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Abstract 
 

In the context of innovation implementation in organizations, we studied the main and 
interaction effects of CEO’s self-confidence, TMT oppositional intensity and Slack on his/her 
conflict response strategies- namely dominating, collaborating and avoiding. In a laboratory 
study with 268 Indian managers who played the role of CEO of a large Indian electrical 
components manufacturing firm - we found main effect of self- confidence on both dominating 
and collaborating. Furthermore under low oppositional intensity of TMT, participants displayed 
more dominating conflict response strategy compared to high opposition intensity. We also 
found a two way interaction between slack and self-confidence on dominating response and a 
two way interaction of slack and oppositional intensity on collaborating response. The paper 
supports behavioral decision theory suggesting importance of decision biases for e.g. high 
confidence on decision making under uncertainty over-riding the rational cues of slack. The 
decision bias was true for high confidence managers in dominating response to low slack cues. 
Our findings also provide insight to innovation strategy implementation suggesting need for 
greater collaborating response under low available slack irrespective of opposition intensity i.e. 
collaboration could explore potential slack resources for innovation implementation. 
Keywords: Behavioral decision theory, self-confidence, organization slack, oppositional 
intensity, conflict response strategy, experimental study, hierarchical regression 

 
 

 Introduction 
 

Conflict in organizations especially at the top management level has major repercussions 
for the organization’s future well-being and strategic direction (Lui, Fu & Liu, 2009; Simsek et 
al., 2005). Therefore it is necessary to minimize these conflicts and manage them appropriately. 
Here comes the role of the CEO who is considered to be the pivotal and influential figure of the 
top management team (hereafter TMT) (Daily & Johnson, 1997; Hambrick, 1994; Jaw and Lin, 
2009; Simsek et al.,2005 ). It thus becomes essential for the CEO to respond in an appropriate 
manner to manage the conflict within the TMT (Hambrick, 1994, 1995; Liu, Fu & Liu, 2009). 
Past research has investigated the personality traits in a CEO that would help him/her generate 
the maximum firm value (Bennis & O’Toole, 2000; Miller & Toulouse, 1986; Peterson et al., 
2003, Resick et al., 2009). One of the important human traits is how confident a person feels 

1 

 

mailto:padmavathyd11@email.iimcal.ac.in


about self and how that affects his/her relationship with peers. Goel & Thakor (2008) pointed out 
that it might not be possible for managers lacking confidence to be successful in the upper 
echelons of corporations especially in the race to be the CEO. Research evidence from both 
experimental and natural settings supports status enhancement theory which suggested that 
highly confident individuals accomplished higher status irrespective of whether their confidence 
was substantiated by actual ability (Anderson, Brion, Moore & Kennedy, 2012).  

Firms may also hire highly confident CEOs for strategic reasons primarily innovation. 
Galasso and Simcoe (2011) pointed out that highly confident CEOs possessed a greater 
capability to take their firms in new technological directions. Hirshleifer, Low & Teoh (2012) 
showed that highly confident CEO’s engage in value generating activities like higher risk taking 
and activities that encourage innovation in the firm. 

 Successful implementation of innovation strategy too is dependent on a number of other 
factors. Taylor & McAdam (2004) pointed out that the factors include organization slack, top 
management team characteristics, its ability to carry out research and technology initiatives etc. 
Foremost, organizations need to have sufficient amount of resources in order to encourage 
innovations (Geiger & Cashen, 2002). Further, it has been found that self-confidence plays the 
most significant role in those firms that have huge cash and unused debt (Goel & Thakor, 2008).  

The role of the TMT is another important factor facilitating or hindering innovation. The 
upper echelons theory proposes that the strategic choices of an organization are influenced to a 
great extent by the top management. TMT members often play the offsetting role of internal 
opposition and thus keep the CEO accountable for his actions (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). 
Consequently, it can be said that oppositional intensity is likely to influence the conflict response 
strategy of the CEO (Ketrow, 1999).   

How does the CEO respond to this innovation implementation conflict with TMT is the 
main agenda of this paper. Our study makes important contribution to the CEO-TMT innovation 
implementation related conflict literature by studying the independent and joint effects of self-
confidence of the CEO, oppositional intensity of the TMT and the organization’s financial 
condition (i.e. slack) on CEO's conflict response strategies. Prior literature has shown CEO’s 
self-confidence to influence organizational decisions involving high risk taking capabilities ( Li 
& Tang , 2010) innovation implementation (Bernardo and Welch ,2001), corporate financial 
policies (Ben-David, Graham & Harvey ,2001) and management forecasting ( Hribar & Yang 
,2010) but little work has been done with respect to how CEO’s self-confidence influence his/her 
conflict response strategies (Rahim,1983) vis-à-vis TMT opposition and the financial soundness 
of the company (slack). This question is important to study because according to behavioral 
decision theory (Cyert & March, 1963) which propounded the notion of bounded rationality 
allows various decision biases of the decision maker including his/her personality traits e.g. self-
confidence, reputation and relative power (Lewicki, Saunders & Barry, 2006). These biases 
creep in the form of selective and distorted attention to goals, differential perceptions of 
priorities of goals and are affected by the limits of individual and organizational memory. 
Important issues of organizational strategy thus are prone to both task and relationship conflicts 
which results in quasi-resolution of conflict. 

The current study employed an experiment wherein experienced Indian managers were 
made to read a scenario in which a conflict situation within organizational decision making 
setting was depicted in the context of innovation implementation. The conflict situation was 
simulated by manipulating the condition of organization financial condition (i.e. slack) and the 
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intensity of opposition of the TMT with self confidence as third continuous data independent 
variable and conflict response strategies adopted by him/her as dependent variables. In particular, 
we studied three conflict response strategies of the decision maker, namely dominating, 
collaborating and avoiding.  

 
Hypothesis Development 

 
Conflict Response Strategies  

Conflicts are bound to occur whenever there is an interaction. Therefore it is necessary to 
handle such conflicts in an effective manner. Rahim (1983) provided a framework consisting of 
five conflict management strategies based on two dimensions i.e. concern for self (assertiveness) 
and concern for others (co-operative). These five conflict management strategies were: 
dominating (high assertiveness-low cooperativeness), collaborating (high assertiveness-high 
cooperativeness), avoiding (low assertiveness-low cooperativeness), obliging (high 
cooperativeness-low assertiveness) and compromising (both moderate assertiveness and 
cooperativeness). Different strategies are used in different situations. Past research on innovation 
has explored the link between various conflict management strategies and innovation 
performance. For example, Chen, Zao, Liu and Wu (2012) found out that integrating conflict 
management strategy helped in improving the innovation performance while avoiding strategy 
had an adverse effect on innovation performance. In this study we studied three conflict response 
strategies of the decision maker, namely dominating, collaborating and avoiding .The rationale 
for studying only these three conflict response strategies follows from the literature. DeChurch, 
Mesmer-Magnus & Doty (2013) in their meta-analysis of 45 independent studies consisting of a 
total number of 3,218 teams came up with three major conflict response strategies namely 
dominating, collaborating and avoiding as conflict handling approaches within teams. 

 
Self-Confidence 

Li and Tang (2010) found that greater the confidence the greater would be the firm risk 
taking behavior. Simon and Haughton (2003) revealed that in high technology firms high-
confidence is positively related to the level the product introduction is risky. Ben-David, Graham 
and Harvey (2001) pointed out that highly-confident CFOs invest in more projects because they 
use lower discount rates, they consider the value of their investment projects to be higher than 
what the investors consider it to be. Galasso and Simcoe (2011) revealed that high self-
confidence in CEOs leads to innovation because they tend to underestimate the likelihood of 
failure. Thus, it can be said that high confidence participants will make greater use of assertive 
conflict response strategies while handling innovation implementation related conflicts - 
dominating and collaborating response strategy (either go ahead own plans for innovation 
strategy implementation or jointly work out with the team to find a solution agreeable to all) 
compared to low confident participants who will make greater use of avoiding response 
strategies. Thus, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1a: Self-confidence will have a main effect on dominating response strategy 
such that as the level of self-confidence increases participants will make greater use of 
dominating response strategy 
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Hypothesis 1b: Self-confidence will have a main effect on collaborating response 
strategy such that as the level of self-confidence increases participants will make greater use of 
collaborating response strategy 

Hypothesis 1c: Self-confidence will have a main effect on avoiding response strategy 
such that as the level of self-confidence increases participants will make lesser use of avoiding 
response strategy 

 
Organizational Slack 

Organization’s slack has been used extensively in organizational literature for the past 
half a century since it first appeared in March and Simon (1958). Slack refers to excess resources 
available at the disposal of the organization. In order to implement innovations, organizations 
need to have sufficient amount of resources (Geiger & Cashen, 2002). Thus, it can be deduced 
that slack is necessary for innovation, hence it can be said that at low levels of slack i.e. absence 
of sufficient resources will result in avoidance of innovation plans. Thus,  

Hypothesis 2: Slack will have a main effect on avoiding conflict response strategy such 
that at low levels of slack, participants will make greater use of avoiding strategy compared to at 
high levels of slack. 

 
Oppositional Intensity 

The way in which a conflict is expressed will have an effect on the manner in which the 
conflict process unravels, the various views and responses of the parties involved (Ketrow, 1999) 
and the ensuing consequences. Oppositional intensity of conflict expression denotes to the 
degree of force with which the sender expresses opposition during a given conflict event 
(Weingart, et al.,2014). It has been found that as the intensity of opposition increases i.e. as the 
parties involved argue more defensively and forcefully in favor of their viewpoints results in 
making both the parties more ego involved such that yielding to the other party’s stand suggests 
a threat to the identity, hence a loss of face (Brockner, 1988). Thus, it can said that when faced 
with discouraging posture  (i.e. at high levels of oppositional intensity), participants will argue 
more defensively in favor of their viewpoint thus resulting in dominating response strategy as 
opposed to when faced with an encouraging posture in which condition they will dominate less 
and simply state their stand. Therefore, we   hypothesize:  

Hypothesis 3: Oppositional intensity will have a main effect on dominating response 
strategy such that when faced with high opposition intensity(discouraging posture), 
participants will make a greater use of dominating conflict response strategy compared 
to when faced with low opposition intensity(encouraging posture)  
 

Interaction of Self-Confidence and Slack 
Malmendier and Tate (2003) found that highly rconfident CEOs having an access to 

abundant internal resources, i.e., large cash reserves and low debt had a greater tendency to 
conduct an acquisition rather than a rational CEO. Galasso and Simcoe (2011) revealed that 
highly confident CEOs leads to innovation and this relationship becomes stronger when the 
competition is intense and CEOs are less constrained, i.e., when the CEOs have at their disposal 
greater cash flows and are more flexible. Hence, it can be said that under high slack condition, 
high confident participants will make greater use of dominating strategy (i.e. going ahead with 
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innovation plans irrespective of the opposition) compared to low confident participants.  
Therefore, we hypothesize:   

Hypothesis 4: Self-confidence and slack will have an interaction effect on the dominating 
strategy such that when (a) slack is high, participants use of dominating response 
strategy will increase with the increase in their level of self-confidence (b) when slack is 
low, there will be no significant difference in the dominating response strategy with 
increase in level of self-confidence 
 

Interaction of Slack and Opposition Intensity 
As discussed earlier, innovation strategy involves committing substantial funds 

exclusively for the specific purpose (Geiger & Cashen, 2002). This requires commitment of a big 
chunk of financial reserves (slack) for some time, however, competitive threats in a changing 
business environment may also demand competitive tactics, such as, price cuts, increased 
branding expenses, etc., requiring enormous expenditure resulting in financial strain . So, when 
the opposition takes an encouraging stand (i.e. the intensity of opposition is low) on innovation 
strategy, the participants may be expected to prefer collaborating strategy irrespective of the 
condition of slack. But under the discouraging posture of the opposition, the participants may 
prefer to restrain from collaboration under high slack condition because the participants must 
demonstrate their bias for rational informational cues and they may be emotionally aroused by 
the intensity of the opposition. Thus, it can be said that when faced with the discouraging posture 
of the opposition, rational participants would argue rationally under high slack condition and will 
not collaborate. Therefore, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 5: Slack and oppositional intensity will have an interaction effect on the 
collaborating response strategy such that (a) under discouraging posture of oppositional 
intensity participants in low slack condition will make  greater use of collaborating 
strategy as compared to participants in high slack condition (b)Under encouraging 
posture of oppositional intensity, there will be no significant difference in the 
collaborating response strategy under high and low conditions of slack 

 

Methods 

Participants 
The sample for this study consisted of managers having on an average of ten years of 

work experience. Participants primarily came from the Executive MBA program and managers 
attending MDP program at a premier Business School in India. Two hundred sixty eight 
managers (92.5% male, 7.5% female) participated in the study. The average age for the 
participants was 33.84 years, SD=8.73 and total work experience of participants ranged between 
36 to 504 months with Mean = 130.52 months and SD=94.86 months. 

 
Design 
 We employed a 2 (Opposition intensity: encouraging versus discouraging) X 2 (low 
slack (i.e. moderate debts and low reserves) versus high slack (low debts and high reserves) 
between participants design. Confidence was used as continuous data independent variable with 
work experience and gender as control variables to seek participant responses on conflict 
response strategies – dominating, collaborating and avoiding as dependent variables.  
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Measures 
Control Variables: Gender and work experience were control variables. Work experience was 
measured as the number of months on executive rank job. 
Self-Confidence: Self-Confidence was measured by an eight item scale by Fast, Sivanathan, 
Mayer & Galinsky (2012).Exploratory factor analysis on these eight items showed that all the 
items having eigen value greater than .5 were loaded on a single factor and explained  51.30 % 
variance. Cronbach alpha for eight item self-confidence measure was .85.  
Slack and Opposition Intensity: In each of the four versions, both organizational slack and 
opposition intensity of TMT posture were manipulated as high and low. For manipulation of 
high firm slack, two versions of the questionnaire had the statement “Your company’s financial 
position is sound with low debts and sufficient cash reserves .” For manipulation of low 
organizational slack, two versions of the questionnaire had the statement “Your company’s 
financial position is not very sound having moderate debt levels and low cash reserves.” For 
manipulation of oppositional intensity of the TMT (discouraging posture), two versions of the 
questionnaire had the statement “In view of this, the top management reviews your earlier 
approved plan and wants you to modify the same or to go slow on your innovation plan and 
withhold the remaining cash reserves for possible price war with new entrant supported by 
promotional activities and to reposition the existing product line to avert the new competitive 
threat.” For manipulation of low oppositional intensity of the TMT (encouraging posture ) , two 
versions of the questionnaire had the statement “Despite the lurking threat from new competitors, 
the top management team continues to be on your side and has re-endorsed your innovation 
strategy in tune with the firm’s chosen strategic plan.” A pretest was conducted on a separate 
sample (i.e. participants in the pretest did not partake in the main study) of one hundred MBA 
students to check face validity of manipulation of slack (low versus high) of the firm and 
Opposition intensity of the TMT (discouraging versus encouraging posture) correctly in the same 
four episodes that were to be used later in the main study. The results showed that participants 
correctly recognized the two conditions (low/high) of both Slack and Oppositional Intensity. On 
a nine point Likert-type ranging from 1 (“Not at all sound”) to 9 (“Extremely Sound”), 
participants evaluated the slack to be significantly higher in the episode in which the company’s 
financial position was sound (M = 6.75, SD =1.71) than in the episode in which the company’s 
financial position is not sound (M = 4.11, SD =1.80, t (98) = 7.48, p < .001). Similarly, on a 
nine-point Likert-type scale  ranging from 1 (“Lowest Opposition”) to 9 (“ Highest Opposition”), 
participants also evaluated the opposition intensity of the TMT to be significantly higher in the 
episode in which the oppositional intensity of the TMT was high i.e. discouraging posture (M = 
5.80, SD =1.78), than in the episode in which the Opposition al intensity of the TMT is low i.e. 
encouraging posture (M = 3.51, SD =2.14, t (98) = 5.83, p < .001).  
Conflict Response Strategy: The three types of conflict response strategies namely dominating, 
collaborating and avoiding were measured by a 21 item scale consisting of seven items for each 
of the three response strategies. These items were adapted and modified from the scale 
developed by Dyer & Song (1998). Exploratory factor analysis was employed on these 21 items. 
Finally, based on the results of the varimax rotation procedure of principal component analysis 
(with eigen value greater than .45) three different components were obtained with five items for 
dominating, six items for collaborating and five items for avoiding. Three components obtained 
from these sixteen items explained 50.20 % of variance. For each individual, an overall 
dominating, collaborating and avoiding strategy was calculated by averaging the scores for the 
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respective set of items of dominating, collaborating and avoiding. The overall reliability of the 
dominating conflict ststrategy measured by Cronbach’s alpha for dominating, is .74, for 
collaborating .74  and for avoiding .70. 
Procedure: Each participant was presented with one of the four versions of the questionnaire. 
The questionnaire was administered to the participants in small groups of 20-25. The participants 
took about 15-20 minutes to complete the entire questionnaire. The participants were later 
debriefed and requested to participate in the next study as well. 
 

Results 
Hypotheses Testing 

Hierarchical regression analysis was performed to test the hypotheses.                                         
________________________ 

Insert Table I about here 
__________________________ 

 
Dominating conflict response strategy: As Table I indicates, the regression coefficient for 
CONF was significant, B = .43, p <.001 displaying significant main effect of CONF. Thus, 
Hypothesis 1(a) was supported. Consistent with Hypothesis 3, the regression coefficient for OPP 
was significant, B = -.67, p <.001 displaying significant main effect of OPP. When oppositional 
intensity was high (discouraging), participants used dominating response strategy less than when 
oppositional intensity was low (M = 6.20, SD = 1.46 vs. M = 6.98, SD = 1.19, t (266) = -4.72, p 
< .001). This is however opposite in direction to what was hypothesized. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 
not supported. In step 3, where we entered all the two-way interaction terms, the regression 
weight for the Slack X CONF interaction was significant, B = -.44 , p< .05. As a follow-up of 
Hypothesis 4, we ran simple slope analysis (e.g. Aiken & West, 1991) for each of the two 
conditions of slack. As per Hypothesis 4, in the high slack condition, the slope for the 
relationship between confidence and the dominating response strategy was significant, B = .29, p 
<.05 (See Figure 1); however, it was also found to be significant in the low slack condition too, 
B = .74, p <. 001. Hypothesis 4 was thus partially supported.  
 
Collaborating conflict response strategy: As Table I indicates, consistent with Hypothesis 1b, 
only the regression coefficient for main effect of CONF was significant, B = .44, p <.001. 
Hypothesis 1b was thus supported. In step 3, where we entered all the two-way interaction terms, 
the regression weight for the Slack X OPP   interaction was significant, B = -.44, p<.05. As a 
follow-up of Hypothesis 5, we ran simple slope analysis (e.g. Aiken & West, 1991) for each of 
the two conditions of oppositional intensity. In the high opposition condition, the slope for the 
relationship between slack and the collaborating response strategy was significant, B = -.44, p< 
.05 (See Figure 2) such that when oppositional intensity was high (discouraging), participants in 
low slack condition used collaborating response strategy more  than the participants in the high 
slack condition (M = 7.86 , SD = .90 vs. M = 7.42, SD = .85 , t (266) = 2.76, p < .01); however, 
this relationship between slack and collaborating response strategy was not significant in the low 
opposition condition. Thus, Hypothesis 6 supported. 

Avoiding conflict response strategy: As Table I indicates, the regression coefficient for self-
confidence was found to be significant, B = -.28, p <.05 confirming Hypothesis 1c. However, the 
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regression coefficient for slack was found to be non-significant, B=.14, ns. Thus Hypothesis 2 
was not supported. Other main and interaction effects were non-significant.   

Discussion and Conclusion 

The most prominent finding of the experimental study is that the three conflict strategies are uniquely 
explained by a distinctive set of factors. Self-confidence of the participants determined all the three 
response strategies having a significant positive relationship with both dominating and collaboration 
strategy and a significant negative relationship with avoidance strategy. The findings thus allude to 
distinctive frame of decision biases due to personality traits i.e. confidence level of the decision 
maker. The role of contextual cues of slack resources and oppositional intensity imposing objective 
rationality in predicting which unique strategy participant would make, is no less undervalued. The 
overall findings are supportive of behavioral decision theory (Cyert & March, 1963) indicating 
personality trait serving as a decision bias of bounded rationality irrespective of contextual cues of 
high/low slack and encouraging/discouraging oppositional intensity posture to choose uncertainty 
absorption by collaboration and choosing uncertainty avoidance by using dominating strategy. It is 
noteworthy that both dominating and collaborating behaviors show high concern for self or 
assertiveness, the latter differentiates only by combining added concern for the other party or 
cooperativeness (Rahim, 2002). Likewise, the opposition intensity determined the dominating 
strategy, but neither collaborating nor avoiding strategy. Although the main effect of oppositional 
intensity was contrary to what was hypothesized (Hypothesis 3) but nevertheless it was significant. 
The rationale for this contradictory finding can be attributed to the mature judgment of 
reasonableness versus unreasonableness of the strategy to deal with both task and relationship conflict 
by choosing not to exercise dominating approach at high levels of oppositional intensity.An important 
contribution of the study is towards the consideration of slack as an instrument of fostering 
innovation performance. The study failed to produce a significant main effect of slack on avoiding 
response strategy (Hypothesis 2). Surprisingly, results point to high collaboration response under low 
slack condition irrespective of encouraging/discouraging TMT posture (See Figure II). Thus it can be 
said that instead of choosing avoiding response strategy, managers preferred to choose high 
collaborating response strategy irrespective of opposition intensity at low levels of slack.   
Further, our results provide inkling toward the necessity of slack resources for collaborating strategy 
under conditions of high opposition intensity but not under low opposition intensity, i.e. encouraging 
posture. This simple slope of slack on collaborating response strategy was highly significant at high 
opposition condition only (Hypothesis 5). Strategic management perspective implores the value of 
assessing the relative strengths and weaknesses of the internal organization in order to evaluate the 
market opportunities and threats to judgments of long term commitments and for financial 
investments. Slack resources serve as unambiguous rational cue and thus act as an instrument to 
promote and foster innovation performance. We may explain that under encouraging posture of the 
TMT, participants are happy to work in collaboration with TMT. However, under discouraging 
posture of TMT, slack serves as a rational cue such that under low condition of slack participant 
prefer to collaborate more with the TMT as opposed to high conditions of slack. At high conditions of 
slack, the participants demonstrate their bias for rational informational cues and feel that the high 
intensity of opposition by the TMT is not needed.  
The study also revealed a significant interaction effect of Slack X self confidence on dominating 
strategy such that at both levels of slack, participants use of dominating strategy increases with their 
increase in self-confidence contradicting Hypothesis 4 wherein we hypothesized that participants use 
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of dominating strategy will increases with their increase in self-confidence only at high levels of 
slack. The study also has an interesting finding wherein highly confident participants use of 
dominating strategy is more at low levels of slack compared to high levels of slack as opposed to low 
confident participants who make greater use of dominating strategy only at high levels of slack 
(Figure 1). This indicates the irrationality of high self-confidence overriding the substantive argument 
of weak financial health of the company. The source of self-confidence is the source of determination 
and strong will power which might make them lose sight of logical reasoning. Therefore, confident 
people while riding high on self-determination and will power might overlook financial ill health data 
to push ahead the plans of innovation. This finding is consistent with literature on high self-
confidence wherein Galasso and Simcoe (2011) revealed that highly confident CEOs indulge in 
innovation because they tend to underestimate the likelihood of failure. Further, highly confident 
managers are found to be less compromising in the choices that they make due to their inability to 
acknowledge their irrational way of information processing (Neale & Bazerman, 1985). Moore & 
Cain (2007) further supported this finding by suggesting that the greater the variations in the 
competitive environment, the harder it is for the highly confident managers to re-examine their prior 
choices. 
 

 
Implications for research and practice 

 
This research was focused on the behavioral decision theory perspective to deal with the substantive 
content of slack and opposition intensity using scenario-based study of conflict resolution strategies 
of participants. Though the issue is in the domain of strategic management literature, our study 
suggests important insights into decision making processes that a CEO is likely to follow. The 
decision biases of personality, e.g. confidence is a significant contributor to their ratings of conflict 
response strategies. This research suffers from limitation. First, the use of scenarios of slack and 
opposition intensity to explain a real world phenomenon is limiting the external validity. However, 
we believe conflict situations necessitate such scenario based simulations where participants may not 
feel apprehensive or may give loaded responses. Also a sound and well controlled experiment may 
stand more robust in drawing conclusions because of high internal validity. Secondly, the use of 
executive MBA and MDP managers as the sample of the study might be seen as a limitation. We 
believe that managers attending executive education and MDP’s can be considered as a real and close 
approximation of the CEOs because of the high level of work experience that these managers possess 
making them a perfect substitute for CEOs. Further data gathering with scenario based instruments 
with CEOs is most difficult. Lastly, this study was part of a larger investigation on conflict escalation 
we expect further interesting results regarding the findings on escalation after performance feedback. 
The study has practical implications for the screening and selection of CEOs for their decision biases 
as revealed by their personality traits and other personal characteristics. Corporate governance may 
also benefit by exposing the budding CEOs and TMT members to conflict management tools and 
practices from cognitive and behavioral perspective.  
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 Table I :Summary output of the regression analyses for the three conflict response strategies  
 

 Dominate   Collaborate   Avoid  

Predictors  Mode1  

       B 

Model2  

       B 

Model3 

       B 

 Model1  

       B 

Model2  

       B 

Model3 

       B 

 Mod1  

       B 

Model2  

       B 

         

Intercept  5.90 6.61 6.59 7.48 7.90 7.74 3.53 3.19 

Gender 0.50 .36 .25 -.04 -.10 -.07 -.20 -.15 

Work Ex 0.00* .00 .00 .00*** .00 .00 .00 .00 

CONF  .43*** .71  .44*** .38  -.28* 

Slack        -.10† .11  -.17† .03  .14 

OPP  -.67*** -.41  -.17† .08  .17 

Slack X 
CONF 

  
-.44* 

  
.09 

  

OPP  X 
CONF 

  
-.05 

  
.00 

  

Slack X 
OPP 

  
-.46 

  
-.44* 

  

ΔF 3.94 15.08*** 2.66* 10.12*** 24.94*** 2.26† .36 3.14* 

Overall R2 .03* .14***     .03*        .07 .28 .30 .00 .04 

         

Note. †p<.10,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, N=268, B=raw regression coefficient.  
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Figure I 
Showing two-way interaction effect of slack and self-confidence on dominating conflict response 
strategy 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure II 
Showing two-way interaction effect of slack and oppositional intensity on collaborating conflict 
response strategy 
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