions  

The present study was an initial exploration into investigating the nature of conflicts 
between friends in terms of the conflict resolution strategies used. To retain the essence 
of the actual conflicts, I collected data in a qualitative form and then converted them into 
a quantitative form for analysis. Thus, the content analysis of data from 74 children did 
not yield sufficient observations for me to conduct robust significance testing when nine 
categories of conflicts were detected. However, this study does provide researchers with 
leads and would benefit from follow-up studies with larger observation sets, 
observational data, or data on conflict resolution reported by both children in conflict. A 
greater number of observations would also permit the use of analytical methods such as 
Markov modeling to detect the patterns in entire conflicts rather than action-reaction pairs. 
One drawback of the current analysis is that the action-reaction pairs are not independent. 
Even though this nonindependence did not violate the assumptions of CA (Bijleveld & 
Van de Burg, 1998), independent observations will undoubtedly further this 
understanding. Last, an inclusion of contextual variables such as the issue of the conflict, 
whether this issue had occurred between the children before, the children's goals in the 
conflict, the presence of others during the conflict, and the feasibility of a strategy such as 
walking away from the scene of the conflict would help researchers better understand the 
use of different conflict resolution strategies by children.  

The results of this study provide researchers with a view of the complexity of 
interpersonal conflict resolution. To broaden the scope of these findings and detect any 
correspondence between types of interactions and child outcomes, researchers must 
concurrently study the resolution of conflicts and indicators of social adjustment. The 
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inclusion of children's interpretations of conflicts and their own behaviors would also add 
a crucial piece to the picture and help researchers better understand peers as a context of 
social learning.  

APPENDIX  

Coding Children's Reported Conflict Strategies  

The child in the example is a 10-year-old boy.  

Interviewer: How did it start?  

Child: I was on the road and we were talking ...  

Interviewer: Uh huh.  

Child: And then I tried to hit my brakes, nay back brakes ... with the handle bar on the 
right and it didn't work ... and it just went like this and I accidentally, um ... hit his bike ... 
in the tire. It didn't do nothing. I just hit about that, and then he started kicking my bike 
and stuff. [Initial opposition].  

Interviewer: What did he say?  

Child: He didn't say anything.  

Interviewer: What did you do or say?  

Child: I told him to stop it [Assertion {child}] and he didn't [Aggression {friend}], so I 
tried to get him away from my bike and went home and told my mom and dad.  

Interviewer: How did you try to get him away from your bike?  

Child: Well, I tried to get on nay bike real quick and try to pedal away [Withdrawal 
{child}] and he just kept going and ... until about the stop sign, and then I came inside.  

Interviewer: How did it end?  

Child: Um, me running away from him, and then he didn't do it no more.  

In this example, I did not code the child's telling his parents about the conflict as third-
party intervention because there was no report of an explicit request for help.  

AUTHOR NOTE  
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TABLE 1. Frequencies of Conflict Resolution Strategies Used by 
Children (N = 241) 
  
                           All children     Girls (a)     Boys (b) 
Strategy                    n      %      n      %      n      % 
  
Submission                  14    5.8    5.0    3.9    9.0    8.0 
Compromise                   5    2.1    0.0    0.0    5.0    4.4 
Conventional                32   13.3   23.0   18.0    9.0    8.0 
Standoff                     9    3.7    7.0    5.5    2.0    1.8 
Third-party intervention     6    2.5    2.0    1.6    4.0    3.5 
Aggression                  21    8.7    5.0    3.9   16.0   14.2 
Assertion                   59   24.5   28.0   21.9   31.0   27.4 
Discussion                  52   21.6   30.0   23.4   22.0   19.4 
Appeal to a rule             2    0.8    0.0    0.0    2.0    1.8 
Withdrawal                  20    8.3   12.0    9.4    8.0    7.1 
Nonaction                   10    4.2   10.0    7.8    0.0    0.0 
Adult intervention           3    1.2    0.0    0.0    3.0    2.7 
Time elapsed                 8    3.3    6.0    4.7    2.0    1.8 
  
(a) n = 128. (b) n = 113. 
  
TABLE 2. First and Last Strategies in Children's Conflicts 
  
                           First conflict (a)   Last conflict (b) 
Strategy                       n      %             n       % 
  
Submission                     4     5.4           11    14.9 
Compromise                     2     2.7            4     5.4 
Conventional                   3     4.1           25    33.8 
Standoff                       2     2.7            6     8.1 
Third-party intervention       2     2.7            5     6.8 
Aggression                     3     4.1            1     1.4 
Assertion                     25    33.8            3     4.1 
Discussion                    22    29.7            5     6.8 
Appeal to a rule               1     1.4            1     1.4 
Withdrawal                     6     8.1            8    10.8 
Nonaction                      4     5.4            2     2.7 
Adult intervention             0     0.0            2     2.7 
Time elapsed                   0     0.0            0     0.0 
  
Note. Twelve conflicts consisted of only one strategy, so in those 
conflicts the first and last strategy was the same. In those 12 
conflicts there were 2 cases each of submission, compromise, 
third-party intervention, standoff, and withdrawal, and 1 case each 
of conventional and discussion. 
  
(a) n = 74. (b) n = 74. 
  
TABLE 3. Dimension Scores for Action and Reaction Generated by 
Correspondence Analysis 
  
                       Dimension 1                Dimension 2 
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Strategy          Action       Reaction      Action       Reaction 
  
Submission         0.198        -0.487       -3.062        -0.332 
Reasoning         -0.356  *     -0.237  *    -0.235        -0.472 
Conventional       1.296  **     1.645  **    0.296         0.435 
Standoff           0.880         0.170       -1.369        -0.360 
Third-party        2.524        -0.540        1.062         0.135 
 intervention 
Aggression        -0.460        -0.682        0.134         0.585 
Assertion         -0.465        -0.490        0.456  *      0.377 
Withdrawal         0.315        -0.604       -1.095  **     0.546  * 
Nonaction          1.894  **     0.312        0.346        -1.644  ** 
  
Note. Scores marked with the same number of asterisks go together as 
pairs. Thus, in Dimension 1, conventional strategy as a reaction could 
be preceded by conventional strategy or by nonaction. 
  
TABLE 4. Frequencies of Action Versus Reaction After Data Reduction 
  
                                Reaction 
Action           Submission    Reasoning     Conventional 
  
Submission           0             1              0 
Reasoning            5            18              3 
Conventional         0             0              4 
Standoff             0             1              1 
Third-party 
 intervention        0             0              2 
Aggression           1             1              1 
Assertion            2             8              4 
Withdrawal           1             2              2 
Nonaction            0             2             12 
  
                                Reaction 
                              Third-party 
Action            Standoff    intervention    Aggression 
  
Submission           0             0              0 
Reasoning            1             1              3 
Conventional         0             0              0 
Standoff             0             0              0 
Third-party 
 intervention        0             0              0 
Aggression           1             3              5 
Assertion            2             3              9 
Withdrawal           2             1              0 
Nonaction            1             0              0 
  
                                Reaction 
Action           Assertion     Withdrawal     Nonaction 
  
Submission           0             0              2 
Reasoning           13             2              2 
Conventional         2             0              1 
Standoff             0             0              1 
Third-party 
 intervention        0             0              0 
Aggression           3             1              2 
Assertion           16            10              2 
Withdrawal           0             1              3 
Nonaction            0             0              1 
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