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One simple way to handle interpersonal conflict is to use accounts to explain
one’s behaviors. Although accounts play a significant role in managing conflict,
relatively little research has explored the processes offenders userioiietine
accounts selected in conflict situations. The goal of this dissertatiomigestigate the
attributional processes offenders use that determine their accounts in coefiict
hypotheses were proposed about how the severity of the conflict outcome and the
closeness between the parties involved in the conflict influence offenders’ choice of
accounts. A structural equation model was developed and tested based on the proposed
hypotheses.

An experiment was conducted, with two levels of outcome severity and three
levels of relational closeness. Offenders’ attributions (i.e., the degmeernal
attribution, the degree of external attribution, controllability, and uncontrityapi
anticipated consequences (i.e., expected responsibility and expected amdjer
offenders’ expected choice of accounts (i.e., the likelihood of selectingssions,
justifications, excuses, and refusals) were measured.

Two hundred thirty-eight participants were recruited and randomly assigned to

one of the six experimental conditions. Participants read a hypotheticatteoénario,



imagined that they were the offender in the scenario, and completed a quetitratair
had the dependent measures.

Results indicated that outcome severity influenced offenders’ choice of agcount
directly and indirectly. Offenders tended to choose a more defensive accouartheye
perceived the outcome to be severe than when the outcome was not severe. The influenc
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and expected that victims felt angrier about offenders’ behavior than vhenitcome
was not severe. Consequently, when offenders expected more anger from, ittty
tended to be less defensive. Interpretations and implications of results, thgdimsiof

the study, and future directions were discussed.
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CHAPTER |
Introduction
Person AYou are supposed to cover this training session with me together but
you never showed up! How many times are you going to leave me to
work this group by myself?

Person B My other job has had me working sixty hours a week for the past few

weeks toclose out an important projecfPause)

Person BBut it will end soon. By that time | can be back to work with you

regularly. | understand where you are coming from.

(Extract from a self-report conflict scenario in Pilot Study 1 of tireent
research).

Despite growing interest in behavioral strategies for conflict manegg little
attention has been given to a simple way to handle conflicts: the use of accounts.
Accounts are statements made by offenders to explain their unanticipatecher nor
contradictive behaviors (Scott & Lyman, 1968). As shown in the above example, when
an interpersonal conflict occurs, communication plays a significant role oottfkct
process (Putnam & Poole, 1987). People often use accounts to try to influence the
affected party’s perception of the conflict, to avoid further escalation obtifeat or to
maintain their relationship with the affected party. Verbal explanaticspisceally
important for offenders whose behavior has a negative influence on victimsflictc
situations. What offenders say to explain their behaviors directly inflaengietim’s
perceptions of (1) the responsibility assigned to the offender, (2) the aende

intentions, and (3) the way that the conflict can be handled (Sitkin & Bies, 1993).



Studying communication that occurs in conflict situations, especially ascount
offenders use to explain their behaviors, provides a foundation for conflict magragem
research because accounts often set the tone for how a conflict can be resollied. F
examining offenders’ choice of accounts in a conflict situation can providgine the
account literature. Past research on accounts has focused on developing tfieseat
accounts and examining their functions in interpersonal situations (e.g., Jellison, 1990;
Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981). Relatively little work has explored how people constirct t
accounts (for exceptions see Read, 1992; Rest, 1984). Read argued that offenders
construct accounts based on a typical form, such as information about the goals of
offenders, factors that stimulate those goals, behaviors or strategieseiceabbise
goals, outcomes (e.g., whether those goals are satisfied), and “the Ipdaydisacial
situations in which the action occurred” (Read, 1992, p. 6). Rest looked into how
offenders reconstruct the definition of situations to mitigate the consequernhbes of
actions. Rest pointed out that itefensive reinterpretatioma process to reframe
offenders’ understanding about the causes of their actions and their judgments of
responsibility, was used by offenders to protect them in the course of a negatitie e
Read’s (1992) and Rest’s (1984) studies are examples of research exangning t
cognitive processes offenders use to determine their accounts.

McLaughlin, Cody, and Read (1992) suggested that more attention should be
given to understanding how people create accounts. The current research tresoadls
from McLaughlin et al. (1992) by focusing on one specific process, the atirnaut
process, to understand the accounts that offenders use in conflict situations. Tiba quest

addressed by this research is: What attributional processes do offeseléosdetermine



their accounts in a conflict?

Attribution theories provide a framework for understanding how people make
sense of their world (e.g., Weiner, 1986, 1992). Causal inferences organize people’s
perceptions of reality and make the experiential world more understandable and
predicable (Kelley, 1971). By using attribution theories, this study cathgesognitive
and emotional processes that offenders engage in after their behavioo laads t
interpersonal conflict.

Weiner’s (1986, 1995, 2006) attribution theory of motivation and emotion
provides the theoretical background for this research. Weiner argu¢d éxgliain a
norm-contradictive behavior, offenders often start by examining antecedertiaundi
that lead to the behavior. In a conflict situation, the antecedent conditions could be the
relationship between the offender and the victim or the severity of the@mtuati
According to Weiner, once offenders have analyzed the antecedent conditions|lthey wi
make causal inferences about why the behavior has occurred. The behavior could have
happened because of environmental reasons or because of the offenders’ paitsonal t
Weiner further argued that based on the causal inferences made, offeiidergen
expectations about consequences if such inferences were presented to the victim
Expected consequences refer to the level of responsibility to be assigifezhtlers and
the level of the victim’s anger. Offenders then will decide the accounts tmbeyed to
victims based on the expected consequences.

The current research examined offenders’ account-giving processes bgdocus
on two antecedent conditions—outcome severity and relational closeness—and causal

inferences associated with the offending beha@oitcome severityefers to the level of



severity in consequences caused by offenders’ behavior. Attribution studées ha
suggested that people are “motivate[d] to be highly engaged in an attribuéarai s
response to more threatening or unusual events because there is a greaternxpésed to e
such events” than events that have a less severe outcome (Robbenolt, 2000, p. 2576).
Research also indicated that different levels of outcome severityol@adifferent

amount of responsibility to be assigned to offenders (Walster, 1960). When the outcome
of a conflict is severe, offenders expect victims to assign more respiysibdffenders.

To reduce offenders’ negative feelings about themselves, offendersianag

themselves and use an account to comfort victims, such as by offering congpeosati
showing regret. When the outcome of a conflict is not severe, offenders expets vact
assign less responsibility to offenders; thus, offenders will be more tikelgfend
themselves, compared to the situation in which the outcome is severe.

The current research also posits that people’s perception about conflict and
managing conflict varies, depending on with whom they are in corRlaational
closenessthe level of closeness between the offender and the victim, influences the
choice of accounts. Fitzpatrick and Winke (1979) pointed out that when a conflict occurs
between close friends, people perceive that they have a lower risk minsab
termination than if the conflict is between people who are not close. Offendgithem
take a defensive stand to handle the conflict. If the conflict occurs between
acquaintances, given the desire to maintain the relationship with the,\offemders
often will be mitigating to cope with the conflict. However, when a conflecurs
between strangers, with a low possibility of future interaction, offeniéirsy to

defend themselves and, as a result, will be aggressive.



The current research focuses on these two contextual variables (i.e., outcome
severity and relational closeness between offenders and victims) of interpewsdhets
and examines the cognitive and emotional processes involved in the provision of
accounts. An experiment that manipulated three levels of relational clegbrgtsvs.
moderate vs. low) and two levels of outcome severity (high vs. low) in a hypathetic
conflict scenario was conducted to further our understanding of the offeneics of

accounts in a conflict situation.



CHAPTER I
Attributional Processes in Accounting for Conflict Behaviors
Interpersonal Conflict and Conflict Management

Although no definition of conflict is universally agreed upon, the central
characteristic of conflict is generally viewed as incompatibdlftgoals (Roloff & Soule,
2002). For example, Mack and Snyder (1957) defined conflict as a “particular kind of
social interaction process or ‘interaction relationship’ between partieshave mutually
exclusive or incompatible values” (cited in Fink, 1968, p. 432). Similarly, Wilmot and
Hocker (2005) defined conflict as “an expressed struggle between dteast
interdependent parties who perceive incompatible goals, scarce resauactes
interference from others in achieving their goals” (p. 9). Conflicts can occlar
different circumstances, such as when two parties’ behavioral preésrare
inconsistent, when there are not enough resources to fulfill each partyss desvhen
there is a conflict of values or goals (Rahim, 1992; Rahim & Bonoma, 1979).

The primary focus of conflict research has been the examination of jgeople
preference for conflict management styles (Thomas, 1992). Rahim’s (1983 )gypblo
conflict management styles has been widely studied. These styles arettmnina
integrating, compromising, obliging, and avoiding. Although different versions of
Rahim’s five conflict management styles have been used in conflict reseaych (
Ohbuchi, Fukushima & Tedeschi, 1999), a majority of conflict management stglég ca
categorized based on the dual-concern model (Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992; Pruitt & Rubin,
1986). Based on Blake and Mouton’s (1964) and Thomas’ (1976) research on conflict,

Pruitt and Rubin (1986) developed the dual-concern model to represent different conflict



styles. The dual concerns refer to concerns for one’s own outcomes and for the outcome
of others involved in the conflict. The dual-concern model suggests that dominating
involves a high concern for one’s own outcome and a low concern for the other’s
outcome; integrating reflects a high concern for both own and other’s outcome;
compromising represents a moderate concern for one’s own and the othersegutc
obliging involves a low concern for one’s own outcome but a high concern for the other’s
outcome; and avoiding reflects a low concern for both own and other’s outcome.
Although conflict management style preferences have been widely studjed (e
Ohbuchi et al., 1999), relatively little work has explicated the communication sgpect
conflict management—accounts offenders use to explain the behaviors thatdhava le
conflict. Conflict management styles have been studied as a gengrtal haendle
conflict; for example, Cai and Fink (2002) found that compromising and integraéing ar
preferred more by collectivists than by individualists. This result suggyéisat someone
high on collectivism is more likely to use compromising or integrating to bandl
conflict than those high on individualism.
Accounts are different from conflict management styles in that accoyrgadle
on specific contexts. For example, McLaughlin, O’Hair, and Cody (1983) studied
contextual determinants of accounts and found that when there was a reproachgwhen t
offense was severe, and when the offender felt guilty, offenders veeeelikely to use
concessions to explain their behaviors. Contexts play an important role in detgrthani
accounts that will be used in conflict situations. The use of a particular accaont is
necessarily connected to individuals’ dispositional characteristics and mssadty

correlated with individuals’ conflict management styles.



Accounts

Accounts have been recognized as one impression management strategy. For
example, Goffman (1971) discussed accounts as a remedial strategygtd gmot
offender from attacks to his or her social identity (Goffman, 1971). This theadreti
orientation is also found in Scott and Lyman’s (1968) typology of accounts. Acgdadi
Scott and Lyman, an account is “a statement made by a social actor in expla
unanticipated or untoward behavior” (p. 46). Offenders use accounts to influence victims’
perception of themselves or of the causes of the conduct in a specific incidést (Mil
1940). As argued by Mills, “When an agent vocalizes or imputes motives, he is ngt tryin
to describe his experienced social action. He is not merely stating ‘redsens.’
influencing others—and himself” (p. 907).

Most early studies of accounts were descriptive and focused on the development
of account taxonomies (e.g., Scott & Lyman, 1968; Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981). For
example, in a classic study on accounts (Sykes & Matza, 1957), the authors exhmined t
techniques (i.e., techniques of neutralization) that juvenile delinquents usedfyo justi
their deviant behaviors and to protect themselves from self-blame or blamethers.

Sykes and Matza (1957) classified the techniques of neutralization thatguvenil
delinquents used to provide explanations for their behaviors into five categenés: of
responsibility(i.e., a claim that something happened due to uncontrollable falees)
of injury (i.e., a claim that no harm has been causkat)ial of victim(i.e., a claim that
the victim deserved the treatment givaaondemnation of the condemnéirs., a claim
that condemners are reacting out of personal spitepmeal to higher loyaltie@.e., a

claim that loyalty to important others requires such behaviors). By using the above



techniques, juvenile delinquents could adjust their understanding of social norms to be
consistent with their behaviors, thus avoiding self-blame and disregarding bbtame f
others.

Inspired by Sykes and Matza’s (1957) research, Scott and Lyman (1968)
distinguished two types of accounts: excuses and justificationsxcuseefers to an
explanation in which people admit the inappropriateness of the behavior in question but
cite some external reasons to deny their full responsibility. In themgecited at the
beginning of the current research, Person B used having another job as arf@xebye
he or she did not fulfill the commitment to Person A. By doing so, Person B
acknowledged that the behavior (i.e., not showing up to the training session) was not
appropriate; however, the other job for an important project was seeminglyimere
consuming and demanding, which excused Person B’s misconduct (i.e., not showing up
to the training session). Thus, Person B would not take full responsibility for miksing
training session.

The other type of accounustification, is defined as an explanation that denies
the behavior in question is wrong but admits responsibility for it. Often people who use
this account claim that their conduct fulfills a superordinate goal. Scott andr_y
(1968) offered the following example of a justification: A soldier could asserkithaty
in a war is for a superordinate goal—fighting for the cause of freedomefoher
although the solider should take the responsibility for killing, he or she does not think the
behavior is inappropriate because killing in a war is necessary and perhaps even
desirable.

Scholars have extended Scott and Lyman’s (1968) account taxonomy (e.g., Bies,
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1987; Schlenker, 1980; Schonbach, 1990; Sitkin & Bies, 1993; Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981).
Much work has focused on clarifying the distinction between excuses andaistiis
(e.q., Schlenker, 1980). Schénbach expanded the account taxonomy by developing two
additional categories: concession and refuSahcessions defined as an explanation
that admits the inappropriateness of the behavior in question and also admit®partial
total responsibility for the behavior. Concessions are often accompanied with a
confession, expression of regret or guilt, or an offer of restitution (Fincham, 19929.
example cited at the beginning of the current research, if a concessioto Wweresed,
Person B would probably say something like this: “I am sorry for being absentift
those training sessions. It's my fault. Maybe | can cover the next twiorseby myself
so you can have some time to do your work.” In this concession, Person B adnhits that
or her behavior (i.e., not showing up to the training session) was not appropriate and
offered compensation. On the other hand, when people chefasals they deny guilt or
responsibility, claim that the behavior in question has not occurred, deny personal
involvement with the behavior in question, or attribute guilt to others, even to the accuser
(Konovsky & Jaster, 1989; Schonbach, 1980). If a refusal would be used in the above
example, Person B probably would argue like this: “You did not tell me | had to be there
for the training session. If you wanted me to be there, you should have let me kaow ahe
of time, rather than complaining afterwards.” By attributing the guileteséh A (i.e.,
not informing Person B about his or her duty), Person B used a refusal to deny his or her
responsibility.

Although a few more types of accounts have been discussed in the account

literature, the majority of the new types of accounts are similar to &ubttyman’s
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(1968) and Schonbach’s (1980) conceptualizations (e.g., Bies, 1987; Hamilton &
Hagiwara, 1992; McLaughlin, O’Hair et al., 1983). See Table 1 for definitions jof ma
types of accounts as proposed by various authors. For example, Bies (1987) described
four different types of accountsausal accountsdeological accountgeferential
accountsandpenitential accountBie’s framework is relatively similar to Schonbach’s
taxonomy. Causal accounts are in essence excuses; ideological aceosmtslar to
justifications; and penitential accounts consist of apology and remorse, Wleicracé

used in concessions. The only difference between Bies’ framework and Sadiiénba
taxonomy is that Bies de-emphasized refusals but highlighted ref@rtounts (i.e.,

when social comparison and consensus information are used to explain the behavior in
guestion). Scholars perceived apology as another type of account (e.dtpRl&mi
Hagiwara, 1992)Apologyadmits that harm was done but does not necessarily remove or
reduce responsibility. Using an apology assuages negative emotions aroused by t
behavior in question. Apologies can be identified as a part of concessions (Fincham
1992).

McLaughlin, O’Hair et al. (1983) argued that under certain circumstarmes (f
instance, when the embarrassment associated with the behavior in questiorejsisever
best choice to deal with the conflict may be sileisiencels defined as avoiding any
reference to or verbal explanation about the untoward behavior. Although silence or
avoidance sometimes may be the best way to prevent interpersonal cawiticts f
escalating, it is not a type of accounts because it does not provide any verbatexpla
about the behaviors in question. Because concessions, justifications, excuses, alsd refus

overlap with most types of accounts discussed in the account literature othvels@és
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Major Types of Accounts, Sources, and Definitions

Types of accounts Sources

Definition

Excuse

Justification

Concession

Refusal

Causal

Scott & Lyman (1968)

Scott & Lyman (1968)

Schonbach (1980)

Schoénbach (1980)

Bies (1987)

Explanations in which people admit the
inappropriateness of the behavior in
guestion but cite external reasons to deny
their full responsibility.

Explanations in which people admit full
responsibility for what has happened but
indicate that the behavior in question is to
fulfill a superordinate goal; thus, the
behavior is not inappropriate.

Explanations in which people admit partial
or total responsibility or guilt, express regret
concerning the behavior in question, and
offer compensation.

Explanations in which people deny guilt or
responsibility, claim that the behavior in
guestion has not occurred, and attribute guilt
to others.

Explanations in which people use a reason
to mitigate offenders’ responsibility, or

explanations that are more commonly
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referred to as excuses.

Ideological Bies (1987) Explanations in which the actor attempts to
invoke a superordinate goal or to place a
positive label on the deed.

Referential Bies (1987) Explanations in which social comparison

and consensus information is presented.

Penitential Bies (1987) Explanations that consist of apology and
remorse.
Consensus Hamilton & Hagiwara Explanations that use social comparison and
(1992) declare that “everybody’s doing it.”

External excuse Hamilton & Hagiwara Explanations that include a broael odng
(1992) circumstances and interventions by human
or natural causes.
Internal excuse Hamilton & Hagiwara Explanations that refers to samgetiside
(1992) the person that caused the outcome, whether
or not it was controllable by that person.
Apology Hamilton & Hagiwara Explanations that admit the wrong-doing
(1992) and the responsibility; an apology is

expected to assuage feelings.
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of accounts will be examined in the current research.

More than developing account taxonomies, McLaughlin, Cody, and Rosenstein
(1983) and Schonbach (1990) advanced the study of accounts by using a continuum to
lay out the underlying dimension for the four types of accounts (i.e., concessions,
justifications, excuses, and refusals). McLaughlin, Cody et al. used an dggrava
mitigating continuum whereas Schonbach investigated each type of accountssiofte
its defensiveness, that is, to the extent to which using each type of aclceljst
offenders to defend themselves. Regardless of the terminology, the contipasauat by
these two groups of researchers are similar.

According to Schénbach (1990), refusals, which deny the connection between
offenders and the behavior in question, are most defensive. Further, excuses are le
defensive than refusals because when excuses are used, offenders admit that t
behavior is wrong and point to external reasons to reduce some responsibility. 8bhonba
argued that justifications are less defensive than excuses becausersféeimig partial
or full responsibility for their behavior, although they claim their behaviorsatre
inappropriate. According to Schdonbach, concessions, which admit offenders’
responsibility or guilt for the behavior in question, are the least defensiveftype
accounts. On McLaughlin, Cody et al.’s aggravating-mitigating continuontessions
and excuses are mitigating types of accounts whereas refusals anchjisti$i are
aggravating types of accounts. In particular, McLaughlin, Cody et al. argued that
concessions are most mitigating and excuses are next to most mittgpgraf accounts.
Refusals are most aggravating and justifications are less aggracatmgared to

refusals.
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McLaughlin, Cody et al.’s (1983) assumed that aggravating accounts and
mitigating accounts are different and exclusive: When one type of aceeumtsyating,
it will not be considered as an aggravating type of accounts, and vice versaafipiteex
according to McLaughlin, Cody et al., excuses are a type of mitigaticounts, not an
aggravating account. And justifications are a type of aggravating accourds, not
mitigating account. However, the definitions of these two types of accounts do not
necessarily suggest this interpretation. By using a justificatiooffander could mitigate
the conflict to some extent because a justification admits the offemdspsnsibility for
what has happened. On the other hand, an excuse could aggregate the conflicabecause
victim may regard an offender’s using excuses as being dishonest and éhmefothat
the offenders is not willing to take his or her responsibility. A type of accuoagtbe
both mitigating and aggravating at the same time. There was no empiricaltsogdpih
the mitigating-aggravating continuum proposed by McLaughlin, Cody et al. and the
defensiveness continuum proposed by Schonbach. Given the unclear distinction between
mitigating and aggravating accounts, the current research decided to3$al@mnbach’s
defensiveness continuum to study accounts. Figure 1 indicates the possible ranking of
four types of accounts on a defensiveness continuum as proposed by Schénbach.

The use of accounts is associated with the personal responsibility dgsigne
offenders (McLaughlin, Cody, & French, 1990). For example, justifications andesxcus
are more likely to be connected with personal responsibility than concebsitasse
justifications and excuses often “call attention to the character and motitress of
defendant” (McLaughlin et al., 1990, p. 252). One factor that influences people’s

judgment of responsibility is outcome severity.
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Low Defensiveness High Defensiveness

Concession Justification Excuse Refusal
Figure 1 Types of accounts on the defensiveness continuum, as proposed by Schdonbach
(1990).

Outcome Severity

Outcome severity determines the amount of responsibility assigned to a
potentially responsible actor (Tennen & Affleck, 1990). For example, in Wal$1966)
study, participants listened to a story about a car accident and ratedpbegibility of
offenders. Walster found a positive relationship between outcome severity and
responsibility assigned to the offender; that is, when the outcome was, gargogpants
attributed more responsibility to the offender than when the outcome was not severe
However, later research provided mixed support for this proposition (Robbennolt, 2000).
A number of studies have replicated Walters’s findings (e.g., Gleasonr& H#&76;
Tennen & Affleck, 1990; Wilson & Jonah, 1988), but other studies have either failed to
find a relationship between outcome severity and expected responsibility (e.ggsT&om
Parpal, 1987) or have found their relationship to be negative (e.g., Shaver, 1970).

Robbennolt (2000) conducted a meta-analysis to further understand the
relationship between outcome severity and judgment of responsibility. Sewanty-fi
studies were collected for the meta-analysis. Although the strengthreliation varied
in terms of types of judgment that participants were asked to make (e.g., tlatwor
was smallest for liability judgments and largest for assessments ohmamy),

Robbenolt’'s meta-analysis supported Walster's hypothesis that, overall, psapie as
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more responsibility to offenders when an outcome of a negative event is moeeteaver
when the outcome is less severe. Robbenolt reported that the effect sizesidfesll s
that she examined ranged from -.26 (Shaver, 1970) to .75 (Mitchell & Kalb, 1981). The
overall effect size was positive and significantly different from zero.08,p < .01)}
The majority of studies on outcome severity and responsibility focus on the
observer’s perspective: having a third person assign responsibility to e¢ne erff
Relatively little research has been conducted from the offenderijsqoéike. The
guestion is whether offenders understand the violation the same way that isbderve
When the outcome of a conflict is severe, does the offender expect more respptibilit
be assigned to themselves than when the outcome is not severe? McLaughlin et al. (1990)
pointed out that severe outcomes often include distinct damage to victims, such as bodily
harm or loss of a large sum of money. With evidence of damage, those offenses are less
deniable and offenders perceive a greater chance that they would be petcitde by
others. Thus, it is hypothesized that offenders will expect more respdpsbsgigned to
them in a severe outcome situation than a not severe outcome situation.
H1: Offenders expect more responsibility to be assigned to them when the
outcome is severe than when the outcome is not severe.
McLaughlin et al. (1990) argued that in a severe outcome situation, an offender
holds out little hope that he or she will not be found guilty for his or her behaviors. An
offender will then “direct all of his or her efforts toward mitigation”dMughlin et al.,

1990, p. 266). A less defensive account is more likely to be used by the offender to

! According to Robbennolt (2000), the results fartestudy she examined “were converted into coliolat
coefficients ) describing the relationship between outcome $gvand the responsibility-related
judgment” (p. 2586). A weighted average basedamne size was calculated if more than one effect
between outcome severity and responsibility judgnaes reported.
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achieve his or her goal of mitigation when the outcome is severe than when thmaeutc
is not severe. McLaughlin, O’Hair et al.’s (1983) study provided support for this
hypothesis. McLaughlin, O’Hair et al. had participants report an incident irh i
behavior led to a negative event. Participants provided the actual accountsetiey

the situation and rated the severity of the negative event. The resukstsadnat
offenders were likely to use concessions when the negative event wastisanawben it
was not severe.

However, McLaughlin, O’Hair et al.’s (1983) results may only provide one side
of the story. Schénbach (1990) argued that the self-reported incidents in McLaughlin
O’Hair et al.’s study were incidents that only had minor consequences, sbeimgsate
for a meeting. Schonbach argued that if the offense were extremely, saxras
causing bodily harm, the pressure on offenders for taking full responsibiliynasc
unbearable. To direct some responsibility to factors other than themselves, cffaeder
expected to use defensive accounts, such as justifications. Schonbach ciesdfisiodi
criminal justice to support this idea. For example, Henderson and Hewstonedddéd)
explanations provided by inmates about their current convictions. They found offenders
overwhelmingly pointed to external reasons, such as characteristicsrofwct
something about the environment, to explain their criminal behaviors. Justifications and
excuses were identified as the most frequently used types of accounts imhatss
explanations than concessions. In the case of a severe outcome, tiparesibiaty that
offenders will use a more defensive strategy to take some responsithititgir
shoulders than when the outcome is not severe.

Schoénbach (1990) argued that there are two possibilities about the influence of
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outcome severity on the defensiveness of accounts. On one hand, defensiveness of the
chosen account may be negatively associated with outcome severity. McLaugHai, O’
et al.’s (1983) study provided support for this idea. When the outcome of a conflict is
severe, offenders expect negative responses from victims: Victilsevwahgry and will
assign more responsibility to offenders, compared to when the outcome of the nflic
not severe. To reduce those negative responses, offenders are more likelyléssise a
defensive account to amend the possible damages offenders’ behavior has brought to
victims. On the other hand, the increase in outcome severity leads to aléngherf
defensiveness, which results in a more defensive account. When the outcomeejs sever
taking full responsibility becomes a greater burden for offenders. Fopéxamalmitting
the wrong-doing fully to one self should damage offenders’ self image am ma
offenders look immoral. Offenders will try to defend themselves against hegds to
their face by attributing their behavior to situational rather than dispaasitcauses, or
justify their behavior by linking it to a superordinate goal. Results from Heoxend
Hewstone’s (1984) study provide support to the idea that offenders use defensive
accounts to reduce the responsibility assigned to offenders when the outceveres
Schonbach called for more work to examine the influence of outcome severity on the
level of defensiveness for a chosen account. Thus, a research question is projpesed in
current research:

RQ1: How does outcome severity influence the defensiveness of an account

chosen by offenders?

The direction of the effect of outcome severity on accounts is unclear ancemay b

clarified by understanding the relational closeness between offemdevecims
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(McLaughlin, O’Hair et al. 1983).
Relational Closeness

Research on aggression and the relationship between friends provides indirect
support for the influence of relational closeness on choice of accounts. Richardson a
Green (2006) found that in a conflict, people tend to use direct aggression in response to
anger from their romantic partners but use indirect aggression towarttigreds, who
are less close to them than their romantic partners. AccordingharBson and Green,
direct aggressioriconfronts the target face to face, delivering harm through direct verbal
or physical means” (p. 2493) whereadirect aggressiomefers to when people involved
in a conflict “[deliver] harm circuitously, through another person or object” (p. 2493).
Richardson and Green’s finding is consistent with Fitzpatrick and Winke’s (1979)
argument that in a close relationship offenders are less concerned witretiteot
relationship termination than when the relationship is not close. As a resulj@Bere
likely to express their opinions directly to their close friends and deferndbtlei
behaviors, believing that their close friends will not be offended or theyorapensate
to their close friends at a later time. Following this logic, if atrehship is not so close,
offenders need to be cautious when they choose an account to explain their behavior
because a defensive account may escalate the conflict and ultimatety tae
dissolution of the relationship. For example, when a conflict occurs between
acquaintances, offenders realize that their relationship with victims is iesg stable
and more likely to be dissolved than if the conflict were with close friends. When a
conflict occurs between parties that have a moderately close ret@pioosmpared to the

conflict that occurs between close friends, offenders will use a lesssdef@ccount,
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hoping it will reduce the possibility for relationship termination. On therdtaed, if
there is no established relationship, such as when a conflict occurs betwegerstra
offenders will be likely to defend or justify their behaviors by using a defeascount
because they do not perceive a high possibility of future interaction with the.victim
Based on the above arguments, it is hypothesized that:

H2: Relational closeness has a curvilinear effect on the defensivdresounts

used in a conflict situation. In particular, less defensive accounts are hsedw

conflict occurs between two parties that have a moderately close rdigtiansl
more defensive accounts are used when a conflict occurs between pattas th
more distant or are closer.

When discussing the influence of relational closeness on conflict strategies,
neither Richard and Green (2006) nor Fitzpatrick and Winke (1979) took outcome
severity into consideration. The findings from Richard and Green'’s study enalit
only when the outcome of a conflict is not very severe. When the outcome of a conflict
between close friends is not severe, offenders may feel that thegropertsate their
victims later. Thus, at the moment of the conflict, offenders could justify theavim's
or defend themselves. However, if the outcome is severe enough to possibiye daena
relationship, offenders will be likely to admit responsibility and usssadefensive
account than when the outcome is not severe. When offenders and victims are
acquaintances, the risk of relationship termination and the desire to preseogk a go
image causes offenders to be willing to use a less defensive accoudlasyaf severity
of the outcome. Furthermore, when facing a stranger, with whom one hal ehsmee

of future interaction, offenders will be more likely to use a defensive accaiet if
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outcome is severe than if the outcome is not severe. Thus, the current reseacth predi
the following relationship:

H3: The relational closeness and the severity of outcome interact tanodltiee

defensiveness of the account used in a conflict situation. (H3a) When a severe

conflict occurs between close friends, offenders are more likely to use a less
defensive account than when the conflict is not severe. (H3b) When the conflict is
between parties that are moderately close, offenders are moredikedy & less
defensive account than when the conflict is between parties that are mare dista
or closer, regardless of the severity of outcome. (H3c) When a seveietconfl
occurs between strangers, offenders are more likely to use a morew#efens
account than when the conflict is not severe.

The above hypothesis predicts that the defensiveness of the account used in a
conflict situation depends on outcome severity and relational closeness. But the
hypothesis does not explain the process by which offenders choose certain @ocounts
explain their behaviors. Weiner's (1986, 1992, 2006) attribution theory of motivation and
emotions provides the framework to examine the cognitive and emotional processes tha
offenders engage in to determine the accounts used in conflict situations.

Attribution Theory

Research on accounts is closely related to attribution theory (Fiskgl&r,Ta
1991, Harvey & Weary, 1984; Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965). Attribution theory
has focused on the process by which people create explanations for their ownsor other
actions (Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1986). These explanations allow

offenders in a conflict situation to interpret their behaviors and decide anrdo use
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(Orbuch, 1997). Offenders can attribute their behaviors in terms of locus (internal vs
external) and controllability (controllable vs. uncontrollable). Causal infeeinfluence
what tactics people choose to handle conflict. For example, Sillar (1980) faatnghen
people attributed the causes of conflict to others (e.g., their roommates)s#tesnore
distributive acts (e.g., explicitly expressing negative evaluations of tke [inty) to
handle conflict than integrative acts (e.g., using neutral or positive stdtetoelescribe
the other party involved in conflict). How offenders make attributions can also influenc
their choice of accounts.

Weiner’s Attribution Theory of Motivation and Emotion

Weiner (1986, 2000) identified three dimensions of causality—Ilocus, stability,
and controllability—to explain attribution processlescusrefers to whether a cause is
internal or external to the pers@tability refers to whether a cause is relatively enduring
across situations or is situation-speci@@ntrollability refers to whether a cause can be
subject to volitional influence. For example, if a meeting is cancelled eocéas
hurricane, the cause of the scheduling conflict is considered external, urestable
uncontrollable. Weiner’'s (1986, 1992, 2006) work has focused on using locus and
controllability to explain people’s account-giving processes.

According to Weiner (1995), when a social contract has been broken, offenders
often first consider the antecedent conditions about what happened and why the social
contract was broken. Furthermore, offenders make causal inferences, sucthas tivbe
reasons for the violation of the social contract are related to offenderatedre
environmental factors. Weiner argued that based on the causal inferererede it

imagine the consequences if the reasons were communicated to victireptiBescof
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the causes of the behavior, such as offenders’ ability, effort, and luck, lead ¢ncefer
about responsibility, which in turn generate emotional responses, such as anger, from
victims2 With the anticipated consequences in their mind, offenders will decide on the
explanations that they want to communicate to victims or to other people.

There could be many antecedent conditions that lead to a conflict. Here the focus
is on two contextual factors: outcome severity and relational closeness Rawpto
attribute their own success or positive behaviors to internal reasons and failure or
negative behaviors to external reasons (i.e., the ego-protective bias; K886y, When
offenders’ behavior leads to a conflict, offenders are likely to make ektstnbutions
about their behavior in question. The more severe the outcome of the conflict is, the more
likely offenders will tend to explain their behaviors by pointing to factorgaritsf them
or factors that are not in their control. This attribution may change dependiaywon
close offenders are with the victim. Specifically, when offenders and gicim
relationally close, offenders understand the importance of keeping thenggp with
victims and also offenders understand that victims may know them very well te digur
why the behavior in question has occurred. When the outcome of the conflict between
close friends is severe, offenders tend to attribute their behavior to Iraetha
controllable reasons, as a sign to show sincerity and honesty to their friends aghas a
to show their desire to maintain the relationship. When a conflict occurs between
strangers, the concern for the relationship is minimal. Offenders aretlikekperience
ego-protective bias, especially when the outcome of conflict is severe.tiius

following prediction is made:

2 Weiner (1986, 2000) discussed two emotions: aagdrsympathy. The current research will only
examine anger because the study is placed in #ictadntext, within which the arousal of negative
emotions is more likely.
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H4: The relational closeness and outcome severity interact to affectiefs’
attributions. When a severe conflict occurs between close friends, offevitlers
make more internal attribution (H4a) and more controllable attribution (tHéh)
when the conflict is not severe. When a severe conflict occurs betweenistrange
offenders will make more external attribution (H4c) and more uncortitella
attribution (H4d) than when the conflict is not severe.

Perceptions of causes, such as internal or external causes and controllable o
uncontrollable causes, lead to judgment of responsibility, which in turn generates
emotional responses such as anger from victims. When causes are percieiterdaor
controllable, offenders often are judged personally responsible for their behagause
they could have done otherwise to prevent the negative event. On the contrary, when
causes are perceived to be external or uncontrollable, offenders often aregsidged
having little or no personal responsibility for their behavior because there wasiciot m
they could have done to prevent what had happened. The judgment of responsibility is
associated with expected anger. When offenders expect more responsibility to be
assigned to them, they will expect victims to feel angrier about the belagoestion.

Weiner and his associates studied the influence of attributions on expected
responsibility assigned to offenders and expected anger felt by v{ithieiger,

Amirkhan, Folkes, & Verette, 1987; Weiner, Figueroa-Mufioz, & Kakihara, 1991;
Weiner & Handel, 1985; Yirmiya & Weiner, 1986). For example, Graham, Weiner, and
Benesh-Weiner (1995) found that when victims perceived causes of a negativasevent
controllable, victims held offenders more personally responsible for theivibelad

more anger was elicited, as compared to when victims perceived the aauses
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uncontrollable. When victims assign more responsibility to offenders and fe&drang
about offenders’ behavior, they tend to evaluate offenders negatively and sleow lit
interest in future interaction with the offenders (Weiner et al., 1987). Weiesganch
suggested that attributing causes of actions to external and uncontrollable reasons
benefits offenders because victims are likely to forgive offenders’ berawiloassign
less responsibility to them and victims also will feel less angry aheudftenders’
behavior, compared to the situation when offenders attribute causes of actioastd int
and controllable reasons.

Although Weiner’s (1986, 2000) attribution theory of motivation and emotions
was mainly applied to the excuse-giving process, his framework has proviggdsins
into understanding offenders’ choice of other types of accounts, such as concession,
refusal, and justification. When offenders perceive the causes of their aionsrnal
or controllable, they expect that victims assign more responsibility to théess
defensive account acknowledges offenders’ wrong-doing and their desire to take ful
partial responsibility, which helps to make victims believe that the offshldehaviors
were not intentional, and consequently, decreases the possible punishment directed
towards offenders. Thus, a less defensive type of accounts, such as concessions, i
better choice than a more defensive type of accounts, such as refusals. On thendther ha
when causes are perceived as external or uncontrollable, there is not mucletickersff
can do to prevent what has already occurred; offenders will be judged as h#eing li
no personal responsibility for their behaviors (Liu & Yao, 2007). Thus, offenders are
more likely to use a more defensive account when they perceive the chosesict as

external or uncontrollable than when they perceive the causes of conflict terbaliot
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controllable.

According to Weiner (1995), assignment of responsibility is associated with
emotional reactions toward the behavior in question. Specifically, the assignment of
personal responsibility is associated with anger and a tendency to attack br punis
Inspired by Weiner’s theory, Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, and Raia (1997) in\esiibthe
influence of anger and compassion on negotiation performance. Their findingstedppor
Weiner’'s (1995) argument: Participants who attributed a higher levelpgnsibility to
their partners reported feeling more angry than participants who attibubwer level
of responsibility to their partners. Liu and Yao’s (2007) study of culturalrdiffees in
the association between emotional arousal and attribution of personal respomsidility
similar findings.

Averill's (1983) study on anger provided further support to the proposition
regarding the relationship between attributions and emotional responsél. #sketl
participants to report recent events that made them angry. Nearly 80% of thedeport
incidents that elicited anger involved controllable behaviors. On the contitaep, w
victims perceived that the causes of a conflict were not controllable, sigtere more
likely to forgive offenders’ behaviors because victims perceived that theibeshim
guestion were not intentional. In this case, responsibility was less likelyasshgned to
offenders and less anger was aroused than when the causes were believed to be
controllable. Based on the above arguments, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H5: When offenders make more internal attributions about their behavior in a

conflict situation, offenders expect more responsibility to be assignadito t

(H5a) and expect more anger to be felt by victims (H5b).
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H6: When offenders perceive the causes of a conflict as more controllable,
offenders expect more responsibility to be assigned to them (H6a) and expect
more anger to be felt by victims (H6b).
H7: When offenders make more external attributions in a conflict situation,
offenders expect less responsibility to be assigned to them (H7a) j@ext bess
anger to be felt by victims (H7b).
H8: When offenders perceive the causes of a conflict as more uncontrollable,
offenders expect less responsibility to be assigned to them (H8a) armdl lespe
anger to be felt by victims (H8b).
H9: When offenders expect more responsibility to be assigned to them, they
expect more anger to be felt by victims.
H10: When more anger is expected, a less defensive account is used.
A causal model is established to explain the attributional processes offeralers us
to determine the accounts selected in conflict situations (see FigUiee2ationale of
all links has been presented in the research question and the ten hypothesesldrscuss

this chapter.
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Figure 2.Structural relations based on the hypotheses.

Note All exogenous variables are allowed to covary @ndre also allowed to
covary (errors in equations). OS (i.&) refers to outcome severity manipulation (low
outcome severity was coded as -1 and high outcome severity was coded 1) and RC (i.e.,
&) is relational closeness manipulation (quadratic coding: low relation&nees was
coded as 1, moderate relational closeness was coded as -2, and high relasenaksl
was coded as 1linterl (i.e.&3), Inter2 (i.e.&4), and Inter 3 (i.e&s) are the interactions
between outcome severity and relational closeness. In the model testiag,
calculated by multiplying the outcome severity manipulation (coded as 1, -1) and

relational closeness manipulation (linear coding: low relational closeveescoded as -
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1, moderate relational closeness was coded as 0, and high relational closesnesded

as 1)&,refers to the coding of the high severity and close relationship condition (coded
as 1) versus all other five conditions (coded ags{Qefers to the coding of the interaction
between outcome severity and relational closeness: The high severity aetblomal
closeness condition is coded as 1 and other five conditions are coded as 0. PP (i.e.,
is perceived outcome severity, with six indicators. PRC fj.¢refers to perceived
guadratic relation closeness, the manipulation check for the quadratic codatagional
closenessy, was created by squaring the first component score of the six items that
measured relational closeneggonly has one indicator in the model. IA (igs) is the
degree of internal attribution, measured by four of seven items (threewemnmsleleted
based on confirmatory factor analysis and principal components analysis, e=eilts
details in the result section for the formal study). CON (.8.js controllability, with

five indicators. EA (i.e.ns) is the degree of external attribution, measured by seven
items. Uncon (i.ens) is uncontrollability, with five indicators. Eresp (i.gy) refers to
expected responsibility assigned to the offender, measured by six items. Eangg)

is expected anger, measured by six items. And LDA fjsgrefers to the measure of the
likelihood of selecting a defensive accoupgonly has one indicator and the detail for
obtaining the composite measurefigmwvas discussed in Pilot Study 5 and the formal

study.
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CHAPTER 1l
Method
This chapter describes the proposed stimulus message and instruments, the pilot
studies that tested these proposed materials, and the methods of the form&icstiegy.
used in the current research were created by the researcher, and pest\strdi
conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the inductions and the measuterbents
used in the final study. The formal study tested the causal model (see Bigurd the
hypotheses. The pilot studies and the formal study were approved by the University o
Maryland Institutional Review Board on May 28, 2007 (for the first two pilot studies
and on February 12, 2008 (Pilot Study 3 to Pilot Study 6 and the formal study). Data for
Pilot Study 5 were collected at Villanova University and all other studeee eonducted
at University of Maryland. Approvals for conducting Pilot Study 5 at Villanova
University were obtained from the University of Maryland and the Villandwaersity
Institutional Review Boards on April 10 and April 15, 2008, respectively. Data were
collected during the summer of 2007 and between March and June, 2008.
Overall Design, Stimulus Message, and Instruments
Overall Design
An experiment was conducted to test the causal model, research question, and the
hypotheses. Outcome severity and relational closeness were manipukated i
hypothetical scenario that described an interpersonal conflict in a group tagebbol.
Two levels of outcome severity and three levels of relational closenebs/éhimoderate
vs. low) were created in the hypothetical scenario. Six experimamtditions were

developed. Attributions (the degree of internal attribution, the degree of dxterna
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attribution, controllability, and uncontrollability), anticipated conseque(eqgsected
responsibility assigned to offenders and expected anger from victimsgfémsideness
level of each type of accounts (concession, justification, excuse, and refusétg and
likelihood of selecting each account were meastifeatticipants were randomly
assigned to one of six conditions. They read a hypothetical conflict scenaedpideio
imagine they were the offender in the scenario, and answered questionaradgram
the offender’s perspective.

Hypothetical Interpersonal Conflict Scenario

Two criteria need to be fulfilled to create a hypothetical confliatace. First,
the conflict incident used in the scenario should be familiar to participants so that
participants can easily relate to the situation and answer questions witfioultyli
Second, the current research focuses on the accounts offenders use to explain their
behaviors. However, not every incident invites an explanation. Participanissaay
avoidance to handle conflicts, but avoidance is not the focus of the current research. To
ensure an account is offered, the need to explain a wrong-doing should be clearly
demonstrated in the scenario.

Pilots Studies 1 and 2 were used to create a hypothetical scenario thétemeet
above two criteria. Details are provided in the section on pilot studies. Based on the
results of Pilot Studies 1 and 2, a scenario about a conflict between grolgersaéon a
class project was chosen to be developed as the stimulus message in the praoghpsed st

Group work is a familiar practice for college students. Because colladgnss were the

? pilot Study 5 measured the defensiveness leveholi account and the formal study measured the
likelihood of selecting each account. Results fiilot Study 5 and the formal study were combined to
create the composite measure of choosing accosittealependent measure in model testing. Details ¢
be found in the discussion of Pilot Study 5.
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major source of participants in the studies, using a hypothetical scenariovtiaes a
conflict between group members is easily understood by participants.

To ensure that an account would be necessary, the hypothetical conflict scenario
clearly specified an offense conducted by the offender. In particularyplo¢hietical
scenario described a group project between two classmates: wrigaga paper
together. One wrote his or her portion of the review paper based on the wrongseading
which reduced the grade for both group members. Participants were told to teMe the
of the offender and that an explanation is necessary when the scenadithstbtiee
offender’s behavior brought negative consequences to the victim. The details of the
hypothetical conflict scenario can be found in the section on Pilot Studies 1 and 2.
Role Playing in a Hypothetical Conflict Scenario

A hypothetical conflict scenario was used for several reasons. Firgin Y2006)
argued that a hypothetical scenario allows the researcher to systédisnatanipulate
variables of interest, minimizing the influence of possible extraneous \exiabl
dependent variables. Using a hypothetical conflict scenario, differens lefvelitcome
severity and relational closeness may be manipulated and their influencerareodsf
choice of accounts can be examined. Second, a hypothetical scenario cain prese
respondents with situations that they may actually encounter, allowingatesesato "tap
into the expectations and reactions which they (respondents) would have in sinmllar soc
circumstances" (Gerber, 1994, p. 4). Third, as argued by Converse and Pressea(1986)
hypothetical scenario can keep respondents’ focus on the variables intgnded b
researchers. Given the above reasons, a hypothetical scenario was usedretie

research and participants were asked to take the role of the offenderaartagcsand
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answer questions from the offender’s perspective.
Naming the Hypothetical Other Party

Participants were told to imagine that they were the offender in the grojegtp
described in the hypothetical scenario; the scenario used “you” to refer to thipaais.
The teammate (i.e., the victim) in the scenario needs a name to ensure thetfiew of
story. Although participants may find it easier to relate to scenaribaghactual names
(Wang, 2006), actual names often are associated with specific gendeciahd ra
information, which may influence how participants process the stimulus meEsage
example, a labor market study by Bertrand and Mullainathan (2003) found that a very
White-sounding name on a resume received significantly more callbacks forewe
than a very African-American-sounding name. Moreover, El-Sheikh, Buckhalt, and
Reiter (2000) discovered that different degrees of emotional arousal acetess with
gender in hypothetical scenarios. Men perceived more emotional arousalmath a
hypothetical character than women perceived with a female counterparnypothetical
situation (cited in Wang, 2006). To ensure that participants will not be influencid by t
gender and racial information attached with actual names, the curremthegeeided to
use “Person B” instead of an actual name for the victim in the scenario.
Instruments

Perceived outcome severifiyhe hypothetical scenario varied two levels of
outcome severity (high severity vs. low severity). A list of measures wakbpeudo
assess whether the manipulation of outcome severity was successApsedix A).
An example item for outcome severity is, “how severely does your mistaat BiErson

B?” Magnitude scales were used in the study where 0 indicates not severa@tlai0a
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indicates a moderate level of severity. The items were tested and teassetion Pilot
Study 3.

Perceived relational closenesdree levels of relational closeness were
manipulated in the hypothetical scenario. A list of measures was developesinex
whether the manipulation of relational closeness was successful (sesdAppe An
example question is, “how familiar are you with Person B?” Magnitude scatesused
in the study where 0 indicates not familiar at all and 100 indicates a moderate leve
familiarity. The items were tested and revised based on Pilot Study 3.

Attributions.Although studies (e.g., Ross, 1982) have examined attributions in
terms of causal (i.e., the degree of internal attribution is at one end of the condindum
the degree of external attribution is at the other end) and controllability (i.e
controllability and uncontrollability are at the two ends of the continuum)rdsioes,
whether internal attribution is opposite to external attribution and controNabilit
opposite to uncontrollability remains questionable (Harvey & Weary, 1984).uffent
research does not want to assume the relationships among the four types obattributi
Thus, these four types of attributions were measured separately: the deigiternal
attribution, the degree of external attribution, controllability, and uncontratiabil
Different attributions regarding the offender’s behavior were listed atidipants
indicated their belief about how likely each reason influenced his or her be{sagor
Appendix B).

Again, magnitude scales were used. Example questions include “how likely is that
what has happened was due to your own carelessness?” for the degree of internal

attribution; “how likely is that what has happened was due to the professor not giving
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clear instructions for the assignment?” for the degree of externbauétin; “how likely
is that you could have prevented this mistake?” for controllability; and “how i&éhat
what has happened was out of your control?” for uncontrollability. In all magnitude
scales, 0 = not likely at all, and 100 indicates a moderate level of likelihood.

Anticipated consequencesnticipated consequences referred to two variables:
expected responsibility assigned to the offender and expected anger fetirhg. \kor
expected responsibility, participants were asked to indicate theirtakipaabout how
much responsibility would be assigned to them. A magnitude scale was used with O
meaning not expected to be responsible at all and 100 indicating a moderate level of
expected responsibility. A sample item is, “how much responsibility woukbRd3
assign to you for what has happened?”

For expected anger, participants indicated the level of expected atidmpr f
victims by a magnitude scale, where 0 means not angry at all and 100 indicates
moderate level of expected anger. An example item is, “how annoyed do you expect
Person B to be?” The complete list of items that measure both expected i@spozmsd
expected anger is included in Appendix C.

Expected choice of accountdnlike traditional accounts research in which coders
code actual accounts that participants provide to explain their behaviors intandliffere
types of accounts, a list of twenty accounts (5 concessions, 5 justificatiotsises, and
5 refusals) was developed in Pilot Studies 3 and 4. In the formal studygzanrtscwere
asked to indicate the likelihood that they would choose each account in the hypothetical
conflict situation by using a magnitude scale (see Appendix D for the corfigliete

measures on choice of accounts). On that scale, zero means not likely at all and 100
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indicates a moderate level of likelihood. The hypotheses proposed in the currecthresea
predicted that the influence of outcome severity and relational closeneasstvwagy on
the likelihood of selecting accounts but also on the defensiveness level of accounts. F
example, Hypothesis 3a states that, “when a severe conflict occurs belwgsemiends,
offenders are more likely to use a less defensive account than when the comdiict is
severe.” Only using the likelihood of selecting accounts is not enough to test the
hypotheses. To create a measure that incorporates both the likelihood and the
defensiveness level of each account, Pilot Study 5 was conducted to determine the
defensiveness of each type of accounts and the results of Pilot Study 5 werdhusae w
results in the formal study to create the composite measure needed ftresyptasting
(i.e., LDA: the likelihood of selecting a defensive account). The detadseating the
composite measure were presented in the discussion of Pilot Study 5 and tthe forma
study.
Summary

This section has introduced the overall experimental design and the
operationalizations of the relevant constructs proposed in the study: the hyabtheti
scenario, the name choices in the hypothetical scenario, and the instruments—for
manipulation checks, the attributional processes, anticipated consequences, and the
choice of accounts. The realism of the experimental inductions and the effextioéne
the instruments proposed for the current research were tested in six pikes,sidch
are described below.

Pilot Studies

Six pilot studies were conducted in the summer term (June to July, 2007) and
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between March and June, 2008. The majority of participants in each pilot study were
undergraduate students enrolled at the University of Maryland (exceptltdigdtBdy 5
was conducted at Villanova University). Participants received a smallrarabextra
credit from their course instructors in exchange for their participattodests who
participated in the summer term were informed not to participate in anypattiems of
this research that would take place later. Because all the participdritsign up for
the studies through an online participation pool program, students’ online identification
numbers were used to ensure that they could only participate in one of the studies. All
participants were debriefed in detail after they completed theicipation.
Pilot Study 1: Collecting Conflict Scenarios

Purpose.The purpose of this pilot study was to collect self-reported conflict
incidents to provide information for developing a hypothetical scenario that beulsed
in the formal study.

Participants.Self-reported conflict scenarios were collected in the United States
and Chind. Forty-nine participants were recruited from undergraduate communication

courses at the University of Maryland. The age range for Amergspondents was 18

* National cultures (i.e., China vs. the U. S.) wepasidered as one independent variable in theppobgs
for the current research. Data were collected th bee United States and China in Pilot Studie®, hnd
3. Before the researcher could continue colledtiaig for the rest of the pilot studies and the &drstudy,
two issues arose that interrupted the data cadlegtiocess. First, it became apparent that thenfives
were different for participants in each culturethdlugh obtaining extra credit in exchange of the
participation is a common practice at the Amerigaiversity where the study was conducted, Chinese
instructors would not give permission for theirdstats to receive extra credit. Chinese students
participated in the study voluntarily. Differendasncentives may be a factor that contributeshto t
differences in the results, making the conclusimmablematic. Second, massive protests against nbéaba
occurred in China after collecting data for Piltwc 3, with college students being the major oietes.
Given that this study measures perceptions in athygbical conflict situation, there is a conceratth
Chinese perceptions about conflict might be infhezhby these protests. Consequently, the validithie
results may be questionable. Therefore, the relseadecided not to include national culture asréaisée
in the formal study. Results for Pilot Studies # @rstill included Chinese data to create a hypathle
conflict scenario that could be used in data ctib@dn China in the future. Pilot Study 3 only &rzed
data collected in the United States because timeafastudy would only recruited American participgnt
results based on Chinese data were not relevant.
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to 39 M =21.73,SD= 3.38,Mdn = 21.00). Seventy-six percent of participants were
female ( = 37). Forty-four Chinese participants were recruited from undergrachdhte a
graduate courses in two Chinese northern cities (i.e., Beijing, the capitainaf &d
Changchun, the capital of Ji Lin Province). The age range for Chinesepaatsovas 19

to 44 M = 24.10,SD= 5.08,Mdn = 23.00). Fifty-seven percent of Chinese participants
were femaler{ = 25). Self-reported conflicts were collected in both China and the United
States to develop a hypothetical conflict scenario that could be used iertiffattures

for the future studies.

ProcedureThis pilot study was conducted as an online survey. American
participants completed the survey through an online participation pool program and
Chinese patrticipants completed the survey through an online survey Web site.
Information about the purpose of the study was provided, followed by a consent form.
Participants were asked to read the consent form and provide their elesigoatare if
they agreed to participate in the study. Only after they agreed, partecipare allowed
to continue with the questionnaire.

The questionnaire had two sections. The first section asked participantdita reca
situation in which a conflict occurred recently between them and another person.
Specifically, participants were asked to recall a conflict that happsune to their
behavior. Participants described the conflict in detail; for example, ipartts were
asked to provide information about the relationship between them and the other person
involved in the conflict, the cause of the conflict from participants’ persfgeand from
the other person’s perspective, the consequences of the conflict, the ematiopapts

experienced and they expected the other party to have experienced at thieliene
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conflict, etc.. In the second section, participants were instructed tbiredatail their
explanation about the behavior that led to the conflict they described. All theogaest
were open-ended, allowing participants to provide details of a recent confict the
experienced. See Appendix E for the complete questionnaire.

ResultsA total of 93 different conflict scenarios were generated. A sortitkg tas
(Pilot Study 2) was conducted to sort the reported incidents based on the outcome
severity and the relational closeness between the two parties involved in the.confl
Pilot Study 2: Developing a Hypothetical Conflict Scenario

Purpose.The purpose of Pilot Study 2 was to develop a hypothetical conflict
scenario based on the qualitative responses collected in Pilot Study 1.

Participants.Seven Americans and six Chinese were recruited to participate in
the second pilot study: sorting ninety-three conflict scenarios thatoakeeted in Pilot
Study 1. The ninety-three conflict scenarios included some incidents edliecthina.
Therefore, Chinese participants were recruited to ensure the sorting veaubd lhiased
by having only American participants. The age range for Americaersavas 17 to 21
(M =19.14,SD= 1.35,Mdn = 19.00), whereas Chinese sorters’ age range was 26 to 33
(M =29.33,SD= 2.50,Mdn= 29.00). Six of the American sorters were female and five
of the Chinese sorters were female. American sorters were undetgratligents
enrolled in communication courses at the University of Maryland. Due to the diffaful
locating Chinese natives in undergraduate courses, Chinese graduate stuberssraet
university were asked to participate in the sorting task.

Procedure Sorters arrived at a pre-arranged classroom alone. The researcher

explained the purpose of the study and obtained the consent from participantestit ag
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to be part of the study. Each sorter was provided with ninety-three numberedandiex c
On each index card, there was one conflict scenario collected in Pilot Stbatelrs
were instructed to first read over all ninety-three conflicts adyednd ask questions if
they had difficulty understanding any scenario. After the researchersusslthat
sorters fully understood the 93 scenarios, they were asked to sort the scenarios based on
its outcome severity and relational closeness. Outcome severity weeddefthe
instructions as how serious the consequence of the conflict might be aimha¢lat
closeness was the extent to which the people involved in the conflict were clast to e
other. Based on the hypotheses, a sorting table with two levels of outcome gbignity
vs. low) and three levels of relationship closeness (high vs. moderate vs. lpw) wa
presented to the sorters. Sorters were instructed to put the number of the cardost the m
appropriate cell in the sorting table. They were told that each conflict copigt loe one
and only one cell in the table. See Appendix F for the complete instructions and the
sorting table used in the Pilot Study 2.

ResultsLooking at frequency of participants’ sorting of ninety-three scenarios
indicated that five incidents were evenly sorted into six cells (see Appéridir these
five incidents reported by participants in Pilot Study 1), which allowedetbesarcher to
revise the incidents easily based on the independent variables. Among all fiemisgi
one scenario about a conflict in school projects was chosen for the hypottwiitat
scenario to be used in the formal study because participants in the formalstaedg
be mainly undergraduate students. Working on a group project for a class ibaa fam
practice to the participants.

The selected incident was revised to reflect the variations of two independent
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variables (outcome severity and relational closeness). Six versions of thiedtigabt
conflict scenario were generated, with two levels of outcome sewguityhree levels of
relational closeness. All six versions had 12 sentences, with an averdgeafds per
sentence and a Fresch reading ease rating of 74.5 (Microsoft Office, 2003).

All scenarios started by defining relational closeness betweeneardeffand a
victim, followed by the description of a conflict between the offender and thenacid
the consequence of the conflict. For example, in the high relational closendggas,
the relationship between the offender and the victim reads: “You and Pegsew Bp
together and attended the same university. The two of you have been best friends for
many years.” The moderate relational closeness condition says “You &0t Bewvere
in couple of classes together before. Although the two of you know each other, you only
see each other in class.” When the relational closeness between the affehther
victim is low, the scenario reads “You and Person B do not really know each other. You
happened to sit next to each other on the first day of class.” Similarly, aHewels of
outcome severity were manipulated in the scenarios. The details of the raboinzuare
discussed in the method section of the formal study; see Appendix H for all songersi
of the hypothetical conflict scenario.
Pilot Study 3: Manipulation Checks

Purpose.The purpose of this pilot study was to test whether the manipulations of
the two independent variables were effective. Although the hypothetical caoticario
was created in a way to be suitable in both China and the United States, only data
collected from Americans participants were analyzed becauserthal fstudy would not

be conducted outside of the United States.
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Participants.Participantsl = 80) were recruited from undergraduate
communication courses at the University of Maryland. The age range was 18a=25 (
20.38,SD= 1.58,Mdn = 20.00). Eighty-one percent of participants were fenrateqb).
Sixty-five percent of participants identified themselves as Caucasian.

Study design and procedu#e 3 (relational closeness: high vs. moderate vs. low)
X 2 (the severity of an outcome: high severity vs. low severity) independrmsgyr
experiment was conducted. Participants were recruited through a depafrtment
participation pool program, which connected participants to an external online survey
Web site to participate in the study.

Participants were randomly assigned to read one of six hypothetical conflict
scenarios and they were asked to imagine they were the offender in theosddteri
reading the stimulus message, each participant was first asked to provigdasaton
about the behavior described in the scenario (i.e., wrote their portion of papkpbase
the wrong readings) from the perspective of the offender. After that, twoansetat
were not relevant to the hypothetical scenario were provided to participariterfotd
practice using magnitude scales before they answered the questionswihgaestions
were: “How much do you like the food offered at the dining hall of your school?” and
“How much do you like the service at the main library of your school?” Participaanes
told to continue with the questionnaire only when they felt ready to use the scale. The
guestionnaire had measures for perceived outcome severity and perceivaaatelat
closeness (see Appendix | for the instructions and measures used in Pilot SAftsr 3)
participants completed the questionnaire, they were debriefed. The same tiree prac

guestions were used in Pilot Studies 5 and 6 and the formal study.
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Data coding and data transformatio@utcome severity has two levels (high and
low) and relational closeness has three levels (high, moderate, and low). When coding the
data, high severity is coded as 1 and low severity is coded as 0. Three levels of
relationship closeness (high, moderate, and low) were coded as 1, 0, and -1, régpective

Participants used any nonnegative number to indicate their views about the
hypothetical conflict. Data collected in Pilot Study 3 were submitted tocaiplige
analysis; the skewness and kurtosis were examined to see whether a ti@isfionas
necessary. The ratio of the skewness over the standard error for easlageaculated
and if the ratio was greater than 1.96, the data were significantly posgkeahed and if
the ratio was smaller than -1.96, the data were significantly negativelgdKé&rey,

Botan, & Kreps, 2000). Using the (-1.96, 1.96) cutoff rule, all eight indicators (four for
perceived relational closeness and four for perceived outcome severitigdestd
positively skewed data. A data transformation was needed.

A power transformation is considered one strategy to transform positivelgdkew
data resulting from magnitude scales (Bauer & Fink, 1983). A transfomtsn also
helps with the assumption of homescedasticity that was used for testingriipailation
checks. When the variance of the residuals is not uniform across all levels of the
independent variables, the homoscedasticity assumption is violated. Kline §200&(I
that a transformation “may remedy heteroscedasticity due to nonnornfgliy). Before
transformation, the data set was first trimmed at tﬁb;:chentile to eliminate the
extreme values (e.g., the™®percentile for one item to measure outcome severity was
500; thus, any score larger than 500 was converted to 500). The data after trimming were

submitted to a power transformation using the following formula:
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New indicator = (original indicatof)
different values ok were tried in the power transformation and when0.40, the
skewness of each indicator was not significar# (05). Therefore, 0.40 was used as the
value of\ in this pilot study. For the power transformations conducted in the following
pilot studies and the formal study, the same process was used: Different valuesef
tried and the one that ensured the non-significant skewness of all or theyadjori
indicators was selected.

InstrumentsA 4-item magnitude scale was used to assess the effectiveness of
outcome severity manipulation (see Appendix I). An example item is “How much
influence does your mistake have on Person B’s scholarship for the next year?”
Magnitude scales were used in this pilot study where 0 indicated not seabranalt 100
indicated a moderate level of outcome severity. Confirmative factor asalgsAs)
were conducted using LISREL 8.70 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 2004). The results indicated
that the scale for perceived outcome severity was not unidimengigi@aN = 80) =
7.01,p < .05;NFI =0.97;CFl = 0.98;SRMR= 0.03. However, when a principal
components analysis with no rotation was conducted on the four items for perceived
outcome severity, only one eigenvalue was larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 3.10), whic
explained 76% of the variance in the items. The first component score was s#ved a
manipulation check. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of all four items testimivpeerc
outcome severity was .71.

Another 4-item magnitude scale measured the perceived relationaledese
Participants were asked questions such as “How familiar are you wabnPR?”

Magnitude scales were used in this pilot study where 0 indicated not cldisenat H00
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indicated a moderate level of perceived relational closeness. Confierfeattor analyses
(CFAs) were conducted using LISREL 8.70 (Joreskog & So6rbom, 2004). The results
supported a one-factor structure for the perceived relational closgtfgsh,= 90) =
1.73,p > .05;NFI = 1.00;CFI = 1.00;SRMR= 0.00. A principal components analysis
without rotation was conducted to obtain the first component score for perceived
relational closeness, which was used as the manipulation check for edlalomeness.
The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of all four items testing perceived relatios@ness
was .96

Results Two-way ANOVAs were performed to assess whether the manipulations
of outcome severity and relational closeness were successful. In thdNDY/A, the
dependent variable was perceived outcome severity and the independentsramable
the manipulations of outcome severity and relational closeness. Resultteimhdzd (a)
the manipulation of outcome severity influenced perceived outcome severity
significantly,F(1, 74) = 12.09p < .01,n2 = .14, (b) relational closeness did not have a
significant influence on perceived outcome seveR(2, 74) = 0.60p = .55,112 = .02,
and (c) no significant interaction between the manipulations of outcome sewerity a
relational closeness was fou2, 74) = 0.11p = .90,m? = .00. Participants in the high
outcome-severity conditioM = .38,SD = 1.12) regarded the outcome to be more severe

than those in the low outcome-severity conditigh=-.36,SD=.71). The manipulation

® In Pilot Study 3, both the scales for perceivettome severity and perceived relational closenads h
four items. The reliability for the scale of therpeived outcome severity was acceptable but ngt ver
satisfactory. Additionally, CFA results did not e unidimensional factor structure for perceived
outcome severity. Because only four items were udexpping items from the scale was not approp(iate
saturated measurement model would result if amy ikeere dropped from the perceived outcome severity
scale). To enhance the reliability of the scaleshe formal study, additional items need to beealdd
(Wrench, Thomas-Maddox, Richmond, & McCroskey, 200&ich also allows the researcher to drop one
or more items if the factor structure were not imehsional. Two items were added to the scale for
perceived outcome severity, which were phrasedaing the other items. Two additional items were
added to the scale for perceived relational closeas well.
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of outcome severity was successful.

The second ANOVA had perceived relational closeness as the dependdnévaria
and the manipulations of outcome severity and relational closeness as the indiepende
variables. The results suggested that (a) relational closenessangsilated effectively,
F(2, 74) = 72.58p < .01,n? = .60, (b) the manipulation of outcome severity did not have
a significant effect on perceived relationshifl, 74) = 0.47p = .50,n2 = .01, and (c) no
significant interaction was found between the manipulations of outcome searetity
relational closenes§|(2, 74) = 0.33p =.72,m2? = .01. Participants in the high relational
closeness conditiotM = 1.19,SD = .86) reported being closest to Person B than those in
the moderate closeness conditibh% -.43,SD=.47) and in the low relational closeness
condition M = -.64,SD = .34). A linear relationship between the three levels of relational
closeness was establishédl, 79) = 104.13p < .01,n2 = .56.

Limitation and revisionThe effect size for perceived outcome severity was only
.14. According to Cohen (1988), the threshold for a small effect size is .20. Thefefore, t
hypothetical scenario needed to be revised to get a larger effect size dotcbhme
severity manipulation.

To revise the scenario, five undergraduate students were interviewed on campus
(4 were female). Two versions of the hypothetical scenarios (high vs. low aitcom
severity with relational closeness controlled) were read by thesmtergiewees. The
researcher then interviewed the participants with questions such as whesterytheas
realistic, what the researcher intended to vary in two scenarios, and how te éméarg
difference between low and high level of outcome severity. Based on intersiewee

suggestions, appropriate revisions were made to the hypothetical confiiatis@nd a
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second test was conducted to specifically assess the manipulation of outeeritg. se
Two versions of the hypothetical conflict scenarios were used in the secowtithest
relational closeness controlled at the high closeness level.

In the second test, sixteen participants were recruited from an introductory
communication course at the University of Maryland. Their age rangd.8& 19§ =
18.35,SD= 0.49,Mdn = 18.00). Seventy-one percent of participants were ma€el@),
and fifty-nine percent of participants identified themselves as Caucasitioip@ats
were randomly assigned to read one of two versions of the hypothetical tcesdhario
(high vs. low outcome severity). Participants were not asked to provide explanations but
simply completed the manipulation checks, imagining they were the offender in the
scenario; the same four-item scale in the first test of Pilot Study Bseals

The data were positively skewed and a power transformatiorhwith.50 was
conducted to meet the assumption of normality for the analyses of the eaAaGEA
was conducted using LISREL 8.70 (J6reskog & Soérbom, 2004). The Chi-square value
suggested a unidimensional factor structure although the fit indices wesatistdctory,
¥?(2,N = 16) = 3.74p > .05;NFI = 0.90;CFI = 0.93;SRMR= 0.05. The Cronbach’s
alpha for the sum of all four items testing perceived outcome severityBaas
principal components analysis without rotation was conducted and the first principal
component score was saved for the analysis of the variance. In the ANI@VA, t
dependent variable was perceived outcome severity and the independsbie waas the
manipulation of outcome severity. Results indicated a significant main effeatcome
severity manipulatiorz(1, 14) = 6.66p < .05,n? = .32. Participants in the high

outcome-severity conditioM = -.12,SD = .20) perceived the consequence of the



49

conflict to be more severe than participants in the low outcome-sevariition (M =
-.36,SD=.17). Based on these results, the induction of outcome severity was successful.
The revised scenarios were used in the later studies.

Pilot Study 4: Creating the Measure of Accounts

PurposePilot Study 4 was conducted to develop a measure for accounts.

Coders and procedurén Pilot Study 3, participants were asked to imagine they
were the offender and to provide an explanation about the behavior described in the
hypothetical scenario presented to them. Eighty explanations were abfiecte
participants. Two trained coders coded the eighty explanations into s @y accounts
examined in the current research (i.e., concession, justification, excusefuesad) y and
coders were also asked to select the five most frequently used explaf@tiessh type
of accounts. Coders used a coding scheme adapted from Fritsche's (2002) review of
accounts (see Table 2).

ResultsTwo undergraduate student coders (both females) were trained on the list
of the twenty actual explanations collected in Pilot Study 3 until they obtatcegtable
inter-coder reliability. They were instructed to code each explanatienns tof four
types of accounts (i.e., concession, justification, excuse, and refusal). THeioieda
agreement among two coders was 76% and intercoder reliability was tedausang
Cohen’s (1960) kappa. The kappa equaled .68. Differences in coding were then discussed
and resolved by the two coders. The coders also listed the five most freqiseat!
explanations in each type of accounts, which created a list of twenty stagenfieat
statements for each account type. Those statements were developed irdara ofea

accounts used in Pilot Studies 5 and 6 and in the formal study (Appendix D presents the
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measure of accounts).
Pilot Study 5: Testing the Defensiveness of Each Account

Purpose Schonbach (1990) argued that each type of accounts is associated with a
certain defensiveness level. He arbitrarily placed the four types @afiatscon a
continuum of defensiveness (see Figure 1 in the section of literature reviewgvétow
little empirical research examined the location of each type of accounts on the
defensiveness continuum. Pilot Study 5 served two purposes. First, the results would
provide empirical evidence to support or disconfirm Schonbach’s (1990) ranking of the
four types of accounts on the defensiveness continuum. Second, in the formal study,
participants indicated their likelihood of using each type of accounts in a conflict
situation. However, in the hypotheses, the likelihood of using a less or more defensiv
account was predicted. To be consistent with the hypotheses, a composite scdre (LD
the likelihood of selecting a defensive account) was developed by usingults o
defensiveness of each type of accounts from Pilot Study 5 and the results on likelihood of
selecting each type of accounts from the formal study. LDA, was us#tefaypothesis
testing. The formula to calculate LDA is as follows:

LDA=3 (Di* L) /2 L
where Drefers to the defensiveness level of each type of accounts eeidrk to the
likelihood of selecting each type of accounts, where i = 4 to represent the faiotype
accounts (i.e., concession, justification, excuse, and refusal).

Participants.Twenty-two participants were recruited from undergraduate
communication students at Villanova University. Their age range was 20(kb 2

20.59,SD= 0.50,Mdn = 21.00). Eighty-two percent of participants were femake 18),
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Table 2
Coding Scheme for Four Types of Accounts, Adapted from Fritsche’s (2002) Review (pp.

389-394)

Types of accounts Descriptions

Refusal An offender responds to a reproach that the behavior has
been norm contradictive lguestioning the legitimacy of
the reproachThis is made possible by explicit refusal to
deal with the reproach, by rejecting the validity of the
salient social norm, by denying the behavior or relevance of
the salience norm, or by attacking the reproaching instance.

Excuse An offender responds to a reproach that the behavior has
been norm contradictive lmenying the connection
between self and the critical behavidihe offender points
to a restricted freedom of decision, which can emerge from
a lack of control, an absence of planning or missing an
opportunity to plan the behavior, as well as from external
constraints and incentives that are not under the offender’s
control.

Justification An offender responds to a reproach that the behavior has
been norm contradictive lmenying that there is a
connection between the behavior and the salient néha
offender disputes that he or she has violated a salient norm.

Concession An offendaeither denies the connection to the deed, nor
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its norm-contradictive character, nor bypassingritstead

the guilt is admitted and the behavior is regretted.

and eighty-two percent of participants identified themselves as Caucasidr8).
Procedure Participants completed the study through an online survey Web site.
The link to the study was distributed to participants by an e-mail. Eachijpanti was
asked to provide an electronic signature, indicating their agreementitipade in the
study, before completing the questionnaire. The questionnaire had twoTlerfe st
part introduced a conflict scenario to participants. The purpose of this pilot stadg wa
examine the defensiveness level of each type of accounts, not to test theentitie
outcome severity and relational closeness on how people account for their tseimavior
conflict situations. Therefore, outcome severity and relational closeness@tesaried
in the hypothetical conflict scenario presented in this pilot study.
The second part of the questionnaire had four types of accounts generated in Pilot
Study 4. Each type (i.e., concession, justification, excuse, and refuséijehadcounts.
Twenty accounts were listed in total. For example, one of the refusals WaswIthe
readings | read were the right material for the paper. | did not find agythong to
what | contributed to the paper.” Participants indicated the defensiveness leaehof
account by using a six-item magnitude scale, which generated a total of onednamdr
twenty questions (6 X 20) in the questionnaire. The six items for each accoarthee
same. An example question reads, “To what extent were you being seltipedtec
(Appendix J lists the scale measuring the defensiveness leveladfdbents). To

familiarize participants with using magnitude scales, the two peagtiestions in Pilot
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Study 3 were used.

Data transformationParticipants used nonnegative numbers to indicate their
views about the defensiveness level of each account provided by the res@éreluata
were submitted to the descriptive analysis for the skewness and kurtogsmoetber a
transformation was needed. A (-1.96, 1.96) cutoff rule was used to determinentihethe
data were approximately normal (Kline, 2005). Based on the cutoff rule,dawtdhe
one hundred and twenty items were approximately normal and the others werelpositive
skewed. A data transformation was necessary to meet the assumption ditnéontae
later analyses. The data set was trimmed at tfig8ftentile to eliminate the extreme
values (e.g., the 80percentile for one item to measure defensiveness was 400; thus, any
score larger than 400 was converted to 400). A power transformation was used on the
data set, with 0.40 selected as the valuetbht ensured the skewness of the majority of
items after transformation was not significgmt>(.05).

InstrumentsA list of twenty accounts was provided to participants. For each
account, a 6-item magnitude scale was used to measure the defensivehesshate
account. For example, after reading one concession (e.g., “l amlsarty t
misunderstood the instructions. Is there any way that | can make it up t9, you?
participants were asked: “To what extent were you being self-protettiie® what
extent were you guarded?”, “To what extent were you sticking out forelfRitsTo
what extent were you being assertive?”, “To what extent were younghifti
responsibility?”, and “To what extent were you being defensive?” Correlatibnsdre
the six items for each account were calculated (see Table 3). Foursof iteans

correlated with each other significantly across all twenty accouetslieing self-
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protective, being guarded, sticking out for one self, and being defensive). Thettedore
other two items (i.e., being assertive and shifting responsibility) were dtdgmme the
scales. Twenty reliabilities were calculated with the remainingifeors of the
defensiveness scales. The Cronbach’s alphas for the sum of the four gamsing the
defensiveness of all twenty accounts were acceptable, ranging from .684ee 32¢
complete list of reliability coefficients in Table 4). The averagab@four-item scales
after transformation were calculated for the following analysis.

ResultsAn ANOVA with a repeated measure was conducted with four factors

(i.e., the defensiveness level for concessions, justifications, excuses, aats)yellme
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Intercorrelations between Items for Defensiveness of Each Account
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Items 1 2 3 4 5 6
Concession (= 22)
. Self-protective .84** 40 .35 19 .36
. Guarded 1 D4** 52** 37 D9
. Sticking out for one self 1 .62** S56**  59**
. Assertive 1 .35 42
. Shifting responsibility 1 H59**
. Defensive 1
Concession 2n(= 22)
. Self-protective 67** .64** .20 .34 A46*
. Guarded 1 A3** A45* .08 H4**
. Sticking out for one self 1 70** .05 67**
. Assertive 1 -.02 .34
. Shifting responsibility 1 .25
. Defensive 1
Concession 3n(= 22)
. Self-protective AT* 33** .39 .28 37
. Guarded 1 .26 A2 45* 49*
. Sticking out for one self 1 .82** A9 .28
. Assertive 1 A7 .09
. Shifting responsibility 1 56**
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. Defensive 1
Concession 4n(= 22)

. Self-protective A9** 67** A1 .38 .30

. Guarded 1 DT A46* 49 37

. Sticking out for one self 1 44* .52 .56**

. Assertive 1 .20 56**

. Shifting responsibility 1 .23

. Defensive 1
Concession 5n(= 22)

. Self-protective 21 .62** .61** 37 19

. Guarded 1 61** 14 .38 81**

. Sticking out for one self 1 .38 .61**  .60**

. Assertive 1 12 A1

. Shifting responsibility 1 AT*

. Defensive 1
Justification 11§ = 22)

. Self-protective .33 .85** .04 -.22 41

. Guarded 1 24 -.39 24 .16

. Sticking out for one self 1 21 -.13 A42*

. Assertive 1 22 .30

. Shifting responsibility 1 .23

. Defensive 1

Justification 21§ = 22)
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. Self-protective .35 .93** .00 -.08 .60**

. Guarded 1 .33 -.00 .28 14

. Sticking out for one self 1 .02 -.09 59**

. Assertive 1 -.02 -.01

. Shifting responsibility 1 -.01

. Defensive 1
Justification 31§ = 22)

. Self-protective 34 91** .35 -.04 .84**

. Guarded 1 A7 21 H5** .28

. Sticking out for one self 1 .35 -.18 .86**

. Assertive 1 .28 .30

. Shifting responsibility 1 -.04

. Defensive 1
Justification 414 = 22)

. Self-protective A44* 95** 48* 56**  .86**

. Guarded 1 45* -.04 .20 A48*

. Sticking out for one self 1 27 S5h** 82

. Assertive 1 42 A44*

. Shifting responsibility 1 ST+

. Defensive 1
Justification 514 = 22)

. Self-protective .32 .88** .23 A7 .85**

. Guarded 1 A3 -.18 .82* 23
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. Sticking out for one self 1 .32 -.03 I5%*

. Assertive 1 -11 .25

. Shifting responsibility 1 .08

. Defensive 1
Excuse 11 = 22)

. Self-protective S55** .66** .23 A45* 5%

. Guarded 1 22 .03 13 44>

. Sticking out for one self 1 27 A43* H59**

. Assertive 1 12 .35

. Shifting responsibility 1 .60**

. Defensive 1
Excuse 21§ = 22)

. Self-protective .86** 4% A5 74**  55*

. Guarded 1 .69* .28 76 54*

. Sticking out for one self 1 24 JJ6** 74%*

. Assertive 1 .05 .20

. Shifting responsibility 1 1

. Defensive 1
Excuse 31§ = 22)

. Self-protective .86** g1 A46* .26 A46*

. Guarded 1 .50* 41 .39 A

. Sticking out for one self 1 .65** .29 37

. Assertive 1 .28 .38
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. Shifting responsibility 1 14

. Defensive 1
Excuse 41§ = 22)

. Self-protective S59** g1 46* .26 A46*

. Guarded 1 .50* 41 .39 A

. Sticking out for one self 1 .65** .29 37

. Assertive 1 .28 .38

. Shifting responsibility 1 14

. Defensive 1
Excuse 514 = 22)

. Self-protective AT+ 41 A49* S51* S7**

. Guarded 1 59** 53* .34 AT

. Sticking out for one self 1 .34 A43* -.10

. Assertive 1 14 .60**

. Shifting responsibility 1 A1

. Defensive 1
Refusal 116 = 22)

. Self-protective 53* 53* .05 A7 52*

. Guarded 1 .23 -.32 .30 .63**

. Sticking out for one self 1 19 .16 70**

. Assertive 1 .07 .05

. Shifting responsibility 1 22

. Defensive 1




Refusal 21G = 22)
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. Self-protective .39 .82** 78** .88**  .b1*

. Guarded 1 .23 15 37 .65**

. Sticking out for one self 1 94** g7 53*

. Assertive 1 78 50*

. Shifting responsibility 1 42

. Defensive 1
Refusal 31G = 22)

. Self-protective .83** 76** .62** 69** 71

. Guarded 1 76** 49* S55*%* 56 *

. Sticking out for one self 1 T4** 9% .86**

. Assertive 1 87 .90**

. Shifting responsibility 1 94**

. Defensive 1
Refusal 414 = 22)

. Self-protective A2 .50* A4A2* .68**  .56**

. Guarded 1 A48* 21 41 A44*

. Sticking out for one self 1 .60** 8% .90**

. Assertive 1 .86**  .53*

. Shifting responsibility 1 70**

. Defensive 1
Refusal 514 = 22)

. Self-protective 58** 56** -.02 .80**  .84**
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2. Guarded 1 .50* -.20 .61**  53*
3. Sticking out for one self 1 21 J9** 5O**
4. Assertive 1 .08 -.01
5. Shifting responsibility 1 .89**
6. Defensive 1

*p<.05 *p<.0l.
Note Each number refers to a single item that measures the defensivenesstlevel of
accounts. See Appendix D for the complete list of accounts and labels of accounts

presented to participants.
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Table 4
The Cronbach’s Alpha for the Sum of Items that Measured Defensiveness Level of Each

Account (N = 22)

Defensiveness Cronbaclk’s
Concession 1 .82
Concession 2 .87
Concession 3 .70
Concession 4 .81
Concession 5 .80
Justification 1 .68
Justification 2 .76
Justification 3 .82
Justification 4 .86
Justification 5 a7
Excuse 1 .81
Excuse 2 .84
Excuse 3 .88
Excuse 4 .83
Excuse 5 .78
Refusal 1 a7
Refusal 2 .79
Refusal 3 .92

Refusal 4 .81
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Refusal 5 .85

Note See Appendix D for the complete list of the accounts and labels of the accounts

presented to participants.

type of accounts was the between-subject variable and the within-subjabtevaras the
defensiveness level of the accounts. A significant within-subject eveecfoundfF(1,

21) = 30.14p < .01,n2 = .59. In addition, the results indicated a significant linear and a
quadratic effect of the defensiveness level of the accdefits21) = 33.42p < .01,n2 =

.61 for the linear effect arfé(1, 21) = 6.99p < .05,n? = .25 for the quadratic effect
(Figure 3 pictures the defensiveness level of four types of accounts).

Consistent with Schénbach’s (1990) argument, concessions had the lowest
defensiveness level= 4.58,SD= 1.77) and refusals’ defensiveness level was highest
(M =8.29,SD = 2.32). On the defensiveness continuum proposed by Schénbach,
justifications and excuses had moderate levels of defensiveness and excusagiad a
defensiveness level than justifications. The results indicated otherassdications’
defensiveness levell= 7.63,SD = 1.95) was higher than the defensiveness level of
excusesNl = 6.22,SD = 1.47). The difference was significat{1) = 4.53p < .01.

As discussed in Pilot Study 4, the defensiveness level of the accounts would be
used with the likelihood of selecting each account in the formal study to contéute
composite measure (LDA) in the formal study. The average defensiveneksfleach
type of accounts was used as thenDhe formula to calculate LDA (LDA = [D;e Lj] /
¥ L;). Specifically, Dfor concession, justification, excuse, and refusals was 4.58, 7.63,

6.22, and 8.29, respectively.
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Defensiveness Level

4
Concession Justification Excuse Refusal

Accounts

Figure 3.Defensiveness level of concessions, justifications, excuses, and refusals.



65

Pilot Study 6: Pilot Testing Dependent Measures

PurposePilot Study 6 was conducted to test the measures of all the dependent
variables.

Participants.Sixty-three undergraduate students at the University of Maryland
participated in this pilot study. The age range of participants was 18 k6 229.40,SD
=1.06,Mdn = 19.00). Sixty percent of participants were female 88). And 60% of
participants identified themselves as Caucasian38).

Procedure When participants arrived, the researcher explained the purpose of the
study and asked them to sign the study’s consent form before they completed the
guestionnaire. The questionnaire had three parts: the stimulus messagedatiendent
measures, and open-ended questions about the clarity of the dependent measures. Only
two versions of the hypothetical conflict scenario were used in this pilot shaly: t
scenario that induces a high outcome severity and a high level of relatom®adess and
the scenario that induces a low outcome severity and a low level of relatmseness.

After reading the scenario, two practice questions were provided to panrtcipa
learn how to use magnitude scales. These two questions were the same onesilosed in P
Studies 3 and 5. After participants felt ready to use magnitude scalesjefeegisked to
continue with the second part of the questionnaire: questions for the degreenal inter
attribution (five indicators), the degree of external attribution (five itdis
controllability (five indicators), uncontrollability (five indicators), exped responsibility
(five indicators), expected anger (six indicators), likelihood of using concegfians
indicators), likelihood of using justifications (five indicators), likelihood ohgsxcuses

(five indicators), and likelihood of using refusals (five indicators). A totaiftyfdne
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indicators were used. All the measures used magnitude scales. The thirdipart of
guestionnaire listed open-ended questions regarding participants’ opinions about the
dependent measures. For example, participants were asked to explain asypoanf

the questionnaire. Appendix K listed all questions regarding the atditbye questions
used in the Pilot Study 6.

Data transformationParticipants used nonnegative numbers to answer the
guestions regarding the hypothetical conflict. The data were submittesicigptiee
analysis to see whether a transformation was needed. Following the (-1.96, 1o86) cut
rule, all fifty-one indicators were significantly positively skewedr#@nsformation was
necessary. The data were trimmed at tHe@@centile to eliminate the extreme values
(e.g., the 98 percentile for one item to measure defensiveness was 400; thus, any score
larger than 400 was converted to 400). Power transformations were us@davites
from 0.30 to 0.50 for different variables.

Instruments and result$he pilot study measured the following variables: the
degree of internal attribution, the degree of external attribution, contraiabil
uncontrollability, expected responsibility, expected anger, and likelihood ofisglec
each account (four types of accounts were used and each type had five aatootats; i
twenty accounts were listed in the questionnaire).

Degree of internal attributionTo measure the degree of internal attribution, a 5-
item magnitude scale was used (e.g., “How likely is it that your mistakedue to your
own carelessness?”). A CFA was conducted using LISREL 8.70 (Joreskog & $S6rbom
2004). The results supported a one-factor structure although the fit indicesovere

satisfactoryy?(5,N = 63) = 10.24p > .05;NFI = 0.87;CFI = 0.93;SRMR= 0.08. A
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principal components analysis without rotation was conducted. The results iddveate
components with eigenvalues larger than 1. The first component had an eigenvalue of
2.27 and explained 45% of the variance. The second component’s eigenvalue equaled
1.05 and 21% of the variance was explained by the second component. The Cronbach’s
alpha for the sum of the five items was .68.

The degree of external attributions was measured by a 5-item magsualde
(e.g., one item was, “How likely is it that your mistake was due to thegsof not
giving clear instructions for the assignment?”). CFA results did not supportfacioe-
structurey?(5,N = 63) = 14.22p < .05;NFI = 0.89;CFI = 0.92;SRMR= 0.07. However,
a principal components analysis yielded only one component with an eigegrediter
than 1 (eigenvalue = 2.79). Fifty-five percent of the variance was exgplaynehis
component. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .79.

A 5-item magnitude scale was used to measure controllability (e.gteomevas,
“how likely is it that you could have prevented this mistake?”). CFA results sepport
one-factor structure?(5,N = 63) = 9.89p > .05;NFI = 0.96;CFI = 0.98;SRMR= 0.03.
A principal components analysis without rotation yielded two components with
eigenvalues larger than 1. The eigenvalue of the first component was 2.96, explaining
59% of the variance and the second component’s eigenvalue equaled 1.00, explaining
20% of the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .89.

Uncontrollability was measured by a 5-item magnitude scale (e.g., one@gsm
“How likely is that what happened was out of your control?”). CFA results iredicat
one-factor structure?(5,N = 63) = 7.93p > .05;NFI = 0.95;CFI = 0.98;SRMR= 0.05.

A principal components analysis with no rotation indicated that only one component had
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an eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 2.92) and 58% of the variance expjdimed b
component. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .83.

Anticipated consequencé® measure participants’ expected responsibility, a 5-
item magnitude scale was used (e.g., one item was, “how much responsibility do you
have if Person B did not achieve his or her goal of being awarded the felloWsGip&
results did not support a one-factor structytés, N = 63) = 38.67p < .05;NFI = 0.66;

CFI = 0.67;SRMR= 0.13. A principal components analysis without rotation found two
components with eigenvalue larger than 1. The first component had an eigenvalue of 2.91
and explained 58% of the variance, and the second component had an eigenvalue of 1.32.
Twenty-six percent of the variance was explained by the second component. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .82.

A 6-item magnitude scale was used to measure participants’ expectedeagger
“How mad do you expect Person B to be?”). CFA results did not support a one-factor
structurey?(9,N = 63) = 45.64p < .05;NFI = 0.90;CFI = 0.91;SRMR= 0.04. However,

a principal components analysis without rotation indicated that only one component had

an eigenvalue larger than 1. The first component had an eigenvalue of 5.12, explaining

85% of the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .97.
Likelihood of selecting each accouRive accounts of concessions (developed in

Pilot Study 4) were provided to participants. Participants were asked tbediieelihood

of using each concession when explaining their behavior in the conflict scenario. A

magnitude scale was used. CFA results did not support a one-factor stygCh N =

63) = 14.59p < .05;NFI = 0.91;CFI = 0.94;SRMR= 0.07; however, the principal

components analysis without rotation found only one component with an eigenvalue
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greater than 1 (eigenvalue = 3.00), and 60% of the variance was explained by this
component. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .81.

Participants were asked to rate the likelihood of using each of the five
justifications when explaining their behavior in the conflict scenario by using a
magnitude scale. A one-factor structure was not supported by CFA reXb6lts| = 63)
=27.57,p < .05;NFI = 0.88;CFI = 0.89;SRMR= 0.08. However, the principal
components analysis without rotation found only one component with an eigenvalue
larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 3.35) and 67% of the variance was explained by this
component. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five items was .87.

Participants also rated the likelihood of using each of the five excuseslgyausi
magnitude scale. CFA results supported a one-factor structure margit(alliN = 63) =
11.04,p = .05;NFI = 1.00;CFI = 1.00;SRMR= 0.06. A principal components analysis
with no rotation found only one component with an eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue
= 2.80), explaining 56% of the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the five
items was .78.

Five refusals were presented to participants to indicate their likelihood of using
each refusal in the conflict situation. CFA results did not support a one-factciussy
v?(5,N = 63) = 27.21p < .05;NFI = 1.00;CFI = 1.00;SRMR= 0.12. However, a
principal components analysis without rotation found only one component with an
eigenvalue larger than 1. The eigenvalue of the first component equaled 2.8%@0f 58
the variance was explained by this component. The Cronbach’s alpha for thetiem of
five items was .79.

Revisions of the measuré&articipants answered six open-ended questions
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regarding the clarity of the questionnaire (see Appendix K). For exampliejgants
were asked "What do you think the researchers want to measure?" Othanguesti
examined the clarity and difficult levels of the questions. The researcsloantrviewed
sixteen participants about their perceptions of the items on the questionnaire.

The majority of participants were able to identify three or four variabkes t
researchers intended to measure, and most questions were perceived tdylstatiedr
and easy to answer. Revisions were made based on participants’ commentanfpbe ex
to measure expected responsibility of the offender, one question wasl feorae'How
much responsibility do you have for what has happened" to "How much responsibility
would Person B assign to you for what has happened?”

The Cronbach’s alphas for all dependent measures were acceptabley feorgin
.68 to .97. The degree of internal attribution had the lowest reliability ceeiffigc. =
.68). A principal components analysis with no rotation indicated two components with
eigenvalue larger than 1 for the degree of internal attribution. Two iteangtém 4:

"How likely is it that your mistake was because you did not care about widlat yya

and Person B could get for this assignment?" and item 5: "To what extent do gee beli
what has happened was because you did not spend enough time on the assignment?")
loaded highly on both the first and second components (.54 and .63 for item 4 and .50 and
47 for item 5). When eliminating both items, the Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the
remaining three items increased to .73; however, if these items waneagdd, the
measurement model would be saturated and therefore fit perfectly, which isnabble

To ensure the measurement model for the degree of internal attribution was over-

identified, three new items, phrased similarly as the remaining tleres,itvere added to
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the scale, and all six items were used in the formal study.

For the scale of expected responsibility, two items loaded high on both first and
second components (.63 and .71 for item 4, and .70 and .64 for item 5). These two items
were "How much responsibility can be assigned to others (e.g., the praie§®yson B)
if Person B did not achieve his or her goal?" (item 4), and "How accountable weee other
(e.q., the professor or Person B) if Person B did not achieve his or her geal?5)it
After eliminating the two items from the scale, the Cronbach’s alpha f@utneof the
remaining three items increased to .87. The measurement model for theeéxpec
responsibility with the remaining three items was saturated. Threé@eras/ were added
to the scale and all six items were used in the formal study.

CFA results indicated that the scales for the degree of external admibuti
likelihood of using concessions, likelihood of using justifications, and likelihood of using
refusals were not unidimensional. However, the principal components analysds f
only one component with an eigenvalue greater than 1 for all four schiescdles
measuring the likelihood of using concessions, justifications, and refusalseentiae
same. However, based on participants’ comments, two more items were added to the
scale for degree of external attribution.

Based on the results of Pilot Study 3 and Pilot Study 6, in the formal study
outcome severity and relational closeness manipulation checks were eastheddy 6
items. The degree of internal attribution was measured by a 7-item niggsdale, as
was the degree of external attribution. A 5-item scale was used to meastrcdlability.
Uncontrollability also was measured by a 5-item scale. Expected responaiid

expected anger were each measured by a 6-item scale. And five acoenalisted
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under each type of accounts (i.e., concession, justification, excuse, and réfuséd),
20 accounts were provided to participants to investigate their likelihood of using those
accounts.

The Formal Study

Data collection for the formal study was conducted at the University ofl&taly
between May 8 and June 1§ 2008. This section presents the analytical strategy, the
determination of the sample size and the sample description, the variableseasitjrthe
experimental design, and the data collection procedure.

Analytical Strategy

The hypotheses and the proposed model were tested with analyses of vadance a
with structural equation modeling.

Analyses of variance (ANOVAZNOVAs were used mainly to examine the
success of the manipulations. In particular, the statistical differbetween two levels of
outcome severity (high vs. low) and the statistical difference batiieee levels of
relational closeness (high vs. moderate vs. low) were tested.

Structural equation modeling (SEMJEM was used to test the causal
relationships proposed by the hypotheses (see Figure 2). Severity of ouigamggh(
outcome severity was coded as 1 and low outcome severity was coded as -1), relational
closenesssp; quadratic coding: high relational closeness was coded as -1, moderate
relational closeness as 2, and low relational closeness as -1), andrdetions 3, &4,
andé&s) between outcome severity and relational closeness were the independent
variablesmanipulation checks for outcome seve(ity) and relational closenesg)

were mediating variables; and the degree of internal attribuipncontrollability @4),
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the degree of external attributiong)( uncontrollability §s), expected responsibility|{),
expected angen§), and LDA {j9) were outcome variables. See Figure 2 for labels and
coding of each variable used in model testing. Two stages were used to tesictheabt
equation model. First, confirmation factor analyses were conducted on eatie/ari
determine the underlying dimensions. Second, the theoretical and the measuredednt
were tested together using LISREL 8.70 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 2004).

The influence of the outcome severity manipulation on expected responsibility
and LDA was mediated by the outcome severity manipulation check (i.e.ivpérce
outcome severity). The relational closeness manipulation (quadratic coding) and
relational closeness manipulation check (i.e., perceived quadratic relaimseiess)
were used to test the curvilinear relationship between relational closedes$emders’
choice of accounts. A direct influence of the interaction between outcome sduszdy (
coding) and relational closeness (linear coding) on LDA was proposed by Hyp&hes
According to Hypothesis 4, the interaction between outcome severity and relationa
closeness also indirectly influences the defensiveness of the accoanghttire
attributional process variables (e.g., degree of internal and exterimaltaitr). Both
direct and indirect paths were tested using LISREL8.70 (J6reskog & S6rbom, 2004).

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were performed using LISREQ
(Joreskog & Sérbom, 2004) to test measurement model fit. The goodness-oftid crite
was based mainly on Hu and Bentler’s (1998, 1999) recommendations. Hu and Bentler
(1999) found variation of performance among the fit indices. They suggesteal that t
distinguish good models from poor ones, a two-index presentation strategy needs to be

used that the maximum likelihood (ML) based SRMR is supplemented with andther M
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based fit index, such as TLI, RNI, CFl, Gamma Hat, Mc, or RMSEA. Hu and Bentler
(1998) specified that a cutoff value close to .95 for CFl, a cutoff \a@bse to .90 for Mc,
a cutoff value close to .08 for SRMR, and a cutoff value close to .06 for RMSEA could
“result in lower Type Il error rates (with acceptable costs of Typesr eates)” (p. 27).

Hu and Bentler’s criteria have been largely accepted (e.g., Hancock, 2006).

The above goodness-of-fit criteria also were used to show how well the data fit
the proposed model. Testing total effects of the independent variables on the outcome
variables indicated whether the hypotheses were supported. Significditieoisf from
the independent variables to the outcome variables indicated the extent to which the
independent variables influenced the dependent variables.

Design

A 2 (Outcome severity: severe vs. not severe) X 3 (Relational closigsss.
moderate vs. low) independent groups experimental design was employed. Aoscenar
describing an interpersonal conflict in a course project at school was usddde
different levels of outcome severity and relational closeness.

All participants were randomly assigned to one of six conditions formed by
severity of an outcome and closeness of relationship. The cognitive (the degree of
internal attribution, the degree of external attribution, controllability, unctebility,
and expected responsibility) and emotional (expected anger) procesgEasqrds
engaged in and the likelihood of selection of different accounts (concessions,
justifications, excuses, and refusals) were measured.

Sample

Proposed sample siz8tructural equation modeling (SEM) was used in data
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analysis. Different researchers recommend different ways to detesanm@e size (e.qg.,
Bentler & Chou, 1987; Jackson, 2003). The current research adopted the recommendation
from Gagné and Hancock (2006). Gagné and Hancock took into consideration the ratio of
the number of indicators per fact@/fj and their loading magnitudes when deciding
whether a sample size is acceptable. The ratio of the number of indicatorstqeiofa
the current research was 3.86. Based on Gagné and Hancock’s guidelsw malde
estimation of sample size for the current research was between 200 and 400.
SampleParticipants were 238 students; they were undergraduates (32.8%
freshmen, 25.6% sophomores, 28.2% juniors, 13.0% seniors, and 0.4% others) recruited
from the University of Maryland. Their age range was 18 taMB# (19.76,SD= 1.78,
Mdn = 20.00). One hundred and twenty-nine of the participants were female (54.2%).
The majority were Caucasian (58.8%), 17.6% were Asian Americans, 13.4% were
African American, and 4.6% were Hispanic. Approximately 5.5% of the panitsipa
checked the category “otheParticipants received extra credit in exchange of their
participation in the study.
Procedure
Participants arrived at a pre-assigned classroom, in a group of five ohsix. T
researcher informed the participants the purpose and the procedure of trenstagdied
them to sign a consent form before they participated in the study.ddlgpeoming to
the study agreed to participate. After the signed consent forms wezeted|la package
including a single conflict scenario and a questionnaire was distributeidigents were
randomly assigned to receive one of the six versions of the hypothetidattcsognario

(as mentioned before, Appendix H lists all six versions of the hypotheticdictonf
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scenario).

Participants were told to imagine that the hypothetical situation happenezthetw
them and another person (i.e., “Person B”). The scenario described a class proje
between participants (“you”) and Person B. The participants’ behavior stémario
(i.e., writing his or her portion of a review paper based on the wrong reacksghid in
a poor grade for both the offender (i.e., the role the participant took) and the vietim (
Person B in the scenario), which, they were told, influenced the awardingsohH&s
scholarship for the next year.

To induce relational closeness, participants and Person B’s relationship was
described as follow: (a) They grew up together and have been best friends foreaany
(high level of closeness), (b) they were in a couple of classes tobeftbee, and they
know each other but only see each other in class (moderate level of closen@3shey
don't really know each other and they happened to sit together on the first dayof clas
(low level of closeness).

Outcome severity was manipulated in several ways. First, in the high outcome-
severity condition, the class project (i.e., writing a review paper) iaaest a large
portion of the class grade (i.e., 40%); the project was described as only cdanfifgo
of the grade in the low outcome-severity condition. Second, the influence of the class
grade on Person B’s scholarship was different. In high outcome-severityi@ondit
participants were told that “if the grade for this course was not good, his (@eher
Person B) scholarship for the next year would definitely be in jeopardy.” lowihe
outcome-severity condition, Person B told participants that “if the gradkisocourse

was not good, there is a possibility that his or her scholarship for the nextilédm w



77

influenced.” Third, the consequence of the conflict was different. In the high oetcom
severity condition, after obtaining a poor grade for the class project, “Pensan Bery

upset because such a low grade resulted in him or her not getting next yedaishkip,”
compared to “Person B was not happy but he or she did great on other assignments and
believed it would not influence his or her getting next year's scholarsbypofitcome-
severity).

Each participant read one version of the hypothetical conflict scenario.
Participants were asked to complete a questionnaire by taking the rfoéeadfender.
The questionnaire had the manipulation checks (i.e., for perceived outcomey seekri
perceived relational closeness), measures of attributions (i.e., the dégreernal
attribution, the degree of external attribution, controllability, and uncoalibtly),
measures of anticipated consequences (i.e., expected responsibilitypaatkéxanger),
and measures of accounts (i.e., likelihood of selecting each account). Participants’
demographic information was collected at the end of the questionnaire. Afteretompl

the questionnaire, participants were debriefed in detalil.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

This chapter consists of two parts. The first part presents data preparation for the
primary analyses, reliability and confirmatory factor analyses tasurement models,
and manipulation checks. The second part presents the primary data analysds ahd tes
hypotheses.

Preliminary Analyses

Data Entry Checks

Frequencies of all the variables were examined to minimize data ermryAdtr
frequencies fell in the preset range defined by the lower boundary and the upper
boundary for each item. Furthermore, all the responses in the questionnages wer
checked against the data entries. Out of 238 participants’ data (each paraopaered
72 question including demographic information), 6 errors were found, yielding an error
rate of 6 (238 x72) =.0004. The six incorrect inputs were corrected.
Missing Data

The completed questionnaires were numbered in the order of when they were
turned in. Two participants had incomplete data. The missing data in both questionnaires
did not show a systematic pattern. Kline (2005) suggested that non-syst@imsaing
data can be ignored. He further argued that in statistical analyses sucicpsl
components analyses and analyses of variance, pairwise deletion should be used to
maintain the statistical power (Kline, 2005). However, pairwise deletion mayapose
problem for confirmatory factor analyses and SEM; Kline suggestéaten the

number of cases with missing data is small, listwise deletion is preféogiderwise
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deletion for CFA and SEM. Thus, pairwise deletion was used when ANOVA was
conducted for the manipulation checks and listwise deletion was used whem@FA a
SEM were conducted for testing the proposed model.
Data Transformation

Magnitude scales were used on the questionnaire for all dependent measures and
manipulation checks. Participants used nonnegative numbers to answer the questions.
Based on the results of the six pilot studies, perceived outcome severigyy@erc
relational closeness, expected responsibility, and expected anger eachihdidators;
the degree of internal attribution and the degree of external attributiohaaceven
indicators; controllability and uncontrollability each had five indicators; &aditiood of
selecting an account had five indicators for each of four types of accountsni2dn
total). Therefore, the total number of indicators for these measures tyasigix.

The sixty-eight indicators were submitted to a descriptive analysis tohstkes
any data transformation would be needed. The skewness and kurtosis weredxami
The ratio of skewness to its standard error was calculated, and anarigidastribution
was considered approaching normality when the ratio ranged from -1.96 to 1.9ffsee F
et al., 2000).

Following the |1.96| cutoff rule, all sixty-eight indicators were paosifi skewed.
A data transformation was necessary. Before transformation, to elimxtame values,
all data were trimmed at the ®percentile (e.g., if 500 was the"™percentile for an
item, any score larger than 500 was converted to 500). Power transformatiosedds
treat the skewed data resulting from magnitude scales (Bauer & Fink, 1983):

New indicator = (original indicatof)
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the researcher tried different values.@nd used the ones that ensured the majority of
indicators had non-significant statistics in skewness. The valuesaofjed from 0.28 to
0.55 for the formal study data. Transformed data were used in confirmatory factor
analyses, principal components analyses, ANOVAs for the manipulation checks, and
model testing. Appendix L provides descriptive statistics for the indicasexin the
formal study after transformation.

Instruments

As mentioned above, Appendices A to D listed all the questions that measured the
following variables.

Manipulation checkdManipulation checks involved two variables: perceived
outcome severity and perceived relational closeness. Perceived outconty seaeri
measured by a 6-item magnitude scale, where 0 indicated not severe at all and 100
indicated a moderate level of severity. An example question is, “How $ederss your
mistake affect Person B?” A CFA was conducted using LISREL 8.70 (J6reskog &
Sorbom, 2004). The results did not support a one-factor strugi(@g\ = 236) = 71.16,

p <.05; NFI =0.96; CFI =0.97; SRMR = 0.03. When a principal components analysis
without rotation was conducted, the results indicated only one component had an
eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 4.86), explaining 81% of the variance. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the six items was .95. The first component was used a
the manipulation check. For model testing, all six items after tranafammwere used in
testing the proposed model.

Perceived relational closeness was also measured by a 6-itemudagaale,

where 0 indicated not close at all and 100 indicated a moderate level of relational
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closeness. An example item was, “How familiar are you with Person BRr€sults did
not support a one-factor structug&9, N = 236) = 88.63p < .05; NFI = 0.95; CFl =
0.95; SRMR = 0.03. A principal components analysis without rotation was conducted to
examine the underlying components. The results indicated that only one component had
an eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 5.49), explaining 92% of the variance. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the six items was .98. The first component wasabtai
for two purposes. First, the first component score of the perceived relatioreadedes
was used in ANOVA for assessing whether the manipulation of relationaheksse
(linear coding) was successful. Second, the first component score was usade@c
manipulation check for quadratic relational closeness. A curvilineaiorethip between
relational closeness and selection of accounts was predicted in Hypotiesie& this
curvilinear relationship in the model, a manipulation check for the quadratiomela
closeness needed to be included to mediate the relationship between relaisamssd
(quadratic coding) and selection of accounts. The following formula was used ® creat
the perceived quadratic relational closeness:

Perceived quadratic relational closeness = (first component scorey?mea
where the mean for the first component score equals zero. Thus, the perceivedcquadrat
relational closeness simply was created by squaring the first compooenbsthe six
items that measured the perceived relational closeness. In the madg| tedy one
indicator (i.e., perceived quadratic relational closeness) was includgutésant this
variable.

Attributions.The current research did not assume the relationships between the

degree of internal attribution and the degree of external attribution and between
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controllability and uncontrollability. Four types of attributions were mestkaeparately;
they are the degree of internal attribution, the degree of external abmibut
controllability, and uncontrollability. Different reasons regarding therwfér's behavior
were listed and participants indicated their perception of how likely easbirea
influenced his or her behavior, using magnitude scales where 0 = not likdlgrd 4100
indicated a moderate level of likelihood.

The degree of internal attribution was measured by a 7-item magnitueeFsma
example, participants were asked, “How likely is that what has happened wasydue t
own carelessness?” CFA results did not support a one-factor strgflideN = 236) =
123.79,p < .05; NFI = 1.00; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = 0.11. A principal components analysis
without rotation was conducted to examine the underlying components. The results
indicated two components had eigenvalues larger than 1. The first component’s
eigenvalue was 2.74, explaining 39% of the variance. The second component’s
eigenvalue equaled 1.37, explaining 20% of the variance. Item 2 (i.e., “How likkbt is t
what has happened was due to internal traits, such as your personalay??),(ite.,

“How likely is that what has happened was because you did not care about what grade
you and Person B could get for this assignment?”), and item 7 (i.e., “To wlat d&t

you think your personality determines what has happened?”) loaded high on both first
and second components. After deleting these three items, a CFA with theimgnfair

items had good fit indices but the chi-square value was signifi¢é®tN = 236) = 7.80,

p <.05; NFI =0.97; CFl =0.98; SRMR = 0.04. A principal components analysis with no
rotation was conducted on the remaining four items, indicating only one component had

an eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 2.26) and explaining 56% of the variance. The
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Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of these four items was .73. These remainirtgrieair i
were used for the model testing. The first component score for the remaiintefns
was saved to examine the relationship between the degree of internal attramdithe
degree of external attribution.

The degree of external attribution was measured by a 7-item magnialeesst
example question was, “How likely is that what has happened was due to the professo
not giving clear instructions for the assignment?” CFA results suggaste
multidimensional factor structurg?(14,N = 236) = 58.17p < .05; NFI = 1.00; CFI =
1.00; SRMR = 0.06. A principal components analysis without rotation found that only
one component had an eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 2.90), explaining 41% of
the variance. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the seven items was .75. All seven
items were used in the model testing. The first component score forel ilems was
saved to investigate the relationship between the degree of internal attrilmatithre a
degree of external attribution. The correlation between the degree of liatiribaition
and the degree of external attribution was significant,33,p < .01.

Controllability was measured by a 5-item magnitude scale. For ezampl
participants were asked to indicate “How much control do you have over what has
happened?” Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using LISREL 8.@8Kd¢r&
Sorbom, 2004). Results did not indicate a unidimensional factor strugiis,é\ = 236)
=27.41p < .05; NFI =0.96; CFl =0.97; SRMR = 0.04. However, a principal
components analysis without rotation found only one component with an eigenvalue
larger than 1. The first component’s eigenvalue equaled 3.27, explaining 65% of the

variance. All five items were used in the model testing. The Cronbach’s alptie fsum



84

of the five items was .85. The first component score for the five items wed watest
the relationship between controllability and uncontrollability.

A 5-item magnitude scale was used to measure uncontrollability. An example
guestion was, “To what extent do you believe there is not much you could do to prevent
what has happened?” The CFA did not support a one-factor stryé(Grédy = 236) =
28.72,p < .05; NFI = 1.00; CFl = 1.00; SRMR = 0.05. The principal components analysis
with no rotation found only one component that had an eigenvalue larger than 1. The first
component’s eigenvalue equaled 3.12, explaining 62% of the variance. All five items
were kept for the model testing. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of the fivensams
.85. The first component score was used to test the relationship between dmiittyolla
and uncontrollability. The correlation was significarnt, -.13,p < .05.

Anticipated consequencenticipated consequences were represented by two
variables: expected responsibility assigned to the offender and expectetetrge
victims. For expected responsibility, participants were asked to indicatexpectation
about how much responsibility would be assigned to them. A 6-item magnitude ssale wa
used with O indicated not responsible at all and 100 indicated a moderate level of
expected responsibility. For example, one item is, “How much responsibilitgwoul
Person B assign to you for what has happened?” CFA results did not support a one-factor
structurey?(9, N = 236) = 34.60p < .05; NFI = 0.99; CFIl = 0.99; SRMR = 0.02. A
principal components analysis with no rotation found only one component with an
eigenvalue larger than 1 (eigenvalue = 5.24), explaining 87% of the variance. All six
items were used in the model testing. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sum of thesix it

was .97.
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For expected anger, participants indicated the expected anger feltitms\bgta
6-item magnitude scale. For example, an item is, “How annoyed do you exsat Ber
to be?” One-factor structure was not supported by CFA reg#(fsN = 236) = 196.93p
<.05; NFI =0.91; CFI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.04. However, only one component with an
eigenvalue larger than 1 was found in a principal components analysis with no rotation
The eigenvalue of the first component was 5.17, explaining 86% of the variance. All six
items were used for the model testing. The Cronbach’s alpha for the sumigfitems
was .97.

Likelihood of selecting each accouAtlist of 20 accounts (5 statements for each
type of accounts) was provided to participants to indicate the likelihood ofiisgleath
account by using a magnitude scale, where 0 indicated not likely at all and 1@®eiddic
a moderate level of likelihood. For example, a concession stated, “| am sofry that
misunderstood the instruction. Is there any way that | can make it up toAou?”
example of a justification was like the following, “I am sorry that thelgiafluenced
your scholarship. But | worked very hard on this assignment. We should have gotten
together to edit the paper earlier.” An example excuse was, “I am sarty tha
misunderstood the instruction. But the wording in the direction was really conaursing
that may be the reason why | wrote the wrong portion of the paper.” An exesfysal
was, “I know the readings | read were the right material for the papernbdfind
anything wrong to what | contributed to the paper.”

Participants were asked to rate their likelihood of using each account. To convert
the results into a data set for likelihood (i.e., with a range from 0% to 100%), giveabri

data were first trimmed at the "®@ercentile and a power transformation was conducted,
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with A = 0.45. After transformation, the sum of all transformed likelihood data were
calculated (named the Ltotal in the following formula) and used as the bdke for
likelihood of each account. The likelihood of each account was calculated by dividing the
transformed data by Ltotal. For example, the likelihood of selecting a cimcésamed

the Lc in the following formula) was calculated as:

Lci = G/ Ltotal,
where Qefers to the likelihood of selecting a concession and i ranges from 1 to 5. When
the likelihood of selecting the five concessions was obtained (ig.l.¢cLcs Lcy and
Lcs), the average of Ly¢o Lcswas calculated, resulting the likelihood of selecting
concessions (Lc). The likelihood of selecting justifications (Lj), exc(lsgsand refusals
(Lr) were calculated the same way.

As discussed above, participants indicated how likely it was that they would
select each account. However, the dissertation’s hypotheses refer to distbdkef
selecting each account and the defensiveness level of each account. Onilyaudiaig
collected in the formal study would not be sufficient and not appropriate to test the
hypotheses. To create an appropriate measure for accounts used in the éypestieg,
the defensiveness level of each type of accounts resulted from Pilot Stady 5 w
combined with the likelihood of selecting a defensive account (i.e., L3A)tesl from
the formal study. The formula to calculate LDA is as follows:

LDA=3 (D L) /2 L,
where Drefers to the defensiveness level of each type of accounts aeidrk to the
likelihood of using each type of accounts (i.e., Lc, Lj, Le, and Lr). Based oaghlksr

from Pilot Study 5, [for concessions, justifications, excuses, and refusals were 4.58,
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7.63, 6.22, and 8.29, respectively. Therefore,

LDA=(4.58¢Lc+7.63Lj 6.22 Let 829 Lr)/(Lct Lj+ Le + Lr),
the LDA value indicates the likelihood of selecting a defensive account. Ther ltingh
value of LDA, the more likely a more defensive account will be selected.

Overall, for manipulation checks, the first components of perceived outcome
severity and perceived relational closeness were submitted to ANOVA. pathkgis
and model testing, perceived outcome severity had six indicators. Perceiveatiquadr
relational closeness had one indicator. Four indicators were used fogtke dé
internal attribution where the degree of external attribution had seven ardicat
Controllability and uncontrollability each had five indicators. Expectegomsbility
assigned to the offender had six indicators and expected anger had six indi¢egtors. T
composite measure of accounts (LDA) had one indicator. The model had fiveeusge
variables and nine endogenous variables, with forty-six indicators in all.

Table 5 summarizes the results of principal components analyses of all
instruments except LDA. Table 6 summarizes the Cronbach’s alpha iiestaliments
except LDA. Table 7 through Table 9 present each indicator’s factor loading_fifém
and the measurement model fit indices. Loadings and fit indices foretaitcome
severity and perceived relational closeness are included in Table 7, loadirfgs a
indices for attributions are included in Table 8, and loadings and fit indicespected

responsibility and expected anger are presented in Table 9.



88

Table 5
Eigenvalues of the First Principal Components of Endogenous Variables with the

Proportions of the Variance Explaingd

Variable Eigenvalue % Variance Explained
Perceived Outcome Severity 4.86 81.04%

Perceived Relational Closenkss 5.49 91.54%

Degree of Internal Attributidn 2.26 56.49%

Degree of External Attribution 2.90 41.38%
Controllability 3.27 65.43%
Uncontrollability 3.12 62.49%

Expected Responsibility 5.24 87.25%

Expected Anger 5.17 86.23%

Note. a. The table listed all endogenous variables except LDA (i.e., the likelihood of
selecting a defensive account) because LDA only had one indicator and no principal
components analysis was conducted on a single-indicator variable.

b. The principal components analysis results reported here are based on the six
items that measured the perceived relational closeness for the llaianmnanipulation
check.

c. Degree of internal attribution was measured originally by a 7-itemitndg
scale. The principal components analyses indicated three items loaded highly ¢we both t
first and second components (the eigenvalues for both components were larger than 1).
These three items were deleted from the scale. The statistics depahes table

represent the results after deletion.
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Table 6
The Cronbach’s Alpha for the Sum of Measurement Items for All Endogenous Variables

in the Formal Study

Variables Valid\ Cronbach’sy Number of items
Perceived outcome Severity 237 .95 6
Perceived Relational Closenkss 237 .98 6
Degree of Internal Attributidn 237 73 4
Degree of External Attribution 237 75 7
Controllability 237 .85 5
Uncontrollability 237 .85 5
Expected Responsibility 238 .97 6
Expected Anger 238 .97 6
Likelihood of Concessions 237 .80 5
Likelihood of Justifications 238 .90 5
Likelihood of Excuses 238 .78 5
Likelihood of Refusals 238 .87 5

Note.The indicators for each variable are found in Appendices A to D.

a. Although model testing used LDA for the choice of accounts, the formal study
used four scales to measure the likelihood of selecting each type of accourdairéher
the table also listed the reliability coefficients for these four meamnescales.

b. The reliability results reported here was based on the six itemseahatirad
the perceived relational closeness for the linear manipulation check.

c. Degree of internal attribution was measured originally by a 7-itemimdg
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scale. The principal components analyses indicated three items loaded highly ¢w both t
first and second components (the eigenvalues for both components were larger than 1).
The three items were deleted from the scale. The statistics repothesl table represent

the results after deletion.
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Table 7

Manipulation Checks, Indicator Loadings, and Measurement Model Indices

Manipulation Checks and Indicators Unstandardized Loadings

(Standardized)

Outcome Severity

To what extent does your mistake influence Person B? 1.00 (.73)**

How severe is the outcome of this situation for Person B? 1.78 (.55)**
How severely does your mistake affect Person B? 1.57 (.56)**
How much influence does your mistake have on Person B’s 2.04 (.61)**

scholarship for the next year?
How much difficulty does your mistake have on Person B’s 1.67 (.61)**
obtaining his or her scholarship for the next year?
To what extent do you think the outcome is severe? 1.56 (.60)**
2 (9,N = 236) = 71.16p < .05, RMSEA = .17, SRMR = .03, CFI = .97.
Relational Closene8s
To what extent do you think Person B is a good friend of yours? 1.00 (.58)**

To what extent do you think you and Person B are close to each other? 1.08 (.56)**

How much knowledge do you have of Person B? 0.95 (.55)**
How familiar are you with Person B? 0.94 (.55)**
How close are you with Person B? 1.07 (.54)**
How well do you know Person B? 1.01 (.52)**

72 (9,N = 236) = 88.63p < .05, RMSEA = .19, SRMR = .03, CFI = .95.

*p<.05;*p<.01.
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Note Bold values represent fixed unstandardized loadings for reference indicators.
a. The confirmatory factor analysis results reported here are badse ©r ttems

that measured the perceived relational closeness for the linear maniputat&n c
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Table 8

Attributional Processes Variables, Indicator Loadings, and Measurement Model Indices

Attributional Processes and Indicators Unstandardized Loadings

(Standardized)

Degree of Internal Attributioris

How likely..due to your own carelessness? 1.00 (.74)**

How likely...due to you not paying enough attention? 1.06 (.96)**
How likely.. because you did not spend enough time? 0.24 (.43)**
To what extent.because of you? 0.96 (.93)**

2 (2,N = 236) = 7.80p < .05, RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .04, CFI = .98.

Degree of External Attributions

How likely.. due to the professor? 1.00 (.78)**

How likely...caused by other people? 0.86 (.76)**
How likely....because the wording was confusing? 0.75 (.86)**
How likely...due to some external reasons? 0.55 (.90)**
How likely...because of Person B? 0.78 (.91)**
To what extent...because of other people? 0.78 (.77)**
To what extent...because of environmental reasons? 0.50 (.91)**

2 (14,N = 236) = 58.17p < .05, RMSEA = .00, SRMR = .06, CFI = 1.00.
Controllability
How likely...was avoidable? 1.00 (.73)**
How much control do you have...? 0.86 (.84)**

How likely...you could have prevented the mistake? 1.14 (.57)**
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To what extent...you could have done otherwise? 0.91 (.66)**
To what extent...you could have done differently? 0.69 (.74)**
¥? (5,N=236) = 27.41p < .05, RMSEA = .14, SRMR = .04, CFl = .97.

Uncontrollability

How likely...was out of your control? 1.00 (.81)**

To what extent...there is not much you could do? 1.04 (.78)*
How likely...you have no control? 1.39 (.67)*
To what extent...you cannot prevent...? 1.46 (.63)**
To what extent.was inevitable? 1.13 (77)*

12 (5,N=236) = 28.72p < .05, RMSEA = .00, SRMR = .05, CFI = 1.00.

*p<.05;**p<.01.
Note Bold values represent fixed unstandardized loadings for reference indi€sers
the complete list of items for attributions in Appendix B.

a. Degree of internal attribution was measured originally by a 7-itemitueg
scale. The principal components analyses indicated three items loaded highly ¢w both t
first and second components (the eigenvalues for both components were larger than 1).
The three items were deleted from the scale. The statistics ekpothes table represent

the results after deletion.
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Table 9

Expected Consequences Variables, Indicator Loadings, and Measurement Model Indices

Expected Consequences and Indicators Unstandardized Loadings

(Standardized)

Expected Anger

How angry do you expect Person B to be? 1.00 (.58)**

How irritated do you expect Person B to be? 0.92 (.62)**
How furious do you expect Person B to be? 1.07 (.65)**
How mad do you expect Person B to be? 1.01 (.61)**
How fuming do you expect Person B to be? 1.03 (.69)**
How annoyed do you expect Person B to be? 0.88 (.65)**

2 (9,N = 236) = 196.93p < .05, RMSEA = .30, SRMR = .04, CFl = .91.

Expected Responsibility

How much responsibility.assigned to you? 1.00 (.63)**

To what extent.Rerson B think you are responsible? 0.98 (.61)**
To what extent.Rerson B think you are chargeable? 0.98 (.61)**
To what extent.Rerson B think you are accountable? 0.97 (.61)**
To what extent.should be attributed to you? 0.87 (.75)**

2 (9,N = 236) = 34.60p < .05, RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .02, CFI = .99.

*p<.05;*p<.01.
Note. Bold values represent fixed unstandardized loadings for reference insliGeer

the complete list of items for anticipated consequences in Appendix C.
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Manipulation Checks

Two-way ANOVAs were conducted to see whether manipulations of outcome
severity and relational closeness were successful. In the first ANO¥ dependent
variable was perceived outcome severity and the independent variables were the
manipulations of outcome severity (high vs. low, coded as 1, -1) and relational closeness
(high vs. moderate vs. low, coded as 1, 0, -1). Results indicated that (a) outcomeg severit
had a significant influence on perceived outcome sevéi(fy,231) = 160.35) < .01,1?
= .41, (b) relational closeness did not have a significant influence on perceived outcome
severity,F(2, 231) = 0.13p = .88,12 = .00, and (c) no significant interaction between
outcome severity and relational closeness was fde(2d,231) = 1.28p = .28,11? = .01.
Participants in the high severity conditioi £ .62,SD = .84) regarded the outcome to
be more severe than those in the low severity conditdns {.66,SD=.70). The
manipulation of outcome severity was successful.

The second ANOVA had perceived relational closeness as the dependent
variables and the manipulations of outcome severity (high vs. low, coded as 1, -1) and
relational closeness (high vs. moderate vs. low, coded as 1, 0, -1) as the independent
variables. The results suggested that (a) the manipulation of relatiosahess
significantly influenced perceived relational closen€$2, 231) = 150.54p < .01,n2 =
.57, (b) the manipulation of outcome severity did not have a significant effect on
perceived relational closenesgl, 231) = 3.58p = .06,n2 = .02, and (c) no significant
interaction was found between the manipulations of outcome severity and rélationa
closenesd;-(2, 231) = 0.87p = .42,m2 = .01. Participants in high relational closeness

conditions M = 1.00,SD=.77) reported being closest to Person B than those in the
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moderate closeness conditiohs £ -.35,SD = .49) and in the low relational closeness
condition M =-.72,SD= .69). A linear relationship between three levels of relational
closeness was establish&dl, 226) = 238.87% < .01,12 = .50. The manipulation of
relational closeness was successful.
Model Assessment and Hypothesis Testing

The hypotheses were tested with structural equation modeling using LISREL 8.70
(Joreskog & Sérbom, 2004). The model consists of structural and measurement
components. The model was tested to see the effect of outcome severitatiomate
closeness on individuals’ account selection processes, mediated by manipulatksn chec
(i.e., perceived outcome severity and perceived quadratic relationaledsgen
Model Assessment

The model (Figure 2) shows all links that were proposed by the hypotheses.
Model specifications are listed in Table 10 and the unstandardized structdiialerds
are reported in Table 11 and Figure 4. The covariance matrix analyzed in LISREL
presented in Appendix M. LISREL syntax for model testing can be found in Appendix N.
Figure 2 only illustrates the structural model. The measurement moeelstapresented
in the figure but they were included in the model testing.

Overall model fit and model comparisddhi-square results did not indicate a
good model fity2(966,N = 236) = 2475.8% < .05, RMSEA = .08 with a 90% CI of
(.08, .09), SRMR = .21, NFI = .91, GFI = .94. A comparison with the null model was
conducted. In the null model, no covariance was assumed between any pair of constructs.
For the null model?(1,035,N = 236) = 30724.93) < .05. Comparing both models

resulted imMAy2(69,N = 236) = 28249.04 < .01. The tested model was a significant
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Table 10

Structural Equations of the Model Proposed by the Hypotheses

n m M2 MW MW M5 Me M7 Mg Mo & & & &4 & {

n = Y11 C1
n2 = Y22 G
N3 = Y34 Cs
N4 = Y44 Ca
Ns = Yss  Gs
N6 = Yes  Ce
nz = B71 Bz PBra  PBrs Pre Gz
Ns = Bss  Psa  Pss  Pss  Ps7 Cs
No = Bor  Poz Bos Yo3 Co

Note.n; andnz represent the manipulation checks (i.e., perceived outcome severity and peroattedicirelational
closenesshsthroughngare the degree of internal attribution, controllability, the degree efreattattribution, and
uncontrollability.n; is expected responsibility assigned to the offendemamiexpected anger felt by victimsg, refers to
LDA (the composite measure for the likelihood of selecting a defensive accépuhtpughésare outcome severity and

relational closeness manipulations and the interactions variables gsee Fifor the explanation of the interaction variables).
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Table 11

The Unstandardized Structural Coefficients for the Model

n m N2 N3 N4 Ns N6 nz Ns Mo &1 &2 &3 &a &s

m = 0.74**

n2 = 0.31**

n3 = 0.94

N4 = 0.30

ns = -0.89
Ne = 0.03
nz = 0.36** 0.09** 0.26** 0.04** -0.12**

ns = -0.01 0.26**-0.01 0.13*0.57**

N9 = 0.10** -0.02 -0.12** -0.02

** p< .01

Note.See Figure 2 for the explanation of each label.
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Figure 4 Structural relations proposed in the hypotheses with unstandardized stremdfialents.

** p<.01. See Figure 2 for the explanation of each label.



101

improvement over the null model.

Although they? value was used as an indication of model fit, some scholars argue
that they? is not an appropriate measure of model fit with a sample larger than 200
(Kline, 2005). Kline proposed that the ratioy@idf as a more effective measure of fit
whenN > 200; Kline suggested a ratio less than 3.00 was acceptable. For the current
model,y?/df = 2.56. The proposed model still could be considered as a good fit based on
Kline’s suggestion. SEM scholars (e.g., Bollen, 1989; Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999) also
have recommended that multiple fit indices should be considered to evaluate the fit of a
model, given the advantages and disadvantages of each fit index. The goodness-of-fit
criteria used here are based on Hu and Bentler's (1998, 1999) recommendation of a two-
index presentation strategy, using SRMR supplemented with other indices $iieh as
RNI, and RMSEA. Hu and Bentler (1999) specified that a cutoff value close to .95 for
CFl, a cutoff value close to .08 for SRMR, a cutoff value close to .95 fordla
cutoff value close to .06 for RMSEA. The proposed model had following fit indices:
SRMR = .21, CFl =.94 and RMSEA = .08 with a 90% CI of (.08, .09). Based on Hu and
Bentler’s criteria, the proposed model did not have a good fit.
Hypotheses Testing

Ten hypotheses were proposed regarding the attributional processes inslividual
engage in to determine their accounts. The effects of the exogenous variablés on the
relevant endogenous variables were examined.

H1 predicts that outcome severity influences the expected responsibibjyebs
to offenders. In particular, when the outcome is severe, offenders expect more

responsibility assigned to them than when the outcome is not severe. Thefeffect
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outcome severity on the expected responsibility was signififan.36,z = 6.50,p <

.01. H1 was supported. The positive sign of the coefficient indicated that more
responsibility was expected to be assigned to offenders when the outcome was sever
than when the outcome was not severe.

One research question was proposed regarding the influence of outcome severity
on the selection of an account. The effect of outcome severity on the selection of an
account was significan, = 0.10,z= 3.45,p < .01. As discussed in the construction of
LDA (the composite measure of the likelihood of selecting a defensive account), the
higher the value of LDA, a more defensive account will be more likely to betedl
The positive sign of thp coefficient indicates that when the outcome was severe,
offenders were more likely to use a more defensive account than when the out@ome wa
not severe. The results are consistent with Schonbach’s (1990) idea. Schonbedh arg
that when facing severe outcome, offenders often fear the pressure toltake ful
responsibility for their offenses. To shift some responsibility to reasonstbtrer
themselves, the offenders tend to take a more defensive stand than when the outcome of
their behavior is not severe.

H2 proposed that relational closeness influences people’s choice of accounts
curvilinearly. It is predicted that a defensive account is less likely to loewlsen two
parties involved in a conflict have a moderate level of relational closenessttbariwo
parties are strangers or when two parties are close friends. The reseltsot
significant,p = -0.02,z=-30.77p > .05. The negative sign of the coefficient implies that
when conflict occurs between two parties with a moderate level of relatiosahess,

offenders are more likely to use a defensive account than when the two partiesar
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friends or strangers. The direction was opposite to the hypothesis. H2 was noteslippor

H3 predicts that outcome severity and relational closeness interact to infthence
offenders’ selection of accounts in a conflict situation. It is hypothesized/tieat a
severe conflict occurs between two close friends, a less defensive ascmoné likely
to be used than when the conflict is not severe. However, when a severe conflinshappe
between two strangers, offenders are more likely to use a more defersivataban
when the conflict is not severe. When two parties involved in a conflict have a neoderat
level of relational closeness, a less defensive account is more likely tecbthas when
the conflict occurs between parties that are distant or close, regardlessamhe
severity. The independent variable was the interaction variapléd3 was not
supportedr = -0.02,z=-0.44,p > .05. There was no interaction of outcome severity and
relational closeness on offenders’ selection of accounts.

H4 had four subsets of hypotheses regarding the attributional processes that
offenders engage in after a conflict has occurred. It was predicted thatvelegere
conflict occurs between close friends, internal (H4a) and controllableugitns (H4b)
are more likely than in all other conditions; however, when a severe condligtsoc
between strangers, offenders tend to attribute their own negative behavidesnale
(H4c) and uncontrollable reasons (H4d) more than in all other conditions. No sighific
results were found,= 0.94,z= 1.87,p > .05 for internal attribution; = 0.30,z=1.09,p
> .05 for controllability;y = -0.89,z=-1.17,p > .05 for external attribution; and= 0.03,
z=0.10,p > .05 for uncontrollability. H4 was not supported. Although the results were
not significant, the signs of the coefficients suggest that when a severet amaiurs

between close friends, internal and controllable attributions are moretlkieé/made by
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offenders than other conditions. However, when a severe conflict happens between
strangers, offenders is less likely to make external attribution and kelyetb make
uncontrollable attribution than other conditions.

H5 to H8 examined the relationship between attributions and expected
responsibility and expected anger. Specifically, H5a specified a positiverice of
internal attribution on expected responsibility, and H5b predicted a positivenicd|
internal attribution on expected anger. H5a was suppdted.09,z= 3.72,p < .01.

The positive sign of thp coefficient indicates that when offenders attribute their
behaviors more to their internal traits, they expect more responsibility tsigaes to

them. H5b was not supportetl= -0.01,z = -0.32,p > .05. The negative sign of the
coefficient suggests an opposite direction to what was predicted in H5b: When &ffende
attribute their behaviors more to their internal characteristics gtkiggct less anger

would be felt by the victim. H5 was partially supported.

H6 predicted that controllability positively influences expected respoitsital
be assigned to offenders and expected anger felt by the victim. H6a predieted w
offenders attributed their behavior more to controllable reasons, they expecte
responsibility assigned to them. Findings were signifigant0.26,z= 6.29,p < .01. The
positive sign of th@ indicates the positive influence of controllability on responsibility
expected to be assigned to offenders. H6b predicted a positive influence of cohtyollabi
on expected anger. Results were significhrt,0.26,z = 6.85,p < .01. The positive sign
of thep coefficient suggests that when offenders make more controllable attniptltey
expect more anger to be felt by the victim. H6 was supported.

H7 stated that when offenders attributed their behaviors more to exteswisea
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they expected less responsibility to be assigned to them and les$edingye victims.
Significant results were found for expected responsibpity,0.04,z= 2.50,p < .01.
However, the positive sign of the coefficient suggests that the direction of éxterna
attribution’s influence on expected responsibility is opposite to the predictionanThe
results showed that when offenders make more external attribution, they mxqpect
responsibility to be assigned to them. No significant results were found for ltrencé
of external attribution on expected anger -0.01,z = -0.48,p > .05. The negative sign
of the coefficient showed that when more external attribution is made, offesdqurct
less anger to be felt by the victim. H7 was not supported.

As for attributions to uncontrollable reasons, H8 predicted uncontrollability
negatively influenced expected responsibility (H8a) and anger (H8b). H8aipEwt®d,
B =-0.12,z=-2.88,p < .01. The negative sign of the coefficient indicates that when
offenders make more uncontrollable attribution, they expect victims to assgn les
responsibility to them. Significant results were found for H8b,0.13,z = 3.66,p < .01.
However, the positive sign of the coefficient indicates that when more uncontrollable
attribution is made, offenders expect more anger felt by victims, which is tppmthe
prediction in H8b. H8 was patrtially supported.

Expected responsibility was predicted to positively influence expentgst
Hypothesis 9. The results supported this relationghp0.57,z= 10.54,p < .05. The
positive sign of the coefficient indicates that more expected respondiédyg to more
expected anger. H9 was supported.

H10 predicted a negative influence of expected anger on offenders’ selactio

accounts: When offenders expect more anger felt by victims, thelyen#iss likely to
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use a defensive account. The findings were statistically signifiga).14,z=-4.91p
<.01. The negative sign of the coefficient suggests that a defensive asdesstlikely
to be selected when offenders expect more anger felt by the victims. Hs0ppasted.

Overall the model did not have a good fit. Among the ten hypotheses and one
research question, five hypotheses were supported and two other hypotheses (Bp and H
were partially supported. The two coefficients that tested the mangndatiere
significant also, consistent with the manipulation checks that were conductiel® afits
the model testing; = 0.74,z=10.53p < .01 for outcome severity manipulation check
andy = 0.31,z=6.03,p < .01 for relational closeness manipulation check (for the
guadratic relational closeness).

Post-Hoc Analyses

Post-hoc analyses were conducted to further explore the influence ioinadlat
closeness and outcome severity on offenders’ choice of accounts. First, the non-
significant hypotheses in the model testing were examined separatandSe
modification indices for the model tested in the above section were examined for
additional paths to improve the model fit. Third, the model was revised based on the
results in the first two steps and the revised model was tested usinglLL&SRE
(Joreskog & Sérbom, 2004).
Hypothesis Testing

The non-significant results in the model testing may be due to multicolinearity
among the five exogenous variables. The correlation matrix of the five exogenous
variables in the proposed model had a determinant of .11. Among ten correlations formed

by these five variables, seven of them were statistically significaatT8ble 12 for all
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Table 12

Intercorrelations between the Five Exogenous Variables

Variables & &2 & &4 &s
& 1 01 .03 AB** A3+
& 1 .01 33** 31**
£ 1 57 - 55+
Es 1 - 21%
& 1

** p<.01.

Note.&; refers to outcome severity manipulation (low outcome severity was coded as -1
and high outcome severity was coded 1) &rédfers to relational closeness manipulation
(quadratic coding: low relational closeness was coded as 1, moderatmatietbseness
was coded as -2, and high relational closeness was codedz§,1 andés refer to the
interactions between outcome severity and relational closepegas calculated by
multiplying the outcome severity manipulation and relational closenespufaion.&,

refers to the coding of the high severity and close relationship condition (cotled as
versus all other five conditions (coded asé@yefers to the coding of the high severity

and not-close-at-all relationship (coded as 1) and other five conditions are cdéded as
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the correlation coefficients among the five exogenous variables. Accaodikimme
(2005), a small determinant of the correlation or covariance matrix can lead to non-
significant structural coefficients, which may partly explain the ngnHscant results in
the current research. The paths that were not significant in the model testeng w
examined again separately. Specifically, H2, H3, H4, H5b, and H7b weree@-test

H2 hypothesized a curvilinear effect of relational closeness on offenderséchoi
of accounts. Specifically, when a conflict occurs between two parties wh@ahave
moderate level of relational closeness, offenders are less likely to use defenmsive
account than when the conflict occurs between close friends or betweenrstrange
linear regression was conducted to test H2, where the quadratic relatizealeds
manipulation check was entered as the independent variable and LDA (the composite
measure of accounts) was entered as the dependent variable. The resudtgnifecant,

B =-0.64,F(1, 233) = 9.68p < .05,R? = .04. However, the negative sign of fhe
coefficient suggests that when a conflict occurs between two partieseélmbderately
close, offenders are more likely to use defensive accounts than when a conflist occur
between friends or between strangers. The direction was opposite to thagrealitte
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3 proposed an interaction between outcome severity and relational
closeness on offenders’ choice of accounts. When a conflict occurs betweeniehuiss fr
a less defensive account is more likely to be used in a severe situation than in a not-
severe situation. When the conflict occurs between two parties who have a miadetate
of relationship, a less defensive account will be used regardless of the sevaty of

outcome. When the conflict happens between strangers, a more defensive account is more
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likely to be used in a severe situation than in a not-severe situation. An ANOVA was
used to examine H3. LDA, the likelihood of selecting a defensive account, was used as
the dependent variable and the interaction between outcome severity and relational
closeness was entered as the independent variable. The interaction vieeiaben(the
model tested previously) was created by multiplying outcome severitypuatation (high
severity coded as 1 and low severity coded as -1) and relational closengadatiani
(linear coding: high relational closeness coded as 1, moderate relatiorakesl®soded

as 0, and low relational closeness coded as -1).

The results were significarfE(2, 232) = 4.97p < .05,n2 = .04. The direction of
the influence was consistent with the hypothesis. When a conflict occursehédtiga
relationally close parties, offenders are less likely to use a monesdefeaccount in a
severe-outcome situatioM(= 60.83,SD = 4.53) than in a not severe-outcome situation
(M =61.21,SD=4.51). When the conflict occurs between low relational closeness
parties, offenders are more likely to use a more defensive account imrecetcome
situation M = 61.21,SD = 4.51) than in a not-severe-outcome situathddr=(60.83,SD=
4.53). When the conflict occurs between moderate relational closeness pddretersf
likelihood of using accounts did not differ by different levels of outcome sevitity (
62.93,SD=4.22). H3 was supported.

Hypothesis 4 predicted relational closeness and outcome severity interact to
influence offenders’ attributions. H4 had four subsets of hypotheses. H4a and H4b
predicted that when a severe conflict occurs between high relationakypadses,
offenders are more likely to make internal and controllable attributions tlzdinoitter

situations. H4c and H4d hypothesized that when a severe outcome conflict occurs
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between low relationally close parties, offenders are more likely to exdkenal and
uncontrollable attributions than in all other conditions. To examine H4, the six
experimental conditions created by two levels of outcome severity (high ysamhow
three levels of relational closeness (high vs. moderate vs. low) were canlésant
variables. The first variable (i.€4 in the model tested previously) was coded the
following way: The high outcome severity and high relational closeness condasn w
coded as 1 and all other five conditions were coded as 0. The second varialjigrii.e.,
the model tested previously) was coded that the high outcome severity and |mmaklat
closeness condition was 1 and all other five conditions were 0.

Eswas entered as an independent variable in a MANOVA, the first component
scores of the degree of internal attribution and controllability being trendept
variables. No significant results were foufdl, 234) = 3.43p = .07,n2 = .01 for the
degree of internal attribution afdl, 234) = 0.68p = .41,1? = .003 for controllability.
Another MANOVA was conducted witks as independent variable and the first
components of the degree of external attribution and uncontrollability as the dependent
variables. The results were not significdf(tl, 234) = 1.13p = .29, = .01 for the
degree of external attribution akd1, 234) = 0.08p = .78,12 = .00 for uncontrollability.

Hypothesis 5b predicted that when offenders make more internal attribution, more
anger is expected to be felt by the victim. The first components of the degreerdlinte
attribution and expected anger were obtained to be used in a regression analysé. A |
regression was conducted with the degree of internal attribution as the independent
variable and expected anger as the dependent variable. The results wecasighi

0.56,F(1, 234) = 104.23) < .01,R? = .31. The positive sign of the coefficient suggests
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that when offenders made more internal attribution, more anger was ekjmebte
elicited by the victim.

Hypothesis 7b proposed a negative influence of external attribution on expected
anger. The first components of the degree of external attribution and expectedengger
used in a regression analysis to test H7b. The results were signflicad128,F(1, 234)
=19.36,p < .01,R? = .08. Although the results were significant, the positive sign of the
coefficient indicates that when more external attribution is made, moreiareypected,
which is opposite to the prediction.

The significant paths that were indicated by the exploratory analyse&egria
the model. That is, the influence from perceived quadratic relational closeness
people’s choice of accounts, the influence from the degree of internal attribution on
expected anger, the influence of the degree of external attribution oneskpager, and
the interaction of outcome severity and relational closeness on people's choic
accounts remained in the model. All the paths that indicated the effect of outcome
severity and relational closeness on the attributions people make were deénoovéhe
model due to non-significant results in both the model testing and the exploratory
analyses.

Modification Indices

Modification indices for the proposed model (see Figure 2) suggested the
maximumy? change would occur when a path was established from expected
responsibility to controllable attributionf? = 168.34). However, it was expected that
people’s attributions influence their perceptions of expected responsibiitgxgected

anger, and then influence their choice of accounts, not vice versa. The study was also
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conducted in a way that attribution was first made and then participants wetdaske
expect how much responsibility to be assigned. Several other paths thagkadlae
of modification indices, such as a link that indicated the influence from expected
responsibility on internal attributiol\f? = 158.64), had the same problem. Those paths,
although they have large modification indices, were not considered in the revisdd mode
It was hypothesized that outcome severity and relational closeness eddmact
influence different attributions. These hypotheses were not supported. However, the
model’'s modification indices suggested that outcome severity alone mayna#lue
different attributions via perceived outcome severity. If a path is addedderceived
outcome severity to the degree of internal attribution, the expected ahahgg? value
is 36.26. If a path is established from perceived outcome severity to taitityl
attribution, the expecteg change is 64.30. If a path is added from perceived outcome
severity to the degree of external attribution, the expetiedquals 26.48. If a path is
added from perceived outcome severity to uncontrollability attribution, the texip@c
change is 9.05. Those paths were considered in revising the model. Furthermore,
modification indices suggested a path from perceived outcome severity tbeexpeger
(Ay?2 =57.71). It was hypothesized that when an offender perceives the outcome of a
conflict to be severe, he or she expects more responsibility to be assigned tdaimn or
in turn, more expected responsibility is expected to lead to more expected amrger. Th
influence of perceived outcome severity on expected anger is mediated bydxpec
responsibility. However, a direct influence is also possible. Thus, the patipé@eived

outcome severity to expected anger is considered in the revised model.
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Model Revision

Based on the exploratory analyses and modification indices, the following
changes are made to revise the model: (a) Two interaction varigptexifs, see Figure
2 for the detailed description of these two variables) did not influence atinbuas
predicted in Hypothesis 4. The relevant paths were removed from the moddle(b) T
influence of perceived outcome severity on expected responsibility was nddaljate
attributions (i.e., the degree of internal attribution, controllability, the dexgfrexternal
attribution, and uncontrollability). Four paths were added to demonstrate the mediation
by attributional processes. (c) An additional path was added from perceivecheutc
severity to expected anger. See Figure 5 for the revised model. The dosedpiesent
the paths added to the original model based on exploratory analyses and the noodificati
indices.
Testing the Revised Model

The revised model was tested with structural equation modeling using LISREL
8.70 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2004). The model consisted of structural and measurement
components. Model specifications are listed in Table 13, and unstandardized structural
coefficients are reported in Table 14 and Figure 6. The covariance aadiyzed in
LISREL is found in Appendix O. LISREL syntax for model testing can be found in
Appendix P. Figure 5 only illustrates the structural model of the relationshyedethe
exogenous and endogenous variables. The measurement models are not included in the
figure but they were included in the model testing.

For the revised model, the chi-square was signifigd(833,N = 236) = 2210.26,

p <.01. Compared to the model before revision, chi-square value was improved by
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Figure 5.Structural relations based on post-hoc analysis.
Note All exogenous variables are allowed to covary and all error terms are
allowed to covary. The dotted lines represent the paths added based on the exploratory

analyses and modification indices. The labels and coding for each variable can be found

in Figure 2.
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Table 13

Structural Equations of the Revised Model Based on Modification Indices and Exploratorye8nalys

n m M2 M MW M5 Mme M7 omg M & & & (

n = Y11 C1
n2 = Y22 G2
N = Pa1 Cs
N4 = Ba Ca
ns = Ps1 Cs
e = Pe1 Ce
nz = B71 Bz PBra  PBs Pre G
Ns = Bs1 Bss  Psa  Pss  Pss  Ps7 Cs
No = Bor  Poz Bos Yoz Co

Note.Bold symbols represent the paths that were added based on exploratory andlysedification indices. See Figure 2

for the labels and coding of each variable.
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Table 14

Unstandardized Structural Coefficients for the Revised Model

n m M2 M MW M5 Mme M7 omg M & & & (

m = 0.74** C1
= 0.31** &
N3 = 1.18** (3
na = 0.74* Ca
Ns = 1.30** (s
e = 0.24** Co
nz = 0.29** 0.08** 0.29** 0.04** -0.11** (7
s = 0.48** 0.01 0.15*-0.01 0.05 0.37* (s
Mo = 0.11**-0.02 -0.14** -0.02 §o

*p<.05; *p<.0l
Note.Bold values represent the paths that were added based on exploratory analyses aradiomoiiflices. See Figure 2 for

the labels and coding of each variable.
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e 0.31** @ -0.02
-0.02

Figure 6 The revised model with unstandardized structural coefficients.

** p < .01. See Figure 2 for the labels and coding of each variable.
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265.63. Given thaadf equaled 83, the revised model was a significant improvement

over the original model. For the revised model, the ratj@/df equaled 2.50, which

indicated a good model fit according to Kline’s (2005) standard. Before theoreuise
original model had the following fit indices: SRMR = .21, CFl = .94 and RMSEA = .08
with a 90% CI of (.08, .09). After the revision, model fit indices were improved: SRMR
=.12, CFl = .95, and RMSEA = .08 with a 90% CI of (.08, .08). Although based on Hu
and Bentler’s (1999) criteria the revised model still could not be considered a gatod fit
had been improved from the original model, and the CFI had reached the cutoff standard
suggested by Hu and Bentler. After examining@ealue, the ratio of?/df, and fit

indices, the revised model is considered to have a moderate fit.

Examining the paths in the revised model indicated almost the same pattern as
shown in the original model: Paths that were significant in the original model wer
statistically significant in the revised model (except the link between undabtlity
and expected anger), and paths that were not significant in the original madgllast
significant in the exploratory analyses still remained non-sigmificathe revised model.
The five paths that were added based on modification indices were signifieamtfde
14 for all unstandardized structural coefficients).

When testing effects outside of the structural equation model, relatiosahelss
(quadratic coding) had a significant main effect on offenders’ choiaeaafunts and also
relational closeness interacted with outcome severity to influenaedeff€ choice of
accounts significantly. However, the effect of relational closeness ardeff€ choice of
accounts was not significant once outcome severity came into the picture. Outcome

severity influenced offenders’ choice of accounts directly and indjreictiperceived
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outcome severity, attributions offenders made, and consequences offendetedexpec
Compared with relational closeness, outcome severity is a better prathotdrthe

accounts that an offender will use in conflict situations.
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CHAPTER V
Discussion

This chapter consists of four parts. A summary of the study is provided in the first
part. The second part interprets the results and discusses the study’s iomgliCete
third part consists of the study’s limitations and directions for the fudésesarch. The
significance of the study and a conclusion form the last part of the chapter.

Summary of the Study

The current research addressed the following question: What attributional
processes do offenders engage in to determine the account used in a cdnflist@dly
examined the influence of outcome severity and relational closeness on offehdees
of accounts, mediated by attributional processes (i.e., internal, external, labidgr@nd
uncontrollable attributions) and offenders’ anticipated consequences (i.e., dxpecte
responsibility and expected anger). Two levels of outcome severity andabeéedf
relational closeness were employed, creating six experimental cosditin each
condition, offenders read a hypothetical conflict scenario by imaginiygitbaee
offenders in the conflict and they were interacting with another person.

Prior to the formal study, six pilot studies were conducted to (a) develop the
manipulations that would be used in the formal study, (b) develop a measure of accounts
for the formal study, and (c) test and improve the items that measured ah#teicts.

The manipulations and instruments that were developed and tested in the pilot studies
were then used in the formal study.

The formal study recruited 238 participants enrolled at the University of

Maryland. Two participants had incomplete data. Pairwise or listwisgateigeas used,
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depending on the type of statistical analyses used. Each participant d@sisan
assigned to one of the six experimental conditions. Questionnaires were ampltye
study. The questionnaire started with a hypothetical scenario that édsardonflict in a
class project; this scenario was followed by the manipulation checks. The sedarfd pa
the questionnaire asked participants to report their attributions. Particglsotreported
their expectations about the responsibility assigned to them and the dniggtle

victim in the scenario. Participants were then asked to report the likelihoodatirggle
each account developed from Pilot StudiRarticipants’ demographic information was
collected in the last part of the questionnaire. After participants complhetied t
guestionnaire, they were fully debriefed.

Magnitude scales were used in this study. Items that violated the assumption of
normality were transformed by a power transformation. Confirmatorgrfacialyses
(CFAs) were conducted to examine the dimensions of each construct¥\adwe and
fit indices indicated that there was more than one factor for some variaihespal
components analyses (PCAs) were conducted to explore the potential components. No
rotation was used in the PCAs. The results from CFAs and PCAs determineshibe it
that were included in the structural equation model. The hypotheses were tegied us
structural equation modeling. Outcome severity, relational closeness, and their
interactions were dummy coded and entered as exogenous variablegse& For the
details of labels and coding of each variable). Manipulation checks were used as
mediating variables; offenders’ choice of account was used as an outcoamdeyamd

attributional processes and anticipated consequences were also expectdidt three

® The likelihood results of the formal study werentined with the defensiveness results collecteoh fro
Pilot Study 5 to create the composite measure (LD88d in model and hypothesis testing. The details
about the creation of LDA can be found on pp. 86-88
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influence of the independent variables on offenders’ choice of accounts. The post-hoc
analyses were conducted for model fit improvement and better understandingusftacc
that offenders use in conflict situations.
Summary of Results

Hypothesis linfluence of Outcome Severity on Expected Responsibility

Outcome severity was predicted to positively affect responsibdgigaed to
offenders (Walster, 1966). Previous research has suggested that victimaegrsbse
perceive offenders to be less careful when the outcome is severe;rierigtoms or
observers tend to assign more responsibility to offenders (Walster, 1966).Herom t
offenders’ perspective, when they perceive the outcome as severe, offeadkets
expect little chance for them not to be blamed for what has happened. Therefore,
offenders expect victims to assign more responsibility to them when trenoaits
severe than when the outcome is not severe. The results showed a significant positive
effect of outcome severity on expected responsibility. Offenders, when trerauis
severe, tend to expect more responsibility to be assigned to them.
Research Question 1: Effect of Outcome Severity on the Choice of Accounts

Researchers have argued for opposing possibilities of outcome sevéigytoa
people’s choice of accounts. McLaughlin, O’Hair, et al. (1983) stated thatamhen
outcome is severe, people tend to use less defensive accounts, such as conoessions, f
the purpose of easing the tension aroused by their behaviors and to maintain a good
image. However, Schénbach (1990) argued that although there is a possilility tha
offenders may use a less defensive account to present a good image intiba,sithan

an outcome is really severe, taking responsibility may be a gredrbtor offenders.
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Instead, offenders may reject or deny their responsibility to save theirTiaey will
choose more defensive accounts when the severity of an outcome is more severe. Th
results favored Schonbach’s prediction: When offenders perceived that the outaeme
severe, offenders were more likely to use a more defensive accountssuch a
justification, than when the outcome is not severe.
Hypotheses 2: Influence of Relational Closeness on the Choice of Accounts

It is argued in H2 that when a conflict occurs between parties thabalerately
close, offenders are less likely to use a defensive account than when thet ooatlrs
between parties that are close or distant. A curvilinear effect of relatiosaness on
offenders’ choice of accounts was proposed in H2. However, the path indicated by H2 in
the structural equation model was not significant. When testing H2 outside obdet m
the results suggested that relational closeness indeed influences sffehdee of
accounts, in a way opposite to the prediction in H2: Offenders were more likely to use a
defensive account when moderately close to the victim than when relatioraledes
between the offender and the victim was high or low. One possibility is when
manipulating the moderate relational closeness in the hypothetical ceodiario,
participants were told that they have known the other person in the conflict becguse the
have taken several courses together but they did not really hang out after school.
Although participants were told that they had interactions with the other partypaghe
(mostly in class), it did not necessarily indicate that they would take cdogsther
again; that is, participants may not perceive a high possibility of future interagth
the victim. Another possibility is the influence of relational closeness on theecbioi

accounts may depend on how severe the outcome is.
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Hypotheses3: Influence of Relational Closeness and Outcome Severity on theo€hoice
Accounts

Hypothesis 3 examined the interaction of relational closeness and outcome
severity on offenders’ choice of accounts. It was argued that when a senéiet
occurs between two parties who are close, offenders are less likely tdefeasive
account than when the conflict is not severe. When the conflict occurs in a taodera
relational closeness situation, offenders are less likely to use a defecsiest than
when the conflict is between two parties that are distant or close, regardiess
severity of outcome. When a conflict occurs between strangers, offendersrarékely
to use a defensive account than when the conflict is not severe. So offendetheielect
account depending on the interaction between outcome severity and relaticzrads$os
Similar as Hypothesis 2, when H3 was tested in the structural equation modeththe pa
was not significant. However, when testing the hypothesis outside of the model,
significant results suggested that outcome severity and relational closgaesd to
influence offenders’ choice of accounts.
Hypotheses 4: Attributional Processes

Hypothesis 4 specified the effect of outcome severity and relational cloggness
offenders’ attributional processes. The findings did not support the predictions in H4. The
interaction variables created by outcome severity and relational clestde®ot
influence the attributions offenders made. In the post-hoc analysispthiBaation
indices suggested that outcome severity alone may influence the aitrébotienders
make and then influence the expectation of consequences and the choice of accounts.

Additional paths were added to the model to test the influence of outcome sawérity a
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attributions offenders make. The findings of the revised model suggested thaheshen
outcome is severe, offenders tend to make more attributions (more interbatiatty
more controllability attribution, more external attribution, and more uncontrotiabili
attribution) than when outcome is not severe. Maybe when offenders perceive that their
behavior leads to a severe outcome, they search for any possible reasobdbather
in question so that they can decide which reason works best to explain their behavior to
the victim.
Hypotheses 5: Internal Attribution and Anticipated Consequences

H5 proposed that the attributions offenders make influences their expectations
about the responsibilities to be assigned to them and expected anger: Wheareauses
perceived to be internal, offenders acknowledge that they are the msgesad the
conflict; thus, they expect more responsibility assigned to them by vidt&e.(
Furthermore, when offenders make more internal attributions, they exp@tisvic feel
angrier toward their wrong-doings (H5b). The findings indicated that when offender
make more internal attribution, they expect more responsibility to lgmnasisio them.
However, the degree of internal attribution made by offenders does not infthence
expectation of anger felt by the victim. Given that the expected resgiysibi
significantly influences the expected anger, as indicated by the resuitgdothesis 9,
it's possible that the direct influence of internal attribution on the eggexttger is
cancelled out by the mediating effect.
Hypotheses 6: Controllability and Anticipated Consequences

H6 proposed a positive influence of controllability attribution on anticipated

consequences: When offenders perceive that they have control over what has happened,
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they expect the victims to assign more responsibility to them because défendkt
have done otherwise to prevent the conflict. Furthermore, offenders expebethat
victims have more anger as well. The findings suggested that the cintityll
attribution positively affected the amount of responsibility that wasategdo be
assigned to offenders and the amount of anger expected to be felt by vichiers. W
offenders realize that they could have prevented what has happened, they neeld to wat
out for the anger from the victim.
Hypotheses 7: External Attribution and Anticipated Consequences

H7 specified a negative influence of external attribution on expected
consequences. When an external attribution is made by offenders, theywetpastto
assign less responsibility to them and feel less angry. The results did swthea story:
External attributions did not significantly influence offenders’ expbeotsponsibility
and expected anger; furthermore, the positive sighcolefficient implied that when
offenders make more external attribution, they expect the victims to assign m
responsibility to them, which was opposite to the prediction. As discussed by Konovsky
and Jaster (1989), external attribution may not work all the time. When offenders
attribute their wrong-doings to external causes, they may be perceivettiag ia the
ability to take care of their own behaviors or to be simply dishonest about what #eey ha
done. When victims believe that the offenders are not sincere, they mayrasseg
responsibility to the offenders as a punishment.
Hypotheses 8: Uncontrollability and Anticipated Consequences

H8 specified that when offenders make more uncontrollability attributery

believe there is nothing much they could have done to prevent what has happened.
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Therefore, offenders do not see themselves as being responsible for the andfthey
expect less responsibility to be assigned to them and less anger to pevietints. It
was found that when the causes are uncontrollable, offenders do not expectvineiosel
be held responsible for their wrong-doings. However, the results indicated thatleme
uncontrollable reasons are believed to lead to the conflict, offenders stilt giqigos to
be angry, which is opposite to the prediction. An explanation of these results is that
although uncontrollable reasons could shift some amount of responsibility from the
offenders, what has happened does negatively influence the victims. Offendestdimay
expect certain negative emotions, such as anger, could arise naturally as ¢eeoces
of the offenders’ wrong-doing.
Hypothesis 9: Expected Responsibility and Expected Anger

Judgment of responsibility was believed to positively influence the feeling
anger (Allred et al., 1997; Liu & Yao, 2007). H9 stated that when offenders expect more
responsibility to be assigned to them by victims, they also expect victims hgihera
These findings were consistent with the hypothesis. When one is judged to be bésponsi
for a negative incident, more feelings of anger are expected.
Hypothesis 10: Expected Anger and the Choice of Accounts

When offenders expected more anger to be felt by victims, to reduce tieveeg
emotion and possibly decrease the responsibility, they are less likely talefensive
account. The findings supported this hypothesis. Offenders apparentiyideténeir
accounts based on their expectations of the victims’ anger. If they sensdithe gat
furious because of their behaviors, they tend to be nice and be less defensiver,hbweve

they believe victims are not so angry about their behavior, they are moyadikake a
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defensive stand when explaining their behaviors.
How do People Decide the Accounts to Use in Conflict Situations?

When people know that their behaviors lead to a conflict, how will they explain
their behaviors? According to the findings of the current research, people theiose
accounts mainly based on how serious the outcome is. The relationship between the
parties involved in a conflict may also play a role in how offenders explam thei
behaviors. For example, if a conflict happens between two acquaintances, e.g.,
classmates, offenders tend to choose a more defensive account to explairotigir w
doings, compared to when the conflict occurs between two close friends or between two
strangers.

But none of this matters if the conflict has severe consequences. When offenders
perceive that a severe outcome has been caused by their behaviors, noithaiteonv
they have the conflict, offenders may think about defending themselves, perlaaps as
method to protect their own images. But the determination of accounts is welatadc
When offenders perceive that their behaviors lead to a severe outcome, they sdlek out
possible reasons, internal, external, controllable, or uncontrollable, and gngpenhow
much responsibility the victim may assign to them and how angry the victynbea
After deliberately considering the causes of the conflict ancethation from the victim,
offenders will select the account that they think benefits them most.

How do offenders know which account works best? They imagine how angry the
victim may be and how much responsibility the victim is willing to assign to tife
offenders believe that the victims will assign more responsibility to Hredrthe victims

will become angry, the offenders will then be nice and use a less defaocsoumt, such
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as admitting their wrong-doings or offering some compensation. On the other hand, if
offenders think that the victims are not so angry about the wrong-doing, they tend to take
a more defensive stand, such as pointing to external reasons as the cause ofdherconfl
denying their connection to the behavior in question.
Limitations of the Study and the Direction for Future Research

This study has several limitations regarding the conceptualization afrdecthe
measure for the accounts, and the hypothetical scenario used in the formal study.
Limitation Regarding the Conceptualization of Accounts

The current research examined four types of accounts: concession, jumtificat
excuse, and refusal. Offenders’ actions were assumed to be self-seftemgte@s
choose different types of accounts to defend themselves. Therefore, the four types of
accounts represent the extent to which offenders defend themselves inct siuadtion.
As indicated by the results from Pilot Study 5, concession was found to be the leas
defensive type of accounts and refusal was found to be the most defensive type of
accounts. The defensiveness levels of justification and excuse weramidttie and
justification was more defensive than excuse, which was opposite to what Schonbach
(1990) proposed. However, one caveat to this assumption is that not all accounts are self
serving. An offender may use an account to honestly describe what has oatarred |
conflict situation, so that the account is not intended to defend oneself at all. The
defensiveness continuum of accounts cannot be applied to all types of accounts. Future
research may explore other continua to describe different types of acaodintsya
consider other types of accounts other than the four types investigated irréme cur

research.
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Further, the current research argues that offenders use differenvtygoesunts
to maintain their self image or maintain the relationship with others. Hoyi&xeegoals
of different types of accounts are assumed, not tested, in this dissertéfieonle® may
consider different goals in different relationships, rather than simphgtto maintain
the relationship. Future research should scrutinize the different géaislefs may try to
fulfill and examine the account-making process through a goal perspective.
Limitation Regarding the Dependent Measures

Each construct proposed in the theoretical model was measured by 5 to 7 items,
which were developed and tested in several pilot studies. Reliability ceefsicor all
the measures were acceptable and in some cases good. However, fit indices from the
majority of the measurement models indicate non-unidimensional factor stsidtor
example, the measures for the four types of attributions all had more than ongingderl
factors, which may contribute to the non-significant results about attributicodgses.

Previous research on accounts often asked participants to self-reportitiie act
accounts they used in an incident and use coders to code these responses. The current
research took a different approach. A list of accounts was developed and provided to
participants to indicate their likelihood of choosing each account. Although this elpproa
provides a measure that can be adopted in other conflict situations, it hagatsolm
The accounts people make in a conflict situation may be much more complicated than the
list of accounts provided in the measure. Also people often use more than one type of
accounts. The measure used in the current research constrained participagta to onl
limited amount of accounts. Future research may use both methods (i.e., self report of

actual accounts and selection from a list of provided accounts) to better understand
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people’s choice of accounts and may consider examining the sequences of accounts,
instead of a single account.

Further, this study only focused on the offenders’ perspective for selecting
accounts. To determine the accounts to be used in a conflict situation, offendets see
go through a series of calculations: They consider the reasons that leeid ¥orong-
doing and they imagine the victims’ reactions, such as how much responsibility the
victims will assign to the offenders and how angry the victims will lo¢.aB these
variables were assessed only from the offenders’ perspective. Wtietlaarcounts
offenders select will work out (i.e., accepted by the victims) remainsstiqn. The
acceptance of accounts is beyond the scope of the study but is an important tbpic for t
future research.

Limitation Regarding the Hypothetical Conflict Scenario

This study used one hypothetical conflict scenario and asked participants t
imagine they were the offenders in the conflict. Although using hypotheteahsos
had its advantages, the problems with hypothetical scenarios bring cautions about
interpreting and applying the study’s results. The current research is based on t
assumption that people deliberately process information at the time of candithey
are engaged in making attributions, expecting consequences for their conmonnaa
selecting an account. However, Nisbett and Wilson (1977) pointed out that “in
dissonance and attribution studies...people appear to be unable to report that a cognitive
process has occurred” (p. 246), which may explain why the paths to the attribatioes i
original model were not significant. It is also possible that the processedbddsn an

experiment may be different from the processes people experience in an actual
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interaction. Future research may consider using actual interactionsrimexae
processes offender may experience in a conflict situation.
Future Directions: Cultural Differences in Accounts

The current research only studied the attributional processes involving accounts in
the United States. Although some hypotheses were not supported, overall the model had a
moderate fit. The question is whether the model can be extended to different cultures
Some features of account-giving and attributional processes provided foundations f
possible cultural differences in the proposed model.

First, McLaughlin, Cody et al. (1983), Gonzales, Manning, and Haugen (1992),
and Takaku (2000) have argued that accounts have implications for face concerns: In
general, different types of accounts pose different degrees of ttoedtsnders’ and
victims’ face. Given the consistent findings on cross-cultural differenfae&econcerns
(e.g., Cai & Fink, 2002; Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2002), it is expected that cultiire wi
influence people’s choice of accounts.

McLaughlin, Cody et al. (1983) and Gonzales et al. (1992) argued that
concessions, an explanation that admits responsibility and offers compensaten, m
offenders vulnerable to others’ blame. But using concessions indicates that isffertie
sorry about their behaviors and are willing to do something to compensate the,victims
which saves the victims’ face. McLaughlin, Cody et al. and Gonzales et aficsjiigc
argued that using concessions, among all four types of accounts, poses a maxaaum thr
to offenders’ face but a minimum threat to the victims’ face. Excuses a¢sdehr
offenders’ self face because excuses, like concessions, admit offensiposisibility for

the behavior that led to a conflict. However, when people use excuses, they can point to
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external reasons as the causes of the behavior in question, the level of threstker gff
face is less than that posed by a concession. On the other hand, when offenders use
external reasons to explain their behavior, although offenders admit that tkety el
responsibility for their behavior, they are not so guilty because they don’tdmweuch
control over what has happened. Excuses pose a greater threat to victims’rfale tha
concessions.

Further, justifications suggest that offenders believe that their behawors ar
consistent with a higher goal. Therefore, offenders’ self face is pedtbecause
offenders perceive that they do not have much freedom when it comes to the behavior in
guestion; they have to behave in a certain way to fulfill a superordinate gdelugtit
justifications acknowledge offenders’ wrong-doing, offenders do not interatéptthat
they violate a social norm, which poses a higher threat to victims’ face than ei
concessions or excuses. McLaughlin, O’Hair, et. al. (1983) and Gonzale§l802))
stated that when refusals are used, offenders could deny their connedititimewit
behavior in question or deny that the behavior in question is inappropriate; as,a result
refusals protect offenders’ face to the maximum degree but pose the gleatddio
victims’ face.

Studies on conflict management styles have suggested that face concgassavar
function of culture (e.g., Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2002). Most of the literaturaa f
concerns and conflict management has focused on Chinese and AmericaBsee. &
Cairns, 2004) and has suggested that Chinese have a higher concern for othéerahface
Americans do;on the other hand, the literature has argued that Americanshdence

more with self face than others’ face (Ting-Toomey & Oetzel, 2002). Althdweyk aire
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some arguments against this conclusion in research (e.g., Cai & Donohue, 1997), give
this discussion on face concern and accounts, Chinese offenders are expecteoréo be m
likely to use a less defensive account in a conflict situation whereascameifenders

may be more likely to use a more defensive account to handle conflict.

A second reason for cultural differences in account use is that attributional
patterns are different across cultures. For example, the fundamentaliatirdrabr
(FAE, i.e., a tendency to overestimate the influence of personal traits andsimdate
the influence of situational factors; Ross, 1977) is found in the United States but the
generality of the FAE cross-culturally is arguable. Studies have foun@hinzese, as
compared to Americans, are more likely to rely on external factors to ex@plactor’s
behaviors (e.g., Choi, Nisbett, & Norenzayan, 1999). However, when a negative event
occurs, Asians are more likely to attribute their own failure to interaabres (e.g., lack
of effort) whereas Americans attribute the failure to environmentaira¢t.g., the
difficulty of an exam) (Salili, Maehr, & Gillmore, 1976).

Findings from those attribution studies suggest that when a conflict occurs,
Chinese are more likely to make internal attributions about their own behaviorawhere
Americans are more likely to make external attributions. Consequentlyguocer¢éhe
responsibility assigned by victims and alleviate the anger that aacoes a conflict,
Chinese are less likely to use a defensive account than Americans. Esaaih may
test the model in different cultures and examine cultural influences oruatmial
processes involved in the selection of accounts.

Significance of the Study and Conclusion

This study attempted to answer one question: What attributional processes do
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offenders engage in to determine the account to use in a conflict situation? Awaedel
established to examine the influence of outcome severity and relational skbsene
offenders’ choice of accounts, mediated by the attributions offenders makdemtbds’
anticipation of the victim’s reactions. The data moderately supported the model and
showed that when the outcome of a conflict is severe, offenders tend to make more
attributions, expect more responsibility assigned to them, and expect moréeirige

the victim, compared to when the outcome is not severe. Based on the expected reacti
from the victim, offenders will choose an account to explain their wrong-doiegstiiie
more expected anger felt by victims, the less likely a defensive accoulat beu

chosen).

The driving force for this study came from the discrepancy between the
significant role of accounts in conflict management and the research thmgdmdone to
explore this area. When looking at a simple interpersonal conflict (e.g., tietteigt the
beginning of the current research), explaining one’s behavior constitutesrapiaudjof
the conflict process. Offenders’ explanation of their behaviors actually laguhddtion
for how a conflict will be resolved. Offenders’ accounts directly influencenvse
perceptions of the causes of the conflict, the offenders’ intentions, the amount of
responsibility that can be assigned to offenders, and in general, the veaynfinet can
be handled (Sitkin & Bies, 1993). Although accounts play an important role in conflict
management, relatively little research has explored this simple wandiirigaconflict
(e.g., McLaughlin, O’'Hair et al., 1983). The current research, one of fellestu
examining how offenders select their accounts, adds to the understandicguita

development processes.
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The current research contributes to the literatures of conflict managerdent an
communication in general because it provides a theoretical model for understaeding
account-giving processes via an attributional perspective. The currenfestudgd on
interpersonal conflict; however, the results can be cautiously applied tacotitexts,
such as organizational communication. In addition, the model can be revised and
evaluated in diverse ethnicities and cultures, contributing to the cross-cultural
communication literature. The current research has not explored the accongt-givi
process in different cultural contexts; but the discussion of face concerngranudians
points to possible cross-cultural studies on accounts in the future.

The current research contributes to the account literatures in three different
aspects. First, it changes the focus of account studies from typologymlaeakio
understanding the account-selecting processes. For a long time, Mchaetgiili (1992)
have promoted greater understanding of how people create accounts, onddditi
developing different types of accounts. Researchers have been looking into thimitssue
not many studies have been generated. The current research answersdlexaaline
one account-making process and provides important information about how offenders
determine the accounts used in a conflict situation.

Second, the current research took an approach to examine accounts that was
different from past research. Traditionally, participants are askedf tegert a negative
event and provide the actual accounts they used at that time. After that, traimsd code
code the accounts into different categories. Although this method may have more
external validity, it limits researchers’ ability to examine spea@ftecedent conditions

of interest. The current research employed an experimental destydy the variables
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of interest and, instead of asking participants to report their accounts, provideaf a lis
accounts to which they responded. This technique is easy to administer dxed can
adapted to different conflict situations.

Third, researchers have been mapping types of accounts on different cootinua; f
example, Schénbach (1990) used a defensiveness continuum to describe concessions,
justifications, excuses, and refusals. Schonbach argued that concessiorst are lea
defensive, followed by justifications, and excuses are more defensive thangtistis
but less defensive than refusals. However, Schonbach did not provide any empirical
evidence for this proposition. One pilot study for the current research adasiéy the
defensiveness levels of these four types of accounts and found that concessions, indeed,
are the least defensive account whereas refusals are the most defensive. The
defensiveness of justifications and excuses are significantly diffecantdfach other and
justifications are more defensive than excuses, which is opposite to Schonbigaés or
proposition. Whether Schénbach’s proposition is wrong cannot be determined by results
from a single study. The current research provides certain eatgindings on the
defensiveness of each type of accounts but more studies are needed fomaniesf
answer in the future.

Different types of accounts have their own features. When used in an
interpersonal conflict, each type of accounts reflects different extped offenders have
about victims’ reactions and possibly implies different goals offendets aaghieve. The
current research found that offenders will take a less defensive standaio ¢xeir
behavior when they expect the victim to be angry and to assign more responsibility to

them, in another word, when offenders expect the victim to be tough. However, when
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offenders expect the victim to be soft, that is to say, offenders do not expectithdwict
be so angry and to assign much responsibility to them, offenders then will pdayAha
Chinese idiom describes it welli ruan pa ying(bully the soft ones but be afraid of the

tough ones). It's in the human nature.
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Appendix A

Instruments for Manipulation Checks in the Formal Study

Scale: 0 =not at all
100 = moderate amount
Use any number from zero on up

Perceived Outcome Severity
1. To what extent does your mistake influence Person B?
2. How severe is the outcome of this situation for Person B?
3. How severely does your mistake affect Person B? _
4. How much influence does your mistake have on Person B’s scholarship for the next
year?
5. How much difficulty does your mistake have on Person B’s obtaining his or her
scholarship for the next year?
6. To what extent do you think the outcome is severe?
Perceived Relational Closeness
1. To what extent do you think Person B is a good friend of yours?
2. To what extent do you think you and Person B are close to each other?
3. How much knowledge do you have of Person B?
4. How familiar are you with Person B?
5. How close are you with Person B?
6. How well do you know Person B? _
Note The labels (i.e., perceived outcome severity and perceived relational ck)saees

for readers’ convenience. They were not shown in the actual questionnaire. The same

idea was followed for all the items listed below in Appendices B, C, D, and E.
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Appendix B
Instruments for Attributions in the Formal Study
Scale: 0 =not at all
100 = moderate amount
Use any number from zero on up
Degree of Internal Attributions
1. How likely is that what has happened was due to your own carelessness?
2. How likely is that what has happened was due to internal traits, such as your
personality? _
3. How likely is that what has happened was due to you not paying enough attention
when the readings were assigned? _
4. How likely is that what has happened was because you did not care about what grade
you and Person B could get for this assignment? _
5. To what extent do you believe what has happened was because you did not spend
enough time on the assignment?
6. To what extent do you think what has happened was because of you?
7. To what extent do you think your personality determines what has happened?
Controllability
1. How likely is that what has happened was avoidable?
2. How much control do you have over what has happened?
3. How likely is it that you could have prevented this mistake? _
4. To what extent do you believe you could have done otherwise to prevent what has
happened?

5. To what extent do you think you could have done differently to avoid what has
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happened?

Degree of External Attributions
1. How likely is that what has happened was due to the professor not giving clear
instructions for the assignment?

2. How likely is that what has happened was caused by other people instead of you?

3. How likely is that what has happened was because the wordings in the instruction wer
confusing? -
4. How likely is that what has happened was due to some external reason (for example,
someone mistakenly took your notes away so you had nothing to rely for the instructions
for the project)? -
5. To what extent do you think what has happened was due to Person B’s decision to
meet the night before the due date? o

6. To what extent do you think what has happened was because of other people?

7. To what extent do you think environmental reasons determine what has happened?

Uncontrollability

1. How likely is that what happened was out of your control? -
2. To what extent do you believe there is not much you could do to prevent what has
happened?

3. How likely is that you have no control over what has happened?

4. To what extent do you think you cannot prevent what has happened?

5. To what extent do you think what has happened was inevitable?
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Note.Based on results from confirmatory factor analysis and principal components
analysis, not all seven items that measured the degree of internal attribugon we

included in the model that was tested. The four items used in the model that was tested

were item 1, item 3, item 5, and item 6.
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Appendix C
Instruments for Anticipated Consequences in the Formal Study
Scale: 0 =not at all
100 = moderate amount
Use any number from zero on up
Expected Responsibility
1. How much responsibility would Person B assign to you for what has happened?

2. To what extent would Person B think you are responsible for what has happened?

3. To what extent would Person B think you are chargeable for what has happened?

4. To what extent would Person B think you are accountable for what has happened?
5. To what extent would Person B think you should take full responsibility for what has
happened?

6. To what extent would Person B think what has happened should be attributed to you?

Expected Anger

1. How angry do you expect Person B to be?
2. How irritated do you expect Person B to be?
3. How furious do you expect Person B to be?

4. How mad do you expect Person B to be?
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5. How fuming do you expect Person B to be?

6. How annoyed do you expect Person B to be?
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Appendix D
Instruments for the Likelihood of Selecting an Account in the Formal Study
Scale: 0 = not at all
100 = moderate amount
Use any number from zero on up
Concessions
Concession 1. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instructions. Is there any way that | ¢
make it up to you?
Concession 2. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. | will take the full
responsibility and it’s all my fault.
Concession 3. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. | will talk with the
professor to see whether we can come up with a possible solution.
Concession 4. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. | hope you know that | am
shocked about this grade and feel horrible about bringing your grade down.
Concession 5. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. Could | possibly write a
letter to complement your scholarship application to explain what happened?
Justifications
Justification 1. | am sorry that the grade influenced your scholarship. But | honestly
thought | was doing the correct work.
Justification 2. | am sorry that the grade influenced your scholarship. You know that |
am a good student and | would never want this grade myself. It's a complete
misunderstanding.
Justification 3. | am sorry that the grade influenced your scholarship. | knew how

important the grade was to you but I did try my best to get a good grade.
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Justification 4. | am sorry that the grade influenced your scholarship. But | worked very
hard on this assignment. We should have gotten together to edit the paper earlier.
Justification 5. | am sorry that the grade influenced your scholarship. But | thought | did
on the correct readings and | did a thorough job on the readings that | reported on.
Excuses

Excuse 1. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. But the wording in the
direction was really confusing and that may be the reason why | wrote thg podion

of the paper.

Excuse 2. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. | was being careless and
confused with all the paper work.

Excuse 3. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. It's just ...... there were other
things that contributed to the mistake.

Excuse 4. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. | was so nervous about this
course and tried to do well on this assignment; but maybe my nervousness led me to write
the wrong portion of the paper.

Excuse 5. | am sorry that | misunderstood the instruction. My sister accidently took my
notes away and | did not have anything to rely on to write the paper. | thought |
remembered the instruction correctly.

Refusals

Refusal 1. | know the readings | read were the right material for the paper. | did not find
anything wrong to what | contributed to the paper.

Refusal 2. | have to say | did more work than you and | don’t think the grading is fair.
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Refusal 3. If this course means a lot to you, you should have put more focus on the
collaboration.
Refusal 4. You made me do all the work and not call me on what the paper should be

about.

Refusal 5. | told you we should not wait until the last minute. We deserve the grade we

got. It's all your fault not contributing to the paper and we got a poor grade.
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Appendix E
Pilot Study 1: Questionnaire for Collecting Conflict Scenarios
CONFLICT STRATEGY STUDY
Department of Communication
University of Maryland, College Park
Spring, 2007

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

In this study, we are interested in learning what you say when you havetmafor
yourselves: That is, what you say when you feel that, for one reason or anotheygou

to answer to someone elsecause of something you did or failed to do, which resulted

into a conflict between you and another person. For example, you might have to account
to your girlfriend or boyfriend for the fact that when you used his or her laptop to surf
online, the web page you visited contained virus that wiped out all his or her important
documents; or your classmate might expect you to account for your fail@teito the

lecture notes to her, which left her little time to prepare for the final angatlen

overall low grade for that class. Sometimes we give accounts even if noksrferaane,
because we think that our behavior needs explanations, or because we think that the other
person thinks that our behavior was questionable. For example, you were responsible for
making powerpoint slides for a group presentation. In the middle of the presentation, one
of your slides accidentally made weird noises from the animation ygatftr delete.

Although your group members did not say anything, you felt you ought to say something
to explain that weird noise.

So, we would like you to recall a recent conflict you had with another person resulted
from something you did, and answer the following questions on the next page.

Please read all instructions carefully before you answer each questionvAtyhend,
you will have an opportunity to comment on our study.

Please do not leave any questions out. This would cause that we have to exclude your
answers from our study.

Please note that there are no correct or incorrect answers. We are sierpbtéd in
what your account was in the situation you recall.
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1. Inthe table, please recall a situation in which a conflict occurred receteden
you and another perstrecause of something YOU did. You should know that
conflicts do not always have satisfactory endings. So you can describe any
conflict you actually had due to something you did. Make sure to describe the
occurrence in detail.

When did the conflict
happen (approximately)?,

Relationship between yo
and the other person in
the conflict.

o

What happened (please
describe the incidence in
detail, from the start of
the conflict to its
solutions)?

To your knowledge, what
was/were the cause(s) of
the conflict (please list al
reasons that you can think
of)?

To your knowledge, what
did you expect the other
person would think the
cause(s) was/were (please
all reasons that you
expect the other person
would think of)?

What was your emotion
during the conflict (e.g.,
did you feel angry)?
Please list all emotions
you experienced at the
moment of the conflict.

What was your
expectation of the other
person’s emotion at the
time of conflict (e.g., did
you expect the other
person feel angry)? Please
list all emotions you
expected the other person
might have experienced at
the moment of the
conflict.
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2. When the conflict described in question 1 happened, did the other person say
anything that made you feel you ought to explain your behaviors to the other
person?

If there was a Yes. He/She said:
verbalized request for
an explanation,

Please recall as best as
you can the actual

words used by the other
person

If no verbalized requestNo. But | thought | should explain my behavior because
for an explanation was
presented, please recal

as best as you can why
you thought, at that

moment, an
explanation was

necessary.
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3. Please recall, in as close to the exact words as possible, what you said to explai
your behavior to the other person in the conflict described in question 1.

To explain my behavior, | said:

4. Are you satisfied with the endings of the conflict mentioned in question 1e(circl
one):

YES NO

5. If given a second chance, what else would you say other than the explanation you
provided above?

To explain my behavior, | would have said:

Wewould also liketo know a little mor e about you. Please complete the following
information.
1. What is your gender? (circle one) MALE FEMALE

2. What is your age? | am years old.



3. Which race/ethnicity label describes you best? (circle one)

African-American / Black Hispanic / Latino
Asian-American / Asian Native American
Caucasian / White Other (Please specify):
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4. What is your nationality (which country issues you a passport)?

5. Is English your native (first) language? (circle one) YES NO

If not, what is your native language?

6. What is your major in college?

7. What year are you in college? (circle one)

FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE
JUNIOR SENIOR
GRADUATE OTHER (Please specify):

Do you have any commentsregarding our study?

Thank you for completing all the questions. We appreciate your participation!
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Appendix F
Pilot Study 2: Questionnaire for Sorting Task

Sorting out Conflict Information
Department of Communication
University of Maryland, College Park

August, 2007

Purpose The study contains information from another study. You will read about
different conflicts. Your task is to sort those conflicts according to theigestthe
conflict (severe vs. not severe) and the closeness of the relationship betweeoplean
that conflict (not close at all, somewhat close, very close). Remember,simereight or
wrong way to sort those scenarios. You are sorting the scenarios based owryour
judgment.

Instructions You will receive 93 numbered index cards. On each card there is one
conflict. Some of them are described in detail and some are less detailed.

Step 1:

Please read over all 93 conflicts carefully, getting familiar with themaaidng
sure you understand each of them. If you have any questions, please feel free to
ask the researcher.
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Step 2:

After you get familiar with these 93 conflicts, please sort them into thi@gor
table on the next page (Table 1).

You will sort these conflicts based on two criteria: the severity of the coaffic
closeness of the relationship between the participants to the conflict.

* Severity of the conflict refers to how serious the consequence might be
because of the conflict mentioned on the card.

*Closeness of th&elationship refers to the extent that the people in the
conflict are close to each other.

Please put the number of the card in the most appropriate cell. And remember:
Each conflict can be put in ONE AND ONLY ONE CELL in the table.

If you are not sure which cell to put a conflict into, please write down the card
number in Table 2 (Other) and explain the reason why you cannot determine
which cell the conflict should be in.
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Sorting Table (Table 1)

Closeness
of the

Relationship

Severity of the Conflict

Severe

Not severe

Not close at
all

Somewhat
close

Very close
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Other (Table 2)

Card
Number

Please specify the reason why you cannot determine the cell from Tal
you should put this scenario into.

ble 1
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Step 3: Now you have finished sorting all 93 conflicts. Before we move to the
next step, do you want to take a final look at your sorting? Do you want to change
any sorting?
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Step 4: Wewould also liketo know alittle mor e about you. Please complete
thefollowing information.

1. What is your gender? (circle one) MALE FEMALE
2. What is your age? | am years old.

3. Which race/ethnicity label describes you best? (circle one)

African-American / Black Hispanic / Latino
Asian-American / Asian Native American
Caucasian / White Other (Please specify):

4. What is your nationality or citizenship?

5. Is English your native (first) language? (circle one) YES NO

If not, what is your native language?

6. What is your major in college?

7. What year are you in college? (circle one)

FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE
JUNIOR SENIOR
GRADUATE OTHER (Please specify):

8. Please provide your SONA ID here:
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Appendix G
Conflict Incidents Reported in Pilot Study 1
How sorters sorted the 93 conflicts reported in Pilot Study 1 was examined and the
following five incidents were applicable in all six experimental conditiortse first
incident was selected to develop the hypothetical conflict scenario usedanntiaé
study because the conflict occurred in a context familiar to future partigipant

Incident 1 “There were five students including me that decided to form a virtual
study group. | was not in class the day that everyone decided who would outline what
chapters. | was given the wrong chapters so | did the same work as anothet’stude

Incident 2 “Basically my roommate was angry at me because | didn't
‘completely’ wake him up to study for his finals exam. | believe it was himcdnaded
the conflict because he made a huge deal about it. | came back at 12pm and | woke him
up then but he was angry.”

Incident 3 “Even though my boyfriend told me he was coming to pick me up, |
wasn’t ready and we missed the movie that he had really wanted to see. Hedwas ma
because he had given me over an hour to get ready and | had been doing other things
instead. | apologized many times.”

Incident 4 “I copied my work schedule down incorrectly, so | showed up to work
an hour late. | ended up showing up late, excused by my manager, but | felt like I'd
disappointed him.”

Incident 5 “It happened about two weeks ago. | was sitting directly opposite to
the air conditioner in the office and | was freezing to death. So | resemntiperature.

However, one of my officemates immediately stood up and turned the AC temperature
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back, which upset me. | said that | could not handle the room that cold, and he pretended

not to hear my complaints.”
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Appendix H
Hypothetical Conflict Scenarios Used in the Formal Study
1. Scenario for the condition of close relationship and high outcome severity:

You and Person B grew up together and attended the same university. The two of
you have been best friends for many years. You and Person B took a tough course
together last semester. You were teamed together and assigned topaiier to
summarize readings for the class. According to the syllabus, the paperfocodi®®o of
the overall grade. Both group members would receive the same grade for tmmassig
The professor assigned the work evenly for each member. Person B told ybththat
grade for this course was not good, his or her scholarship for the next year would
definitely be in jeopardy. You and Person B worked independently and combined your
work the night before the due date and turned it in as one group assignment. When you
and Person B received the graded paper, you were shocked to learn that you loaal earne
score of only 60%. It turned out that you had misunderstood the directions and had
written your part of the paper on the wrong readings. Person B was vetypapaese

such a low grade resulted in him or her not getting next year's schplarshi

2. Scenario for the condition of close relationship and low outcome severity:

You and Person B grew up together and attended the same university. The two of
you have been best friends for many years. You and Person B took a tough course
together last semester. You were teamed together and assigned topaiier to
summarize readings for the class. According to the syllabus, the paperfoou®®o of

the overall grade. Both group members would receive the same grade for gnaassi
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The professor assigned the work evenly for each member. Person B told ybththat i
grade for this course was not good, there is a possibility that his or her scidiarshe

next year will be influenced. You and Person B worked independently and combined
your work the night before the due date and turned it in as one group assignment. When
you and Person B received the graded paper, you were shocked to learn that you had
earned a score of only 70%. It turned out that you had misunderstood the directions and
had written your part of the paper on the wrong readings. Person B was not happy but h
or she did great on other assignments and believed it would not influence his or her

getting next year's scholarship.

3. Scenario for the condition of somewhat close relationship and high outcome severity:
You and Person B were in couple of classes together before. Although the two of
you know each other, you only see each other in class. You and Person B took a tough
course together last semester. You were teamed together and assigneda@aper to
summarize readings for the class. According to the syllabus, the paperfocodi®®o of
the overall grade. Both group members would receive the same grade for tmmassig
The professor assigned the work evenly for each member. Person B told yibththat
grade for this course was not good, his or her scholarship for the next year would
definitely be in jeopardy. You and Person B worked independently and combined your
work the night before the due date and turned it in as one group assignment. When you
and Person B received the graded paper, you were shocked to learn that you loaal earne
score of only 60%. It turned out that you had misunderstood the directions and had

written your part of the paper on the wrong readings. Person B was vetypapaese
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such a low grade resulted in him or her not getting next year's scholarship

4. Scenario for the condition of somewhat close relationship and low outcome severity:
You and Person B were in couple of classes together before. Although the two of
you know each other, you only see each other in class. You and Person B took a tough
course together last semester. You were teamed together and assignezlda paper to
summarize readings for the class. According to the syllabus, the paperfoou®®o of
the overall grade. Both group members would receive the same grade for tmmassig
The professor assigned the work evenly for each member. Person B told ybththat i
grade for this course was not good, there is a possibility that his or her scidiarshe
next year will be influenced. You and Person B worked independently and combined
your work the night before the due date and turned it in as one group assignment. When
you and Person B received the graded paper, you were shocked to learn that you had
earned a score of only 70%. It turned out that you had misunderstood the directions and
had written your part of the paper on the wrong readings. Person B was not hapgy but
or she did great on other assignments and believed it would not influence his or her

getting next year's scholarship.

5. Scenario for the condition of not—close-at—all relationship and high outcome severity:
You and Person B do not really know each other. You happened to sit next to

each other on the first day of class. You and Person B took a tough course together last

semester. You were teamed together and assigned to write a paper to semeadnms

for the class. According to the syllabus, the paper counts for 40% of the ovadall g
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Both group members would receive the same grade for this assignmentofEssqr
assigned the work evenly for each member. Person B told you that if theefgrahis

course was not good, his or her scholarship for the next year would definitely be in
jeopardy. You and Person B worked independently and combined your work the night
before the due date and turned it in as one group assignment. When you and Person B
received the graded paper, you were shocked to learn that you had earnedbmtdgre

60%. It turned out that you had misunderstood the directions and had written your part of
the paper on the wrong readings. Person B was very upset because such a low grade

resulted in him or her not getting next year's scholarship.

6. Scenario for the condition of not-close-at—all relationship and low outcome severity
You and Person B do not really know each other. You happened to sit next to

each other on the first day of class. You and Person B took a tough course together las

semester. You were teamed together and assigned to write a paper to semeadhmgs

for the class. According to the syllabus, the paper counts for 10% of the ovadall g

Both group members would receive the same grade for this assignmeptofidssor

assigned the work evenly for each member. Person B told you that if thd@réde

course was not good, there is a possibility that his or her scholarship for the mextlyea

be influenced. You and Person B worked independently and combined your work the

night before the due date and turned it in as one group assignment. When you and Person

B received the graded paper, you were shocked to learn that you had eaworedé sc

only 70%. It turned out that you had misunderstood the directions and had written your

part of the paper on the wrong readings. Person B was not happy but he or shatdid gre
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on other assignments and believed it would not influence his or her getting néxt year

scholarship.
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Appendix |
Pilot Study 3: Questionnaire for Manipulation Checks
Scenario Assessment
Department of Communication
University of Maryland, College Park
Spring, 2008

Note.The same instructions were used in Pilot Studies 3, 5, 6, and the formal study.

Researchers at the University of Maryland are interested in knowing hove eqbin
themselves in interactions.

What do you need to doin this study?

1. Read a hypothetical incident. There are two persons (Person A and Person B)
involved in the incident. Please image you wer e Person A.

2. Provide possible explanations by imagining you were Person A.

3. Answer some questionsregarding theincident.

Ready? Start!

*Part |: Situation *

You and Person B grew up together and attended the same university. The two

of you have been best friends for many years. You and Person B took a tough cqg
together last semester. You were teamed together and assigned topaier to
summarize readings for the class. According to the syllabus, the paperfoou4i@®o
of the overall grade. Both group members would receive the same grade for this

assignment. The professor assigned the work evenly for each memben. B ¢oil

urse

you that if the grade for this course was not good, his or her scholarship for the next

year would definitely be in jeopardy. You and Person B worked independently an
combined your work the night before the due date and turned it in as one group
assignment. When you and Person B received the graded paper, you were shoc
learn that you had earned a score of only 60%. It turned out that you had

misunderstood the directions and had written your part of the paper on the wrong

xed to
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Part Il: Providing explanations

Imagine that you were the one that worked with Person B on this group project. What
would you say to Person B to explain what you did (i.e., you wrote your portion of the
review paper on wrong readings, which contributed to receiving a 40% for the review

paper)?
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Part Ill: Questions about the Situation

Still imagine yourself in the situation. Read the instructions and answenlitheing
guestions.

Please use the following instructions to answer the questisast number from 0 (zero) to
infinity to respond to each question. Zero means not at all and 100 means a moadeuate you
may use nhumbers from zero to infinity mlease use a specific number. For example, suppose
you were asked the question “how much do you like chocolate?” If you like chocolate atmoder
amount, then you would rate your answer as 100. If you like chocolate only a littleptheray
rate your answer as 20; but if you really like chocolate, you may oateayyswer as 300. For
each question, you would rate your answer using any numbers based on the follol®ing sca

0=not at all

100 = moder ate amount

Use any number from zero on up

To ensure you understand how to use the scale, first practice using tworgitsii are
not relevant to the situation you just read.

1. How much do you like the food offergd 0=not at all
at the dining hall of your school? 100 = moder ate amount
Use any number from zero on up
2. How much do you like the service at 0=not at all
the main library of your school? 100 = moder ate amount
Use any number from zero on up

When you feel ready to use the scale you just practiced, turn to the next page.
Please remember: Answer questions by
IMAGINING theincident happened between you and Person B.
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Question Scale Y our
Rating

1. How severe is the outcome of this situation? 0=not at all
100 = moder ate amount

Use any number from zero on up

2. How severely did your mistake affect Person 0=not at all
B? 100 = moder ate amount

Use any number from zero on up
3. How much influence would your mistake haye 0=not at all
on Person B’s fellowship application? 100 = moder ate amount

Use any number from zero on up
4. How much difficulty would your mistake have 0=not at all
on Person B’s ability to achieve his or her goals? 100 = moder ate amount

Use any number from zero on up
5. How close are you with Person B? 0=not at all

100 = moder ate amount
Use any number from zero on up

6. How much knowledge do you have of Persgn 0=not at all
B? 100 = moder ate amount

Use any number from zero on up
7. How familiar are you with Person B? 0=not at all

100 = moder ate amount
Use any number from zero on up
8. How well do you know Person B? 0=not at all
100 = moder ate amount
Use any number from zero on up

1. My ageis years.

2. | am (circle one) FEMALE MALE

3. lam acitizen of (country).

4. My ethnicity is or most closely to
African-American / Black Hispanic / Latino
Asian-American / Asian Native American
Caucasian / White Other (Please specify):

5. My native language is ENGLISH

(circle one) Other (please specify):

6. I am a(n) (circle one)
FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE

JUNIOR SENIOR
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GRADUATE STUDENT  OTHER (please specify):
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Appendix J
Instruments for Defensiveness of Accounts in Pilot Study 5

Scale: 0 = not at all

100 = moderate amount

Use any number from zero on up
Defensiveness
1. To what extent were you being self-protective?
2. To what extent were you being guarded?
3. To what extent were you sticking out for yourself?
4. To what extent were you being assertive?

5. To what extent were you trying to shift responsibility?

6. To what extent were you being defensive?
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Appendix K

List of Open-Ended Questions Used in Pilot Study 6
Note The purpose of using the following questions was to obtain comments from
participants regarding the clarity of the questionnaire that measured exickat
variables.
1. Could you describe your general impression of the questionnaire?
2. What do you think the purpose of the study is?
3. What do you think the researchers want to measure?
4. Do you feel the questions are clear?
5. Are there any questions you found confusing or difficult to answer? Pleas@.expla

6. Do you have any other comments on the study?
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Appendix L

Descriptives of the Indicators in the Formal Study after Transformation

Indicators Mean SD RangkEim Value A Skewness Standard Error
SEV1 6.59 150 8.81 501 0.35 -0.23 0.16
SEV2 6.63 2.06 9.06 900 0.35 0.52 0.16
SEV3 6.56 1.84 7.66 700 0.35 0.32 0.16
SEV4 6.31 2.54 11.22 1000 0.35 0.31 0.16
SEV5 6.04 2.06 9.49 620 0.35 -0.16 0.16
SEV6 6.00 191 880 500 0.35 -0.31 0.16
REL1 4.88 2.32 8.80 500 0.35 -0.18 0.16
REL2 4.67 245 8.80 500 0.35 -0.09 0.16
REL3 4.99 2.12 8.80 500 0.35 0.22 0.16
REL4 5.06 2.08 8.80 500 0.35 0.22 0.16
REL5 4.73 2.36 8.80 500 0.35 0.07 0.16
REL6 4.91 219 8.80 500 0.35 0.26 0.16
A1 10.87 3.45 16.39 500 0.45 -0.14 0.16
A2 5.85 3.58 10.85 200 0.45 -0.40 0.16
IA3 10.35 3.49 16.39 500 0.45 0.15 0.16
A4 2.53 3.01 7.94 100 0.45 0.61 0.16
IAS 7.23 3.44 13.02 300 0.45 -0.22 0.16
IA6 10.42 3.38 16.68 520 0.45 0.30 0.16
A7 4.85 3.61 10.85 200 0.45 -0.05 0.16
CONL1 6.84 2.10 10.47 1000 0.34 0.37 0.16
CON2 6.09 2.33 10.47 1000 0.34 -0.01 0.16
CON3 6.77 1.87 6.69 1000 0.34 0.84 0.16
CON4 6.13 1.70 7.52 800 0.34 0.67 0.16
CON5 5.93 146 8.27 500 0.34 -0.26 0.16
EAl 11.81 6.02 23.04 300 0.55 0.11 0.16
EA2 6.04 491 1259 100 0.55 -0.03 0.16
EA3 12.48 5.66 23.04 300 0.55 0.31 0.16
EA4 6.77 478 12.59 100 0.55 -0.27 0.16
EA5 14.13 7.32 27.72 420 0.55 0.26 0.16
EA6 6.88 452 1259 100 0.55 -0.26 0.16
EA7 5.95 470 1259 100 0.55 0.01 0.16
UNCON1 2.79 245 6.31 100 0.40 0.03 0.16
UNCON2 3.35 235 6.31 100 0.40 -0.37 0.16
UNCON3 2.93 258 6.41 100 0.40 0.01 0.16
UNCON4 3.10 255 6.31 104 0.40 -0.10 0.16
UNCONS5 2.47 251 6.31 100 0.40 0.30 0.16
RES1 4.83 1.26 6.92 1000 0.28 0.04 0.16

RES2 4.91 1.21 6.92 1000 0.28 -0.03 0.16
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Indicators Mean SD RangkEim Value A Skewness Standard Error
RES3 4.86 1.20 6.92 1000 0.28 0.19 0.16
RES4 4.90 1.20 6.92 1000 0.28 0.23 0.16
RES5 4.60 1.33 6.92 1000 0.28 -0.16 0.16
RES6 4.75 1.30 6.92 1000 0.28 -0.16 0.16
ANG1 4.96 121 5.46 1000 0.29 0.70 0.16
ANG2 4.95 1.17 7.19 900 0.29 0.26 0.16
ANG3 4.59 140 7.19 900 0.29 -0.08 0.16
ANG4 4.88 1.23 7.41 1000 0.29 0.43 0.16
ANG5 4.44 143 6.97 810 0.29 -0.28 0.16
ANG6 5.06 1.16 7.19 900 0.29 0.09 0.16
Concessionl 10.39 3.96 16.39 500 0.45 -0.16 0.16
Concession2 9.41 4.07 16.39 500 0.45 0.09 0.16
Concession3 13.07 4.72 18.54 1000 0.45 0.76 0.16
Concession4 10.42 3.87 16.39 500 0.45 -0.12 0.16
Concession5 8.28 461 16.39 500 0.45 0.08 0.16
Justification1 9.10 4.26 16.39 500 0.45 0.07 0.16
Justification2 9.22 4.34 16.39 500 0.45 -0.08 0.16
Justification3 7.69 406 14.21 364 0.45 -0.23 0.16
Justification4 8.20 4.65 16.39 500 0.45 0.06 0.16
Justification5 8.12 451 16.39 500 0.45 0.08 0.16
Excusel 6.99 3.70 13.02 300 0.45 -0.20 0.16
Excuse2 5.86 3.63 10.85 200 0.45 -0.42 0.16
Excuse3 3.77 3.31 8.64 1205 0.45 0.04 0.16
Excuse4 3.56 3.19 7.98 100 0.45 0.08 0.16
Excuseb 2.25 2.88 7.75 94.6 0.45 0.77 0.16
Refusall 1.89 275 7.10 80.1 0.45 0.95 0.16
Refusal2 1.30 220 5.81 50 0.45 1.27 0.16
Refusal3 2.74 3.16 7.94 100 0.45 0.57 0.16
Refusal4 1.50 235 5.85 50.7 0.45 1.08 0.16

Refusal5 1.85 273 7.18 80 0.45 1.03 0.16
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[See the table below for item label used above].

Indicator Label Description

SEV1 Perceived Outcome Severity Item 1
SEV2 Perceived Outcome Severity Item 2
SEV3 Perceived Outcome Severity Item 3
SEV4 Perceived Outcome Severity Iltem 4
SEV5 Perceived Outcome Severity Iltem 5
SEV6 Perceived Outcome Severity Iltem 6
REL1 Perceived Relational Closeness Item 1
REL2 Perceived Relational Closeness Item 2
REL3 Perceived Relational Closeness Item 3
REL4 Perceived Relational Closeness Item 4
REL5 Perceived Relational Closeness Item 5
REL6 Perceived Relational Closeness Item 6
IA1 Internal Attribution Item 1

A2 Internal Attribution Item 2

IA3 Internal Attribution Item 3

A4 Internal Attribution Item 4

IAS Internal Attribution Item 5

IA6 Internal Attribution Item 6

IA7 Internal Attribution Item 7

CON1 Controllability Item 1

CONZ2 Controllability Item 2

CON3 Controllability Item 3

CON4 Controllability Item 4

CONS5 Controllability Item 5

EAL External Attribution Item 1

EA2 External Attribution Item 2

EA3 External Attribution Item 3

EA4 External Attribution Iltem 4

EAS External Attribution Item 5

EA6 External Attribution Item 6

EA7 External Attribution Item 7

UNCONL1 Uncontrollability Iltem 1

UNCONZ2 Uncontrollability Item 2

UNCON3 Uncontrollability Iltem 3

UNCON4 Uncontrollability Iltem 4

UNCONS5 Uncontrollability Iltem 5

RES1 Expected Responsibility Item 1

RES2 Expected Responsibility Item 2

RES3 Expected Responsibility Item 3

RES4 Expected Responsibility Item 4

RES5 Expected Responsibility Item 5

RES6 Expected Responsibility Item 6



Indicator Label

Description

ANG1
ANG2

ANG3

ANG4

ANG5
ANG6
Concessionl
Concession2
Concession3
Concession4
Concession5
Justificationl
Justification2
Justification3
Justification4
Justification5
Excusel
Excuse?
Excuse3
Excuse4
Excuse5
Refusall
Refusal2
Refusal3
Refusal4
Refusal5

Expected Anger Item 1

Expected Anger Item 2

Expected Anger Item 3

Expected Anger Item 4

Expected Anger Item 5

Expected Anger Item 6
Concession 1
Concession 2
Concession 3
Concession 4
Concession 5
Justification 1
Justification 2
Justification 3
Justification 4
Justification 5

Excuse 1

Excuse 2

Excuse 3

Excuse 4

Excuse 5

Refusal 1

Refusal 2

Refusal 3

Refusal 4

Refusal 5



Covariance Matrix

Item

SEV1
SEV2
SEV3
SEV4
SEV5
SEV6
QREL
A1

A2

A3

A4
CON1
CON2
CON3
CON4
CON5
EA1l
EA2
EA3
EA4
EA5
EAG
EA7
UNCON1
UNCONZ2
UNCONS3
UNCON4
UNCONS
RESP1
RESP2
RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGER3

SEV2

4.27
3.39
4.30
3.40
3.37
0.49
2.62
2.42
0.36
1.69
1.70
1.27
1.76
1.26
1.01
3.39
1.20
2.99
0.40
5.51
1.63
0.24
0.30
0.08
0.68
0.85
0.22
1.38
1.30
1.32
131
131
1.47
1.81
1.56
2.01

Appendix M

SEV3

3.40
3.73
3.06
2.92
0.41
2.26
2.15
0.42
1.79
1.48
1.14
1.67
1.05
0.85
3.20
0.95
3.17
0.76
4.84
1.45
0.75
0.30
0.33
0.69
0.83
0.34
1.24
1.18
1.15
1.17
1.27
1.29
1.58
1.39
1.81

SEV4

6.51
451
3.69
0.61
3.36
3.05
1.04
1.92
2.27
1.64
2.18
1.47
1.20
4.16
1.96
3.22
0.80
6.96
2.21
0.16
0.79
0.49
0.95
1.13
0.60
1.62
1.55
1.55
1.50
1.25
1.58
2.17
1.90
2.43

SEV5

4.26
3.18
0.44
2.79
2.57
0.71
2.08
1.74
1.19
1.67
1.17
1.08
3.72
1.36
3.22
0.86
4.42
1.81
0.49
0.62
0.45
0.99
0.97
0.56
1.22
1.19
1.22
1.20
1.15
1.30
1.60
1.40
1.82

Covariance Matrix in LISREL for the Proposed Model in Figure 2

SEV6

3.66
0.34
2.45
2.23
0.75
2.06
1.65
1.20
1.59
1.17
1.02
2.78
1.25
2.66
0.54
3.83
1.32
0.65
0.39
0.29
0.76
0.78
0.36
1.17
1.10
1.13
1.11
1.17
1.25
1.583
131
1.71
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ltem SEV1
ANGER4 1.18
ANGERS5 1.09
ANGERG6 1.06
LDA -0.06
oS 0.63
RC 0.03
INTER1 -0.03
INTER2 0.13
INTER3 0.09

Covariance Matrix

ltem QREL
QREL 1.42
IA1 0.70
A2 0.38
IA3 0.14
IA4 0.64
CON1 0.52
CONZ2 0.00
CONS3 0.37
CON4 0.18
CONS5 0.04
EALl 0.44
EA2 -0.26
EA3 0.32
EA4 -0.52
EAS -0.21
EAG -0.57
EA7 -0.88
UNCON1 0.06
UNCONZ2 -0.29
UNCON3 -0.19
UNCON4 -0.19
UNCONS5 -0.06
RESP1 0.37
RESP2 0.33
RESP3 0.30
RESP4 0.30

12.26

6.25
3.93
2.53
3.96
3.29
2.72
7.87
1.06
6.44
0.94
3.38
0.99
0.81
0.32
0.50
0.21
0.23
-0.09
1.98
2.12
1.97
1.98

SEV4

2.23
2.31
1.82
0.03
1.47
0.05
-0.13
0.25
0.32

11.88
2.11
1.91
1.59
1.15
1.08
1.62
3.59
0.72
1.99
1.08
5.34
1.44
2.03
0.46
0.89
0.95
1.11
0.44
0.07
0.17
0.05
0.12

SEV5

1.73
1.76
1.40
-0.03
1.22
0.12
-0.02
0.23
0.23

11.40
3.71
2.75
3.91
3.39
2.85
3.77
-0.41
3.33
-1.08
0.62
-0.59
0.93
-0.06
-0.19
-0.29
-0.07

0.33

1.96
2.05
1.95
2.00

SEV6

1.58
1.66
1.33
-0.04
1.18
0.13
-0.10
0.20
0.24

4.41
2.34
2.71
1.90
1.67
2.68
0.59
1.70
-1.17
2.18
0.46
-0.16
-0.32
-0.26
-0.22
-0.24
-0.26
1.21
1.25
1.27
1.20

178
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Item QREL A1 A2 IA3 A4 CON1
RESP5 0.23 1.46 2.12 0.09 2.03 0.89
RESP6 0.25 1.85 2.11 0.15 2.15 1.20
ANGER1 0.28 2.08 2.12 0.33 1.82 1.33
ANGER2 0.23 1.98 2.15 0.60 1.81 1.25
ANGER3 0.17 1.84 2.26 0.29 1.67 1.12
ANGER4 0.20 2.01 2.03 0.25 1.78 1.28
ANGERS5 0.15 1.76 2.09 0.29 1.66 0.97
ANGERG6 0.14 2.11 2.45 0.76 1.68 1.17
LDA -0.03 -0.45 -0.42 -0.11 -0.66 -0.26
(ON) 0.12 0.09 0.26 -0.06 -0.05 0.12
RC 0.61 0.59 0.38 0.40 0.73 0.18
INTER1 0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.29 0.11 -0.10
INTERZ2 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.16 0.07
INTER3 0.03 0.03 0.04 -0.06 -0.01 0.08

COVARIANCE MATRIX

ltem CON2 CON3 CON4 CON5 EAl EA2
CON2 5.46
CON3 2.21 3.51
CON4 0.85 2.34 2.88
CON5 1.17 1.72 1.67 2.13
EA1l 4.31 2.19 2.12 1.26 36.06
EA2 2.11 0.20 -0.31 0.20 13.83 24.04
EA3 1.64 2.47 2.46 1.19 17.51 6.77
EA4 0.18 -0.90 -0.85 -0.78 8.89 6.27
EA5 2.60 3.59 2.98 2.53 13.84 9.71
EAG 0.39 0.17 0.11 0.34 8.25 12.28
EA7 0.03 -0.01 -0.39 0.17 6.66 7.94
UNCON1 0.15 -0.45 -0.27 -0.16 5.75 6.81
UNCON2 -0.36 -0.61 -0.68 -0.34 4.78 4.61
UNCONS3 -0.84 -0.52 -0.60 -0.11 411 3.85
UNCON4 -0.70 -0.34 -0.54 -0.20 4.45 3.95
UNCONS -0.73 -0.39 -0.39 -0.05 4.17 3.82
RESP1 1.07 1.49 1.04 0.71 1.82 0.73
RESP2 1.07 1.56 1.10 0.76 2.11 0.47
RESP3 1.02 1.46 0.98 0.75 1.97 0.68
RESP4 1.04 1.47 0.99 0.70 1.97 0.43
RESP5 0.73 1.18 0.75 0.61 1.56 0.92

RESP6 1.10 151 1.03 0.83 1.76 0.71



Item

ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGER3
ANGER4
ANGERS5
ANGERG6
LDA

(ON)

RC
INTER1
INTERZ2
INTER3

Covariance Matrix

Item

EA3
EA4
EA5
EAG
EA7
UNCON1
UNCONZ2
UNCONS3
UNCON4
UNCONS
RESP1
RESP2
RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGER3
ANGER4
ANGERS5
ANGERG6
LDA

(ON)

RC

22.90
6.28
7.47
5.58
2.65
4.36
3.57
3.74
3.16
-0.35
-0.06
-0.03
-0.05
0.11
-0.66
-0.45
-0.16
-0.23
-0.37
-0.15
-0.01
0.14
0.42
-0.16

CON4

1.12
1.07
1.12
1.12
1.02
1.20

-0.16

0.12
-0.09

0.01

0.06

0.01

53.65
11.51
5.61
1.81
2.32
5.47
5.16
3.75
1.71
1.85
1.66
1.56
1.09
1.28
2.56
2.72
3.57
3.02
3.32
3.27
1.18
1.64
-0.42

CON5

0.86
0.85
0.80
0.81
0.80
0.87

-0.16
0.06
-0.03

-0.03
0.01
0.04

20.49
6.76
3.48
3.33
4.67
5.20
3.50
0.76
0.71
0.83
0.62
0.58
0.54
0.67
0.67
0.76
0.70
0.81
1.17
0.41
0.57
-0.49

1.71
1.95
2.23
1.95
2.04
2.59

0.07

0.55
0.57

0.74

0.50

-0.25

EA7

22.16
3.20
4.32
3.47
4.64
2.99
0.11
-0.08
-0.05
-0.15
0.08
0.03
0.06
0.43
0.44
0.06
0.32
0.56
0.03
-0.16
-0.08

0.56
0.74
0.67
0.52
0.81
1.03

0.28
0.24
-0.28

0.53

0.12
-0.15

UNCON1

5.98
2.97
2.92
3.04
2.66
0.03
-0.09
-0.02
-0.07
0.05
0.00
0.15
0.28
0.15
0.14
0.23
0.24
0.07
0.18
-0.02
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Item

INTER1
INTERZ2
INTER3

Covariance Matrix

Item

UNCON2
UNCON3
UNCON4
UNCONS5
RESP1
RESP2
RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGERS3
ANGER4
ANGERG6
LDA

(ON)

RC
INTER1
INTERZ2
INTER3

Covariance Matrix

Item

RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER2
ANGER3

0.08
0.36
-0.13

0.28
-0.04
-0.05

0.29
0.24
0.35

0.22
0.15
-0.05

UNCON2 UNCON3 UNCON4 UNCON5 RESP1

5.53
2.99
3.22
2.89
-0.07
-0.17
-0.11
-0.15
0.02
-0.33
-0.04
0.19
0.19
-0.05
0.17
0.09
0.18
0.23
0.20
0.09
-0.03

1.10
1.02
1.05

6.69
5.07
3.42
-0.11
-0.11
-0.08
-0.15
0.11
-0.18
0.14
0.20
0.28
0.20
0.23
0.12
0.31
-0.01
0.19
0.10
0.00

6.48

-0.02
-0.14
-0.05
-0.14
0.22
-0.06
0.20
0.23
0.39
0.26
0.26
0.14
0.40
0.09
0.20
0.13
0.03

RESPS

1.78

1.35
0.97
0.90
0.98

6.30
-0.08
-0.18
-0.13
-0.16
0.17
-0.25
0.03
0.24
0.25
0.16
0.20
0.19
0.16
-0.15
0.28
0.10
-0.04

RESP6

1.73
1.17
1.10
1.15
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EA7 UNCON1
0.42 0.22
0.10 0.09
-0.17 -0.03

RESP2
1.61
1.36 1.47
1.42 1.35
1.39 1.34
1.20 1.18
1.40 1.34
1.16 1.14
1.07 1.07
1.09 1.08
1.01 1.038
1.01 1.00
-0.08 -0.09
0.21 0.18
0.03 -0.02
-0.06 -0.10
0.03 0.01
0.06 0.06
ANGER1 ANGER2
1.45
1.26 1.36
1.45 1.33



182

Item RESP3 RESP4  RESPS5 RESP6  ANGER1 ANGER2
ANGER4 1.07 1.07 0.98 1.13 141 1.23
ANGERS5 1.00 0.99 0.91 1.09 141 1.26
ANGERG 0.95 0.95 0.83 1.01 1.16 1.12
LDA -0.08 -0.09 -0.12 -0.11 -0.09 -0.08
OS 0.21 0.19 0.24 0.27 0.47 0.37
RC -0.04 0.01 0.04 -0.05 -0.07 -0.06
INTER1 -0.11 -0.09 -0.07 -0.01 -0.02 0.01
INTER2 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.08 0.06
INTER3 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.06

Covariance Matrix

ltem ANGER3 ANGER4 ANGERS5 ANGER6 LDA ON)

ANGER3 1.97

ANGER4 1.56 161

ANGERS5 1.89 1.49 2.05

ANGERG 1.26 1.20 1.22 1.34

LDA -0.04 -0.08 -0.04 -0.07 0.20

OS 0.67 0.52 0.64 0.35 0.05 1.00
RC -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.10 -0.13 0.00
INTER1 0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.02
INTER2 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.08 -0.01 0.18
INTER3 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.04 0.01 0.16

Covariance Matrix

ltem RC INTER1 INTER2 INTER3
RC 1.98
INTER1 0.01 0.68
INTERZ2 0.18 0.18 0.15

INTER3 0.16 -0.17 -0.03 0.14
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[See the table below for item label used in the study and indicator label used in the
LISREL program. Note all the indicators except LDA are found in Appendices A to D.
LDA is a composite measure of the likelihood of each account and the defensiveness of
each account. The detailed discussion regarding the development of LDA can be found
on pp. 85-87]

Indicator Label used in LISREL Item Label used in the study
SEV1 Perceived Outcome Severityl
SEV2 Perceived Outcome Severity2
SEV3 Perceived Outcome Severity3
SEV4 Perceived Outcome Severity4
SEV5 Perceived Outcome Severity5
SEV6 Perceived Outcome Severity6
QREL Perceived Quadratic Relational Closeness
1ALl Internal Attributionl

IA2 Internal Attribution2

IA3 Internal Attribution3

IA4 Internal Attribution4

CON1 Controllabilityl

CON2 Controllability2

CON3 Controllability3

CON4 Controllability4

CONS5 Controllability5

EAL External Attributionl

EA2 External Attribution2

EA3 External Attribution3

EA4 External Attribution4

EAS External Attribution5

EA6 External Attribution6

EA7 External Attribution7
UNCONL1 Uncontrollabilityl

UNCONZ2 Uncontrollability2

UNCON3 Uncontrollability3

UNCON4 Uncontrollability4

UNCONS5 Uncontrollability5

RES1 Expected Responsibilityl
RES2 Expected Responsibility2
RES3 Expected Responsibility3
RES4 Expected Responsibility4
RESS5 Expected Responsibility
RES6 Expected Responsibility6
ANG1 Expected Angerl

ANG2 Expected Anger2

ANG3 Expected Anger3

ANG4 Expected Anger4
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Indicator Label used in LISREL

Item Label used in the study

ANG5
ANG6
LDA
OS
RC

INTER1
INTERZ2
INTER3

Expected Anger5

Expected Anger6

Composite Measure of Accounts
Outcome Severity Manipulatiai)(
Quadratic Relational Closeness
manipulation &)

Interaction1&g)

Interaction2&,)

Interaction3&)
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Appendix N

LISREL Syntax for Testing the Proposed Model in Figure 2

Testing the proposed model

DA NI=46 NO=236 MA=CM

CM=C:\origin1116.psf

LA

sevl sev2 sev3 sev4 sevb sev6 quadrel ial ia2 ia3 ia4 conl con2 con3 con4 con5 eal ea2
ea3 ea4 eab eab ea7 unconl uncon2 uncon3 uncon4 uncon5 respl resp2 resp3 resp4 resp5
resp6 angerl anger2 anger3 anger4 anger5 anger6 LDA ex1 ex2 ex3 ex4 ex5

MO NX=5 NK=5 NY=41 NE=9 FI LY=FU,FI LX=ID TE=DI,FR TD=ZE TH=ZE|
BE=FU,FI GA=FU,FI PS=DI,FR TH=ZE,FI
FRGA11GA22GA93GA34GA44GA55GA65
FRBEO1BE71BE92BE98BE87BE73BE83BE74BE84BE75BES85
BE76 FRBES86G6
FRLY21LY31LY41LYS51LY61LY93LY103LY113LY134LY 144LY
154

FRLY164LY185LY 195LY205LY215LY225LY 235LY256LY 266LY
276

FRLY 286
FRLY307LY317LY327LY337LY347LY368LY378LY388LY398LY
40 8

FITE4141TE77
VALILY11LY72LY83LY124LY175LY246LY297LY358LY 419

PD

OU AL MI AD=OFF



Covariance Matrix

Iltem

SEV1
SEV2
SEV3
SEV4
SEV5
SEV6
QREL
IAL

IA2

IA3

IA4
CON1
CON2
CON3
CON4
CON5
EAL
EA2
EA3
EA4
EA5
EA6
EA7
UNCON1
UNCON2
UNCON3
UNCON4
UNCONS5
RESP1
RESP2
RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGER3

SEV1

2.24
2.09
2.04
2.38
2.04
1.90
0.38
2.12
2.26
0.61
1.89
1.30
1.05
1.46
1.11
0.81
2.49
1.26
2.75
0.45
2.82
1.15
0.17
0.44
0.30
0.64
0.65
0.24
0.95
0.93
0.90
0.89
0.95
1.00
1.09
1.00
1.16

SEV2

4.27
3.39
4.30
3.40
3.37
0.49
2.62
2.42
0.36
1.69
1.70
1.27
1.76
1.26
1.01
3.39
1.20
2.99
0.40
5.51
1.63
0.24
0.30
0.08
0.68
0.85
0.22
1.38
1.30
1.32
131
131
1.47
1.81
1.56
2.01

3.40
3.73
3.06
2.92
0.41
2.26
2.15
0.42
1.79
1.48
1.14
1.67
1.05
0.85
3.20
0.95
3.17
0.76
4.84
1.45
0.75
0.30
0.33
0.69
0.83
0.34
1.24
1.18
1.15
1.17
1.27
1.29
1.58
1.39
1.81

Appendix O
Covariance Matrix in LISREL for the Revised Model in Figure 6

SEV4

6.51
4.51
3.69
0.61
3.36
3.05
1.04
1.92
2.27
1.64
2.18
1.47
1.20
4.16
1.96
3.22
0.80
6.96
2.21
0.16
0.79
0.49
0.95
1.13
0.60
1.62
1.55
1.55
1.50
1.25
1.58
2.17
1.90
2.43

SEV5

4.26
3.18
0.44
2.79
2.57
0.71
2.08
1.74
1.19
1.67
1.17
1.08
3.72
1.36
3.22
0.86
4.42
1.81
0.49
0.62
0.45
0.99
0.97
0.56
1.22
1.19
1.22
1.20
1.15
1.30
1.60
1.40
1.82

SEV6

3.66
0.34
2.45
2.23
0.75
2.06
1.65
1.20
1.59
1.17
1.02
2.78
1.25
2.66
0.54
3.83
1.32
0.65
0.39
0.29
0.76
0.78
0.36
1.17
1.10
1.13
1.11
1.17
1.25
1.53
131
1.71
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Item

ANGER4
ANGERS5
ANGERG
LDA

OS

RC
INTER1

SEV1

1.18
1.09
1.06
-0.06
0.63
0.03
-0.03

Covariance Matrix

Item

QREL
IAL

IA2

IA3

IA4
CON1
CON2
CON3
CON4
CON5
EAL
EA2
EA3
EA4
EA5
EA6
EA7
UNCON1
UNCON2
UNCON3
UNCON4
UNCONS5
RESP1
RESP2
RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2

SEV2

1.87
1.91
1.54
-0.02
1.36
0.02
-0.07

12.04
6.69
2.77
6.84
3.94
3.19
3.77
3.22
2.70
7.06
0.42
2.88
-0.35
2.31
0.74
0.77
0.06
0.19
0.18
0.21
-0.30
2.11
2.02
1.96
1.99
1.46
1.85
2.08
1.98

12.26
4.05
6.25
3.93
2.53
3.96
3.29
2.72
7.87
1.06
6.44
0.94
3.38
0.99
0.81
0.32
0.50
0.21
0.23
-0.09
1.98
2.12
1.97
1.98
2.12
2.11
2.12
2.15

SEV4

2.23
231
1.82
0.03
1.47
0.05
-0.13

11.88
2.11
1.91
1.59
1.15
1.08
1.62
3.59
0.72
1.99
1.08
5.34
1.44
2.03
0.46
0.89
0.95
1.11
0.44
0.07
0.17
0.05
0.12
0.09
0.15
0.33
0.60

SEV5

1.73
1.76
1.40
-0.03
1.22
0.12
-0.02

A4

11.40
3.71
2.75
3.91
3.39
2.85
3.77
-0.41
3.33
-1.08
0.62
-0.59
0.93
-0.06
-0.19
-0.29
-0.07
0.33
1.96
2.05
1.95
2.00
2.03
2.15
1.82
1.81

SEV6

1.58
1.66
1.33
-0.04
1.18
0.13
-0.10

CON1

4.41
2.34
2.71
1.90
1.67
2.68
0.59
1.70
-1.17
2.18
0.46
-0.16
-0.32
-0.26
-0.22
-0.24
-0.26
1.21
1.25
1.27
1.20
0.89
1.20
1.33
1.25
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Item QREL A1 A2 IA3 A4 CON1
ANGER3 0.17 1.84 2.26 0.29 1.67 1.12
ANGER4 0.20 2.01 2.03 0.25 1.78 1.28
ANGERS5 0.15 1.76 2.09 0.29 1.66 0.97
ANGERG6 0.14 2.11 2.45 0.76 1.68 1.17
LDA -0.03 -0.45 -0.42 -0.11 -0.66 -0.26
(ON) 0.12 0.09 0.26 -0.06 -0.05 0.12
RC 0.61 0.59 0.38 0.40 0.73 0.18
INTER1 0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.29 0.11 -0.10

COVARIANCE MATRIX

ltem CON2 CON3 CON4 CONS5 EAl EA2
CON2 5.46
CON3 2.21 3.51
CON4 .85 2.34 2.88
CON5 1.17 1.72 1.67 2.13
EA1l 4.31 2.19 2.12 1.26 36.06
EA2 2.11 0.20 -0.31 0.20 13.83 24.04
EA3 1.64 2.47 2.46 1.19 17.51 6.77
EA4 0.18 -0.90 -0.85 -0.78 8.89 6.27
EA5 2.60 3.59 2.98 2.53 13.84 9.71
EAG 0.39 0.17 0.11 0.34 8.25 12.28
EA7 0.03 -0.01 -0.39 0.17 6.66 7.94
UNCON1 0.15 -0.45 -0.27 -0.16 5.75 6.81
UNCONZ2 -0.36 -0.61 -0.68 -0.34 4.78 4.61
UNCONS3 -0.84 -0.52 -0.60 -0.11 4.11 3.85
UNCON4 -0.70 -0.34 -0.54 -0.20 4.45 3.95
UNCONS -0.73 -0.39 -0.39 -0.05 4.17 3.82
RESP1 1.07 1.49 1.04 0.71 1.82 0.73
RESP2 1.07 1.56 1.10 0.76 2.11 0.47
RESP3 1.02 1.46 0.98 0.75 1.97 0.68
RESP4 1.04 1.47 0.99 0.70 1.97 0.43
RESP5 0.73 1.18 0.75 0.61 1.56 0.92
RESP6 1.10 151 1.03 0.83 1.76 0.71
ANGER1 1.02 1.50 1.12 0.86 1.71 0.56
ANGER2 0.96 1.42 1.07 0.85 1.95 0.74
ANGER3 1.07 1.47 1.12 0.80 2.23 0.67
ANGER4 1.06 1.50 1.12 0.81 1.95 0.52
ANGERS5 1.15 1.36 1.02 0.80 2.04 0.81
ANGERG6 0.98 1.37 1.20 0.87 2.59 1.03

LDA -0.20 -0.17 -0.16 -0.16 0.07 0.28
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ltem CON2 CON3 CON4 CONS5 EAl EA2
OS 0.02 0.12 0.12 0.06 0.55 0.24
RC 0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.03 0.57 -0.28
INTER1 -0.02 -0.06 0.01 -0.03 0.74 0.53

Covariance Matrix

ltem EA3 EA4 EA5 EA6 UNCON1 UNCON2
EA3 31.79
EA4 6.94 22.90
EAS 9.49 6.28 53.65
EAG6 8.77 1.47 11.51 20.49
EA7 3.69 5.58 5.61 6.76 22.16
UNCON1 4.59 2.65 1.81 3.48 3.20 5.98
UNCON2 3.39 4.36 2.32 3.33 4.32 2.97
UNCON3 3.66 3.57 5.47 4.67 3.47 2.92
UNCON4 4.01 3.74 5.16 5.20 4.64 3.04
UNCONS5 2.99 3.16 3.75 3.50 2.99 2.66
RESP1 1.72 -0.35 1.71 0.76 0.11 0.03
RESP2 1.90 -0.06 1.85 0.71 -0.08 -0.09
RESP3 1.70 -0.03 1.66 0.83 -0.05 -0.02
RESP4 1.66 -0.05 1.56 0.62 -0.15 -0.07
RESPS5 1.88 0.11 1.09 0.58 0.08 0.05
RESP6 1.56 -0.66 1.28 0.54 0.03 0.00
ANGER1 1.76 -0.45 2.56 0.67 0.06 0.15
ANGER?2 1.97 -0.16 2.72 0.67 0.43 0.28
ANGERS3 1.94 -0.23 3.57 0.76 0.44 0.15
ANGER4 1.84 -0.37 3.02 0.70 0.06 0.14
ANGERS5 1.64 -0.15 3.32 0.81 0.32 0.23
ANGERG 2.38 -0.01 3.27 1.17 0.56 0.24
LDA 0.19 0.14 1.18 0.41 0.03 0.07
oS 0.85 0.42 1.64 0.57 -0.16 0.18
RC 0.23 -0.16 -0.42 -0.49  -0.08 -0.02
INTER1 0.08 0.28 0.29 0.22 0.42 0.22

Covariance Matrix

ltem UNCON2 UNCON3 UNCON4 UNCONS RESP1 RESP2

UNCON2 5.53
UNCON3 2.99 6.69



ltem

UNCON4
UNCONS
RESP1
RESP2
RESP3
RESP4
RESP5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGER3
ANGER4
ANGERG
LDA

OS

RC
INTER1

Covariance Matrix

Item

RESP3
RESP4
RESPS5
RESP6
ANGER1
ANGER?2
ANGERS3
ANGER4
ANGERS5
ANGERG
LDA

OS

RC
INTER1

UNCON2 UNCON3 UNCON4 UNCON5 RESP1

3.22
2.89
-0.07
-0.17
-0.11
-0.15
0.02
-0.33
-0.04
0.19
0.19
-0.05
0.17
0.09
0.18
0.23
0.20

RESP3

1.46
1.38
1.21
1.36
1.10
1.02
1.05
1.07
1.00
0.95
-0.08
0.21
-0.04
-0.11

5.07
3.42
-0.11
-0.11
-0.08
-0.15
0.11
-0.18
0.14
0.20
0.28
0.20
0.23

0.12

0.31
-0.01
0.19

RESP4

1.42
1.17

1.10
1.01
1.03
1.07
0.99
0.95
-0.09
0.19
0.01
-0.09

6.48
3.67
-0.02
-0.14
-0.05
-0.14
0.22
-0.06
0.20
0.23
0.39
0.26
0.26
0.14
0.40
0.09
0.20

1.78

0.97
0.90
0.98
0.98
0.91
0.83
-0.12
0.24
0.04
-0.07

6.30
-0.08
-0.18
-0.13
-0.16
0.17
-0.25
0.03
0.24
0.25
0.16
0.20
0.19
0.16
-0.15
0.28

1.73
1.17
1.10
1.15
1.13
1.09
1.01
-0.11
0.27
-0.05
-0.01

1.61
1.36
1.42
1.39
1.20
1.40
1.16
1.07
1.09
1.01
1.01
-0.08
0.21
0.03
-0.06

RESP2

1.47
1.35
1.34
1.18
1.34
1.14
1.07
1.08
1.03
1.00
-0.09
0.18
-0.02
-0.10

190

ANGER1 ANGER2

1.45
1.26
1.45
1.41
1.41
1.16
-0.09
0.47
-0.07
-0.02

1.36
1.33
1.23
1.26
1.12
-0.08
0.37
-0.06
0.01



Covariance Matrix

ltem ANGER3 ANGER4 ANGERS5 ANGERG6

ANGER3 1.97
ANGER4 1.56
ANGERS5 1.89
ANGERG6 1.26

LDA -0.04
(ON) 0.67
RC -0.09
INTER1 0.02

Covariance Matrix

Item RC
RC 1.98
INTER1 0.01

Note See the labels of variables in Appendix M.

1.61
1.49 2.05
1.20 1.22
-0.08 -0.04
0.52 0.64
-0.07 -0.09
0.00 -0.01
INTER1
0.68

1.34
-0.07
0.35

-0.10

0.04
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LDA (ON)
0.20
0.05 1.00
-0.13 0.00
-0.01 0.02
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Appendix P
LISREL Syntax for Testing the Revised Model in Figure 6

Testing the revised model

DA NI=44 NO=236 MA=CM

CM=C:\reviselll7.psf

LA

sevl sev2 sev3 sev4 sev5 sev6 quadrel ial ia2 ia3 ia4 conl con2 con3 con4 con5 eal ea2
ea3 ead eab eab ea7 unconl uncon2 uncon3 uncon4 uncon5 respl resp2 resp3 resp4 resp5
resp6 angerl anger2 anger3 anger4 anger5 anger6 LDA ex1 ex2 ex3

MO NX=3 NK=3 NY=41 NE=9 FI LY=FU,FI LX=ID TE=DI,FR TD=ZE TH=ZFI
BE=FU,FI GA=FU,FI PS=DI,FR TH=ZE,FI

FRGA11GA22GA93
FRBEO1BE71BE92BE98BE87BE73BE83BE74BE84BE75BES85
BE7T6FRBES86BE31BE41BES1BE61BES8S1
FRLY21LY31LY41LY51LY61LY93LY103LY113LY134LY144LY
154

FRLY164LY185LY 195LY205LY 215LY225LY 235LY256LY 266LY
276

FRLY 286
FRLY307LY317LY327LY337LY347LY368LY378LY388LY398LY
40 8

FITE4141TET77
VALILY11LY72LY83LY124LY175LY246LY297LY358LY419

PD

OU AL MI AD=OFF
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