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Abstract This research examines the inﬂuence of temporal considerations on preferences for
different conﬂict management styles. It also explores the mediating effect of different decisionmaking patterns in determining these styles. This research proposes that the extent to which
individuals consider future consequences of their current activities signiﬁcantly inﬂuences their
decision-making patterns and consequently, their preference for different conﬂict management
styles which could be cooperative or competitive in nature. Speciﬁcally, this research found
strong support for high consideration of future consequences (CFC) leading to a reduced preference for competitive behaviour, and weak support for high CFC leading to increased preference
for cooperative behaviour.
© 2021 Published by Elsevier Ltd on behalf of Indian Institute of Management Bangalore. This is
an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-nc-nd/4.0/)

Introduction
Conﬂict is common in social and professional life. By deﬁnition, “Conﬂict is the perception of differences of interests
amongst people” (Thompson, 1998, p. 4). Conﬂicts are inevitable when decisions are taken, and the best way to deal
with conﬂicts is to manage them. The way in which conﬂict
is approached determines whether it is constructive or
destructive (Deutsch & Coleman, 2000). Conﬂicts can be
constructive, bringing about positive change; or destructive,
leading to losses, pain and misery (Kriesberg, 1998). Given
the high stakes often involved in managing conﬂicts, it is
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important to understand the psychology behind individuals’
preferences for different conﬂict management styles.
An individual’s conﬂict management style is a behavioural
orientation of how to approach and handle conﬂict, with individuals choosing a pattern of principles to guide them through
the conﬂict process. These patterns evolve into actions and
reactions that become their “style” (Thomas, 1976). Ample
research focusses on the understanding of how individuals
approach conﬂicts (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Follet, 1940;
Rahim, 2002; Thomas, 1988, 1992). The importance of cooperation and competition as two main processes that underlie
conﬂict resolution is well documented (e.g., Deutsch, 1973;
Thomas, 1988). Competitive ways emerge when the attainment of one party’s goals prevents that of the other party’s.
Cooperative ways emerge when both parties can attain their
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goals simultaneously. Research has also shown that individuals
are quite consistent in their modes of conﬂict resolution,
within and across content domains, as well as across both real
and hypothetical interpersonal conﬂicts (Sternberg & Dobson, 1987; Sternberg & Soriano, 1984). Further, there are
widespread individual differences in the preferred styles of
conﬂict management and these differences can be predicted
by certain intellectual and personality characteristics (Sternberg & Soriano, 1984; Terhune, 1970).
The present article contributes to the micro-foundations
of conﬂict management by focussing on the motivational
antecedent and processes that lead to preferences of competitive or cooperative styles in the management of conﬂict.
It introduces consideration of future consequences (CFC) to
the study of conﬂict management and investigates its
effects on the cooperative versus competitive conﬂict management styles. The focus in this article is on cooperation
(concern for self as well as others) and competition (concern
only for self) as these are two fundamental dimensions of
conﬂict management (Deutsch, 1973; Thomas, 1988), and
they can be theoretically linked to CFC.
The
present
research
focusses
on
CFC
(Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger & Edwards, 1994) to investigate systematic effects of future time perspective on cooperative versus competitive approaches to conﬂict management.
Individual differences in the CFC have been shown to predict a
wide range of personalities and socially signiﬁcant behaviours
(Joireman, Sprott & Spangenberg, 2005).However, to my
knowledge, no published work has examined how individual
differences in CFC relate to people’s preferences for cooperative or competitive styles of managing conﬂict despite the
clear relevance of the CFC construct within this domain.
Drawing from the classic work on decision making patterns by
Janis and Mann (1977), the present research also tests the
notion that different decision-making patterns can mediate
the relationship between CFC and conﬂict management
styles.

Consideration of future consequences
Consideration of future consequences reﬂects ‘‘. . .the
extent to which people consider the potential distant outcomes of their current behaviours and the extent to which
they are inﬂuenced by these potential outcomes”
(Strathman et al., 1994, p.743). Research ﬁndings suggest
that individuals with low CFC give a high degree of importance to the immediate consequences of their behaviour,
while individuals with high CFC give a high degree of importance to the future consequences of their behaviour
(Strathman et al., 1994). When individuals do not consider
the future consequences of their current choice they may
think that immediate goals are more important and are
strongly inﬂuenced by the immediate consequences of their
actions.
Consideration of future consequences captures future
thoughts and has consequences for attitudes and behaviour.
For instance, researchers have applied CFC and its implications in a wide variety of behaviours (such as ﬁscal responsibility (Joireman et al., 2005), use of tobacco and alcohol
(Strathman et al., 1994), aggression (Joireman, Anderson &
Strathman, 2003), physical exercise (Ouellette, Hessling,
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Gibbons, Reis-Bergan & Gerrard, 2005) and health-related
behaviour (Murphy & Dockray, 2018)). In the same vein, past
research suggests that future thinking is important for anticipating future needs and that leads to better understanding
of one’s behaviour (Rebetez, Barsics, Rochat, D’Argembeau
& Van der Linden, 2016).

Decision-making patterns
Leykin and Derubeis (2010) consider “. . .decision-making
styles to be stable, trait-like patterns of approach to situations that call for a decision” (p. 506). These decision-making styles represent the likelihood of behaviour across
situations and domains. For example, the vigilant decisionmaking processes are characterised by thorough consideration of all available alternatives, re-examination and
review of data before making a decision. In contrast, hypervigilant decision-making strategies are characterised by a
consideration of limited alternatives, rapid evaluation of
data and selection of a solution without extensive review or
reappraisal (Mann, Burnett & Radford, 1997). Janis and
Mann (1977) stated that a predisposition to use a particular
decision-making pattern is highly dependant on personality
variables, such as autonomy-dependence, locus of control,
optimism-pessimism, self-efﬁcacy and other characteristics
of the decision-maker, such as habitual coping style and
information processing capabilities. Furthermore, it was
found that decision-making styles are associated with a variety of behaviours and attitudes, for example, in choosing a
college (Galotti, 1995), and choice of a birth attendant by
pregnant women (for review, see Galotti, 2007).
In what follows, I discuss the proposed model, of how CFC
inﬂuences conﬂict management styles through the mediating
effect of decision-making patterns as shown in Fig. 1. To better explicate how individuals’ preferences for conﬂict management styles get inﬂuenced by CFC and different decisionmaking patterns, I summarise past work relevant to this
domain. Also, a model is proposed based on an integrative
model of CFC (see Joireman, Strathman & Balliet, 2006) and
the justiﬁcation for this model is discussed. Then, I report

Vigilant DP

CFC

CMS
(COMP/COOP)

Hyper VDP

Fig. 1 Proposed motivational model for conﬂict management
styles.
Note: CFC = Consideration of future consequences; Vigilant
DP = Vigilant decision-making patterns; Hyper VDP = Hyper vigilant
decision-making patterns, CMS = Conﬂict management styles;
Coop
=
Cooperative
Conﬂict
Management
Styles;
Comp = Competitive Conﬂict Management Styles.

CFC and Conﬂict Management Styles
two studies that test the proposed hypotheses and ﬁnally conclude with my ﬁndings. Study 1 examines the main effect
between CFC and conﬂict management styles. In study 2, I
examine the mediating effect of different decision-making
patterns on CFC and conﬂict management styles.

The present research: hypothesised model
Several models have been developed to guide the construct
of CFC which allows the focus on the processes involved in
inter temporal decision-making (see Joireman &
King, 2016). Theoretically, the present research draws and
contributes towards an integrative model of CFC (see
Joireman et al., 2006). This integrative model postulates a
range of inter-temporal and goal-related mental processes
as mediators between CFC and eventual downstream decisions and behaviour. Taking it further in the present
research, the proposed model predicts that the relationship
between CFC and conﬂict management styles will be mediated by vigilant and hyper-vigilant decision-making patterns. I propose that the CFC measure will be positively
correlated with vigilant decision-making patterns and negatively with hyper-vigilant decision-making patterns. In this
research, I draw from the literature that considering future
consequences of one’s current behaviour make an individual
focus on the long-term beneﬁts of mutual cooperation
(Wolf et al., 2009). People when managing conﬂicts are not
simply resolving or managing an immediate situation, but
are also establishing patterns of behaviour that may apply in
the future; in other words, these patterns are more likely to
inﬂuence distal outcomes as well.

CFC –Conﬂict management styles
In line with these ideas, Pruitt and Kimmel (1977) reported
that cooperative behaviours are mostly the outcome of longrange thinking. They argue that how people behave at any
given point of time depends on whether they take a short- or
long-term perspective. Similarly, Axelrod (1984) discussed
the importance of future interactions in promoting cooperation in the prisoner’s dilemma game (PDG). Axelrod argued
that cooperation emerges in the PDG when players realise
that they might meet again in the future. Considering the
expectation of future interactions, Insko et al. (2001) in
their empirical work found that the expectation of multiple
interactions, as opposed to a single interaction, shifts
groups’ orientations from the short-term to the long-term,
and this increases cooperation. Several lines of theory and
research support this link; for instance social interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult &
Van Lange, 1996) assumes that on the basis of temporal and
social considerations, interpersonal relationships are
enhanced and individuals transform impulsive preferences
into more pro-socially beneﬁcial preferences. Previous
research suggests that individuals who score high on CFC
also score high on delay of gratiﬁcation, hope, optimism
(Strathman et al., 1994) and general future time orientation
(Strathman et al., 1994; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), and ethical threshold (Robbins, 2018),and low on the presenthedonistic and present-fatalistic subscales of the Zimbardo
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Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999).
In line with the present research, individuals who score high
on CFC also report a lower level of impulsiveness, hostility
and aggression (Joireman et al., 2003). Aggressive individuals focus on the immediate consequences of their hostile
behaviour, which they perceive to be beneﬁcial (such as winning an argument), while not considering the future consequences of their behaviour, which may be damaging to their
relationships. On a similar note, in a recent study,
Zhao, Wei, Chen and Xia (2018) found the buffering effects
of CFC in reducing aggression related to psychopathy.
Another study indicated that CFC predicts willingness to
engage
in
prosocial
organisational
behaviour
(Joireman, Daniels, George-Falvy & Kamdar, 2006). Drawing
from these perspectives, I build hypothesis 1 based on the
idea that individuals considering long-term consequences of
their current actions may result in preferring a cooperative
approach over competitive while managing their conﬂict.

Mediating effect of decision-making patterns
The present research proposes that CFC has a major inﬂuence on decision-making patterns. People high on CFC will
be more vigilant and less hyper-vigilant in their decisionmaking patterns. High CFC individuals will consider the distal outcome of their current choice and are therefore more
likely to invest time in assimilating and seeking relevant
information. High CFC individuals will evaluate the consequences of their current actions and think carefully before
making a choice. On a related note, Strathman et al. (1994)
found that scores on the CFC scale were signiﬁcantly positively related to scores on the Big Five’s personality scale –
extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000), particularly the conscientiousness dimension.
Conscientiousness is the trait that denotes being thorough,
organised, orderly, efﬁcient, plan orientated, systematic
and self-disciplined (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990). Thus, drawing from this perspective, I propose that people with high
CFC will be high on vigilant decision-making patterns.
This research also proposes that people with high CFC will
be negatively correlated with hyper-vigilant measure.
Janis and Mann (1977) deﬁned hyper-vigilance in terms of
“. . .disorganized mental activity where thinking becomes
more simplistic" (p. 51). Hyper-vigilant decision-makers
impulsively jump upon solutions that seem to assure immediate relief. Johnston, Driskell and Salas (1997) suggested
that those using hyper-vigilant patterns would report less
mental effort than those using the more organised vigilant
strategy. Previous research has established a link between
CFC and impulsiveness (Joireman et al., 2003). Impulsiveness is the tendency to act without thinking or reﬂecting
(Zuckerman, Kuhlman, Joireman, Teta & Kraft, 1993) exhibiting a lack of self-control. Relatedly, being impulsive can be
seen as acting in the interest of short-term outcomes often
at the expense of long-term consequences (Ainslie & Haslam, 1992; Thaler, 1991; Trope & Fishbach, 2000; Wertenbroch, 1998). Hence, impulsiveness triggers immediate
outcomes (such as short-term temporary gains). In contrast,
self-control activates factors that draw attention to long-
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term outcomes (such as possible win-win strategies in negotiations) and are likely to suppress impulsive behaviours.
Thus, linking CFC and hyper-vigilant decision-making patterns, it is expected that people with high CFC will consider
potential distant outcomes of their current behaviour and
may not overlook the full range of choices they have in front
of them before making decisions.
In this section, the link between decision-making patterns and conﬂict management styles is traced. Dosnon (1996) noted that decision-making styles correspond to
personal tendencies. Decision-makers exhibit individual
differences in habits and also in basic cognitive abilities:
information processing, self-evaluation and self-control,
which have a consistent impact on the pattern of response
to different situations. Both decision-making and conﬂict
management styles have a signiﬁcant role to play in organisational settings. For healthy growth of organisations, it is
important for executives to manage conﬂicts in a proper
way and take appropriate decisions at the right time
(Shabbir, Atta & Adil, 2014). Putnam (1986) argued that for
effective management of conﬂict, it is important to
explore and have a close scrutiny of decision options. Thus,
I reason that decision-making patterns from a trait perspective will inﬂuence individuals’ preferences for conﬂict
management style. From a theoretical perspective, integrative conﬂict management is possible through a careful
exploration of the interests of both sides (parties)
(Friedman, Tidd, Currall & Tsai, 2000). It is reasoned that
individuals with high vigilant decision-making patterns will
evaluate and search various options carefully before choosing any particular conﬂict management style (such as confronting differences, sharing ideas and information and
trying to search for integrative solutions) and also do a systematic and thorough consideration of all available alternatives considering the interests of both parties.
Preference for a cooperative approach requires sufﬁcient
time to evaluate each alternative before choosing appropriate ways to resolve conﬂict. While choosing competitive
conﬂict management styles (such as using physical force or
coercion directed at the other party), decision-makers
frantically search for ways to provide immediate solutions
to conﬂict, without spending much time and effort in considering other constructive ways to resolve them; they may
quickly reach conclusions without reviewing the situation
thoroughly. Individuals who are prone to hyper-vigilant
decision-making patterns are more likely to display impulsive behaviour (Janis & Mann, 1977). Drawing from past
research (Janis & Mann, 1977; Joireman et al., 2003), this
research suggests that impulsive individuals act quickly on
their urges and are more likely to indulge in emotionally
reactive behaviour without considering the future consequences of their actions. People who are more impulsive
are more likely to display aggressive behaviour as a means
of achieving immediate goals often at the expense of future
beneﬁts. Past research and theory support the relationship
that aggressiveness may cause people to prefer more competitive approaches when managing conﬂict. For example,
from the perspective of evolutionary psychology, Buss and
Shackelford (1997) assume that humans, more than any
other species, have the tendency to store resources for
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their survival. In addition to social exchange and stealing,
people also store or gain resources through aggressive
means. For example, one can use physical force to take
resources from others (see Buss & Shackelford, 1997). As a
result, impulsive individuals may foster more destructive
solutions to interpersonal conﬂicts with less anticipation of
future consequences of their actions (Deluty, 1985; Guerra
& Slaby, 1989).
Thus, drawing from the past literature, it is hypothesised
that vigilant decision-making patterns will be positively
linked to the cooperative approach and hyper-vigilant strategies will be positively linked to the competitive approach.
Hence, hypothesis 2 proposes that the relationship between
CFC and preferred conﬂict management styles is mediated
by vigilant and hyper-vigilant decision-making.
The proposed model, therefore, has two potential paths
linking CFC to cooperative or competitive conﬂict management styles (Fig. 1). One path is mediated by vigilant decision-making patterns and the other path by hyper-vigilant
decision-making patterns.
In summary, the following hypotheses are proposed:
Hypothesis 1: The higher the level of CFC, the greater the
preference for cooperative and lower the preference for
competitive conﬂict management styles.
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between CFC and preferred conﬂict management styles is mediated by vigilant
and hyper-vigilant decision-making. Two studies designed
to test the proposed hypotheses are reported here:

Study 1
Study 1was designed to test hypothesis 1: the higher the
level of CFC, the greater the preference for cooperative and
lower the preference for competitive conﬂict management
styles. In this study I aim to establish the main effect
between CFC and conﬂict management styles. To measure
CFC, I administered a CFC-14 scale (Joireman, Shaffer, Balliet & Strathman, 2012) to participants. The following CFC
scale and conﬂict management styles, adapted from
Sternberg and Dobson’s (1987) work, were presented to participants, to measure their conﬂict management styles.

Participants
Participants were recruited online using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (www.mturk.com; Buhrmester, Kwang & Gosling,
2011). A total of 148 participants (male = 95 and female = 53)
ranging in age from 20 to 61 years (M = 28.71, SD = 7.75) participated in this study. All the participants were Indian.

Procedure
The participants completed a demographic survey, followed
by responses on CFC-14 and conﬂict management styles. Participants were given four styles of managing conﬂicts. They
rated each given style of managing conﬂict on a seven point
rating scale from ‘do not like at all’ to ‘my preferred style’
based on their personal preferences. These measures were
designed on the Qualtrics' online survey platform (https://
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www.qualtrics.com/). Each participant was paid $0.20 for
participating in the survey.

Measures
The questionnaire battery consisted of the following:
Consideration of future consequences scale. The CFC14 (Joireman et al., 2012) has 14 items, and it measures
individual difference to the extent to which people consider
distant versus immediate consequences of potential behaviours(e.g. ‘I am willing to sacriﬁce my immediate happiness
or well-being in order to achieve future outcomes’),
(a = 0.79). Participants responded to each item on a seven
point rating scale, (1 = extremely uncharacteristic of me to
7 = extremely characteristic).
Conﬂict management styles. In order to understand
how people preferred to approach conﬂict, I used two
items, adapted from Sternberg and Dobson (1987), for
cooperative behaviour: (a) Talking with the other party
about the problem, with both exchanging opinions and
mutually giving consideration to each other's position and
(b) Confronting differences, sharing ideas and information
and trying to search for integrative solutions; (Cooperative styles a = 0.69), and 2 items for competitive behaviour: (a) Using physical force or coercion directed at the
other party and (b) Emphasising my position and opinions
and de-emphasising the position of the other party(Competitive styles a = 0.64) (see Table 1 for the list of styles).
Sternberg and Dobson’s (1987) work is well cited and I
adapted my selection from their list of items. I have used
two items for each cooperative and competitive styles of
managing conﬂict (Gosling, Rentfrow & Swann, 2003). I
chose these items as they seemed to ﬁt in well with what
CFC might inﬂuence.
Participants were asked to think about interpersonal
conﬂicts and rate each given style of managing conﬂict on
a 7-point rating scale ranging from ‘do not like at all’ to
‘my preferred style’ based on their personal preferences.
It was also emphasised that there were no right or wrong
answers.

Results and discussion
Exploratory (principal component) factor analysis with
oblique (direct) rotation and factor retention condition of
eigenvalue greater than one supported a two-factor
Table 1
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Table 2 Correlation between CFC scores and conﬂict management styles in study 1.
Conﬂict Management Styles

r

Using physical force or coercion directed at the
other party
Emphasising my position and opinions and deemphasising the position of the other party
Mean of competitive styles
Talking with the other party about the problem,
with both exchanging opinions and mutually giving consideration to each other's position
Confronting differences and sharing ideas and
information and trying to search for integrative
solutions
Mean of cooperative styles

0.24**
0.24**
0.29**
0.20*

0.22**

0.25**

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01.

separation of the conﬂict management styles. Items and
loadings can be seen in Table 1. Items loaded on the ﬁrst
factor concerned competitive styles of managing conﬂict.
Two items loaded on the second factor. Items loaded on
this factor pertained to cooperative styles of managing
conﬂict. I examined the correlations between CFC scores
and preferences for competitive and cooperative conﬂict
management styles. As shown in Table 2, participants’
CFC scores correlated negatively with preferences for
competitive conﬂict management styles and correlated
positively with cooperative conﬂict management styles.
As predicted, the ﬁndings from study 1 showed a preliminary connection between CFC and conﬂict management
styles.

Study 2
After establishing the main effect between CFC and conﬂict
management styles, study 2 was conducted to examine the
factors that mediated the relationship between CFC and
conﬂict management styles. I propose that when individuals
consider the future consequences of their current behaviour
they try to do a systematic, logical and planned information
search, thorough consideration of all available alternatives,
and calmly take time to evaluate each alternative before
making their ﬁnal decisions. In study 2, I tested whether

Exploratory factor analysis for conﬂict management styles in Study 1.

Items
Using physical force or coercion directed at the other party
Emphasising my position and opinions and de-emphasising
the position of the other party
Talking with the other party about the problem, with both
exchanging opinions and mutually giving consideration to
each other's position
Confronting differences and sharing ideas and information
and trying to search for integrative solutions

Factor 1 Competitive

Factor 2 Cooperative

0.70
0.79

0.10
0.27

0.03

0.97

0.10

0.66
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decision-making patterns can mediate the relationship
between CFC and conﬂict management styles.

Participants
Participants were recruited online using Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk (www.mturk.com; Buhrmester et al., 2011). A total of 74
participants participated in this study. Participants were of
different nationalities: Indian (78.38%), American (13.51%),
Irish (1.35%), British (2.70%), Sri Lankan (1.35%), Russian
(1.35%) and the Dominican (1.35%). No signiﬁcant effect of
different nationalities was found, and this variable is not discussed any further in this study.Attention check items were
included in the questionnaire to ensure that participants were
reading the instructions and questions properly and giving
valid responses, details below. A total of 13 participants failed
the attention check items and therefore their responses were
excluded from the analysis. A total of 61 responses was considered for data analysis (male = 38 and female = 23) ranging in
age from 20 to 65 years (M = 31.69, SD = 10.28).

Procedure
The participants completed measures relevant to this study
and these measures were presented randomly, varying in
order, to them. These measures were designed on Qualtrics'
online survey platform. I also included attention check items
and the participants were informed of these attention check
items. Each participant was paid $0.30 for participating in
the survey.
In order to improve the reliability of the results, attentiveness check items similar to an instructional manipulation
check (IMC) recommended by Oppenheimer, Meyvis and
Davidenko (2009) were included. “Unlike the other questions, the IMC asks participants to ignore the standard
response format and instead provide a conﬁrmation that
they have read the instruction," (p. 867). To check attentiveness of the participants, whether they are reading the
instructions or not, I repeated two items and instructed the
participant to not respond to that item.

Measures
The questionnaire battery consisted of the following:
Consideration of future consequences. Same as mentioned in study 1. (CFC a = 0.73).
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Melbourne decision-making questionnaire. The Melbourne DMQ (Mann et al., 1997) is a 22 items instrument. For
the purpose of this study I used two scales: vigilance and
hyper-vigilance. The participants respond to the items by
checking ‘True for me’ (Score 2), ‘Sometimes true’ (Score 1)
or ‘Not true for me’ (Score 0). It was expected that CFC as a
motivational construct inﬂuences the tendency to use vigilant (such as ‘I like to consider all of the alternatives’),
(a = 0.76) and hyper-vigilant (such as ‘I feel as if I am under
tremendous time pressure when making decisions’)
(a = 0.65) decision-making patterns.
Conﬂict management styles. I used the same set of conﬂict management styles used in Study 1 (Competitive styles
a = 0.63, Cooperative styles a = 0.66).
Common method bias. The variables used to test hypotheses were gathered from the same source giving rise to the
possibility of the common method bias. The Harman onefactor test, one of the widely used tests for assessing the
extent of common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee & Podsakoff, 2003) was conducted. This involved running an exploratory factor analysis that included all the
items for all the constructs used in the present study as a
one-factor test for common method variance (Schriesheim, 1979). The single factor accounted for only 18.17%
variance suggesting that a single factor did not emerge from
the factor analysis and hence, common method bias is
unlikely to be a threat to the validity of the results in this
study.

Results and discussion
Exploratory factor analysis yielded two factors consistent
with Study 1. Items and loadings can be seen in Table 3.
Items loaded on the ﬁrst factor concerned competitive styles
of managing conﬂict. For competitive styles, convergent
(average variance extracted is 0.71) and discriminant validity (maximum shared variance is 0.044) were calculated.
Two items loaded on the second factor. Items loaded on this
factor pertained to cooperative styles of managing conﬂict.
For cooperative styles, convergent (average variance
extracted is 0.70) and discriminant validity (maximum
shared variance is 0.042) were calculated. In addition, a
two-factor conﬁrmatory factor analysis provided an acceptable ﬁt to the data, x2 (1, N = 61) = 0.780, p = 0.37;
TLI = 0.99, IFI =1.00, RMSEA = 0.00. The means, standard
deviations, reliabilities and correlations between the various measures are shown in Table 4. Participants’ CFC scores

Table 3 Exploratory factor analysis for conﬂict management styles in Study 2.
Items
Using physical force or coercion directed at the other party
Emphasising my position and opinions and de-emphasising
the position of the other party
Talking with the other party about the problem, with both
exchanging opinions and mutually giving consideration to
each other's position
Confronting differences and sharing ideas and information
and trying to search for integrative solutions

Factor 1 Competitive

Factor 2 Cooperative

0.77
0.91

0.17
0.11

0.14

0.78

0.10

0.90

CFC and Conﬂict Management Styles
Table 4

1
2
3
4
5
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Correlations between measures used in study 2.
Scales

1

CFC
Vigilant
HyperVig
Comp
Coop
M
SD
a

–

2
0.45***
0.31**
0.30**
0.45***
4.52
0.69
0.73

3

0.08
0.25*
0.37***
1.46
0.44
0.76

4

0.32**
0.27**
0.99
0.38
0.65

5

0.30**
3.32
1.47
0.63

4.95
1.33
0.66

Note: CFC = Consideration of future consequences; Vigilant. = Vigilant decision-making patterns; Hyper Vig. = Hyper-vigilant decisionmaking patterns; Coop = Cooperative Conﬂict Management Styles; Comp = Competitive Conﬂict Management Styles.
*p< 0.1, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.

were positively correlated with vigilant decision coping
strategy, r (61) = 0.45, p< 0.01, and negatively correlated
with hyper-vigilant, r (61) = –0.31, p< 0.05.

all paths were signiﬁcant and in the predicted direction (see
Fig. 2).

General discussion
Testing structural model
The primary objective in study 2 was to understand the relationship between CFC and conﬂict management styles and
examine the factors that mediated this relationship. For this
purpose, I propose a model (see Fig. 1). To examine the
model ﬁt, I did structural equation modelling of the data in
AMOS. To assess model ﬁt, I used a combination of criteria.
In addition to chi-square test, I examined various ﬁt indexes
including the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) or Non-normed Fit
Index (NNFI) and Incremental Fit Index (IFI). These indexes
range from 0 to 1.00, with values less than 0.90 indicating a
poor ﬁt. I also examined the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) in which values less than 0.05 indicate a good ﬁt and values up to 0.10 indicate a reasonable
ﬁt. In addition, I also examined the standardised root mean
square residual (SRMR) where a value less than 0.08 is generally considered a good ﬁt (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
In the model, I propose that the relation between CFC
and conﬂict management styles by vigilant and hyper-vigilant decision-making patterns.
Path analysis. In the model, with cooperative styles, the
proposed model for conﬂict management styles did not provide a good ﬁt to the data even though all the paths were
signiﬁcant and in predicted directions, x2 (2, N = 61) = 5.38,
p = 0.07; (TLI =6.9, IFI = 9.07 and RMSEA = 0.17,
SRMR = 0.07). With competitive conﬂict management styles,
x2 (2, N = 61) = 1.48, p = 0.47 (NS); (TLI = 1.01, IFI = 1.02,
RMSEA = 00 and SRMR = 0.04) all indexes indicate a good ﬁt
and also, all paths were signiﬁcant and in the predicted
direction. In the same model, I linked the direct path from
CFC and competitive conﬂict management styles and found
this path from CFC and competitive conﬂict management
styles was not signiﬁcant. This research has evidence of
mediation, but the possibility that other mediators might
exist cannot be ruled out, something which can be explored
in future research. However, a Sobel test was conducted and
found mediation in the model (t = 2.13, p = 0.03).
Thus, in the model with CFC and competitive conﬂict
management styles, all indexes indicate a good ﬁt and also

Understanding conﬂict and how to manage it are vital for
most human endeavours. Research has found that effectiveness of employees, teams and organisations depends on how
people manage their conﬂict at work place (Tjosvold, 1998).
The results of the present research provide insights into the
psychological processes that underlie the preferences for
cooperative versus competitive conﬂict management styles.
The results provide strong support for the claim that CFC is

Fig. 2 Final path model for conﬂict management styles.
Note: Path coefﬁcients are estimates of regression weights.
TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; IFI = incremental ﬁt index; RMSEA = root
mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardised root
mean square residual (SRMR); CFC = consideration of future consequences; Vigilant DP = vigilant decision-making patterns; Hyper
VDP = hyper- vigilant decision-making patterns, Comp styles =
competitive conﬂict management styles.
*p<0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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linked with conﬂict management styles. The ﬁndings indicate
that CFC is an important personality trait construct to consider in research on conﬂict management. The studies
reported here were designed to test the hypothesis that
higher the CFC, the greater the preference for cooperative
ways and lower the preference for competitive ways of managing conﬂicts. Supporting this hypothesis, study 1 established the preliminary connection between CFC and conﬂict
management styles. Study 2 was conducted mainly to examine what variables mediated the relationship between CFC
and conﬂict management styles. The ﬁndings from study 2
throw light on the relationships amongst CFC, decision-making patterns and conﬂict management styles. In this study, it
was found that individuals with high CFC are less likely to prefer competitive conﬂict management styles and this relationship was mediated by vigilant and hyper-vigilant decisionmaking patterns. High CFC was positively correlated with vigilant decision-making patterns and negatively correlated with
hyper-vigilant decision-making patterns. The ﬁndings from
the current study indicate that individuals with low (high)
CFC are more (less) likely to consider limited alternatives,
rapid evaluation of data, and limited review of alternatives
before their decision-making. Further, it suggests that preferences for a particular decision-making pattern may be considered as one indicator of the ways conﬂict can be managed.
Past research has found that individuals engage in more
effortful, deliberate and systematic processing that involves
rule-based
inferences
(Chaiken,
1987;
Petty
&
Cacioppo, 1986) and, deep and deliberate information search
and processing may lead to high-quality decision-making
(De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Janis & Mann, 1977). Taking it
further, to reach an integrative or a cooperative solution
requires exploration of several alternatives, to carefully look
for and evaluate various options that interests both parties,
before choosing any particular conﬂict management style.
Thus, individuals who prefer vigilant decision-making patterns are more likely to prefer cooperative styles. This relationship between CFC and vigilant and hyper-vigilant
decision-making patterns were not found with cooperative
conﬂict management styles. The ﬁndings supported that
while considering future implications of their current behaviour, individuals don’t prefer competitive conﬂict management styles to manage their conﬂicts. High CFC individuals
can anticipate the long term negative consequences of competitive acts as these acts can be detrimental to their interpersonal relationships. Thus, CFC has important implications
for predicting non-competitive behaviour. In my view, practically speaking, this piece of research is an important area of
study because when we look around, most of the decisions we
take involve a temporal element, that is, our ability to see
immediate or future consequences of our behaviour. Given
this, individuals with high CFC may be better able to prefer
rational strategy in their decision-making. This research also
contributes in the integrative model of CFC (Joireman et al.,
2006).The current results extend past work on an integrative
model of CFC in three ways. First, this research examines the
role of two individual difference variables that have received
little attention till date. Second, this research provides preliminary support for a recently articulated link within the
integrative model of CFC, which assumes that individual differences CFC and decision-making patterns may predict people’s preferences for conﬂict management styles. Finally, the
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current research is an overlap between two important lines
of research that to date have progressed along fairly independent lines. The present studies advance work on decisionmaking patterns and CFC and demonstrate how such constructs interact and predict preferences for conﬂict management styles. To the best of my knowledge, this is the ﬁrst
study to have examined the effect of CFC on individuals’ preferences for conﬂict management styles. As such, my ﬁndings
are preliminary and more suggestive than deﬁnitive. Additional research is needed to enhance the robustness of this
research.

Limitations
The scope of this research is restricted as the focus of this
research is on measuring preferences for conﬂict management styles and not actual behaviour. Although there is a
close relationship between intentions and behaviour as
shown in the meta-analysis by Kim and Hunter (1993), future
research is required to test it further. In addition, one limitation of this research is the use of self-report measures to
assess the constructs used in the studies.

Implications and directions for future research
The ﬁndings from the current set of studies have several
interesting implications for conﬂict management behaviours.
Theoretically, the results provide insights into the processes
that underlie the preferences for cooperative versus competitive conﬂict management styles. An important contribution of
this research is the introduction of the CFC construct to the
literature on conﬂict management styles and decision-making
patterns and its potential usefulness as a predictor in conﬂict
management style research. The ﬁndings suggest that in promoting harmony, consideration of future consequences can
be beneﬁcial. People in conﬂict might very well agree on
what should happen in the future and considering the future
consequences of current behaviour can help them manage
conﬂict, at the very least, not in a destructive manner. This
study has important implications for the practices and policies of warfare, crisis prevention, and conﬂict management. I
believe that research on this topic will have broad theoretical
and applied implications in increasing people’s concern for
peace keeping, evading warfare and helpful behaviour.
The ﬁndings of this research have implications for negotiating parties and strategic social interactions. Focussing on
future consequences can be advantageous for any two negotiating parties. The link between CFC and decision-making
patterns can help negotiators ﬁnd the necessary balance
between competition and cooperation, between self-interest and others’-interests. For decision-makers, balance of
attention to both self and others’-interests is critical for
facilitating collaborating ways of managing conﬂicts.
The study of CFC has several implications for management in organisations and deserves more research attention.
For example, the ability to predict how an individual will
respond or behave in various conﬂicting situations in the
workplace is a powerful resource. A systematic study of
CFC, as attempted in this article, can potentially contribute
to training and educating conﬂict management practitioners
and leaders (see Sadler, Gibson & Reysen, 2017). The ﬁndings
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from this line of research can also have effective interventions aimed at reducing intergroup conﬂicts in organisations,
for example, groups entrenched in conﬂict can be trained to
cooperate if they are induced to think about the long-term
consequences of their actions. Due to motivational differences amongst team members, conﬂict becomes common in
teams and if these conﬂicts are not well managed, they can
be detrimental to team success. Managing conﬂict well is
essential for sustaining organisational efﬁciency and effectiveness (McCann & Galbraith, 1981). In group decision-making, considering the future consequences of current actions
and all available alternatives before taking decisions are
more likely to beneﬁt the stakeholders than taking decisions
in haste, overlooking alternatives. This idea can be explored
in future research. The ﬁndings of this study also have implications for clinical settings. Previous research has found
that depressive symptoms and reduced use of vigilant decision-making were related. Also, depressed individuals are
more likely to make rapid decisions to avoid the anxiety of
considering options (Leykin & Derubeis, 2010). Future
research can open up avenues for exploring the deeper
understanding of preferences for conﬂict management
styles especially in individuals with depressive symptoms.
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