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Introduction

Problem Overview
This paper reports the results of (6) studies which examine 

the relationship among three variables: how we think and feel 
about conflict and how we behave when faced with conflict. 
The paradigm assumes that through a combination of inherent 
personality traits, social learning, and reinforcement, children 
develop attitudes about conflict before they are presented with a 
particular possibility for conflict. These inherent attitudes then 
influence, perhaps determine how the individual responds to a 
conflict [1].

Developing a Conflict Attitude Measure
The concept of conflict is often negatively misconstrued as 

a synonym for behaviors such as fighting and arguing. Using 
this definition for conflict would lead one to believe that the 
best way to resolve it would be to avoid the conflict and/or 
situations where conflict may arise all together. But we embrace 
the view that conflict is a cognitively-driven process shaped by 
individuals’ attempts to assess their needs and interests and 
respond appropriately to satisfy them. This paradigm defines 
conflict as any instance in which there is real or perceived 
opposition to the satisfaction of ones needs [2]. From this 
perspective, the concept of conflict cannot be described as good 
or bad, rather the response to conflict is categorized as such.  

 
Five main behavioral strategies that people utilize to manage 
conflict include accommodation, avoidance, compromise, 
problem solving, and contention, which are each characterized 
by a specific pattern of behavior [3].

In this behavioral approach, contention is a power based 
orientation in which an individual seeks to gain their own 
advantage completely, and it may involve actual physical 
confrontation. Avoidance of conflict, either physically or 
mentally, seeks to maintain the equilibrium, but the outcome 
can be  dependent on the power differential of the parties in 
conflict. The accommodation strategy is viewed in a similar way. 
The party in power may accommodate to the non-dominant 
party out of concern for their well-being. In contrast, those 
who accommodate to the power-dominant party are giving in 
to “avoid” confrontation. Compromise is typically regarded as 
the most effective strategy for managing conflict, but it is not 
always as simple as each party sacrificing some of what they 
want to reach a mutually agreed upon decision. Compromise 
can also lead to shared discontent with the resolution, which 
will increase the chance of rejection of the “agreement” by one 
or both parties and the possibility for further contention. A fifth 
approach is Problem Solving which incorporates an element of 
compromise, but seeks to produce the maximum mutual benefit 
to both parties in conflict. 
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However, we argue here that it is necessary to assess the 
content of a persons’ conflict response tendency in its totality – 
its affective and cognitive components as well as the associated 
behavior – i.e., their “Conflict Attitude.” This approach embraces 
what is referred to as the “tri-partite” model of attitude, whereby 
attitudes are thought to consist of all the affect, behavioral 
intention, and cognitions a person has with regard to an attitude 
object. This constellation of factors constitutes an attitude. 
In this case the attitude concerns the constellation of affect, 
behavior and cognitions a person has about conflict. To date only 
behavioral intention has received much attention [4]. We believe 
it is necessary to construct an instrument to measure all three 
factors. That is the purpose of the research effort reported here. 

Study 1-Developing Items
The first step in this process was the need to develop 

quantitative measures of affect and cognition regarding conflict. 
(Such measures for behavior were already in existence.)

Methodology
Initial pilot research was qualitative in nature, asking 

participants to answer three open ended questions concerning 
what they thought about conflict, how they felt about conflict 
and how they responded to conflict [5]. A key word approach 
was used in coding these responses, with key words merged to 
form themes. These themes were then turned into quantitative 
items (questions) reflecting affect, behavior and cognitions 
regarding conflict.

Results
A Principal Components Factor Analysis of these items 

yielded the following three factors:

1. “Affectivity” 31 items, Cronbach alpha=.82 (Affect)

2. “Resolution Confidence” 8 items, Cronbach alpha =.85 
(Behavior)

3. “Conflict Schema” 25 items, Cronbach alpha=.83 
(Cognition)

These results constituted the basis for the development of 
the Conflict Attitude Measure (CAM)

Study 2 - Convergent and Discriminant Validity
These pilot results were encouraging and established the 

basis for the next study, which sought to establish convergent 
and discriminant validity of the measure. This study consisted 
of three components. The first component was the investigator-
generated quantitative items derived from the open-ended 
questions of the pilot research. The second component was a 
well-established measure of conflict behaviors – the ROCI, [3]. 
The third component was a “Big Five” personality inventory [6]. 
These latter measures were used to examine the relationship 
of conflict attitude with other personality factors in an effort to 
establish convergent and discriminant validity. 

Results
The quantitative data from the first component was subjected 

to correlational analysis with the three other measures employed 
in the study in an effort to determine whether we can develop 
a valid multi-dimensional measure of conflict attitude, while 
also examining correlates of conflict attitude. Analysis revealed 
several interesting correlations between self-reports of affect, 
Big 5 personality scores, and the Rahim Organizational Conflict 
Inventory (ROCI) scores. Extraversion was positively correlated 
with problem solving conflict resolution tendencies, (r = .284, p 
= .005, two tailed) and inversely correlated with both avoidant 
and accommodating conflict resolution tendencies (r = -.344 p = 
.001 two-tailed, and r = -.221 p = .005, two tailed respectively).

Agreeableness was positively correlated with integrating, 
accommodating, and compromising conflict resolution 
tendencies (r = .446, p = 001; r = 214 p = .005, and r =.288, p 
= .001 respectively) and inversely correlated with contentious 
conflict resolution tendencies (r = -.269 p = .001). Perhaps 
most important, self-reports of tendencies toward anger when 
faced with conflict were positively correlated with contentious 
conflict resolution tendencies (r = .294, p = .001 two-tailed), 
and self-reports of fear when faced with conflict were positively 
correlated with avoidant conflict resolution tendencies (r = .349, 
p = .001 two-tailed).

Discussion
The results of this study, especially those showing 

relationships between affect and behavior were encouraging and 
set the basis for a pilot study of the integrated Conflict Attitude 
Measure (CAM).

Study 3 - Piloting
The goal of this study was to determine if coherent, cohesive 

factors concerning how people handle conflict would emerge 
from an administration of the integrated CAM followed by 
correlational and factor analysis. In this regard, the following 
is noted. “As long as communalities are high, the number 
of expected factors is relatively small, and model error is 
low (a condition which often goes hand-in-hand with high 
communalities), researchers and reviewers should not be overly 
concerned about small sample sizes” [7].

Methodology
Table 1: Subscales.

Scale Subsets

Affective

Ambivalent Affect

Angry Affect

Anxious Affect

Positive Affect

Behavioral
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Accommodating

Avoidant

Contention

Compromise

Problem Solving

Cognitive

Positive Cognitions

Negative Cognitions

Neutral Cognitions

The three major scales consist of twelve sub-scales (see Study 
3 – Table 1). Questionnaires which consisted of the integrated 
affective, cognitive, and behavioral quantitative items derived 
from the previous studies were administered to 22 participants. 
The data was subjected to correlational and factor analytic 
analysis, noting that the parameters articulated by Preacher and 
MacCallum [7] were met.

Results

A series of analyses was conducted on the items in the 
questionnaire (Cronbach Alpha = .6377). The first was a 
correlational analysis, the second was an Exploratory Factor 
Analysis to determine the number of factors to extract, and 
finally a Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted to examine 
the loadings of the items. Several patterns emerged from the 
correlational analysis. One was among problem solving and 
respectively, compromise behavior (r = .623, p = .002), positive 
affect (r = 437, p = .042), positive cognitions (r =0.504, p = 0.017), 
and neutral cognitions (r = 0.661, p = 0.001). Neutral cognitions 
were correlated with problem solving, r = .661, p = .017, positive 
affect, r = .595, p = .004, and compromise (r = .593, p = .004). 
(See Study 3 -- Table 2). Another pattern of relationships 
among these subscales emerged. Angry affect was found to be 
positively correlated with anxious affect (r = .666, p = .001) and 
with an ambivalent affect (r = .627, p = .002). Anxious affect and 
ambivalent affect were also positively correlated (r = .506, p = 
.016).

Table 2: Cell Contents: Pearson correlation P-Value.
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In this context an exploratory principal component analysis 
was conducted in an effort to determine the number of factors to 
extract. The results of this open ended analysis (e.g., number of 
factors specified) resulted in a scree plot (see Study 3 – Figure 1) 
which suggested that a four factor analysis was appropriate (i.e. 
Eigen values > 1.0). Thus a principle components factor analysis 
with an equimax rotation extracting four factors was conducted. 
The results of the sorted rotated loadings are reported here (see 
Study 3 -- Table 3). We took a conservative approach and only 
reported loadings greater than .400. Factor 1 loaded with neutral 
cognitions (.988), problem solving (.697), compromise (.597), 
positive affect (.640), and positive cognitions (.432). Factor 
2 loaded with angry affect (.980), anxious affect (.735), and 
ambivalent affect (.699). Factor 3 loaded with avoidance (-.915) 
negative cognitions (-.578), and accommodation (-.483). Factor 
4 loaded with positive affect (-.578) and contentious behavior 
(.-.546). These factor loadings are represented graphically in a 
Loading Plot (Study 3 – Figure 2).

Discussion
The general purpose of this study was to continue and expand 

an ongoing program of research design to develop a measure 
of “Conflict Attitude.” More specifically, this study attempted 
to determine if meaningful outcome patterns representing 
distinct coherent conflict attitudes could be discerned. Both 
the correlational and factorial analysis data does show distinct 
and consistent patterns supporting the general hypothesis 
that there is such a thing as conflict attitude, that it consists of 
affect, behavior, and cognition, and that it can be measured. The 
results from the correlational analysis established at least two 
clear patterns which could be discerned based on this analysis. 
There was a clear, strong relationship among variables related 
to problem solving, compromise behavior, positive affect, 
positive cognitions, and neutral cognitions Neutral cognitions 

were correlated with accommodation and with compromise. 
This pattern suggests a generally positive orientation toward 
conflict. However, negative affect, anxiety, and ambivalence 
were also found to be correlated suggesting a generally negative 
orientation to conflict.

The principle components analysis supports this data and 
thereby the validity of distinct conflict attitudes. An examination 
of the loadings (Study 3 – Table 2) appears to exhibit 4 patterns 
of behavior – two of them in line with the correlational data. The 
first factor loaded heavily for problem solving and compromise 
behavior, positive affect, and positive cognitions, and neutral 
cognitions. This pattern is consistent with the correlational 
finding. Of greater importance it shows the full gamut of affect, 
behavior, and cognition, which we suggest constitutes a conflict 
attitude. This factor is labeled as the “Positive Attitude to 
Conflict.”

 The second factor loaded heavily for angry affect, anxious 
affect, and ambivalent affect. Again, this pattern parallels 
the results from the correlational analysis. However, it does 
not demonstrate any behavior or cognition. We have labeled 
this factor as the Negative Emotion Attitude toward Conflict 
Factor. The third factor loaded heavily for negative cognitions, 
avoidance, and accommodation, we will refer to this factor as 
the Avoidant Conflict Attitude. Finally the fourth factor loaded 
heavily for only one variable, which was contentious behavior; 
we will label this the Contentious Conflict Attitude. The results 
of this study suggest that the tri-partite approach to measuring 
conflict attitudes to understand the nature of conflict and 
how people respond affectively, behaviorally, and cognitively 
is a viable method. This approach has the potential to help us 
understand the nature and diversity of how individuals interpret 
conflict and respond to it (Figures 1 & 2; Tables 1-3). 

Table 3:  Sorted Rotated Factor Loadings and Communalities.
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Figure 1: Screen plot of PS, …, C-POS.
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Figure 2: Loading plot of PS, …, C-POS.

Figure 3: Screen plot of PS, …, C-POS.

Study 4 - Replication
Study three was successful in demonstrating the ability of the 

CAM to distinguish coherent and meaningful Conflict Attitudes. 
Study 4 sought to replicate these findings.

Methodology
The Conflict Attitude Measure used in study 3 which tapped 

affective, behavioral and cognitive responses to conflict was 
administered to 30 participants (students at a Mid-Atlantic 
University between the ages of 18 and 45). As before the results 
of the scoring were subjected to correlational analysis, followed 
by a factor analysis.

Results
The twelve sub scale scores had a Cronbach Alpha of .8201. 

In this context, problem solving was positively correlated 
with compromise behavior (r = .762, p < .000), and with 
accommodation, r = .685, p = .000. Accommodation was 
correlated with compromise, r =.615, p = .000 (see Study 4 
--Table 4). Another pattern which emerged from the correlations 
was between angry affect which was found to be positively 
correlated with an anxious affect (r = .561, p < .001). Anxious 
affect was correlated with both ambivalent affect (r = .472 p 
< .01), as well as with negative cognitions, r = .389, p < .031. 
Finally, contentious behavior was correlated with angry affect, 
r =.359, p < .05.

Table 4:  Correlations: PS, CON, ACC, COMP, AVOID, A-ANG, A-ANX, A-POS, Cell Contents: Pearson correlation P-Value.
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 In this context an exploratory principal component analysis 
was conducted in an effort to determine the number of factors 
to extract. The results of this open ended analysis (e.g., the 
number of factors to be extracted) resulted in a scree plot (see 
Study 4 -- Figure 3) which, suggested that a four factor analysis 
was appropriate. A principle component factor analysis using 
an equimax rotation extracting four factors was conducted. 
The results of the sorted rotated loadings are reported here 
(see Study 4 -- Table 5). We took a conservative approach and 

only reported loadings greater than .400. Factor 1 loaded with 
accommodation (.879), problem solving (.874), and compromise 
(.836). Factor 2 loaded with angry affect (.864), anxious affect 
(.725), ambivalent affect (.618), contentious behavior (.578), 
positive affect (.577) and ambivalent affect (.444). Factor 
3 loaded with negative cognitions (787), avoidance (.602) 
and positive cognitions (.542). Factor 4 loaded with neutral 
cognitions (.956). These factors are represented graphically in a 
Loading Plot (Study 4 – Figure 4).

Table 5:  Sorted Rotated Factor Loadings and Communalities.

Figure 4: Loading plot of PS, …, C-POS.

Discussion
The correlational analysis found two distinct patterns of 

possible responses to conflict essentially identical to those found 
in Study 3. One was a decidedly positive approach, based on 

problem solving. The other was an emotionally based response 
pattern based on negative emotions such as anger, anxiety and 
ambivalence as well as negative cognitions and contentious 
behavior, thus incorporating affect, behavior, and cognitions in 
this conflict attitude.

The outcome of the factor analysis was consistent with the 
pattern of correlations. Specifically, Factor 1 was loaded with 
positive approaches to dealing with conflict (e.g., problem 
solving). Similarly, Factor 2 paralleled the second pattern of 
correlations, loading with emotionally negative approaches to 
conflict as well as negative behavioral responses. These results 
essentially replicated those from Study 3, thereby supporting 
the reliability of the Conflict Attitude Measure. Thus the results 
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of this study provide strong support for the Conflict Attitude 
construct based on an individual’s affect, behavior and cognition 
regarding conflict. They also support the assertion that a 
measure can be developed to assess these attitudes (Figures 3 
& 4; Tables 4 & 5).

Study 5 - Reliability
Methodology

In study 5, the CAM was administered to 60 participants, 
who were members of the University community. 

Results
The items in this administration of the CAM achieved a 

Cronbach Alpha of .6733. The correlational analysis revealed 
two major patterns. One was evidenced by a positive correlation 
among problem solving and compromise behavior, r = .615, p < 
.000, and with accommodation, r = .560, p = .000. Accommodation 
was also correlated with compromise, r =.490, p = .000. Another 
pattern which emerged from the correlations found angry affect 
to be positively correlated with anxious affect r = .699, p < .000. 
Anxious affect was correlated with both ambivalence, r = .623 

p < .000, as well as with negative cognitions, r = .271, p < .036. 
Contentious behavior was correlated with angry affect, r =.369, p 
< .004. Finally ambivalence was correlated with both avoidance, 
r = .286, p< .027, and anxiety, r = .623, p < .000.

In this context an exploratory principal component analysis 
was conducted in an effort to determine the number of factors 
to extract. The results of this analysis suggested four factors 
to be extracted (see scree Study 5 – Figure 5. Thus a principal 
component factor analysis with an equimax rotation extracting 
three factors was conducted. The results of the sorted rotated 
loadings are reported here (see Study 5 – Tables 6 & 7). We took 
a conservative approach and only reported loadings greater 
than .400. Factor 1 loaded with anxious affect (.863), angry 
affect (.853), and ambivalent affect (.805). Factor 2 loaded with 
problem solving (.834), accommodation (.818), and compromise 
(.782). Factor 3 loaded with neutral cognitions (-.718), negative 
cognitions (-.712) and contention (-.502). Factor 4 loaded with 
avoidance (.613), positive affect (-.583), and positive cognitions 
(-.568). These factors are represented graphically in a Loading 
Plot (Study 5 – Figure 6).

Table 6:  Correlations: PS, CON, ACC, COMP, AVOID, A-ANG, A-ANX, A-POS, Cell Contents: Pearson correlation P-Value.
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Table 7:  Sorted Rotated Factor Loadings and Communalities.

Figure 5: Screen plot of PS, …, C-POS.

Figure 6: Loading plot of PS, …, C-POS.

Discussion
The correlational analysis once again found two distinct 

patterns of possible responses to conflict which were virtually 
identical to those found in the two previous studies (the 
exception was that factors 1 & 2 were reversed). One was a 
decidedly positive approach, based on problem solving. The 
other was an emotionally based response pattern based on 
negative emotions such as anger, anxiety and ambivalence as 
well as negative cognitions and contentious behavior.

The outcome of the factor analysis was consistent with the 
pattern of correlations. Specifically, Factor 2 was loaded with 
positive approaches to dealing with conflict (e.g., problem 
solving). Similarly, Factor 1 paralleled the second pattern of 
correlations, loading with emotionally negative approaches 
to conflict as well as negative behavioral responses. Thus the 
results of this study provide strong support for the Conflict 
Attitude construct based on an individual’s affect, behavior and 
cognition regarding conflict (Figures 5 & 6; Tables 6 & 7). 

Study 6 - Future Research
The results of the preceding three studies support the concept 

that a measure assessing affect, behavior and cognition relevant 
to conflict can be developed to assess “Conflict Attitudes.” In 
this context, it can be argued that a more refined measure might 
allow researchers to be able to predict individuals’ behavior in 
response to conflict with a high degree of confidence. In addition, 
such a measure might serve as the basis for conflict attitude 
change efforts. 

Methodology
In order to achieve this goal, the previous research has been 

expanded to look not just at the 12 subscales, but at the items 
comprising the subscales to determine if they are in their best 
groupings. All individual items from the affective and cognitive 
scales from Study 3 were entered in a data set (Cronbach Alpha = 
.8284) for the purpose of a factor. It was determined that five (5) 
factors were most appropriate (see Study 6 – Figure 7).
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Results
A precise parsing of the loadings has not yet been conducted, 

but a superficial examination reveals that not all items 
supposedly representing the same over all scale (e.g., affective) 

load together. This is further emphasized by the Loading Plot for 
these items (see Study 6 – Table 8), which demonstrate less than 
“pure” loadings for any given subscale. 

Table 8:  Sorted Rotated Factor Loadings and Communalities.

Figure 7: Loading plot of PS, …, C-POS.

Discussion
As a result of these initial findings, the individual items of 

all three studies will be coded and analyzed. Subsequently the 

items of the subscales will be realigned based on the results of 
this analysis. Thereafter, the revised CAM will be administered in 
order to determine whether it produces more distinct patterns 
of affect, behavior and cognition, which in turn result in more 
clear cut and coherent indications of distinct conflict attitudes 
(Figure 7 and Table 8).

Discussion and conclusion
The general purpose of this program of research was to 

develop a measure of what is referred to as “Conflict Attitude.” 
The Tri-Partite construct of attitude is defined as having three 
components: (1) Affect, (2) Behavior (or intention), and (3) 
Cognition. The constellation of these factors constitutes a conflict 
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attitude. More specifically, these studies attempted to determine 
if meaningful outcome patterns representing distinct coherent 
conflict attitudes could be discerned. Both the correlational 
and factorial analysis data does show distinct and consistent 
patterns supporting the general hypothesis that there is such 
a thing as conflict attitude, that it consists of affect, behavior, 
and cognition, and that it can be measured. The results from 
the correlational analysis and the factor analysis were highly 
consistent both internally, as well as across studies.

 At least two clear patterns could be discerned based on this 
analysis. There was a clear, strong relationship among variables 
related to problem solving, compromise behavior, positive 
affect, positive cognitions, and neutral cognitions; and neutral 
cognitions were correlated with accommodation and with 
compromise. This pattern suggests a positive orientation toward 
conflict. On the other hand there were relationships among 
angry affect, anxiety, ambivalence and contention, suggesting a 
generalized negative orientation to conflict. Additional factors 
not as easily interpreted were also found. 

The principle components factor analysis supports this 
data and thereby the validity of distinct conflict attitudes. An 
examination of the various loading plots appears to exhibit 
several patterns of behavior – two of them in line with the 
correlational data. The first factor loaded heavily for problem 
solving and compromise behavior, positive affect, and positive 
cognitions, and neutral cognitions. This pattern is consistent 
with the correlational findings. Of greater importance it shows 
the full gamut of affect, behavior, and cognition, which we 
suggest constitutes a conflict attitude. This factor is labeled 
as the “Positive Attitude to Conflict.” The second factor loaded 
heavily for angry affect, anxious affect, and ambivalent affect and 

contentious behavior. Again, this pattern parallels the results 
from the correlational analysis. We have labeled this factor 
as the Negative Attitude to Conflict Factor. A number of other 
factors loaded in fairly coherent patterns, while some did not.

The results of this study suggest that the tri-partite approach 
to conflict attitudes to understand the nature of conflict and 
how people respond by measuring the affective, behavioral, and 
cognitive components of their conflict attitude is viable. This 
approach has the potential to help understand the nature and 
diversity of how individuals interpret conflict and respond to 
it. In addition a more refined measure might allow researchers 
to predict individuals’ behavior in response to conflict with a 
high degree of confidence based on their responses to such an 
instrument. In addition the results of the measure may serve as 
the basis for conflict attitude change efforts.
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