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GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

The study of the decision-making process, in the context of interpersonal 

interaction, is becoming increasingly popular in psychology. Specifically, the 

question of interaction strategies choice holds a special place in the study of 

decision-making. The choice of a certain interaction strategy such as cooperation 

and confrontation can be determined by a number of factors and conditions. 

Non-psychological and psychological models have been described in context 

of studying the decision-making process. The main criterion for the difference 

between psychological and non-psychological models is the identification of the 

subject as active, which allows to consider a number of important subjective 

parameters (for example, cognitive activity, individual-personality properties, 

value-sense guidelines). Non-psychological it is common to refer the model of 

expected utility of D.Bernali and P.Laplas, which formed the basis for the 

development of the theory of economic behavior of J. von Neiman and 

O.Morgenstern for the possible assessment of the rationality of behavior in risk 

conditions (Kornilova, 2003, Leontiev, 2014). 

The decision-making process within psychological models has been in focus 

for a long period time (Agor, 1986; Crocket, 2013; Goldstein, Hogarth, 1997; 

Kahneman, Tversky, 1979; Derner, 1997; Kahneman, 2013; Kaneman, Slovik, 

Tverski, 2005; Kozeletsky, 1979; Karpov, 1991; Karpov A.V., Karpov A.A., 

Markova, 2016; Karas`, 1996; Kornilova, 2003; Lomov, 1981; Podd`yakov, 2002; 

Tikhomirov 1976; Shadrikov, 2007, 2013). The vector of decision-making study in 

the context of implementation of psychological processes both cognitive and 

regulatory remains important. A number of researchers considered decision-

making in terms of consciousness, will, targeting and motivational processes 

involved in the regulation of choice and its implementation (Mariten, 2006; 

Kozeletsky, 1979). 

There is also an important approach to studying decision-making in terms of 

risk conditions, where choices are made among the initially known alternatives, 
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but the likelihood of developing the situation with the choice of the most favorable 

outcome may change. Along with risk conditions, researchers focus on examining 

the decision-making process in conditions of uncertainty where choice is 

complicated by a lack of sufficient information about possible alternatives 

(Kaneman, 2013; Kaneman, Slovik, Tverski, 2005; Kornilova, 2003; Tversky, 

Kahneman, 1979). 

By the term "decision-making" the authors also regard choice among 

alternatives as an informed act (Karpov, 1991; Kornilova, 2003; Tikhomirov, 

1976; Shadrikov, 2013). A number of other researchers consider the decision-

making process in the context of the structure of the activity, including 

professional and managerial (Karpov, 1991; Lomov, 1981, Shadrikov, 2007). From 

the perspective of the activity approach, the question arises of the need to study 

mental processes as processes of anticipation and prediction of choice 

(Brushlinsky, Tikhomirov, 2013). A prognostic decision can be understood as a 

decision that is based on a mental anticipation of the situation development where 

an important process is forecasting the desired result (Brushlinsky, 1979). 

The relationship between "decision-making" and "choice" remains 

important. D.A. Leontiev defines a number of essential parameters by which these 

processes cannot be reduced to a common understanding (Leontiev, 2014). 

Among the psychological models of studying the decision-making process 

the neurobiological approach has become an alternative approach, in which the 

authors raise the question of the influence of certain brain neuronal systems on the 

adoption of both rational and irrational decisions. In particular, aspects of social 

interaction, as well as the impact of punishment on the decision-making process 

are discussed (Greene, Nystrom, Engell, Darley, Cohen, 2004; Colosio, Rybina, 

Shestakova, Klucharev, 2018; Zinchenko, 2019; Klyucharev, Schmids, 

Shestakova, 2011).  

Thus, in the established tradition the issue of studying decision-making 

regulators remains important, where the latter means not just the choice of 

alternative among the proposed, but the consideration of subjective perception and 
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understanding of the situation. One commonly accepted decision parameter that 

researchers highlight is making choices under conditions of uncertainty. In this 

case, uncertainty is understood as an objective characteristic of human life 

(Zinchenko, 2007; Kornilova, 2010; Kornilova, Chumakova, Kornilov, Novikova, 

2010; Smirnov, Chumakova, Kornilova, 2016). According to a number of 

psychological model’s situation uncertainty forms subjective uncertainty as a result 

of comparing the formed subjective image and the real situation (Kornilova, 2010). 

The authors pay special attention to the source of the formation of subjective 

uncertainty of decision-making. From this point of view, there are opposing views: 

on the one hand, subjective uncertainty can be determined by situational factors 

(external constraints), on the other - by personal dispositions, which can influence 

the person in making decisions, including on the choice of interaction strategies 

(Kornilova, 2003). A.G.Asmolov considers uncertainty as one of the possible 

properties of the future, the construction is considered from the point of view of 

the evolutionary process. He reveals these constructs through the study of setting 

mechanisms in the context of “pre-adaptation to uncertainty” (Asmolov, 2017). 

The situation of solving dilemmas is one of the modeling situations for 

prognostic deciding on the interaction strategies choice (Bragger, Bragger, 1998; 

Gilboa, 2009; Kahneman, Tversky, 1979; Bolotova, 2007; Gordeeva, 2007, 

Zinchenko, 2007; Kaneman, Slovik, Tverski, 2005; Kornilova, 2003, 2010; 

Kornilova, Kamenev, 2002; Kornilova et al. 2010). In experimental studies there is 

a difference between two-dimensional and multi-dimensional dilemmas. Two-

dimensional dilemmas include the prisoner’s dilemma when two participants 

choose one of the proposed outcomes. At the same time, the situation sets 

provocative conditions for outcome choosing, when the opponent relies on the trust 

of their partner (Axelrod, Hamilton, 1981). It is important to note that the 

dilemma’s outcomes correspond to the interaction strategies: cooperation (an 

outcome, when winning is the same for both opponents, but not the maximum in 

game), competition (an outcome, when winning is only the maximum for one 

opponent) (Kollock, 1998). At the same time, in such dilemmas, the choice of a 
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cooperation strategy is recognized as the optimal solution for both opponents. But 

as investigations show, the choice of a cooperation strategy is variable. Moreover, 

the individual behavior in similar dilemmas does not agree with the general model 

of rational behavior (Mason, Phillips, Redington, 1991). 

Experimental models of prognostic tasks, such as the “prisoner dilemma”, 

allow a comprehensive assessment of the inclusion of various variables in the 

regulation of choice. For a psychological analysis of decision-making features, it is 

important to disclose the ways of both personal regulation and external situational 

prerequisites under condition of uncertainty, since these variables can become 

significant in predicting the choice of interpersonal interaction strategies. 

O.K.Tikhomirov and T.V.Kornilova proposed the idea of multi-level 

regulation of decision-making, which includes dynamic cognitive and personal 

components. In turn, dynamic regulatory systems (DRS) are understood as open 

systems, where various variables mediating choice can take leading positions 

(Kornilova, 2008, 2011). 

Based on the idea of dynamic regulatory systems, we can distinguish two 

trends of generalizations of the possible prerequisites for making prognostic 

decisions. On the one hand, dispositional and, on the other, situational 

prerequisites for making a prognostic decision can be distinguished. This division 

also finds confirmation in Kurt Levin's “field theory”, within the framework of 

which he understood behavior as a derivative function of his individual personality 

traits, as well as external situational premises (Zeigarnik, 1981). 

For a long time, many authors investigated questions about dispositional 

factors for strategies choice in situations of the prisoner’s dilemma type (Kreps, 

Milgrom, Roberts, Wilson, 1982; Hirshleifer, Rasmusen, 1989; Kahn, Murnighan, 

1993; Boone et al., 1999; Chen, Lee, 2003). Attention was focused on the 

influence of the level tolerance (Aktipis, 2011; Kurokawa, 2019); the influence of 

cognitive abilities (Proto, 2011), as well as intolerantness to the risk of choosing a 

cooperative interaction strategy (Sabater-Grande, Georgntzis, 2002). 
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But among the studied dispositional prerequisites authors emphasize such 

predictors as personality traits of the "big five," the "dark triad," as well as 

vigilance, avoidance, procrastination, and hypervigilance (Paulhus, Williams, 

2002; Koole, Jager, Van den Berg, 2001). It is important to note that the choice of 

these models is due to the fact that these personality traits more reveal the issue of 

behavioral strategies choice in interpersonal interaction. Secondly, when 

situational premise appear the above-mentioned personality variables tend to 

change expression.	
The factors for interaction strategies choice can be personal traits included in 

the “big five” model: extroversion, openness to experience, self-control, emotional 

instability and agreeableness (Digman,1990; Costa, McCrae, 1992a; Goldberg, 

1993; John, Srivastava, 1999; Jeheil, 2005; Kreps et al., 1982; Kagel, McGee, 

2014; Neyman, 1985; Selten, Stoecker, 1986).  

As noted by T.V.Kornilova, vigilance, avoidance, procrastination and 

hypervigilance can influence on interaction strategies choice (Kornilova, 2013). 

Procrastination is understood as defensive avoidance, which is characterized as 

ignoring possible complex and risky situations. Hypervigilance is seen as 

impulsive decision-making of the proposed alternatives. In some cases it can be 

regarded as panic behavior. Vigilance is a personality trait that allows the most 

accurate and rational assessment of possible strategy choice consequences. 

Recently special attention has been focused on such personal traits as 

machiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy. D.Paulhus, C.Williams, and 

J.McHoskey point out that these traits reveal the negative side of human behavior 

to others (Paulhus, Williams, 2002). It is important to note that machiavellianism 

as a scientific category has recently become widely used and is characterized as an 

orientation toward selfish interests (Kornilova, 2015). At the same time, this 

personality trait appears in situations of risk and uncertainty. Psychopathy, in the 

context of research, is characterized by highly impulsive behavior and low levels 

of empathy (Lilienfeld, Andrews, 1996). Narcissism is characterized by achieving 
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personal benefit and strengthening the position as a leader at the loss of 

interpersonal relations (Furnham, Richards, Paulhus, 2013). 

The further behavior of opponents and choice outcome can be described in 

terms of trust/distrust.  The authors suggest that if the trust level is high, then there 

is no point in antisocial behavior and choice of confrontation strategy (Kramer, 

Goldman, 1995; Yamagishi, 1986; De Cremer, Knippenberg, 2005). Trust is one of 

the premises of social stability as a form of social capital, which provides as 

opportunity for cooperation and collective action (Coleman, 1990). A number of 

researchers distinguish that it is important to consider trust in a situation of 

uncertainty, since one of the participants cannot control and accurately predict the 

behavior of the other side (Baier, 1985; Hosmer, 1995; Govier, 1994). 

Situational premises may become the second component that determines 

human behavior. In the context of interpersonal interaction strategies choice, 

emotional state and time pressure play a special role (Thompson, Wang, Gunia, 

2010). Emotions are situational and can particularly influence behavior when 

choosing interaction strategies. J.Forgas noted that emotional attitudes also affect 

the choice of cooperation or competition strategies (Forgas, Cromer, 2004; Allred 

et al., 1997; Van Kleef et al., 2006). Thus, in a number of investigations, it was 

proved that with negative emotions the choice of a competing strategy became the 

most common (Lerner et al., 2015; Chuang, Lin, 2007).   

For the purposes of the current study, we considered time pressure as a 

situational premise in decision-making process. There are researches that 

considered the effects of limited time on decision-making. Authors mentioned that 

conditions of time pressure have negative consequences for the result. The 

negative influence of time pressure on the decision-making process was also 

confirmed in the research of J.Payne, J.Bettman, and E.Johnson. They underlined 

that the factor of time pressure has a devastating influence on the quality of 

decisions, especially if a person makes a decision individually. A number of 

scholars considered time pressure with the effect of stress (Hammond, McClelland, 

Mumpower, 1980). Some other researchers also assumed that limited time 
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decreases mental resources and cognitive control (Mostered, Rutte, 2000; 

Muraven, Tice, Baumeister, 1998). Moreover, an inverse relationship between 

limited time and confidence in decision-making was defined in the research 

(Smith, Mitchell, Beach, 1982). Taking into account the results of the above 

studies, it is important to consider the impact of emotional state and time pressure 

on strategies choice in situations following the prisoner’s dilemma type.  

Thus, the relevance of the study is due to the fact that the development of 

social, organizational, economic and technical processes determines the objective 

conditions leading to the complication of understanding the decision-making 

process as a choice among possible alternatives. The conditions of the modern 

world set new parameters for the development of social ties, which determine the 

features of decision-making on the interaction strategies choice in interpersonal 

communication. In this regard, predicting the outcome of possible solutions is 

becoming increasingly important. It is the conditions of the uncertainty that make 

it possible to talk about the need to study the choice of interpersonal strategies, 

which can be determined by people's trust in each other and the influence of 

dispositional and situational premises. From the point of view of situational 

premises, the emotional state of a person, which directly depends on external 

events and conditions, can play an important role in interpersonal interaction. In 

addition, in the modern world, no one area of human activity can do without 

studying the time aspects, or rather time pressure. Thus, the relevance of the study 

premises decision making of interpersonal interaction strategies is increasing due 

to the lack of comprehensive research dispositional and situational factors under 

condition of uncertainty. 

The study of dispositional and situational premises, in our opinion, is 

correctly considered from the point of view of their simultaneous influence on the 

strategies choice in interpersonal interaction under condition of uncertainty. Thus, 

the research problem is to study the decision-making process interpersonal 

interaction strategies choice in the context of dispositional and situational 

premises. It is important to understand these premises not as their consistent 
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influence on decision-making, but as their simultaneous influence on the strategies 

choice for interpersonal interaction under condition of uncertainty. 

In this way the aim of our research is to study the dispositional and 

situational prerequisites for making a prognostic decision on the interaction 

strategies choice under uncertainty (using the “prisoner dilemma”). 

In accordance with the goal and hypotheses, the following tasks were set: 

1. Conduct a theoretical review of studies on the characteristics of the 

decision-making process.  

2. Modify the conditions of the classical “prisoner dilemma” in accordance 

with the purpose of the experimental study. 

3. Conduct an empirical study to determine the dispositional premises of the 

prognostic decision-making process under condition of uncertainty (using 

the “prisoner dilemma” model). 

4. Carry out an experimental study to determine the situational premises of 

the prognostic decision-making process under condition of uncertainty 

(using the “prisoner dilemma” model). 

5. Empirically verify influence of the complex dispositional and situational 

premises on the interaction strategies choice under condition of 

uncertainty. 

In accordance with the aim the following hypotheses are put forward: 

1. The predictor of the interaction strategies choice under condition of uncertainty 

is situational and dispositional premises in the conditions as joint influence and 

in the conditions of influence as independent prerequisites.  

2. Situational premises ad time pressure and emotional state make a greater 

contribution to the interaction strategies choice of than dispositional premises. 

3. Such situational premises as an emotional state, positive and negative, and time 

pressure, influence on interaction strategy choice under condition of 

uncertainty: 

3.1. With a positive emotional state increases the probability of choosing a 

cooperation strategy. 
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3.2. With a negative emotional state and time pressure increases the probability 

of choosing a confrontation strategy. 

4. There is a connection between dispositional premises such as extraversion, 

agreeableness, consciousness, emotional stability, vigilance, affection as a 

criterion of trust, as well as the pronounced properties of the “dark triad” and 

the probability of choosing interaction strategies under condition of uncertainty. 

The object of the research is the dispositional and situational premises of 

interaction strategies choice.  

To achieve this goal, an experimental study was conducted using the 

modified classical model “prisoner`s dilemma” and  following methods: A Five-

Factor Personality Questionnaire adaptation by A.B.Khromov, Melbourne 

Decision-Making Questionnaire adaptation by T.V.Kornilova, The Dark Triad 

Questionnaire (tested by T.V.Kornilova, S.A.Kornilov, M.A.Chumakova, 

M.S.Talmach), the method of assessment of trust-distrust of the person to other 

people by A.B.Kupreychenko (2008) and Scales of positive affect and negative 

affect (E.N.Osin, 2012).  

The theoretical and methodological basis of the study was: approaches to 

the study of decision-making under conditions of risk and uncertainty 

(T.V.Kornilova, V.P.Zinchenko, D.Kaneman, P.Slovik, A.Tversky, Y. Kozeletsky, 

G.Simon, J.Bragger, I.Gilboa, J.Payne, J.Bettman, E.Johnson, L.R.Goldberg, 

R.R.McCrae); approach to the study of decision – making in context activity 

(V.D.Shadrikov, O. K. Tikhomirov, A.V.Karpov, L.Yu.Karas, O.A.Kulagin); the 

understanding of “choice” (D.A.Leontiev, E.Yu.Ovchinnikova, E.I.Rasskazova, 

A.Kh.Fam); ideas about the choice as intellectual - personal regulation 

(T.V.Kornilova, O.K.Tikhomirov, M.A.Chumakova, S.A.Kornilov, 

M.A.Novikova); psychological regulation of prognostic decision making (A.V. 

Brushlinsky, T.I.Medvedeva, S.D.Smirnov, O.V.Stepansova, M.A.Chumakova, 

S.A.Kornilova, E.V.Krasnov, T.V.Kornilova; I.A.Chigrinova); studies of trust and 

distrust as a socio-psychological phenomenon (V.P.Zinchenko; A.B.Kupreichenko, 

S.K.Nartova-Bochaver, T.P.Skripkina, L.A.Zhuravleva). 
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The scientific novelty of the research is that:  

1. For the first time, an integrated approach to the study of prognostic decision as 

the interaction strategies choice was implemented taking into account the 

simultaneous influence of situational and dispositional premises in the format of 

constructing a prognostic model of interaction strategy choice. 

2. An experimental scheme has been developed and tested for study decision 

making the interaction strategies choice under uncertainty with using the modified 

“prisoner`s dilemma” task, which has established itself as a working prognostic 

model and can be further considered as a tool for checking the influence of other 

factors. The model “prisoner dilemma”, despite being schematic, is embodied in a 

person’s real life in the context of social interaction. 

3. During the study patterns of manifestation of a number of dispositional traits 

were discovered with the combined influence of situational premises. 

The theoretical significance is that research: 

1. The study showed that the “prisoner`s dilemma” model allows one to consider a 

person’s behavior when predicting a decision as interaction strategies choice of 

not only from the point of view economic logic, but also from the point of view 

of the influence of various psychological factors, especially dispositional and 

situational premises. 

2. The study allowed us to theoretically justify that such situational prerequisites as 

a time pressure and emotional state, as well as dispositional prerequisites in the 

form of the “big five”, “dark triad” models, vigilance, hypervigilance, 

avoidance, procrastination, and also the level of trust, may be predictors of the 

interaction strategy choice under the proposed experimental conditions of the 

modified “prisoner`s dilemma”. 

The practical significance of the research results is that:  

1. The results of the study can be used in the framework of organizational, family, 

personal counseling to develop teaching materials in order to implement effective 



 13 

conditions for the negotiation process, in particular predicting the behavior of 

opponents in context interaction strategies choice. 

2. The results of the study may be advisory for organizations to correct 

interpersonal communication, as well as conducting trainings and coach sessions. 

The obtained prognostic model of human behavior in the context of interpersonal 

interaction can become a practical applicable tool for analyzing employee 

behavior. In addition, the results can serve as a theoretical basis for the 

development of practical programs, for example, trainings of personal growth or 

communication in stressful situations with time pressure. 

3. Based on the results obtained, a course of lectures in the field of general and 

organizational psychology can be created in context interaction strategy choice 

under condition of uncertainty. 

Thesis to be defended:  

1. A modified model of the “prisoner`s dilemma” can be considered as an 

effective working tool for studying human behavior in context predicting 

decisions about the interaction strategies choice under condition of uncertainty. 

2. Situational prerequisites make a greater contribution to the choice of 

interaction strategy under condition of uncertainty than dispositional 

prerequisites. 

3. Significant situational prerequisites for interaction strategies choice under 

condition of uncertainty are the time pressure and the emotional state of a 

person. At the same time, time pressure and a negative emotional state increase 

the probability of choosing a confrontation strategy, while a positive emotional 

state increases the probability of choosing a cooperation strategy.  

4.  Among the dispositional premises the predictor of interaction strategies choice 

is the factor of trust and factor of self-regulation. Moreover, with the 

simultaneous interaction of dispositional and situational prerequisites under 

conditions of time pressure, such a personal disposition as an anxiety factor 

intensifies, which increases the probability of confrontation strategy choice. 
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The structure of the thesis: this work consists of an introduction, one theoretical 

and one empirical chapter, conclusions by chapters, list of references (258 titles, of 

which 159 are in foreign languages) and appendices. The main text of the thesis is 

presented on 132 pages (with appendices - 166). The results of theoretical and 

empirical analysis are presented in 12 tables and 6 figure. 

CONTENTS OF THESIS 

The introduction presents the relevance, goals, hypotheses and objectives 

of the study, describes the methods used, the theoretical and methodological basis 

of the study, reveals the scientific novelty, theoretical and practical significance of 

the work, outlines the main thesis for the defense, gives a brief description of the 

structure of the work.  

In the first chapter “Dispositional and situational prerequisites for decision 

making under conditions of uncertainty. Decision Making Approaches” presents a 

theoretical overview of the main approaches to the study of the decision-making 

process and the particularities of interpersonal choosing strategies, cooperation or 

confrontation, as well as special attention is paid to possible premises and factors 

for their choice. 

The first paragraph presents the main definitions and approaches to 

understanding the decision-making process are presented. When studying this 

issue, it is important to pay attention to non-psychological theories and models ( 

Bernulli, 1954; Kahneman, Tversky, 1979; Slovic, Lichtenstein, 1983).  

In the context of the psychological context, it is important to consider the 

following models and approaches: the study of decision-making under conditions 

of risk and uncertainty (T.V. Kornilova, O.K. Tikhomirov, D. Kaneman, P. Slovik, 

A. Tversky and G. Simon); the concept of multiple multilevel regulation, as well as 

the position of a dynamic regulatory system (T.V. Kornilova, O.K. Tikhomirov, 

M.A. Chumakova, S.D. Smirnov and others); decision-making from the point of 

view of the activity approach (V.D.Shadrikov, A.V.Karpov; O.K.Tikhomirov, 

A.V.Brushlinsky); decision-making from the point of view of problem situations 
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(A.V.Karpov, N.I.Bulaev, B.Perfiriev), in the context of complex tasks (H.-Yu. 

Derner, A.N.Poddyakov); the study of decision-making as a manifestation of 

personality (A.G.Asmolov, A.Bergson, F.E.Vasilyuk, D.Uznadze, D.A.Leontyev, 

B.F.Porshnev, E.Fromm, V.Frankl, I.Yalom); from the point of view of the 

neuroeconomic approach (V.A.Klyucharev, A.Shmids, A.N.Shestakova, E.Rybina, 

O.O.Zinchenko, M.Colosio, A.Rangel, C.Camerer, P.R.Montague). 

The second paragraph the features of decision-making under conditions of 

uncertainty were examined using the example of the prognostic task “prisoner`s 

dilemma”. The question is raised about the study of forecasting in the context of 

decision-making under uncertainty (A.G. Asmolov, A.V. Brushlinsky and O.K. 

Tikhomirov, T.V. Kornilova, M.A. Chumakova, S.D. Smirnov).  

In addition, this section discusses the issue of understanding the conditions 

of uncertainty, as well as a possible study of human behavior in these conditions 

during interpersonal interaction. In one of the modeling situations of choosing 

interaction, cooperation or confrontation strategies, in conditions of uncertainty is 

customary to consider the “prisoner dilemma” model (Axelrod, Hamilton, 1981; 

Cook, Cooper, 2003; De Cremer, Knippenberg, 2005; Grinberg, Hristova, 

Borisova, 2013). 

 The third paragraph discusses the important issue of regulation 

interaction strategies choice under condition of uncertainty in “prisoner`s 

dilemma”, namely, the main studies on possible dispositional and situational 

premises for decision making are presented. 

Among situational premises, many authors consider the emotional state of a 

person (positive and negative) (Anderson, Thompson, 2004; Steele, Aronson, 

1995; Banaji, Blair, 1996; Bargh, 1982; Klaczynski, 2001; Stanovich, West, 2000; 

Forgas , Cromer, 2004; Chuang, Lin, 2007; Wang, Murnighan, 2011; Haidt, 2001). 

Another important situational factor affecting the choice of interpersonal 

interaction strategies, as the researchers note, is the time pressure (Bolotova, 2007; 

Busemeyer, 1985; Druckman, 1994, Mosterd, Rutte, 2000; Fisher, Ury, Patton, 

1991). The analyzed results of the study allow us to conclude that the emotional 
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state of a person and time pressure can influence on the interaction strategies 

choice, cooperation or confrontation, under uncertainty.  

A number of researchers consider personality traits as dominant predictors 

of decision-making on the choice of interaction strategies (Payne et al., 1993; 

Feari, et al., 1995; Burka, Yuen, 1983; Ferguson et al., 2012). In this context, 

among the studied personality premises the authors especially distinguish such 

predictors as Big Five, the Dark Triad, vigilance, avoidance, procrastination and 

hypervigilance and trust in another (Antonenko, 2003; Kupreychenko, 2008; 

Kornilova, 2013; Crysel, Crosier, Webster, 2013; Curry, Chester, Viding, 2011; 

Deutchman, Sullivan, 2018; Jeheil, 2005; Jones, Paulhus, 2011; Koole et.al. , 

2001; Kagel, McGee, 2014; Mesko, Lang, Andrea, Szijjarto, Bereczkei, 2014; 

Miller, Hyatt, Maples-Keller, Carter, Lynam, 2016; Mann, 2000; Pauln, Williams, 

2002).  

In the second chapter, an empirical study of dispositional and situational 

prerequisites of prognostic decision under condition of uncertainty (using the 

“prisoner`s dilemma”) outlines the scheme for conducting the research, describes 

the methods used and presents the results obtained.  

In the first paragraph «Objectives, tasks and hypotheses» of research, the 

purpose, objectives, hypotheses, methods, stages and procedure of the study are 

formulated, and its empirical base is described.  

The study was conducted in several stages:  

Stage I (2017): a theoretical analysis of the literature, a program of empirical 

research was developed and research methods were selected. 

Stage II (2017-2018): a pilot experiment was conducted with the study of 

situational premises and the testing of the modified task according to the type of 

“prisoner`s dilemma” (n = 50). Also, a basic empirical study was conducted with 

the study of personal and situational factors of the decision-making process.  

Stage III (2019): Conduct a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data 

obtained in the study.  
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The empirical base of the study consisted 208 subjects, including 123 

women and 85 men (students of Russian universities) aged 18 to 25 years (M - 22 

years old, SD - 1.9). 

The second paragraph, “Methods and Procedures for Empirical Research,” 

describes design of an experimental study based on the modified “prisoner`s 

dilemma” model, and describes the methods used. 

To test the hypotheses put forward, an experiment was conducted the 

modified “prisoner`s dilemma” was used. This model has four possible outcomes, 

corresponding to either a cooperation strategy or a confrontation strategy. The 

following techniques were also used: 

1. A Five-Factor Personality Questionnaire adaptation by A.B. Khromov 

(scales: extroversion-introversion, agreeableness- antagonism, emotional 

instability-emotional stability; self-control-impulsivity, openness to experience-

practicality; 2000). 

 2. Melbourne Decision-Making Questionnaire by T.V.Kornilova (scales: 

vigilance, avoidance, procrastination and supervigilance, 2013). 

 3. The Dark Triad Questionnaire (tested by T.V.Kornilova, S.A.Kornilov, 

M.A.Chumakova, M.S.Talmach, 2015) includes machiavellianism, narcissism and 

psychopathy scales (approbation of the Dark Dozen questionnaire by Paulhus D.L., 

Williams K.M.). 

4. The method of assessment of trust-distrust of the person to other people 

by A.B.Kupreychenko (2008). The method allows determining the criteria of trust-

distrust to other people. The method presents five symmetrical scales: reliability, 

knowledge, liking, unity, estimation, and disadvantages. 

5. Scales of positive affect and negative affect for the diagnosis of individual 

emotional state (E.N.Osin, 2012). 

By randomization all respondents were divided into four groups of 52 

people: one control and three experimental groups to study the influence of 

situational factors, namely positive and negative affective factors and time 

pressure. In groups all participants were randomly divided into pairs. All 
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participants did not know each other and were introduced only before the start of 

experiment.  

To study the process of choosing strategies in all groups was the following 

experimental design. 

In the control group (n = 52): 

1. Make a decision in the "prisoner's dilemma". 

2. After selecting the outcome, each participant was asked to fill out the 

following questionnaires: “Five-factor personality questionnaire”, 

“Melbourne decision-making questionnaire”, “Dark Triad” questionnaire, 

and “Assessment of trust - personal distrust of other people” questionnaire. 

In the first and second experimental groups with the induction of a negative (n = 

52) or positive (n- = 52) emotional state: 

1. Filling out the “Positive and Negative Affect Scale” questionnaire to 

control the emotional state before emotion induction. 

2. View the video corresponding to a specific valency. 

3. Make a decision in the "prisoner's dilemma". 

4. Filling out the questionnaire "Scale of positive and negative affect" to 

control the emotional state after induction. 

5. Filling out the questionnaires: “Five-factor personality questionnaire”, 

“Melbourne decision-making questionnaire”, the “Dark Triad” questionnaire 

and the questionnaire “Assessment of trust - personal distrust of other 

people”.  

In the third experimental group with a time pressure (n = 52): 

1. Make a decision in the task “prisoner`s dilemma” with a time limit (1.5 

minutes). The exposure was controlled by the experimenter. 

2. Filling out the questionnaires: “Five-factor personality questionnaire”, 

“Melbourne decision-making questionnaire”, the “Dark Triad” questionnaire 

and the questionnaire “Assessment of trust - personal distrust of other 

people”. 
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The third paragraph presents the results of testing research hypotheses, as 

well as an analysis and discussion of the results. 

The third paragraph contains the calculations of reliability-consistency 

common for the whole study, descriptive statistics, checking the distribution of the 

results obtained for normality, and others.  

In accordance with the hypotheses put forward, three investigations were 

conducted. 

Investigation 1 “Features of the simultaneous influence of situational and 

dispositional prerequisites for choosing interaction strategies under condition of 

uncertainty” is based on the construction of a binomial regression model, due to 

which significant dispositional and situational predictors of the interaction strategy 

choice can be determined. The situational prerequisites in the form of a time 

pressure and emotional state, positive and negative, are considered as predictors.  

Dispositional factors obtained in the results of factor analysis: trust factor, anxiety 

factor, self-regulation factor, psychopathy factor, machiavellianism factor, factor 

emotional attitude.  

According to the matrix of prediction errors, the obtained prognostic model 

more accurately predicts the choice of a confrontation strategy, which allows us to 

talk about its working ability to classify and highlight interaction strategies. The 

likelihood of a mistake confrontation strategy for a cooperation strategy is also 

minimal. However, the results show that the probability of adopting a cooperation 

strategy as a confrontation strategy is quite high, which justifies the need for a 

more detailed consideration of the premises for cooperation strategy choice. 

According to the results of the regression model, significant situational 

predictors of the interaction strategies choice are time pressure and emotional 

state; significant dispositional predictors are the factor of trust and the factor of 

self-regulation. In addition, with simultaneous influence the interaction of time 

pressure and anxiety factor turned out to be a significant predictor. Therefore, the 

main hypothesis of the study is confirmed. 

The effect size of each significant predictor was estimated. 
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Table 1. Evaluation of the effect size situational and dispositional predictors of 

interaction strategies choice 

Predictors Effect size (r)* 

Disposition factor of self-regulation 0,50 

Situational factor: emotional state 0,46 

Dispositional trust factor 0,35 

The interaction of time pressure and dispositional anxiety factor 0,24 

Situational factor: time pressure 0,01 

 

According to the results of evaluating the effect size it is impossible to say 

unequivocally that one of the studied situational prerequisites is more likely to 

influence on interaction strategies choice, which was assumed in accordance with 

our hypothesis. The results obtained indicate that the dispositional factor of self-

regulation and the emotional state have almost the same effect size.  

The situational premise of time pressure has a rather low effect size in 

comparison with other significant predictors of the choice of interaction strategies. 

But, when a dispositional anxiety factor appears in combination with it, the size of 

the effect in the situation of interaction of these two predictors increases 

significantly. Therefore, the particular hypothesis that situational prerequisites 

make a greater contribution to the choice of interaction strategies than dispositional 

prerequisites was partially confirmed, since, according to the results obtained, the 

dispositional factor of self-regulation and the emotional state as a situational factor 

have almost identical indicators of the size of the effect. 

Investigation 2 is based on an analysis of the probability of choosing a 

collaboration interaction strategy under the influence of situational prerequisites: 

time pressure and emotional state.  

This block shows the general quantitative indicators of the strategies choice 

in the control and each experimental group, and also presents the results of the 

PANAS methodology before and after the affective factor. This block ends with an 

analysis of the probability cooperation strategy choice under the influence of 
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situational factors. It was found that the hypothesis about the influence of 

situational assumptions on the prognostic decision about the interaction strategies 

choice is confirmed. Time pressure and induction of negative emotions decreases 

the probability of choosing cooperation strategies, induction of positive emotions 

increases the probability of choosing a cooperative strategy. 

After that, possible explanations of the obtained results are given in 

Investigation №1 and Investigation №2 based on the work of other researchers 

(Asmolov, 2017; Astapov, 2011; Veiten, Lloyd, 2002; Kornilova, Chumakova, 

2016; Anderson, Thompson, 2004; Druckman, 1994, Chuang, Lin, 2007; Forgas, 

Cromer, 2004; Mosterd, Rutte, 2000). 

It is important to note separately that the interaction of the situational factor 

as time pressure and the dispositional anxiety factor can be considered from the 

point of view of dynamic interaction (Kornilova, 2011). When situational factor 

appears dispositional trait is activated, that is, when a time pressure occurs the 

inclusion of such a dispositional factor as an anxiety factor.  

Investigation 3 includes a correlation analysis of dispositional premises 

(personality traits of the “Big Five”, “Dark Triad”, criteria of trust according to the 

model of A.B.Kupreichenko, as well as personal decision-making strategies such 

as vigilance, hypervigilance, procrastination and avoidance of T.V.Kornilova) and 

the probability of choosing a collaboration strategy obtained as a result of building 

a binomial regression model in Investigation 1. 

As the correlation analysis show, there is a positive relationship between the 

probability of cooperation strategy choice and such personality variables as “Open 

to experience” (r = 0.213 at p = 0.02), “Consciousness” (r = 0.518 at p <0.00) , 

“Affection” (r = 0.245 at p <0,000) and “Calculation” (r = 0.167 at p <0,016). A 

negative relationship was found with personality variables such as 

Machiavellianism (r = -0.133 at p <0.05), Vigilance (r = -0.158 at p <0.05), and 

Disadvantage (r = -0.265 at p <0.01). 

Thus, the third hypothesis about the connection of dispositional premises 

with the probability of choosing a cooperation strategy was partially confirmed. 
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According to the hypothesis, a positive relationship was found with variables such 

as consciousness and affection as one of the criteria for trust, and a negative 

relationship was found with such a variable as vigilance and Disadvantage as one 

of the criteria of  trust, as well as with machiavellianism as a personality trait from 

the Dark Triad model. After a description of the results, possible explanations are 

given based on the work of other researchers (Kornilova, 2013; Kupreychenko, 

2008; Khromov, 2000; Al-Ubaydli, Jones, Weel, 2016; Deutchman, Sullivan, 

2018; Crysel, Crosier, Webster, 2013; Jones , De Roos, 2017; Hardin, 2003; Hirsh, 

Peterson, 2009; Kagel, McGee, 2014; Lönnqvist, Verkasalo, Walkowitz, 2011; 

Volk, Thöni, Ruigrok, 2012). 

According to the results obtained in the experimental study of the 

dispositional and situational factors for interaction strategies choice in situations of 

the prisoner’s dilemma type, the following conclusions can be drawn: 

1. Situational and dispositional premises can be considered as regulatory 

prerequisites for making a prognostic decision on the choice of interpersonal 

interaction strategies in a situation like the “prisoner`s dilemma”. 

2. Time pressure and changes emotional state are predictors of the 

interaction strategies choice. In particular, time pressure and a negative emotional 

state increase the probability of choosing a confrontation strategy, and a positive 

emotional state increases the probability of choosing a cooperation strategy. 

3. Significant dispositional prerequisites for choosing interaction strategies 

are the factor of trust and the factor of self-regulation. High rates of these 

dispositional premises increase the probability of choosing a cooperation strategy. 

4. With the combined influence of situational and dispositional premises a 

significant predictor is the interaction of time pressure and anxiety factor. With a 

time pressure and a high level of anxiety increases the probability of choosing a 

confrontation strategy. 

5. Significant dispositional and situational prerequisites are almost equally 

likely to become leading predictors of the interaction strategies choice. Such 

significant predictors are the factor of self-regulation and emotional state. 
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6. Such dispositional prerequisites as openness to new experience, 

consciousness, affection and calculation as criteria of trust have a positive 

relationship with the choice of a cooperation strategy when making a prognostic 

decision. Such dispositional prerequisites as machiavellianism, vigilance and 

disadvantage as a criterion of trust are connected with the choice of a confrontation 

strategy. 

The study has several limitations. We can note the design of the experiment, 

as well as the specifics of the organization of the procedure for the experimental 

impact of situational factors. 

The results of the induction of a negative and positive emotional state could 

be distorted in connection with the initial emotional state of the subjects, despite 

the use of a special technique that controls the emotional state of the subjects 

before and after exposure to the factor. On the other hand, the video material used 

may not have the necessary effect on the emotional state of the subjects, for 

example, in the case of indicating positive emotions. 

 Another important limitation in the scheme of the organization of the 

experiment is the issue related to the remuneration of subjects for participation in 

the experiment, which is significant in the context of motivation for their 

participation. A related limitation is that in the “prisoner dilemma” problem, the 

conditional payment was used as the gain (payment for the choice of outcome) 

rather than real monetary units, which could also affect the inclusion of the 

subjects and the results of choosing strategies. 

Among the prospects for further research, the following areas can be noted: 

1. The study of the simultaneous influence of personal and situational 

prerequisites for the choice of interaction strategies under condition of uncertainty 

on the example repeated “prisoner dilemma”. 

2. The study of the characteristics of the interaction strategies choice under 

the influence of situational prerequisites on the example of the “prisoner dilemma” 

from the point of view of building trust between opponents in the course of a 

multi-part game. 
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3. The expansion of possible personal prerequisites for choosing interaction 

strategies in the situation of the “prisoner dilemma”, namely, the study of the 

influence of cognitive decision-making variables. 
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