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Abstract

Previous research into accounts—the statementpdiople make to explain
undesirable behavior—has looked at either the targeactions to accounts or the
transgressors’ account strategies, but has noetbakthese together. In four studies,
participants were assigned to the role of a trassgr (the person providing a post-
transgression account) or a target. Transgreassef accounts—excuses,
justifications, and exceptions—and their post aot@xpectations for how they and the
target would react was measured. These transgnedstgs were then compared to the
account preferences and reactions (evaluative anitiye) of the targets who actually
read the accounts. Targets whose account prefgevere matched were expected to
react more positively and to inflict lesser permaton transgressors than those whose
preferences were not matched. Results showedr#msgressors were fairly inaccurate in
their estimations of target reactions, and didtand to match the account preferences of
their targets. However, some evidence emergedggest that targets did generally react
positively when their account preferences were hetcFurthermore, the domain of the
transgression (whether it was a moral, environmergkgious, or interpersonal

transgression) affected the strength and directidhese effects.
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1. Introduction

“You can't talk your way out of problems you behaumirself into.”

Stephen R. Covey (1989, p. 186)

Although Stephen Covey’s statement may be pithjadh people often do try to
talk their way out of the consequences of their lbaldviors. Short of turning back time,
people cannot undo past negative acts directlgtead, they often try to rewrite history
in a more flattering light. People’s efforts thabilitate their image after performing
undesirable behaviors function by reconstruingsiheation in a way that reorients the
target toward a more benign perception of the geession and the transgressor. The
strategy for remediation could involve completeidkaf the transgression, acceptance of
limited blame coupled with attempts to downgradedpparent severity of the
transgression, or full acceptance of blame withpitzenise to make up for the
transgression. In all cases in which they use dihéactics, people hope to reduce, if

not avoid, the negative consequences that migletrwibe result from their misdeeds.

1.1 Accounts

The termaccountsyefers to the statements that people make to expla
undesirable behavior (Scott & Lyman, 1968). Altgbuaccounts usually involve some
degree of acceptance of responsibility, they faitention on the reasons that the
transgressor should not be regarded negativelvmisped. Thus, accounts differ from

bothdenials in which all responsibility or negative consegeesis refuted, and from



apologies in which blame is accepted and some sort of agtidaken to compensate for
the negative consequences (Benoit, 1995; Schleh®80; Schonbach, 1980). Accounts
are essentially explanations for one’s actions @éin@tconveyed to other people. Most
theories of accounts have identified two major sitkgories—excuses and justifications
(Alicke, 2000; Austin, 1956; Schlenker, 1980; Sdbéch, 1980; Scott & Lyman, 1968;

Shaver, 1985).

1.2 Justifications

When people usgistifications they accept responsibility for a behavior or
outcome but minimize, if not deny, the event’s riegaconsequences (Austin, 1956).
Minimizing the undesirability of one’s actions cla@ accomplished using justification
through minimization, justification through compsmn, or justification through higher
values (Schlenker, 1980).

Justification through minimizatiomvolves directly downplaying the
undesirability of the event. People may downplay undesirability of their behavior by
either minimizing harm or minimizing importancehus, people may argue that their
own excessive electricity use is only a drop inlibeket of worldwide energy use and,
thus, has no appreciable effect on the world ab@evminimization of harm), or they
may say that the victim or object of an undesireldavior is not important as when a
man who crashed his car might tell his wife thatals a piece of junk anyway

(minimization of importance).



The second major type of justificatigostification through comparisgnnvolves
claiming that one should not be held personallyantable because others do the same
behavior, or worse, without punishment. If oth&liso act in the same way, people can
claim to be following a social norm rather thanlatmg strict rules of behavior. As
suggested by attribution theory, people are helsl tesponsible for negative behaviors
when others have (or would have) behaved in theesaay (Kelley, 1967; Snyder,
Higgins, & Stucky, 1983). Thus, a teenager mightue that he should not be grounded
for drinking alcohol because all of his friendsndtrtoo. (Of course, the typical parental
response to an adolescent’s justification throughmarison is to ask whether the
justification also applies to instances of jumpafba bridge.)

In the third type of justificatiorjustification through higher valuepeople claim
that although their behavior had negative consetpgrihe action was taken in the
pursuit of an important or higher-level goal. Aegt number of goals or values can be
used to justify otherwise undesirable behavioduding loyalties to important others, a
desire for self-fulfilment, or the greater goodsaiciety. For example, voters might
explain that their lack of support for clean enelegislation is due to fear of the
economic repercussions for their community. Theyhtalso argue that the
congressperson who introduced the legislationfisa#®d with a rival political party. Or
they might admit that on Election Day they weremdiing to higher priorities such as

their children's soccer game and, thus, did na.vot



In all cases, justifications are designed to redbegoerceived negativity of the
transgression without denying responsibility fog Hetion. A second type of account,

excuses, takes the opposite tactic.

1.3 Excuses

Excusesnvolve explanations in which people accept thaégative event
occurred but minimize their responsibility for Aystin, 1956). This definition of
excuses as a type of account differs from lessggetefinitions that conceptualize
excuses as any type of explanation following a treg@vent (Snyder et al., 1983;
Weiner, 1992). Excuses fall into one of two majategories: the excuse of control and
the excuse of intention (Schlenker, 1980; Shav@851 Tedeschi & Reiss, 1981).

Theexcuse of contrdk an explanation in which people say that theyrant
personally responsible for the consequences becthaegdéacked the control to cause or
to prevent the event. They might claim a lackaritcol over themselves, over other
people, or over the environment. For example,rapl@eyee might tell her boss that she
missed an important deadline because her colledgiled to give her their parts of the
project on time. Likewise, a politician might efathat his sexual improprieties were
caused by an addiction to prescription drugs, at e couldn't help it if women kept
throwing themselves at him.

People use thexcuse of intentioto claim that, although they had control over

their behavior, they did not intend to cause thgatige consequences or did not have



sufficient knowledge to anticipate them. For ex&np student might admit that she
directly copied quotations without citations busexs that she didn’t know that doing so
is plagiarism and thus did not intend to cheat.

Thus, justifications are used to minimize the pmex severity of consequences,
and excuses are used to minimize personal resplitysilyet an important strategy is
missing in the literature on accounts. Peoplenofterk to restore their image or pacify
observers not by downplaying the severity of thenévn question or minimizing their
personal responsibility but rather by claiming ttiegt undesired behavior does not

accurately reflect their character or ability.efar to this form of account as arception.
1.4 Exceptions

If one examines the etymology of the word "excephg finds that it is derived
from "ex," meaning "out of" and "capere,” meanibhgtake." Thus, when peopéxcept
a failure or misdeed, they take it out of the reafrmepresentative actions and traits.
People may use exceptions to argue that the tressign is not representative of their
usual behavior or that it is not a fair reflectimiitheir overall character. In either case,
they accept responsibility for the action and calecehat it resulted in negative
consequences but maintain that it should not bardegl as a reflection of their true
characteristics. In essence, people using exceptiaim that the action does not

represent “the real me.”



When using the first type of exceptioesceptions from usual behavjgreople
argue that their undesirable behavior was an anoaral that in similar instances they
usually act in desirable ways. To support an exaeppeople may provide evidence of
past behavior or evidence of planned future bemawor example, a person who is
caught smoking might claim that he successfully goioking overall except for the rare
special occasion (of which the current situatioanig). Or someone could argue that
although she doesn’t walk to work now to minimike hegative effects of driving, she
plans to do so as soon as she moves to a neigldabviith sidewalks.

The second type of exceptiaxceptions from usual setfonsists of claims that
although this event is evidence of bad behavias, ot representative of the offender’s
character or ability. Thus, someone caught shomliimight assert that her actions do
not reflect a bad moral character by pointing todmscientious personality, her

volunteer work at a local homeless shelter, or dvargeneral honesty.
1.4.1 Exceptions and related social psychological p henomena

Although exceptions have not been previously idieatias a category of account,
their use can be seen in several relevant constimisiocial psychology. For example,
some writers have described how, in the face &irkes or transgressions, people
sometimes attempt to maintain beliefs that theygaaa in spite of their bad behavior
rather than attempting to downplay the undesirbbleavior itself (Holland, Meertens, &
Van Vugt, 2002). In line with self-affirmation tbey, for instance, people try to re-

establish a globally positive self-evaluation aftegative behaviors by reminding

6



themselves of their positive characteristics (BdantCooper, Skurnik, & Aronson, 1997;
Koole, Smeets, Van Knippenberg, & Dijksterhuis, 998teele & Liu, 1981).

Similar to self-affirmation is the concept of compatory self-presentation, a
process by which people make up for negative ingooes by "presenting positive
impressions on some other dimension, one thattisateited to the negative information
people have about us" (Leary, 1995, p. 131; seenBater & Jones, 1978). Unlike self-
affirmation, which is largely aimed at the offendeswn self-evaluations, compensatory
self-presentation is targeted at outside observ@mmnpensatory self-presentation could
involve conveying positive impressions to the saanget in a different domain than the
offending behavior or conveying positive impressitm different target in the same
domain. By use of compensatory self-presentatio@sple try to avoid the negative
impressions and censure that might otherwise r&sut transgressions.

Another construct related to exceptions is mocarsing. Moral licensing occurs
when people cash in the moral credentials they baiteup through previous prosocial
actions to cover subsequent moral transgressionsi(v& Jordan, 2008; Monin &

Miller, 2001). For example, someone who has dityedonated blood and has thus
added to her coffer of goodness might then feehked to turn down a donation request
from the Salvation Army. In moral licensing, pe®pise previous positive actions to
buffer against the guilt that may arise from unddde behavior (Mazar, Amir, & Ariely,
2008; Mazar & Zhong, 2010). Idiosyncrasy creditgkvin much the same way. Here,

deviant opinions or behaviors are more acceptabtetier group members if the actor



has previously established him- or herself as aomftg to group norms (Bray, Johnston,
& Chilstrom, 1982; Hollander, 1964).

In all of these phenomena, people work to mairgaimmage of themselves and
their behavior that is generally positive despitelence to the contrary. By excepting
this negative evidence from representative behawocharacter, people are able to

preserve their desired image. The full taxonomgamounts is shown in Table 1.



Table 1: The taxonomy of accounts

Account Definition

Accept responsibility for the behavior or outconug eny or minimize the
Justification event's negative consequences.

Justification through ) , ,
Claim that the event was not as undesirable asytseem.

minimization
Justification through Claim that person should not be held personallpastable because others are
comparison doing the same behavior or worse without punishment
Justification through Claim that although the behavior did have negatimesequences, it was done |n
higher values the pursuit of a more important goal or standard.

Excuse Accept that a negative event occurred but minirpesonal responsibility for it

) _ Claim that although the person had control ovettileavior, the outcomes were

Claim that the person did not have the necessaryaldo cause or to prevent
Excuse of control | the event.

Argue that transgression is not a fair represemaif the person's usual

Exception behavior or character.
Exception from Argue that undesirable behavior was an anomalytlzetdn similar instances the
usual behavior person usually acts in desirable ways
Exception from Argue that event is evidence of bad behavior, btit@presentative of person's
usual self character.

1.2 Preliminary Studies

In addition to failing to consider the use of extteps as an account strategy, the
field lacks empirical research on how people chdabseccount(s) they use in any given
situation. Most research on accounts has focusdww targets (i.e., the people toward
whom a transgressor’s accounts are directed) teatitferent accounts rather than how
transgressors choose which accounts to use. kon@g, a meta-analysis of research on
explanations found that audience members are maoges/ing when transgressors offer

excuses than when they use justifications (Shawd,\&i Colquitt, 2003). Thus, to be



maximally effective, transgressors should choosge excuses more than
justifications. Yet, no previous research has arathhow or why people choose
account strategies or whether people use accofiatdiecly. A series of preliminary
studies set out to address these issues.

The preliminary studies addressed two basic questiairst, in which contexts do
people use excuses, justifications, and exceptid@stond, what do people think the
consequences will be of using particular accourRs®@ple could conceivably offer
accounts that don't conform to other people’s pesfees because they hold inaccurate
lay theories of account effectiveness.

Three studies examined these questions (Toner &l aader review). In the
first study, aspects of the transgression itsadf,(severity and opportunity frequency—
the frequency with which the transgressor wasnmlar situations) were varied to see
how people account for different transgressiomsthé second study, the target of the
accounts was manipulated to see whether peopleacddferently to different
audiences (in this case, the victim of a transgrass a witness to it). In the third study,
the scenario was varied in terms of whether thewticwas requested by the target or
given unsolicited.

In all studies, participants read four scenarioglich they imagined themselves
committing a hypothetical transgression. The fs#nario described destruction of
someone else’s property (i.e., breaking a vasestira), the second scenario described

causing physical injury to someone (i.e., dropmrgpuch on them while moving), the
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third scenario described a personal health vialati@., eating an unhealthy meal after
pledging to eat a healthy diet), and the fourtmade involved an environmental
transgression (i.e., putting recyclables into altrean). For each study, the severity of
the transgressions was experimentally manipulaield that some participants read about
a severe transgression (e.g., breaking a vasavésaan irreplaceable family heirloom) or
a mild transgression (e.g., breaking a vase thatamaunwanted eyesore). People were
hypothesized to find it hard to justify objectivedgvere transgressions, as justifications
work by minimizing of the magnitude of negative sequences. Therefore, participants
were expected to use fewer justifications when aeoting for severe than mild
transgressions.

After reading each scenario, participants were éskeat they would say to the
victim or witness of their transgression and predda free-form response. They were
then given prototypical examples of an excuses#fication, and an exception, and were
asked to pick which of these three types of accowais most similar to what they would
say in that situation. After providing their acots; participants indicated how often they
would change their behavior for the better in tieife, how the other person would view
them after their account, and how they would vieentselves. Although accounts serve
to mitigate negative consequences, participants @xgpected to anticipate some
lingering negative sentiment following their acctgjrespecially when dealing with
severe transgressions. This lingering negativereent was expected to prompt

participants to avoid these consequences in thedflty improving their behaviors.
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1.2.1 Results

These studies were run using both a college stisdenple (Study 1) and
participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTuBtudies 2 and 3), and both
sampling pools yielded a similar pattern of effedisst, as hypothesized, participants
changed the nature of their accounts based oretlezity of their transgression. They
were less likely to give a justification when tharisgression had severe consequences
than when consequences were mild (Study 2; in Stutlys effect was marginal).
However, the opportunity frequency of the transgjgs (how often the transgressor was
in a similar situation in the past) did not affdu type of account that participants gave
(Study 1).

The identity of the target also affected the typaarount given. When
accounting to someone who was personally affecyatidoconsequences of a
transgression, participants were more likely teegam excuse or an exception (Study 2).
They were also more likely to offer an excuse twitaess who questioned their behavior
than to one who remained silent (Study 3).

Multilevel analyses of the data from these studleswved that the effects of
severity persisted after participants wrote theaoaunts, indicating that participants
anticipated that a verbal account alone would eatufficient to remedy severe
transgressions entirely. As would be expectedpleetiought the account recipient
would view them more negatively after severe théld transgressions, even after
providing an account (Studies 1-3). They also etqubthat they would feel worse about
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themselves after accounting for a severe than@ttmahsgression (Studies 1 and 2).
Participants also anticipated that the other pevgmud rate them more negatively when
that person was the victim of the transgressionds2) or a witness who questioned
their actions (Study 3) than an observer. Howeer expectation of negative
evaluations following a severe transgression didah@ays translate into a greater
intention to improve behaviors. Yet, participadis report a greater likelihood of
improving their behavior when they had accountedHeir behavior to the victim of the
transgression (Study 2) than to a witness. Howewe6tudy 3, participants reported a
greater likelihood of improving their behavior whgmeaking to a non-questioning
witness than one who questioned their behaviorogp®site of what might be expected
if participants were acting to repair their image targets who might view them badly.
Multilevel analyses also showed that participamtntions to change their
behavior in the future were predicted by the typaazounts that they had given for the
transgression. Specifically, participants wers ldsely to indicate that they would
improve their behavior if they had used a justifima (Studies 1 and 3) or an exception
(Studies 1-3) than an excuse to explain their gassions. Conversely, participants’ use

of excuses positively predicted behavior improven{8tudies 2 and 3).
1.2.2 Discussion

This pattern suggests one possible reason thatraueh prefer excuses to other
forms of accounts in previous research (Shaw g2@03): excuses may imply an

intention to improve one’s behavior in the futumhereas justifications and exceptions
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may imply a lower likelihood of behavior change.h&veas justifications and exceptions
work by arguing that the event in question isrét thig of a problem—either because the
consequences weren't as severe as they seem asédloa transgressor is usually a good
person—excuses work by saying that the person leehaadly only because he or she
lacked control or intention. In future situationswhich control (or knowledge) is
available, the excuse-giving transgressor will preably avoid behaving in similarly
negative ways, whereas justifying and exceptingsigeessors may see no need to
change. Thus, targets who receive excuses maybidied by the belief that the
transgression won't be repeated.

Other recent evidence on lying suggests a furtkglaeation. People in a lab
experiment were told to roll a die to determindrtparticipant payment, with higher
numbers equaling higher payment. When participaete given multiple rolls—thus
providing counterfactuals about how the outcomdatbave been different and a
justification for why the true value of this parlar roll doesn't matter—people were
more likely to lie (Shalvi, Eldar, and Bereby-Mey2012). This finding suggests that
people who have the opportunity to justify a babdweor are more likely to actually act
badly. Thus, targets may reasonably assume tinabhsgressor who offers a justification
(as opposed to an excuse) may be mentally prephersglf for a future offence by
coming up with reasons why the behavior is accéptab

The preliminary studies also showed that the tyfgcoounts that participants

had given for the transgression predicted theantibns to change their behavior in the
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future. The participants in these studies mighehguessed that victims and questioning
witnesses (who they thought would rate them mogatieely) might need highly
mollifying excuses, hence their decision to offearmexcuses to these targets than
others.

These preliminary studies answered some initiabtioles about factors that may
lead people to choose certain accounts ratherdtiears, but they raise many more
guestions about the interplay between target prateErs and account-givers’ strategies.
The current dissertation research sought to addmeag of these questions through a
series of four studies. Each of these studiesoeg@lhow well transgressors accurately
gauge target’s preferences for different typescaebants and tailored their explanations
to targets’ preferences. In order to examine tigesstions, | compared transgressors’
beliefs and actions with the interpersonal consege® that followed accounts
measured by targets’ reactions.

In each of these studies, transgressors gave dascautargets who they believed
to be (or to not be) personally invested in the donof the transgression and then those
accounts were read by targets who varied in thadiets about that domain. Study 1
examined how transgressors adjusted their accéomtsoral transgressions to targets
who they thought to be morally strict or flexibl&argets of various levels of moral
strictness then read and reacted to those acc@&tatdies 2 and 3 extended this study of
general moral transgressions to specific domaiatsahly some people view as morally —

relevant: environmentalism (Study 2) and religiGtudy 3). Finally, Study 4 tested how
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interpersonal closeness affects the use and redctielationship-relevant accounts by

examining the account techniques of friends arahgers.
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2. Study 1: Moral Flexibility

The first study looked at how transgressors mdieir iccount strategies to the
preferences of different types of people. In paitr, it examined how transgressors
might use different account strategies when exjlgitheir behavior to people who are
morally strict than to people who are morally flehei.

According to Forsyth (1980), people's ethical idgats vary in terms of how
much they subscribe to relativism in moral judgmserffome people hold ethical
ideologies that promote moral absolutes—they beliexchangeless and inviolate moral
values that should be followed in almost all situag. In contrast, people who hold
relativistic ideologies believe that the context®ehaviors and the actor's idiosyncratic
values must be considered when making moral judtgndPeople who endorse relativist
moral ideologies tend to feel better about thenesefellowing a transgression than those
with low-relativist beliefs, possibly because thesg contextual information to reframe
moral incidents in more positive ways (Forsyth, 2;.99orsyth & Berger, 1982; Forsyth
& Nye, 1990).

Presumably, laypeople have some understanding cdlmadativism and can
anticipate that other people vary in their endorsanof relativist ideologies. Thus, |
anticipated that people would try to adjust thecaunts of moral transgressions to match
the ethical ideology of their target. Thus, thagud be more likely to use justifications
when talking to someone who would accept a reltpwosition than to one who is not a

relativist because relativists are more likely éopgersuaded that a behavior is not as bad
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as it first appears. When speaking to someoneisvaanoral absolutist, however, people
may use excuses or exceptions because these acdoumbt require the target to accept
that the behavior in question was not actually bad.

Furthermore, transgressors who personally endetaguvist moral philosophies
should be more flexible in the variety of accouhist they use with different targets,
whereas those low in relativism should stick mdosely to account strategies that match
their own moral values. Specifically, | predictbat those low in moral relativism would
rely primarily on excuses or exceptions. To thsse hypotheses, Study 2 measured both
transgressors’ and targets' ethical ideologiesashkdd transgressors to account for a
moral transgression to someone who was portrayedtss high or low in moral

relativism. Targets then read and reported on tleaictions to these accounts.

2.1 Hypotheses

2.1.1 Hypothesis 1

Transgressors who personally endorse high relativisal values will use a
variety of account types to suit their needs, wagtbose endorsing low relativist beliefs

will tend to rely on one form of account or another
2.1.2 Hypothesis 2

Transgressors will use more justifications wheroaating to moral relativists

and more excuses and exceptions when speakingred atisolutists.
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2.1.3 Hypothesis 3

Transgressor’s accounts will match their targetéfgrred account strategies
more closely when they are accounting to a targpetse ethical ideology matches that of
the target the transgressor is imagining. Thugnithansgressors think that their target is
a moral absolutist, the accounts that they prowidlematch the preferences of actual
targets who are moral absolutists better thanlitnmatch the preferences of moral

relativists.
2.1.4 Hypothesis 4

Transgressors who successfully match the prefesesfdbeir targets will make
more favorable impressions on those targets—regpilti more positive evaluations and

more lenient penalties—than transgressors who tmatch target preferences.

2.2 Methods

2.2.1 Participants

Participants were 140 men and 176 women aged X8 7#35.3,SD= 12.02)
who were recruited using Amazon's Mechanical TMRE\rk). Samples obtained
through MTurk are more demographically diverse todrer internet and college
samples, and data acquired from these sampleseigsttas reliable as more common
sampling populations (Burhester, Kwang, & Gosliag11). In this study, 51.2% of

participants had received a Bachelor's Degree ad@ate Degree, and participants
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reported a wide range of occupations, includingrezgys, CPAS, optometrists,
administrative assistants, students, homemakedsh@ng unemployed.

The first 158 participants were assigned to bestgegssors. The remaining 158
were assigned to act as targets and were yokedowélof the transgressors. Eighty-two
transgressor-target pairs were randomly assignéd to the moral relativist condition,

while the rest (76 pairs) were assigned to the hadrsolutist condition.

2.2.2 Procedure

Participants signed up for a study (called a “HI®®) MTurk on “Interpersonal
Decisions.” They then followed a link to the quesbhaire run through Qualtrics
software. All participants first answered demodpiaguestions and completed measures
of their ethical beliefs, moral stages, and moetfhworth.

Participants then read the transgression sceragegr(ibed below). Participants
assigned the transgressor role imagined having ¢tietha moral transgression and
having that transgression witnessed by a neighBor.transgressors in the moral
relativism target condition, the neighbor was diéstt as being morally flexible.
Transgressors in the moral absolutist target camditvere told that the neighbor was
morally strict. Participants assigned to the targke condition read the same scenario,
but from the point of view of the neighbor who vasised the transgression.

Participants in the transgressor role then wrdist af statements of what they
would say to the hypothetical neighbor who had @ssed the transgression. Those in

target condition, meanwhile, read the statememtishtad been written by the transgressor
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with whom they were yoked. All participants thesmpleted the dependent measures

before being compensated and debriefed.

2.2.2 Materials

A demographic questionnaire first asked participattout their age, sex, and
education level (see Appendix A). Participantsittead and responded to two sections
of the Defining Issues Test (DIT: Rest, Narvadmma, & Bebeau,1999; Appendix A),
specifically "The Doctor's Dilemma" and "The Escdpisoner.” The DIT is a measure
of the stages of moral development based on Kogpbéreory of moral development
(Rest et al., 1999). Participants also rated #grek to which they use their own
morality to assess their self-worth using the M&alf-Worth Scale (Crocker, Luhtanen,
Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003). Moral self-worth andral developmental stages were
included to explore the possibility that they m@ade transgressors’ use of accounts for

moral transgressions.

2.2.2.1 Procedure for transgressors

Transgressors then read a hypothetical scenavtiich they imagined
committing a moral transgression (see Appendix I&)Xhe scenario, participants were
told to imagine that they had stopped in a smathlleandwich shop to buy lunch. The
shop was described as selling overpriced food butgathe only restaurant open nearby.

Transgressors then read that the cashier accitiegéale them back an extra

$5.00 in change. They were told to imagine thay tkept the money without telling the
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cashier and walked out of the store with the esiiange. They were further told to
imagine that they noticed that a neighbor of theidene had witnessed the transgression.

The scenarios varied as to whether the target, egneighbor) was described as
having a relativist ethical ideology or a non-refigt ideology. In the non-relativist
condition, participants read that their neighboowhtnessed the transgression is "very
strict in his moral values and thinks that everysheuld always follow moral rules.” In
the relativist condition, participants read that target was "very flexible in his moral
values and thinks that people should base theiahg@cisions on the situations in which
they find themselves."

After reading the scenario, transgressors listedfdahe statements that they
would make to the hypothetical neighbor in thaiaion (see Appendix D). (This
procedure is similar to popular cognitive thoughtihg techniques; Cacciopo & Petty,
1980). Transgressors were then shown an exemipdach type of account (excuse,
justification, and exception) and were asked hawilar each account was to the
statements that they had written (see AppendixThe similarity items were included to
measure the transgressors' intent, as they wesk-@eport of the overall message of the
coded statements. Transgressors could presunmabhydito give the impression that the
transgression was not representative of them famele, without having written
anything that could be explicitly coded as an exoap

They were then told to think about the hypothetregighbor target and indicate

(1) how much that target would think that the actdbat they had given was the best
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explanation for that situation, (2) how much thiegught the target would think that the
account was appropriate, (3) how they would feelalthemselves after giving the
account, (4) how the target would feel about théer dearing the account, (5) how
likely they would be to improve their behavior letfuture, how both they and the target
would rate (6) their responsibility for the behayi(r) severity of consequences, and (8)
representativeness of the behavior, how the tavgatd react in terms of (9) social
disapproval, (10) legal ramifications, and (11) payt for damages, and (12) how likely
they and the target would be to avoid each othérerfuture (Appendix D). For
guestions about target reactions, transgressoss taker that targets would answer the
same questions and that they should guess houatigat would respond to each.
Finally, transgressors completed a manipulatiorckle which they indicated their

hypothetical target’s level of moral flexibility @foendix D).

2.2.2.2 Procedure for targets

Targets read the same hypothetical scenario asahggressor but from the point
of view of the person who observed the transgres@ppendix B). They were asked to
indicate the degree to which they would want thedgressor to use each type of account
(excuses, justifications, or exceptions) in thatagion (Appendix E). Targets were then
shown the statement list written by the transgmeasd were asked to rate how similar
each type of account was to the statements thatahsgressor gave (Appendix E).

Mirroring the transgressors’ responses, the tangets asked to indicate (1) how

much the account given was the best explanatioth&drsituation, (2) how appropriate
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the account was, (3) how they think the transgressald feel about him- or herself

after giving the account, (4) how they would pevedhe transgressor after hearing the
account, (5) how likely the transgressor woulddertprove his or her behavior in the
future, how both they and the transgressor woukltiee (6) transgressor’s responsibility
for the behavior, (7) severity of consequences,(8nhdepresentativeness of the behavior,
and how much they would punish the transgresstars of (9) social disapproval, (10)
legal ramifications, and (11) payment for damagesl, (12) how likely both parties

would be to avoid one another in the future (Appeiid.

2.3 Results

2.3.1 Manipulation check

A manipulation check was administered to ensuaettansgressors in the moral
relativist target condition thought that the targyes higher in moral relativism than those
in the moral absolutist target condition. Resshewed that this was the case, with those
in the moral relativist target condition rating tlaeget as more morally flexibl®i(=
5.96,SD= 2.39) than those in the moral absolutist tacgeidition M = 3.14,SD=

2.38),t(131) = 6.82p < .001.
2.3.2 Types of accounts

Two coders counted the number of times that traassgrs used each account

strategy in their statement list. Inter-raterakliity was initially quite good (Cohen’s
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Kappa =.73), and discrepancies were discussedgrerddon by both raters until
consensus was reached for all items.

According to Hypothesis 1, transgressors high liatigsm should use a greater
variety of accounts than those in low in relativisiihis hypothesis was tested using a
multiple regression analysis to analyze the eféét¢tansgressors’ moral relativism scores
on the number of coded account types that they. u€exitrary to Hypothesis 1, there
was no significant difference in the number of agddypes used by transgressors as a

function of moral relativismi(1,156) = .13p = .72,R? = .001.

2.3.2.1 Presence of accounts

A set of three logistic regression analyses asdexféects of hypothetical target
condition (moral absolutist versus moral relatlyitansgressor’s moral relativism
scores, and the interaction between them on tteepee (versus absence) of each type of
account. No significant effects of relativism (gsgd or dispositional) were obtained on
excuses or exceptions. However, there was a nfi@ict ®f hypothetical target condition
on justifications. Transgressors who thought tteiget was morally strict were about
half as likely to give a justification as to novgione, as compared to those in the moral
relativist conditionB = -.67, Wald ?(1) = 4.11 ,p < .05,Pseudd?’ = .04, Odds Ratio =
.51, 95% CI[.27, .98]. This finding supported tredtern expected from Hypothesis 2, in
that people were more likely to use justificatiovisen speaking to targets who they

thought were moral relativists.
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These logistic regression analyses were also coadinath moral development
stage and moral self-worth included as moderatdransgressors who were low in
moral development were thought to be more likelyge certain accounts when they felt
that they can get away with them (rather than bgunded by overall moral principles).
Thus transgressors who were lower stages of meraldpment were expected to vary
their accounts as a function of target relativismdition and the moral relativism of the
transgressor. However, no such moderation occurred

Similarly, moral self-worth—the degree to which p&oinclude morality in their
evaluation of their own worth—was thought to modetae effect of moral relativism on
accounts. People were expected to use the lessigations when they were moral
absolutists (or thought they were talking to o) when morality was particularly

important to their self-worth, but again this maatesn was not found.

2.3.2.2 Similarity to prototypical accounts

A second set of regression analyses tested trasssgee ratings of how close their
responses were to each type of account as a danatihypothetical target condition and
transgressor’s relativism scores. These similaniéasures were designed to get at the
overall account message that the transgressorgdedieto send to the targets, regardless
of whether those accounts actually appeared icdlded statements. As hypothesized,
transgressors indicated that their statements gleser to an excuse when they thought
that their target was morally strict than when theyught he or she was morally flexible,

b =.19,t(154) = 2.47p < .05,R? Change= .03. Surprisingly, people also indicated that
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their responses were more like excuses when they personally higher in moral
relativism,b = .32,t(154) = 3.16p < .01,R? Change= .10. As hypothesized,
transgressors who were high in moral relativisnoregal that their statements were more
similar to justificationsb = .22,t(154) = 2.09p = .04,R? Change= .04. There was no
effect of hypothetical target condition on the damty ratings to justifications, and no
effects of either hypothetical target conditiortransgressor relativism on exception
ratings. Again, these models were tested with hdeeelopmental stage and moral self-
worth as moderators, but neither variable modertiteeffects.

These results somewhat supported Hypothesis Batrtrtansgressors in the moral
relativist target condition were more likely to ysstifications and marginally more
likely to think their responses were similar totjfisations compared to people in the
moral absolutist target condition. Hypothesissbadtated that participants in the moral
relativist target condition would be less likelyuse exceptions and excuses, and less
likely to rate their statements as similar to thfmsens of accounts, as compared to people
in the moral absolutist condition. This predictiwas partially supported, in that
participants in the moral relativist target cormhtwere less likely to say that their

responses were like excuses than those in the ralosalutist condition.
2.3.3 Transgressor reactions

Transgressors’ expectations for how they would &eel act following their
account were tested as a function of their owrcathdeologies and the type(s) of

accounts given.
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2.3.3.1 Evaluations of account-relevant elements tthnsgression

First, transgressor ratings of the responsibiigyerity, and representativeness of
the transgression were tested in a MANOVA as atfanof excuse (present, absent),
justification (present, absent), and exceptiongeng¢, absent). Each outcome measure
(responsibility, severity, and representativenass expected to be predicted by the
presence of related accounts. However, this watheaase: none of the three accounts

types was related to any of the dependent measures.

2.3.3.2 Post-transgression self-ratings

In separate regression analyses, | examined howgrassor's personal moral
relativism and the presence of each type of acooadicted transgressors’ anticipated
feelings toward themselves, their likelihood of &elbr improvement, and their
likelihood of avoiding the target in the futuren line with past research, | hypothesized
that transgressors who were high in personal vedati would rate themselves more
positively than those low in personal relativisidwing a transgression (Forsyth, 1992;
Forsyth & Berger, 1982; Forsyth & Nye, 1990). ilmel with the preliminary studies,
behavior change ratings were expected to be peztiif the use of excuses.

For self-ratings, a significant interaction of ganal relativism and the use of
exceptions emerged,= -.82,t(150) = -2.23p < .05, Change= .03. Tests of simple
slopes revealed a significant effect of exceptiongparticipants low in relativism, such
that those who offered an exception thought theyldvéeel better about themselves than

those who hadn’th = 1.77,t(150) = 2.19p < .05 (see Figure 1). Thus, the act of
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offering an exception may override the negativdifigeabout oneself that may otherwise
arise when a moral absolutist commits a moral gaession. The hypothesized main
effect, in which moral relativists were expecteddel better following a transgression,

was not significant.
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Figure 1: Study 1. Transgressor self-ratings by exaption use and personal
relativism.

Anticipated behavior improvement was predictedhwyinteraction between the
use of excuses and personal relativism,-.52,t(150) = -1.95p = .05, R Change= .03,
but examination of simple slopes revealed no sicanit effects (see Figure 2). In
general, transgressors who were low in relativiand(were thus morally strict) and who
had given an excuse indicated the greatest liketiraf improving their behavior. This

suggests that the behavior improvements foundermptiliminary studies following
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excuses might have been particularly strong fopfelmw in personal moral relativism.

No significant effects emerged for transgressoieg to avoid the targets.
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Figure 2: Study 1. Transgressor behavior improvemeiratings by excuse use
and personal relativism

2.3.4 Transgressor estimates of target reactions

Three MANOVAS tested the effects of hypotheticatyed condition (moral
absolutist versus moral relativist) and the presdnc absence) of each account type on
how the transgressors expected that the targetelbuview them generally and in
terms of specific traits, (2) rate the event ancbaat, and (3) inflict penalties on the

them. No interactions were predicted, so only nedfiects were included in the models.

2.3.4.1 Estimates of targets' trait evaluations

The first MANOVA, testing the effects of hypothetidarget relativism condition

and accounts on targets’ ratings of transgress@iss, revealed a multivariate main
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effect of hypothetical target relativism conditionf{11,118) = 2.12p < .05. Several
univariate main effects emerged for hypotheticegeéticondition, in each case showing
that transgressors expected morally strict tarigetate them more harshly than morally

flexible targets (see Table 2).

Table 2: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of trasgressor estimates of target
reactions by condition

Target Condition

Bad 7.75(.45) 8.78(.41) 5.04* .04
Cold 7.63(.44) 8.81(.40) 6.85** .05
Incompetent 6.06(.43) 7.41(.39) 9.57** .07
Careless 7.41(.45) 8.52(.41) 5.85* .04
Unintelligent 6.23(.43) 7.69(.39) 11.30%** .08
Thoughtless 8.36(.46) 9.41(.42) 5.04* .04
Good explanation 4.78(.41) 3.90(.37) 4.57* .03
Responsible 6.12(.38) 7.09(.34) 6.49% .04
Severity 3.86(.38) 5.23(.34) 12.70%* .09
Represent Person 5.76(.32) 6.51** .04
4.85(.35)
Pay 5.52(.41) 7.31(.37) 18.51%** 12
Tell Authorities 5.42(.37) 23.59% 14
3.42(.41)
Avoid transgressor 5.10(.35) 5.92(.34 4.65* .03

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
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2.3.4.2 Estimates of targets' transgression evaluans

The second MANOVA looked at the effects of hypoitadttarget relativism
condition and account use on ratings of the quality appropriateness of the
explanation, the transgressor’s responsibilitytfi@ event, the severity and
representativeness of the event, and the likelilmidmehavior improvement. A
multivariate main effect of hypothetical target ddion emerged agaimH8,121) =
2.54,p < .05, with univariate tests revealing that tramsgors accounting to morally
flexible targets expected them to rate the evenemositively than did those who gave
accounts to moral absolutist targets (see Table 2).

Multivariate main effects also emerged for the ofsgistifications mH8,121) =
2.72,p < .01, and exceptionmH(8,121) = 2.64p < .01. Examination of univariate main
effects revealed that transgressors who usedigagtdns thought that targets would rate
them as less responsible for the transgressionttivese who gave no justifications. On
the other hand, transgressors thought that thefysstifications would lead targets to
expect less behavior improvement than if no jusdtion had been given (see Table 3).
Univariate main effects of exception use also emgrguch that transgressors who gave
exceptions thought that the target would rate #fealiior as less representative of their
overall honesty, overall character, and usual biendan did those gave no exceptions

(see Table 4).
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Table 3: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of trasgressor estimates of target
reactions by justification use

Justification Use

Outcome Variable Absent Present F

Responsible 7.09(.40) 6.12(.33) 5.88*
Behavior Improvement 4.85(.45) 4.73(.37) 6.10*
Pay 6.91(.43) 5.87(.35 6.46*
Tell authorities 4.88(.43) 3.96(.35) 4.67*

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.*** p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for event testqhré32).
Degrees of freedom for punishment tastg(1, 133).

Table 4: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of trasgressor estimates of target
reactions by exception use

Exception Use

Outcome Variable Absent Present F
Represent Honesty 6.08(.20) 3.92(.53) 15.03***
Represent Person 6.11(.20) 4.49(.52) 8.89*
Represent Behavior 6.01(.21) 4.16(.55) 10.25*

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests arel@3).

2.3.4.3 Estimates of target-imposed punishments
The third MANOVA tested how much financial and leganishment

transgressors expected targets to impose, as svilka likelihood of speaking badly

about the transgressor or avoiding the transgreséetr again, the multivariate effect of
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hypothetical target condition was significamfy(4,125) = 8.87p < .001, and univariate
tests showed that participants expected hypothetingets who were moral absolutists
to be more punitive than those who were moral irets (see Table 2). A multivariate
main effect also emerged for the use of justifmagimH~4,125) = 2.91p < .05.
Univariate tests showed that the transgressorsceeghéargets to be more likely make
them give the money back and to tell authoritiegemvthey had not given a justification

than when they had (see Table 3).

2.3.4.4 Summary: Transgressor estimates of targeeactions

Overall, these analyses showed that, as anticipaisetgressors expected that
they and their actions would be rated more negataed that they would have more
severe punishments when accounting to a moral atistahan to a moral relativist.
Transgressors expected that justifications wowdlten targets seeing them as less
responsible for the transgression and punishing tless in terms of giving the money
back and avoiding them in the future. Interesyintilese positive expectations occurred
even though transgressors thought the targets veoqect less behavior improvement
following justifications than following no justifation.

Exactly as predicted, transgressors who used erosghought that their
transgression would be seen as less representédtireir usual behavior, overall
honesty, or overall character. This pattern issesiant with the definition of exceptions,
which is to argue that a transgression is notrarégiresentation of the person or

behavior. Not surprisingly, transgressors who weseagkptions expected them to be
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effective in this goal. However, the responsibitiating was not affected by excuses, and
the severity rating was not affected by the us@siffications, despite the relevance of
those types of accounts to responsibility and sgveutcomes, respectively. Also
somewhat surprisingly, given research on targetfepence for excuses over
justifications (Shaw et al., 2003), transgressaindt expect targets to rate them more
positively when they used excuses. The next steptasee how well transgressor

expectations matched targets’ actual reactions.
2.3.5 Accuracy of transgressor estimates of target reactions

The effects of excuse (present, absent), justiingpresent, absent), exception
(present, absent), hypothetical target conditioaréhabsolutist, moral relativist), and
participant-target’s relativism score were analyas@n incomplete factorial in which
the main effects of these factors, along with tirggractions with participant role
(transgressor, target) were examined (while trggterticipant role as a within-subjects
factor to account for the yoked nature of the d@sidHypothesis 3 suggested that
transgressors would be more accurate at estimdteigtarget’s reactions when that
target’s self-reported moral relativism matched tifahe hypothetical target condition
(e.g., if an target who is high in moral relativisead an account given by a transgressor
in the moral relativist target condition, or a tetr¢pw in relativism read an account by a

transgressor in the moral absolutist target cooraljti
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2.3.5.1 Accuracy of trait evaluation estimates

The first MANOVA examined the effect of hypothetitarget condition,
participant-target’s actual relativism, participaolie, and account presence on
evaluations of the transgressor. At the multiarlavel, a significant interaction
between participant role and participant-targeglativism score was revealed,
mH11,116) = 2.27p < .05. This interaction was significant for aillits at the univariate
level. Probing these interactions revealed sigaift simple effects of participant role for
several morally-relevant traits when targets wegh in moral relativism (see Table 5).
In all cases, targets who were high in moral reisin rated the transgressors more

positively than transgressors had expected them to.

Table 5: Study 1. Simple slopes of participant rolevhen participant-targets were
moral relativists

Outcome Variable b t
Overall positivity 1.06 2.17*
Immoral -1.53 -2.13*
Unethical -1.44 -1.86'
Unfair -1.82 -2.37*

Note: 'p<.05.*p <.05.%*p < .01.**p < .001.

Degrees of freedom for all tests(arel26).
2.3.5.2 Accuracy of transgression evaluation estirtes

The second analysis tested the effects of the giaedion evaluations of the
event. Multivariate main effects were revealedtfa presence of justifications,
mH8,119) = 2.33p < .05, and exceptions)H8,119) = 2.02p < .05. Significant (or
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nearly significant) multivariate interactions alsmerged for the interaction of participant
role and justification presena®H(8,119) = 1.98p = .06, and the interaction of
participant role and exception presenoé{8,119) = 2.65p < .01.

At the univariate level, significant main effectgustification presence were
revealed for how good and appropriate the explanatias, with participants rating

explanations that included justifications as wadlsmn those that didn’t (see Table 6).

Table 6: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of tr@sgression evaluations by
justification presence

Justification Use

Outcome Variable Absent Present F
Good explanation 4.53(.28) 3.79(.23) 6.76**
Appropriate explanation 4.77(.29) 3.93(.24) 8.20**

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.

Degrees of freedom for all tests(arel26).

Significant univariate interactions of justificatigpresence by participant role
emerged for ratings of how responsible the trarssgnrewas for the transgression and
how likely the transgressor would be to improveliebavior (see Table 7). Simple main
effects of justification presence were revealedofath evaluations within transgressors,
(Responsibility:F(1,126) = 6.12p < .05; Behavior improvement&(1,126) = 5.99p <
.05). Transgressors expected the targets tohrate &s both less responsible and also

less likely to improve their behavior following asfification than when no justification
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was given. Simple main effects of participant rateratings of responsibility emerged
within both levels of justification presence, (Abhtd=(1,126) = 4.65p < .001; Present:
F(1,126) = 1.95p < .05). In both cases, transgressors overestihie® much targets

would hold them responsible for the transgression.

Table 7: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of trasgressor estimates and target
actual ratings of transgression by participant roleand justification presence

Participant role

Outcome Variable Justification Transgressor Target F

Absent 7.07(.40) 4.42(.40)

Responsibility 9.23**
Present 6.08(.33) 5.17(.33)

Behavior improvement 4.73
Present 3.76(.37) 4.03(.35)
Absent 6.93(.42) 3.19(.48) .

Pay cashier 10.25
Present 5.82(.35) 4.10(.40)

Tell authorities 5.27
Present 395(35) 332(38)

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.**p <.001
Degrees of freedom for all tests(arel26).

Exceptions also predicted evaluations of the tregssiion. Main effects of
exception presence emerged for ratings of explamappropriateness, and ratings how
representative the transgression was of the traasgrs’ honesty, overall character, and
usual behavior (see Table 8 for those not qualifiethteractions). Participants thought

that the explanation was more appropriate follovangexception. As anticipated from
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the definitions of exceptions, participants alsoutiht the behavior was less

representative in all ways when an exception haah loéfered.

Table 8: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of tr@sgression evaluations by
exception presence

Exception Use

Outcome Variable Absent Present F
Appropriate explanation 3.87(.16) 4.83(.41) 4.82*
Represent person 5.88(.14) 4.64(.37) 10.31**
Represent behavior 5.83(.13) 4.53(.35 12.36%**

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p < .001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(arel26).

Furthermore, significant interactions between ekoegpresence and participant
role were revealed for ratings of transgressorarsibility for the transgression and how

representative the transgression was of the traasgrs’ overall honesty (see Table 9).

Table 9: Study 1. Means and univariate tests of trasgression evaluations by
exception presence and participant role

Participant role

Outcome Variable Exception Transgressor Target F
Responsibility 4.42
Present 6.90(.56) 4.22(.56)
Absent 6.11(.20) 5.54(.21)

Represent honesty 6.43**

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(arel26).
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Simple main effects of participant role emergedrésponsibility ratings both
when an exception had been givE(ll,126) = 3.32p < .001, and when it hadn't,
F(1,126) = 2.94p < .01. In both cases, transgressors overestinmaedesponsible the
targets would hold them for the transgression.

A simple main effect of exception presence omasties of how much targets
would rate the transgression as representativieenf dverall honesty emerged within
transgressors;(1,126) = 16.39p < .001. Transgressors who had given an exception
thought that it would be effective in making thegets rate the transgression as less

representative.

2.3.5.3 Accuracy of punishment estimates

The third analysis examined targets’ real and edBohpunishments. At the
multivariate level, interactions were significaat participant role and participant-targets'
relativism,mH4,123) = 4.68p < .001, and participant role and justificatioegence,
mH4,123) = 3.30p < .01. Examination of univariate effects reveatgdractions of
participant role and justification presence on hikely the target would be to make the
transgressor pay back the cashier or to tell aititb®about the transgression (see Table
7). Simple main effects of justification showedttkransgressors expected lesser
punishments following justifications (Pay cashigfl,126) = 6.90p < .01; Tell
authoritiesF(1,126) = 4.63p < .05).

Simple main effects of participant role emergeddoth outcomes when no

justification had been given, with transgressomrestimating the degree to which
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targets would penalize them, (Pay cashiét,126) = 5.94p < .001; Tell authorities:
F(1,126) = 3.36p < .001). A simple main effect of participant role estimates of
telling authorities was also found for pairs in atha justification had been given,
F(1,126) = 3.31p < .001. When transgressors had used a justidicathey
underestimated how likely the targets would be &kethem pay back the cashier.
Univariate interactions of participant role andtggpant-targets' relativism also
emerged for all four punishments. Probing theseraations revealed that transgressors
overestimated how likely participant-targets (dfi@els of moral relativism) were to
make them pay back the cashier (Low target re&tivi(126) = -4.42p < .001; High
target relativismt(126) = -4.72p < .001) and to speak badly about them (Low target
relativism:t(126) = -4.42p < .001; High target relativisnt{126) = -3.49p < .001).
Transgressors also overestimated how likely paditi-targets who were high in
relativism were to tell authorities about their aeior, t(126) = -1.99p < .05. No simple

effects of participant role were found for estinsabé targets avoiding the transgressor.

2.3.5.4 Summary: Accuracy of transgressor estimated target reactions

Overall, these findings showed that transgressstshates of how targets would
rate them and punish them were inaccurate. Trassgrs generally overestimated how
likely participant-targets were punish them—by nmgkihem pay back the cashier or
speaking badly about them. They also overestimadadlikely morally flexible

participant-targets were to tell authorities akitveir behavior
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There were also interactions between participdetand the accounts that
transgressors used, especially involving justifareg. Transgressors expected lesser
consequences and punishments—in terms of targétsys of how responsible the
transgressors were for the misdeed, and how likelytargets were to tell authorities
about them or make them pay back the cashier—fatigyustifications. At least in
terms of paying back the cashier, this was an wstienation, as targets were more likely
to insist on transgressors paying back the moray tie transgressors had guessed.
Curiously, this underestimation of punishment ocedidespite the fact that transgressors
overestimated how much targets would hold themaesiple and underestimated how
much targets would expect behavior improvemenovalhg justifications. Thus, targets
were demanding rectification beyond what transgmsssxpected even though they were
more lenient in their assessment of the situatiam transgressors thought they would be.

These results did not support Hypothesis 3, ag tivere no three-way
interactions between participant role, hypothetiaeget condition, and participant-
targets' relativism scores. No evidence was fdorsliggest that transgressors were
better at predicting the reactions and punishmeintzrgets whose personal relativism
matched that of the hypothetical target to whomdgaessors were writing their

accounts.
2.3.6 Matching transgressor accounts and target acc  ount preferences

The matching of transgressor accounts and the atpoeferences of their targets

were examined using three logistic regression @ealy The odds of transgressors using
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each type of account were predicted by hypothetargket relativism condition,
participant-target's moral relativism scores, am@ther or not targets wished to be told
each form of account. Transgressors in the mefativist target condition were
expected to give accounts that better matched tiugjet’'s preferences when they
provided accounts to participant-targets high imahcelativism (and those in the moral
absolutist target condition were expected to giedn matched accounts to participant-

targets low in moral relativism).

2.3.6.1 Matching of targets' excuse preferences

The first logistic regression tested the odds arfisgressors using excuses, as
predicted by hypothetical target condition, papi#it-target's moral relativism scores,
and target's preference for excuses. A signifibgpbthetical target condition by
participant-target relativism interaction emerged; .64, Wald %(1) = 6.19,p < .01,
Pseudd?? = .10, Odds Ratio = 1.90, 95% CI[1.15, 3.13]. Téfiect was qualified by a
significant three-way interaction between hypottatiarget condition, participant-target
relativism score, and target preference for exgudes-1.35, Wald (1) = 4.40,p < .05,
Pseudd?? = .14, Odds Ratio = .26, 95% CI[.07, .99].

Examination of simple slopes revealed that whemstgeessors correctly thought
that they were talking to a morally strict target.( the participant-target was low in
moral relativism and the transgressor was in theahrabsolutist target condition), then

transgressors were best able to match their tangetference for excusegl57) = 1.96 ,
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p <. 05. As seen in Figure 3, these transgressers more likely to give excuses when

targets wanted to hear excuses than when theynogre

1
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Figure 3: Study 1. Interaction of target excuse prerence, hypothetical target
condition, and participant-target relativism on the use of excuses

This finding supports Hypothesis 3, as transgress@tched target preferences

more closely when the actual target’s low relativiscore matched the score of the

hypothetical target to whom they were writing theescount. However, Hypothesis 3

would have also predicted the same slope for trassgrs who were in the moral

relativist target condition and accounting to papint-targets high in moral relativism.

Although that slope was in the predicted directibmas not significant.
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2.3.6.2 Matching of targets' justification prefererces

The second logistic regression predicted transgrassdds of using justifications
as a function of target preferences for justifimas, hypothetical target condition, and
participant-target's relativism scores. Only anreffect of hypothetical target condition
emerged, showing that people in the moral absolisiget condition—as compared to
those in the moral relativist condition— had hak bdds of offering a justificatioB = -

.67, Wald %(1) = 4.16,p < .05,Pseudd?’ = .04, Odds Ratio = .51, 95% CI[.27, .97].

2.3.6.3 Matching of target's exception preferences

The third logistic regression then tested the ille@d of transgressors offering
exceptions, as predicted by target preferencexfoe@ions, hypothetical target

condition, and participant-target relativism, botifid no significant effects.

2.3.6.4 Summary: Matching of targets' account prefences

These findings provided limited support for Hypatise3, by showing that
transgressors matched target preferences for exbeseer when they accurately believed
the target to be morally strict. However, thigdiimy was not replicated for justifications

and exceptions.
2.3.7 Target reactions

Finally, | tested Hypothesis 3, by examining whetin@nsgressors who matched
the account preferences of their targets receivee ipositive interpersonal judgments

and lesser punishments. Three sets of 2 (hypo#iéairget condition: relativist,
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absolutist) x 2 (transgressor account: presengrdps 2 (target preference: want
account, don't want account) MANOVAs—one for eagretof account—assessed
targets’ ratings of (1) how they would view thensgressor (generally and in terms of
specific traits), (2) how they would view the trgrnsssion, and (3) the extent of the

financial, legal, and social retribution that theguld inflict.

2.3.7.1 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exises

The first set of MANOVASs looked at the effects o&tohing target preferences
for excuses. The first MANOVA tested whether tasgedtings of transgressor traits were
affected by the matching between transgressor usecases and target desire for
excuses. No significant effects emerged at thdivawiate level.

The second MANOVA tested the effects of the prextgcbn targets’ ratings of
the transgression. No multivariate effects weveated. Although MANOVAs
generally preclude examination of univariate e8attultivariate effects are not found,
the univariate interactions of transgressors’ ezaige and target’s preference for
excuses were nonetheless examined because thegxypdiatly hypothesized and
because of the possibility that some traits coaldehbeen affected by the predicted
interaction, even if traits as a whole were not.

A significant univariate interaction of target pgednces for excuses and
transgressor use of excuses was revealed fortihgsaf how representative the
transgression was of the transgressors' overalactea (see Table 10). A surprising

simple main effect of excuse presence emergedfgets who wanted to hear excuses:
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those whose preferencegre notmatched rated the event as less representatibe of
transgressoi;(1,150) = 4.71p <. 05. A simple main effect also emerged for pair
which no excuse had been given, in which targets mdd desired an excuse rated the

transgression as less representat{#,150) = 4.59p <. 05.

Table 10: Study 2. Means and univariate test of tayet ratings of responsibility by
excuse use and preference for excuses

Target Preference for Excuses

Excuse

Outcome Variable Doesn't Want Wants F
Presence
Absent 5.95(.30) 4.48(.72)
Represent Person 4.41* .03
Present 5.68(.24) 5.65(.49)

Note: *p <.06.*p <.05.** p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom are (1, 157).

The third MANOVA tested the effects of these préatis on target's punishment

ratings. No significant effects emerged.

2.3.7.2 Effects of matching targets’ desire for jugfications

The second sets of MANOVAs examined the effectmatiching target
preferences for justifications. The first MANOVAsted target's ratings of the
transgressors’ traits and general positivity. Ndtivariate effects emerged, but there
were significant univariate effects for the preditinteraction between target preference
for justifications and transgressor use of jusdificns on target ratings of transgressor

coldness and badness (see Table 11). For bot tiaigets who did not wish to hear a
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justification rated transgressors who gave theos#tfjcation against their wishes as

more bad and more cold than transgressors whotlgideh them a justification, (Bad:
F(1, 149) = 8.28p < .01; Cold:F(1, 149) = 8.97p < .01). Also for both traits, targets
who didn't wish to hear that justification ratee thansgressors worse than did those who

desired a justification, (Badf(1, 149) = 8.35p < .01; Cold:F(1, 149) = 11,69p < .001).

Table 11: Study 2. Means and univariate tests forfects of matching target
preferences for justifications

Target Preference for Justification

Outcome Variable  Justification ~ Doesn't Want Wants F

Absent 6.68(.36) 7.06(.60)

Bad 5.19* .03
Present 8.01(.29) 6.31(.52)
Absent 6.95(.33) 7.19(.56)

Cold 6.19* .04
Present 8.23(.27) 6.35(.48)

Explanation appropriate 4.65* 03
Present 2.98(.25) 4.74(.45)
Absent 3.21(.39) 4.00(.65)

Tell authorities 4.30* .03
Present 4.11(.31) 2.83(.57)

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.*** p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for trait tests(arel56).
Degrees of freedom for transgressiah@mishment tests are (1, 157).

The second MANOVA tested the effects of the predtecbn targets’ evaluations
of the transgression. No multivariate effects eradrdput a univariate effect of matching

justifications preferences emerged on ratings efabpropriateness of the explanation,
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(see Table 11). Simple effects tests revealethplsimain effect of justification
preference within pairs in which a justificationdiaeen giveni=(1, 149) = 11.51p <
.001, and a simple main effect of justificationg@ece within targets who didn't want to
hear justificationsi(1, 150) = 7.81p < .01. In both cases, targets who had wished to
hear no justifications but whose desires were raithed rated the explanation as least
appropriate.

The third justification MANOVA examined punishmermtdlicted by the target.
At the multivariate level, a marginally significanteraction emerged between
transgressors' use of justifications and targetsire to hear justificationmH4, 147) =
2.13,p = .08. At the univariate level, this interactias significant for the likelihood of
targets telling authorities about the transgresdmhavior (see Table 11). Simple effects
tests showed that targets who had desired th#igatibn were less likely to tell
authorities about the transgressors' behavior gawe a justification than targets who

hadn't desired a justification.

2.3.7.3 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exptions

The third set of MANOVAs examined the effects oftang targets' exception
preferences on target's (1) rating of the transgre$2) ratings of the transgression, and
(3) penalties imposed on the transgressor. Nafgignt effects emerged in any of the

three analyses.
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2.3.7.4 Summary: Effects of matching targets’ des# for accounts

According to Hypothesis 4, targets whose preferef@ehearing (or not hearing)
excuses, justifications, and exceptions were matbtlydransgressors’ accounts should
have reacted more favorably to the transgressojpsdgyng them less harshly and
inflicting lesser punishments.

The results of Study 1 showed some support for khgsis 4 in the form of
preferential judgment and treatment for transgnessato matched target's desire for
justifications. Specifically, targets who wishedhtear no justifications rated
transgressors who matched that preference asdedsarul less cold than transgressors
who had given a justification. Targets who desagdstification indicated a lower
likelihood of alerting the authorities about thartsgression when that desire was
accommodated. Transgressors' matching of targetsrpnces for excuses and exception
preferences did not lead to any decrease in negtit evaluations or penalties. Thus,
there was partial support for Hypothesis 4, in thatmatching of target's justification
preferences resulted in more positive interpersondomes and occasionally legal

outcomes.

2.4 Discussion

Study 1 tested how people altered their accounenvelccounting to people with
different moral philosophies and how this stratemjanfluenced the negative

consequences of moral transgressions. | expeatiadtthat people’s choices of account

50



strategies for moral transgressions varied as etifumof their own moral philosophies
(Hypothesis 1) and the moral philosophies of thgpothetical targets (Hypothesis 2). |
also expected transgressors to be more effectigstimbating participant-target reactions
and matching their account preferences when imagiainypothetical target with the
same ethical ideology (Hypothesis 3) and thatrasching would result in less
retribution by the participant-target (Hypothes)s 4

Hypothesis 1—that transgressors high in moralireéah would use a greater
variety of accounts—was not supporteldwever, Hypothesis 2—that transgressors
would use more justifications when accounting taahcelativists and more excuses and
exceptions when accounting to moral absolutists—geserally supported.
Transgressors who thought they were accountingétasivistic target were more likely
to use justifications, marginally more likely toyshat their responses were similar to
justifications, and less likely to say that theatements were similar to excuses than
those accounting to absolutists. There was natedfehypothetical target relativism
condition on the use of exceptions or ratings wiilsirity to exceptions.

Transgressors generally thought that justificatosild lead targets to see them
in a more positive light, and in some cases, thesewight. In fact, sometimes they
underestimated how favorably targets would resgondstifications, such as when
targets rated the transgressor as less respoisitilee event and more likely to improve
their behavior than transgressors had anticipatialding justifications. However,

sometimes this expectation of positive reactioiefiong justifications led transgressors
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to underestimate targets’ punishments. For exannalesgressors who had given
justifications overestimated how much this would them off the hook; they thought
targets would be less likely to make them go batbk the store and pay back the cashier
than they actually were.

Hypothesis 3 stated that transgressors would bé¢ acosrate in their estimations
of targets' reactions and would match targets'@aucpreferences best when the targets’
levels of moral relativism matched those of thedtkptical targets to whom the
transgressors were offering their account. Howewes hypothesis found no support in
terms of transgressors' accuracy at estimatingtargeactions. Instead, transgressors
were generally inaccurate in their estimation oihoorally flexible participant-targets
would rate them. This was particularly true forraity-relevant traits: targets who were
high in moral relativism rated transgressors asenpassitive overall, and less immoral,
unethical, and unfair than the transgressors haugtht they would. Furthermore,
transgressors overestimated how likely all paréinigtargets (of all moral relativism
levels) were to punish them.

There was some support for Hypothesis 3 in ternteematching of accounts.
Transgressors matched targets' preferences fosesdest when they believed they were
accounting to moral absolutists and their particigargets actually were morally strict.
This effect was limited to excuses, as transgraessiornot match target preferences for

justifications or exceptions when target conditioml target relativism matched.
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Finally, Hypothesis 4 stated that targets wouldygidnd treat transgressors more
leniently when the transgressors had matched tgetts preferences for excuses,
justifications, and exceptions. This hypothesis wapported in terms of the matching of
justification preferences. Targets whose desiteetr no justifications was matched
rated the explanation as more appropriate and thtettansgressor as less bad and cold
than when they were given a justification agaihstrtwishes. The effect for coldness is
a particularly potent finding given the primacyvedrmth vs. cold judgment in terms of
overall appraisals of people (Fiske et al., 200/Mansgressors who didn't offer a
justification to targets who wanted to hear oneenmrnished by being more likely to
have the authorities told about their immoral beétvav

In addition to the four formal hypotheses for thiigdy, there were several
secondary hypotheses based on the past reseaadtaimts and on moral relativism.
First, moral relativists were expected to feel drestfter committing a transgression than
moral absolutists, but no such pattern emerged. shiprisingly, transgressors tended to
expect more harsh judgments and punishments froralrabsolutists than from moral
relativists.

In accord with the definitions of excuses, jusafions, and exceptions,
transgressors were expected to feel less resperisibihe transgression and think of the
transgressions as less severe and less repregentasipectively, following the use of
each of these accounts. However, this was natake. Transgressors’ estimates of

targets’ reactions following accounts were alsaitjid to follow the same pattern, with
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excuses leading to lower estimations of responigipjustifications leading to lower
severity estimations, and exceptions leading teelowatings the representativeness of the
transgression. Here, the expected pattern didgerfer exceptions, in that transgressors
who gave exceptions thought that these account&dviead the target to rate the
transgression as less representative of their dtpneharacter, and usual behavior. This
expectation makes theoretical sense, as exceprersssentially arguments about the
non-representativeness of the transgresdttowever, there was no evidence that using
exceptions made targets think the transgressioramasess representative of the
transgressorContrary to expectations, the degree to which gagants—both
transgressors and targets—thought that the trassgrevas responsible for the
transgression was unaffected by the use of excasen,though this form of account is
essentially an argument for low responsibilitym#arly, neither transgressors' nor
targets' ratings of the severity of the transgoessiere affected by the use of
justifications, despite justifications directly addsing transgression severity.

Based on the preliminary studies, transgressore expected to indicate a greater
likelihood of improving their behaviors followingeuses, and less following exceptions.
No such pattern was found for exceptions. On therchand, the finding for excuses did
emerge as expected but curiously only for transgrsswho were low in moral
relativism. The finding that moral relativism aexlcuses affected anticipated behavior
improvement makes theoretical sense though, adgedw are moral absolutists tend to

believe that moral rules hold true regardless otext or situational constraints (Forsyth,
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1980). Excuses, by definition, argue for the powafdahe situation over the ability of the
transgressor to control his or her actions. Exsusay just not be enough to convince
moral absolutists that they are off the hook foniadeed, and so they plan to avoid future
transgressions.

Thus, while the findings for this study were mix#tgy did lend support to the
idea that matching targets’ account preferencesesuit in positive outcomes for
transgressors, at least for moral transgressidhs. next two studies tried to replicate this

pattern of findings in specific domains that areenfviewed as morally relevant.
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3. Study 2: Environmentalism

Studies 2 and 3 extended the general ethical iggdindings of Study 1 to two
specific domains involving environmental (Studya®y religious (Study 3)
transgressions. Both environmental and religioaissigressions are seen by some people
to be “moral” transgressions, yet endorsement girenmentalism or religiosity as
indicative of morality is not universal (Feinberg\8iller, 2013l; Graham, Haidt, &
Nosek, 2009). Thus, these two domains might atlawsgressors to use different
strategies with different targets based on thest&@ttitude toward these specific issues
rather than adjusting an account to a target’'sareing ethical ideology.

Specifically, | expected that transgressors whgparsonally high in
environmentalism (Study 2) or religiosity (Study@uld use fewer justifications for
value-relevant transgressions because to do sawonlcounter to their beliefs that
those transgressions have negative consequendss, | Axpected that transgressors
would not try to use environmental or religioustifications to mollify targets who
endorse these values because they recognizeyimgj to minimize the importance of
these issues would only add to the target's illwivard the transgressor.

The first of these domain-specific studies was mvirenmental transgressions,
with transgressors accounting to targets were wippasedly high or low in

environmentalist beliefs.
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3.1 Hypotheses

3.1.1 Hypothesis 1

Transgressors who personally endorse high enviratahem will use fewer

justifications for value-relevant transgressiorathwvill those low in environmentalism.
3.1.2 Hypothesis 2

Transgressors will use fewer justifications and enexcuses and exceptions when
giving value-relevant accounts to people they beli® be high rather than low in

environmentalism.
3.1.3 Hypothesis 3

Transgressors will estimate the target's reactiomiee accurately and match their
target's preferred account strategies more claglkegn the hypothetical target to whom
they are offering the account holds environmeritalides that match the actual target's

reported environmentalism score.
3.1.4 Hypothesis 4

Transgressors who successfully match the prefesesfdbeir targets will evoke

less negative reactions and be given lesser pesdlttan those who do not.
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3.2 Methods

3.2.1 Participants

Participants were 127 men and 189 women aged I88234.4,SD= 12.74)
who were recruited and paid through MTurk. In stisdy, 42.7% of participants had
received at least a Bachelor's Degree.

The first 158 participants were assigned to besgesssors. The others were
assigned to act as targets and were yoked witlobtiee transgressors. Through random
assignment, 84 transgressor-target pairs werergsbig be in the environmentalist

condition, and 74 pairs were assigned to the nar@mmentalist condition.
3.2.2 Procedure

The procedure was the same as in Study 1.
3.2.2 Materials

The materials were the same as in Study 1, exbapparticipants completed two
environmentalism-related measures instead of theattdeology and moral self-worth
guestionnaires. Environmental attitudes were asskegsing the New Ecological
Paradigm (NEP: Dunlap, van Liere, Mertig, & Emmetds, 2000) and environmental
self-worth was measured using the Environmentdh\®elrth Scale (Brook, 2006). See

Appendix B for the environmental measures.
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In addition, the scenarios were changed such #rdicypants in the transgressor
condition imagined committing an environmental sgiression (see Appendix C).
Specifically, transgressors imagined that they vistiag to get rid of some old paint and
that the hazardous waste dump was far away, sadilmaped the paint down the sewer
drain. However, a neighbor witnessed this trarssjom. Participant-transgressors in the
environmentalist condition read that this neighlvas "very concerned about
environmental issues," whereas those in the noir@mmentalist condition read that the
neighbor was "not concerned about environmentakss Participants assigned to the
target condition read the same scenario from thet pb view of the neighbor who
witnessed the transgression. The procedure thenved that of Study 1, in which
transgressors wrote accounts and completed theendient measures (Appendix D), and
targets indicated their preferences for the varaeeounts and saw the transgressors'
statements before completing the dependent mea@\ypsendix E).

Thus, participant-transgressors who scored lowgir im environmentalism read
a scenario in which an environmentalist or non-emmentalist target saw them commit
an environmental transgression. They then wratestents of what they would say to
that hypothetical target. The same scenario andttements written by transgressors

were then read by participant-targets who varieth@r environmentalist attitudes.
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3.3 Results

3.3.1 Manipulation check

A manipulation check confirmed that transgressdre were told that they were
accounting to an environmentalist rated the taagdtigher in environmental attitudés (
= 8.12,SD= 1.44) than those in the non-environmentaligggacondition i = 2.93,SD

=2.37),t(156) = -16.82p < .001.
3.3.2 Types of accounts

The statement lists were coded for the preseneadtf type of account by two
raters blind to condition. Inter-rater reliabilitydicated moderate agreement: Cohen's

Kappa was .57. Discrepancies were discussedaartiensus was reached for all items.

3.3.2.1 Presence of accounts

Three logistic regression analyses examined tleetsfiof hypothetical target
condition (environmentalist, non-environmentalesty transgressor environmentalism
scores on the presence of each type of accouheitrdnsgressors' statement lists. The
use of justifications was significantly predictegltbansgressors' environmental attitudes,
such that a 1 unit increase in pro-environmentéldes decreased the odds of using a
justification by .79B = -.24, Wald ?(1) = 7.11 ,p < .01,Pseudd?’ = .06, Odds Ratio =
.79, 95% CI[.66, .94]. Neither the use of excusasexceptions were affected by

hypothetical target condition or transgressor emnentalism.
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3.3.2.2 Similarity to prototypical accounts

Three additional regression analyses used the pegdetors to examine the
transgressor's ratings of how similar they thoubght their overall statement was to each
type of account. The same pattern emerged, sathrédmsgressors with higher pro-
environmental attitudes rated their statementsagjimally less similar to justifications,
b =-.28,1(157) = -3.46p < .001,R* Change= .07. Again, neither hypothetical target
environmentalism condition nor transgressors’ eminentalism affected the similarity
to excuse or exception ratings. As in Study 1,ahdevelopment stage and
environmental self-worth were tested as moderatbtisese effects. However, the
proposed moderations were not significant.

These findings support Hypothesis 1, because trassgrs who were high in
environmentalism were less likely to use justificas and less likely to say their
responses were similar to justifications than tHogein environmentalism. However,
Hypothesis 2 was not supported, as people in thiea@mentalist hypothetical target
condition were not less likely to use justificatsosis compared to people in the non-

environmentalist target condition.
3.3.3 Transgressor reactions

3.3.3.1 Evaluations of account-relevant elements tthnsgression

Next, | assessed how transgressors expected todahd feel following
accounts by examining the effects of excuse (pteabsent), justification (present,
absent), and exception (present, absent) on tressgr ratings of their responsibility, the
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severity of the transgression, and the represgrtass of the behavior. No multivariate
effects emerged, but the specifically predictedranate effects—that excuses would

predict responsibility, justifications would pretigeverity, and exceptions would predict
representativeness—were examined at the univdera@é There was a univariate effect
of justification use on severity. Those who gav&ifications rated the transgression as
less severeM = 4.31,SD=.28) than those who did nd(= 5.07,SD = .24),F(1,157) =

5.19,p < .05, ?=.03. No other univariate effects of justificats emerged. This pattern
is exactly as expected, as justifications are atsoim which the transgressor minimizes
the severity of the transgression but does notgssaciy address issues of responsibility

or representativeness. There were no significetts of excuses or exceptions.

3.3.3.2 Post-transgression self-ratings

Next, three multiple regression analyses examihectfects of transgressor's
personal environmental attitudes and the preseheaah type of account on
transgressors’ (1) anticipated feelings toward thelwres, (2) anticipated likelihood of
behavior improvement, and (3) likelihood of avoglihe target in the future. As
anticipated, participants who held stronger prosemvmental attitudes thought that they
would feel worse about themselves following an esvinent transgressioh,= -.30,

t(156) = -3.97p < .001,R*Change= .09. As in Study 1, behavior change ratings were
expected to be positively predicted by the usexotises; however, none of the predictors

significantly predicted behavior change. Transgpeswho had used excuses did
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indicate a greater likelihood of avoiding the tdrges compared to those who gave no
excusesb = 1.08,t(153) = 2.61 p < .01,R? Change= .05.

These findings were somewhat in line with expecotej as transgressors who
used justifications thought that their transgrassuas less severe. People who
personally held pro-environmental attitudes al$ovierse about themselves following
their transgression, as would also be expectee fifilding that excuses were related to
more avoidance of targets was unexpected and hdiera shown in the previous

studies.
3.3.4 Transgressor estimates of target reactions

| then looked at how transgressors expected taejets to feel and react after the
account. Three MANOVAs examined the effects ofdtietical target
environmentalism condition and the presence (oerad®s) of each type of account on
how the transgressors expected that the targetilWbuview the transgressor generally
and in terms of specific traits, (2) view the traression, and (3) impose penalties on the
transgressor. No interactions were expected, ammhly main effects were included in
the model. | expected an effect of hypotheticajeétcondition, such that transgressors
would expect more positive target reactions whety there accounting to non-
environmentalist targets. As discussed earliandgressors were also expected to

anticipate positive target reactions following eses.
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3.3.4.1 Estimates of targets' trait evaluations

The first MANOVA, which tested the effects of hypetical target
environmentalism condition and account use on g@ssor estimates of target trait
ratings, revealed significant multivariate maineets for hypothetical condition,
mH11,143) = 5.11p < .001, and the use of justificatiomsH11,143) = 1.98p < .05.

At the univariate level, significant main effectshypothetical target condition were
obtained on all 10 specific traits, as well asdhierall positivity rating (see Table 12). In
all cases, transgressors expected to be ratedmegedively when they thought they were
accounting to an environmentalist than when acéogrib a non-environmentalist.

Univariate main effects of justification use alsnexged for transgressors’
estimates of how bad the target would rate tHefh,157) = 4.89p < .05. Transgressors
who gave a justification = 8.43,SD = .31) thought that the targets would view them as

less bad than did transgressors who gave no patdns M = 9.24,SD= .27)
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Table 12: Study 2. Means and univariate tests foransgressor estimates of target
trait evaluations, transgression evaluations, andymishments by condition

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Non-environmentalist  Environmestal F 2
Overall Positivity 3.96(.20) 2.37(.18) A46.45%+ 23
Bad 7.80(.30) 9.87(.28) 30 76w 17
Cold 7.50(.30) 9.44(.27) 29.46** 16
Incompetent 7.60(.35) 9.54(.32) 20.96**+ 12
Careless 8.90(.31) 10.53(.28) 19.49%x* 11
Unkind 7.25(.33) 9.23(.30) 25.10%* 14
Unintelligent 7.55(.36) 9.27(.33) 15.71%+* 09
Immoral 7.93(.32) 9.67(.29) 20.34%%* 12
Thoughtless 8.66(.32) 10.48(.29) 22.79%+* 13
Unethical 8.34(.31) 10.10(.28) 22 .14%+* 13
Unfair 7.42(.31) 9.41(.28) 28.73%* 16
Good explanation 4.51(.28) 3.25(.25) 14 61*+* 09
Appropriate explanation 4.78(.29) 3.50(.27) 13.43%* 08
Responsible 7.22(.25) 8.01(.22) 7.16% 04
Severity 4.29(.28) 6.46(.25) 35.24%* 13
Represent environmental 5.97(.29) 6.86(.27) 6.53** 04
Represent person 5.37(.27) 6.80(.25) 18.98*+* 11
Represent behavior 5.60(.29) 6.61(.26) 8.75%* 05
Pay 88.70(9.41) 145.33(8.67) 25, Dgek 1=
Tell authorities 2.91(.31) 5.28(.29) 40.70%+* 22
Speak badly 4.85(.32) 6.87(.29) 28,58+ 16
Avoid transgressor 4.16(.32) 6.21(.29) 28.83*** 16

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all trait dr@hsgression evaluation tests are (1,157).
Degrees of freedom for all punishirtests are (1,151).
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3.3.4.2 Estimates of targets' transgression evaluans

The second MANOVA examined the effects of conditmml account presence
on transgressor estimates of how targets wouldthaté&ransgression. Only the
multivariate main effect of condition was signifitam~(8,146) = 6.30p < .001. All
specific outcome variables showed main effectoofition, except for the
transgressor’s estimates of target expectatiobglofvior improvement (see Table 12).
As with the trait evaluations, transgressors exgaebiarsher judgments from
environmentalists than from non-environmentalidisivariate effects for the presence
of excuses, justifications, and exceptions wererexad for the ratings relevant to each

(responsibility, severity, and representativenesspectively), but none were significant.

3.3.4.3 Estimates of target-imposed punishments

The third MANOVA tested transgressor estimateshefgunishments that would
be imposed by the targets and again found onlyl&vauate effect of condition,
mH4,144) = 11.38p < .001. A main effect of hypothetical target dilon was
obtained for all four punishment ratings, such thetsgressors thought that
environmentalists would punish them more than wawdd-environmentalists (see Table

12).

3.3.4.4 Summary: Transgressor estimates of targeeactions

These analyses showed a strong effect of hypotiésirget environmentalism
condition on transgressor estimates of how tangetdd react following the

transgression. Regardless of the accounts givethéoenvironmental transgression,
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transgressors expected environmentalist targetteédhem and their transgression more
negatively and to punish them more harshly thareronronmentalist targets would.
Only on one rating did the account given altersgaassors’ estimates: transgressors
thought they would be rated as less bad followimgecount that included a justification,
as compared to one that did not. Accounts dicaffett transgressors’ estimates of
targets’ views of the transgression or of the pggsatargets would inflict. The next set

of analyses tested whether these estimates mirtargelts’ actual reactions.
3.3.5 Accuracy of transgressor estimates of target reactions

Three MANOVASs were conducted in which hypothetizabet condition
(environmentalist, non-environmentalist), excusegpnt, absent), justification (present,
absent), exception (present, absent), the partitifgaget's environmentalism score, and
participant role (transgressor, target; within-gakg) were examined as predictors of
transgressors’ estimates of target's perceptiotisetributive reactions following
accounts. The model tested was an incompleterfactbat examined only the main
effects of each predictor and two-way interactioheach predictor with participant role.
According to Hypothesis 3, transgressors were drpdo estimate their participant-
target's reactions more accurately when that paaint-target's self-reported
environmentalism matched the level of the hypotagtiarget described in the

transgressor’'s scenario.
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3.3.5.1 Accuracy of traits evaluation estimates

The first MANOVA tested the accuracy of transgressestimates of targets’
trait evaluations. Multivariate main effects of diion, mFH(11, 141) = 3.75p < .001,
and participant role emerged/~11, 141) = 1.98p < .05. Significant multivariate
effects also emerged for the interaction of pgytot role and participant-target's
environmentalism scorepH11,141) = 2.05p < .05, and the interaction of participant
role and hypothetical target conditionH11,141) = 2.21p < .05.

Univariate tests revealed main effects of hypotadtiarget condition for all ten
trait evaluations and the overall positivity ratind univariate main effect of participant
role was also obtained for ratings of how coldttia@sgressor was. However, all of these
main effects were qualified by significant interans between hypothetical target
condition and participant role (see Table 13). @emmain effects of hypothetical target
condition showed that transgressors expected@mwientalist targets to rate them more
negatively on all traits than non-environmentaksgets, mirroring the earlier finding for
transgressor estimates (see Table 12).

Simple main effects of participant role on traiaations emerged within the
environmentalist hypothetical target condition $ewveral traits. Transgressors in the
environmentalist target condition overestimated Imagatively participant-targets would
rate them overalk-(1,151) = 2.97p < .01, and also overestimated how Hdad, 151) =
3.94,p<.001, coldF(1,151) = 3.78p < .001, incompetenE(1,151) = 1.99p < .05,

and unkindF(1,151) = 3.28p < .001, participant-targets would see them. Tgeassors
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in the non-environmentalist target condition ovéneated how negatively participant-
targets would rate them overdH(1,151) = 2.40p < .05, and in terms of how careless,
F(1,151) = 1.99p < .05, immoralF(1,151) = 2.02p < .05, unethical-(1,151) = 2.39p

< .05, and unfair the targets(1,151) = 2.58p < .01, would view them.
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Table 13: Study 2. Means and univariate tests of eated target reactions by

participant role and hypothetical target environmertalism condition

Participant role

Outcome Variable Target Condition Transgressor Target F
overall positivi Non-environmentalist 3.96(.20) 3.25(.21) 17 7%+
verall positivit
P Y Environmentalist 2.37(.18) 3.17(.20)
Bad Non-environmentalist 7.80(.30) 8.39(.32) 17 39k
Environmentalist 9.85(.28) 8.24(.32)
cold Non-environmentalist 7.49(.30) 7.54(.31) 9.04%*
Environmentalist 9.41(.28) 7.93(.29)
Non-environmentalist 7.61(.35) 8.00(.32) 4.42%
Incompetent :
Environmentalist 9.55(.33) 8.60(.30)
envi - 8.91(.31 9.81(.28 .
Careless Non-environmentalist (:31) (.28) 7 46
Environmentalist 10.54(.28) 9.92(.26)
Unkind Non-environmentalist 7.26(.33) 7.52(.30) 8.5
Environmentalist 9.24(.30) 7.87(.28)
- i i 7.56(.36 8.29(.31 .
Unintelligent Non-environmentalist (:36) (:31) 453
Environmentalist 9.29(.33) 8.67(.29)
Non-environmentalist 7.93(.32) 8.85(.27) g 53+
Immoral .
Environmentalist 9.69(.30) 9.00(.25)
_ i ; 8.65(.32 9.35(.31 +
Thoughtless Non-environmentalist (:32) (:31) 3.33
Environmentalist 10.47(.29) 10.11(.28)
_ i ; 8.33(.31 9.35(.26
Unethical Non-environmentalist (:31) (-26) e
Environmentalist 10.06(.29) 9.62(.24)
envi - 7.42(31 8.60(.30 .
Unfair Non-environmentalist (:31) (-30) 283
Environmentalist 9.41(.29) 9.03(.28)
envi - 4.51(.28 3.01(.26 N
Good explanation Non-environmentalist (-28) (.26) 823
Environmentalist 3.25(.26) 3.14(.23)
. : Non-environmentalist 4.79(.29) 3.45(.26) 5 89
Appropriate explanation :
Environmentalist 3.51(.27) 3.41(.24)
envi - 4.36(.28 5.70(.28 "
Severity Non-environmentalist (-28) (.28) 1526
Environmentalist 6.31(.25) 5.72(.26)



Non-environmentalist 5.35(.27) 5.83(.27) 7 gor
Represent person :

Environmentalist 6.76(.25) 5.95(.25)
_ i ; 5.59(.29 6.33(.27
Represent behavior Non-environmentalist (-29) (:27) 6. 734
Environmentalist 6.59(.26) 6.09(.25)
envi & 88.22(9.47 124.05(9.00 N
Pay fines Non-environmentalist (9.47) (9-00) 1436
envi - 2.88(.31 5.15(.36 e
Tell authorities Non-environmentalist (-31) (.36) 24,45
Environmentalist 5.23(.29) 4.64(.33)
envi i 4.85(.23 4.41(31 e
Speak badly Non-environmentalist (-23) (:31) 10.78
Environmentalist 6.89(.30) 4.77(.29)
envi - 4.14(:32) 5.46(.33)
Avoid transgressor Non-environmentalist 13.81%**
Environmentalist 6.19(.30) 5.64(.41)

Note: 'p<.07.*p <.05.** p <.01.*** p < .001.
Degrees of freedom for all trait arehsgression evaluation tests are (1,151).
Degrees of freedom for all punishmeesds are (1, 145).

Significant interactions of participant role bygats’ environmentalism scores
also emerged for ratings of overall positivig(1,151) = 5.01p < .05, and
unintelligencef(1,151) = 5.67p < .05. Probing of simple slopes revealed that
transgressors overestimated how positively theyldvbe seen both by participant-targets
who were high in environmentalist(151) = -3.69p < .001, and by those low in
environmentalismt(151) = -3.65p < .001. Transgressors also underestimated how
much environmentalist participant-targef{d51) = 2.12p < .05, and non-
environmentalist participant-targetl51) = 2.06p < .05, would rate them as

unintelligent.
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3.3.5.2 Accuracy of transgression evaluation estirtes

The second MANOVA that examined the accuracy afdgaession evaluation
ratings found that the main effects of hypothetieafjet conditionmmH8,144) = 4.32p <
.001, and participant rolepH8,144) = 3.82p < .001, were significant. A multivariate
interaction also emerged for participant role appddthetical target conditioonH8,144)
=2.81,p<.001.

Univariate main effects of condition emerged fdamgs of how good and
appropriate the explanation was, how responsil@ddrimsgressor was for the
transgression, and the severity and representaisgenf the transgression, with
participants expecting more harsh ratings fortafhis in the environmentalist than non-
environmentalist target condition. All except fatings of responsibility and
representativeness of the transgressors’ envirotaiien were qualified by an

interaction (those traits can be seen in Table 14).

Table 14: Study 2. Means and univariate tests of &insgressor and target estimates
of targets’ transgression evaluations by condition

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Non-environmentalist Environmeantal F
Responsible 7.63(.14) 8.07(.13) 6.85*
Represent environmental 6.29(.19) 6.75(.17) 4.86*

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for tests aré51).
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Univariate main effects of participant role alsoeeged for ratings of how
appropriate the explanation was and how much trassgrs would improve their
behavior. Transgressoms = 3.74,SD = .23) underestimated how much participant-
targets M = 4.60,SD = .21) anticipated that they would improve thezhavior,F(1,151)
=8.71,p<.01. The rating of explanation appropriaterveas qualified by an interaction
between participant role and hypothetical targeddmn.

Univariate interactions were obtained for ratingb@wv good and appropriate the
explanation was, as well as the severity of thesgeession and how representative the
transgression was of the transgressors’ charaesteusual behavior (see Table 13).
Simple main effects of hypothetical target conditeanerged for transgressor’s ratings of
all evaluations, (Good explanatidfl,151) = 14.40p < .001; Appropriate explanation:
F(1,151) = 13.20p < .001; SeverityF(1,151) = 7.37p < .01; Represent person:
F(1,151) = 18.34p < .001; Represent behavidi(l,151) = 8.44p < .01). Transgressors
always expected environmentalists to rate the ¢ra@ssion as worse than non-
environmentalists.

Simple main effects of participant role also emdrg&hin the non-
environmentalist target condition for several rgéin(Good explanation(151) = 3.76p
<.001; Appropriate explanatiot(151) = 3.17p < .01; Severityt(151) = 3.29p < .001).
Transgressors who were imagining non-environmestttrgets overestimated how good
and appropriate participant-targets would ratesttidanation and underestimated how

severe they would rate the transgression. Simple effects of participant role also
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emerged in the environmentalist condition for houcimthe transgression was
representative of the transgressor’s characteanspressors who thought they were
accounting to environmentalist targets overestichatav much participant-targets would

see the misdeed as representative of the transgiEssa person(151) = 2.30p < .05.

3.3.5.3 Accuracy of punishment estimates

The third MANOVA tested the accuracy of transgressestimates of target-
inflicted punishments. As in the previous MANOV&ain effects of hypothetical target
environmentalism conditioomH(4,142) = 6.54p < .001, and participant roleyH4,142)
=10.88,p < .001, were significant at the multivariate le\as was the interaction of
participant role and hypothetical target conditior(4,142) = 6.65p < .001.

Univariate interactions of participant role and btpetical target condition were
obtained for all four punishments, and so mainafevere not examined. Simple main
effects of hypothetical target condition showed thensgressors expected
environmentalist targets to punish them more tr@menvironmentalists, (Pay fines:
F(1,145) = 24.71p < .001; Tell authoritied=(1,145) = 40.02p < .001; Speak badly:
F(1,145) = 28.34p < .001; Avoid transgressdr(1,145) = 28.20p < .001). Simple
main effects of participant role within the non-gommentalist condition showed that
transgressors who thought they were talking to @vironmentalists underestimated
how much participant-targets would make them pdynies,t(145) = 2.70p < .01, how
likely they were to tell authoritie§(145) = 4.66p < .001, and how likely they were to

avoid the transgressd(145) = 3.10p < .01. A simple main effect of participant role
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within the environmentalist target condition shovileat transgressors who thought they
were accounting to environmentalists overestimated likely participant-targets were

to speak badly of them to othet&,45) = 5.24p < .001.

3.3.5.4 Summary: Accuracy of transgressor estimates

These findings, like those of the previous analyskswed that transgressors
consistently expected environmentalists to ratetegat them more harshly than non-
environmentalists. Not surprisingly, given thatithactual participant-targets were not
always environmentalists, this expectation wasnoft@ccurate. In fact, transgressors
were often inaccurate in their estimates of targattions. Transgressors overestimated
how positive and how intelligent they would be segmparticipant-targets (of all
environmental attitudes). Furthermore, transgmssisothe environmentalist target
condition overestimated how negatively participamggets would rate them overall, as
well as how bad, incompetent, and unkind partidigiargets would see them.
Transgressors in this target condition also oveneged how much participant-targets
would see the misdeed as representative of thegrassors’ character and how likely
participant-targets were to speak badly of themwthbers.

Transgressors in the non-environmentalist condiigo overestimated
participant-targets’ judgments, thinking that theguld be seen as more negative overall,
and more careless, immoral, unethical, and urffiain they actually were. However,
when it came to other outcomes, transgressoreindh-environmentalist target

condition expected more rosy outcomes than thayadigtreceived. They
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underestimated how negatively participant-targedald/ view the transgression and
explanation, and how much they would be punishB@nsgressors in this condition
thought that targets would see the transgressitesasevere and the explanation as
more good and appropriate than participant-targetisally did. They also
underestimated how much participant-targets wowdéerthem pay in finesiow likely
they were to tell authorities about the transgoegsand how likely they were to avoid the
transgressor.

This pattern is as expected, given that the avgpageipant-target's
environmental attitudes fell between the levelseex@d from a strong environmentalist
or non-environmentalist (the mean NEP score fotippant-targets was 8.42 out of a 13
point scale). Thus, transgressors who thoughtwesg accounting to targets in these
two extremes tended to be inaccurate. Those wtmuated to non-environmentalists
underestimated the punishments inflicted by resirenmental moderates, whereas those
who thought they were accounting to environmerttabserestimated the negative
reactions of their target.

Despite these consistent findings, the hypothedizegk-way interaction between
participant role, hypothetical target conditiondgrarticipant-target's environmentalism

was never found to be significant. Therefore, Higpsis 3 was not formally supported.
3.3.6 Matching transgressor accounts and target acc  ount preferences

To examine how well transgressors matched the atg@yaferences of their

targets, three logistic regression analyses ast#issgredictive power of hypothetical
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target environmentalism condition, participant-&drgcores on environmentalism, and
whether targets desired each form of account orthené¢he transgressor listed each form
of account. In accordance with Hypothesis 3, icipdited that transgressors in the
environmentalist target condition would give acdsuhat more closely matched the
preferences of targets high in environmentalismd, those in the non-environmentalist

target condition would give more matched accoumtautgets low in environmentalism.

3.3.6.1 Matching of targets' excuse preferences

The first logistic regression analysis tested tlaam between target preference
for and transgressor use of excuses. A significaataction appeared between
hypothetical target environmentalism condition garget preference for excus@&ss -

1.66, Wald (1) = 3.95,p < .05,Pseudd?’ = .04, Odds Ratio = .19, 95% CI[.04, .98].
This interaction was probed, but no significant@enslopes were found. As can be seen
in Figure 4, transgressors in the non-environmentabndition better matched the
excuse preferences of the targets, being moreyltkebffer an excuse when the target
wanted to hear one. Transgressors in the envirptaiig condition did not match target

preferences well, as they were less likely to gixeuses when an excuse was desired.
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Figure 4: Study 3. Probability of excuse presenceyltarget preference for
excuses and target condition

3.3.6.2 Matching of targets' justification prefererces
The second logistic regression analysis examinedntching of targets’

justification preferences, but no significant effeemerged.

3.3.6.3 Matching of targets' exception preferences

The third logistic regression analysis examinedntia¢ching between target
preferences for exceptions and transgressor useceptions. Here, a significant effect
of participant-target environmentalism emerged; .22, Wald %(1) = 3.74,p < .05,
Pseudd?? = .06, Odds Ratio = 1.24, 95% CI[1.00,1.54]. Hjgitticipant-target
environmentalism scores predicted greater oddswnggressors offering an exception.

No other significant effects emerged.
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3.3.6.4 Summary: Matching of targets' account prefences

Thus, as in Study 1, Hypothesis 3 was not genesalbported. No evidence
emerged to suggest that transgressors whose hyigathargets held the same level of
environmentalism as their participant-target westtdy at matching the account
preferences of those targets. Despite this findergets may have rewarded transgresses
who did match their account preferences, eversif tiatching was not predicted by

target condition. This hypothesis was tested énrtéxt set of analyses.
3.3.7 Target reactions

Three sets of three 2 (condition: environmentakstnon-environmentalist) x 2
(transgressor account: present, absent) x 2 (tprgétrence: want account, don't want
account) MANOVAs examined targets’ ratings of (byhthey would view the
transgressor (generally and in terms of speciéitg), (2) how they would view the
transgression, and (3) the penalties that theyavimopose. As with Study 1 and stated
in Hypothesis 4, | expected targets to impose learganalties on and feel more

negatively about transgressors whose accountsadichatch their own preferences.

3.3.7.1 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exises

The first sets of MANOVASs tested the effects ohsgressors’ matching of
targets’ preferences for excuses. The first aferenalyses looked at targets’ ratings of
the transgressors on various personality traitsly One multivariate effect emerged—
the interaction between hypothetical target cooniand use of excusesH11,140) =

2.34,p < .01. However, no significant effects emergethatunivariate level, so simple
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effects tests were instead run on the canonicateafsee Table 15 for means). A
marginal simple main effect of hypothetical targendition emerged when no excuse
had been givert(1,150) = 3.44p =.07. Targets rated transgressors more negatively
when that transgressor had been accounting to\aroementalist target than when the

transgressor was accounting to a non-environmehntali

Table 15: Study 2. Canonical variate means for tras ratings by excuse presence
and target condition

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Excuse Non-environmentalist Environmentalist
Canonical Variate of Absent 5.94(.41) 6.83(.26)

The second MANOVA in this set examined the effeftexcuse matching on
targets’ evaluation of the transgression. ThaltMANOVA tested effects of matching
excuse preferences on the punishments that tanfietted. No significant multivariate

effects were revealed for either analysis.

3.3.7.2 Effects of matching targets’ desire for jugfications

The second set of MANOVASs tested the effects afdgressors’ matching of
target preferences for justifications. The firktleese, which tested trait evaluations,
found significant multivariate main effects of hypetical target environmentalism
condition,mH~11,140) = 2.60p < .01, and justification presencaH11,140) = 2.46p <

.01. There was also a significant multivariatetattion between hypothetical target
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condition and preference for justificatiomsf~11,140) = 2.37p < .01. The proposed
justification presence by target justification gnefnce interaction was marginal at the
multivariate levelmH~11,140) = 1.77p =.07.

Univariate tests showed that targets’ ratingsarfiggressors' thoughtlessness and
unethicalness the transgressors were affected fgtihgtical target condition. However,
both of these main effects were qualified by sigatft interactions between hypothetical
target condition and target preference for jusdiiiens (see Table 16). For both traits,
simple main effects of justification preference eezvealed within the non-
environmentalist target condition; participant-etsyrated transgressors more negatively
when they desired a justification, (Thoughtlds&,150) = 9.93p < .01; Unethical:
F(1,150) = 17.77p < .001). Simple main effects of hypothetical &rgondition also
emerged for targets who desired justifications, wdted transgressors in the non-
environmentalist target condition less negativabrntthose in the environmentalist

condition, (Thoughtless$3(1,150) = 7.22p < .01; UnethicalF(1,150) = 8.69p < .01).

Table 16: Study 2. Means of targets’ trait evaluabns by justification presence and
target condition

Justification Preference

Outcome o , )
Variable Target Condition Target doesn’t want Target wants F
i i 9.54(.27 6.50(.92
Thoughtless Non-environmentalist (:27) (:92) 428" 03
Environmentalist 10.15(.26) 9.74(.78)
_ Non-environmentalist 9.64(.22) 6.33(.75)
Unethical 7.18** .04
Environmentalist 9.78(.21) 9.24(.64)

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.***p < .001.
Degrees of freedom both tests ares5{).

81



This pattern could have emerged because somethimg accounting to a non-
environmentalist target made transgressors exgileimselves in ways that were close to
the justifications that these targets desired, évidnis difference was not captured by the
formal justification coding scheme.

Significant univariate main effects of justificatipresence emerged for the
overall positivity rating, as well as how cold, ekss and unethical the targets rated the

transgressors (see Table 17 for those not qualiyeidteractions).

Table 17: Study 2. Means of targets’ trait evaluabns by justification presence

Justification Presence

Outcome Variable Absent Present F 2
Overall positivity 4.06(.29) 2.94(.34) 6.18* .04
Cold 6.76(.42) 8.19(.49) 5.00* .03
Appropriate explanation 4.24(.36) 2.92(.42) 8.56** .05
Responsibility 7.02(.26) 8.15(.31) 7.86** 05

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(ar&57).

In all cases, targets rated transgressors mordinelgavhen they gave a
justification. Ratings of carelessness were giealiby the hypothesized interaction
between justification presence and target preferémcjustifications (see Table 18). A
simple main effect of justification presence reeeatlhat for targets who wanted to hear
justifications, those whose preference was matcated the transgressor more

negatively,F(1,150) = 6.51p < .01. A simple main effect of justification peeénce also
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emerged when transgressors did not give justiboatiagain showing that targets whose
preferences were matched rated transgressors virgis&50) = 180.36p < .001.

Table 18: Study 2. Means of target reactions by pference for justifications and
justification presence

Justification Preference

Outcome Variable Justification Target doesn’t want Target wants F 2
Absent 9.54(.27) 6.50(.92)

Careless sen 4.2* .02
3.22(.22) 5.81(.65)

Good explanation Absent 4.58* .03
5.52(.24) 6.69(.73)

Severity Absent 452¢ .03
o Absent 4.47(.25) 6.38(.73)

Behavior improvement sen 3.7d .02

Note: 'p<.06.*p <.05.**p <.01.***p < .001.
Degrees of freedom for trait anchégression evaluation tests are (1,157).

A MANOVA that tested the effects of matching jdisttion preferences on
targets’ evaluations of the transgression revesiguificant effects for justification
preferencemf(8,143) = 2.66p < .01, and justification presenaaH8,143) = 2.85p <
.01. The predicted justification presence by tapgstification preference interaction was
also significant at the multivariate levelH8,143) = 2.22p < .05.

Univariate main effects emerged for the presengestifications, showing that
targets who received a justification rated the arption as less appropriate and the
transgressor as more responsible for the transgne&ee Table 17). Main effects of

justification presence also emerged for ratingsaf good the explanation had been and
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the likelihood of behavior change, but these werdified by the justification presence
by justification preference interaction.

A significant main effect of target preference jigstifications revealed that
targets who desired justificationdl & 8.10,SD = .12) rated transgressors as more
responsible for the transgression than did those dutn’t want justifications,Nl = 7.07,
SD=.39),F(1,157) = 6.46p < .01. A significant main effect of preference fo
justifications on ratings how good the explanatwal been was again qualified by the
interaction between justification presence andgresfce.

Significant justification preference by justificati presence interaction effects
were found for three dependent variables—how gbedekplanation was, the severity of
the transgression, and the likelihood of behaviggrovement (see A simple main effect
of justification presence revealed that for target® wanted to hear justifications, those
whose preference was matched rated the transgmessemegativelyi-(1,150) = 6.51p
<.01. A simple main effect of justification predace also emerged when transgressors
did not give justifications, again showing thagets whose preferences were matched
rated transgressors wor$g1,150) = 180.36p < .001.

Table 18). For all three variables, simple mafeas of justification presence
emerged for targets who desired a justificationq@GexplanationF(1,150) = 7.00p <
.01; SeverityF(1,150) = 4.40p < .05; Behavior improvemenf(1,150) = 5.04p < .05).

Confusingly, targets whose desire for justificaiavas matched—as compared to those
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whose desire for justifications were not matchedeutiht that the explanation was not as
good and that the transgressor was less likeljnpyave his behavior.

More in line with hypotheses, these targets alsoght that the transgression was
less severe than did targets whose preference otasatiched. Simple main effects of
justification preference on how good the explamatias,F(1,150) = 14.45p < .001,
and how likely the transgressor was to improvebleisavior,F(1,150) = 6.10p < .05,
were also found when transgressors had given ifigatbn. Again, in both cases,
targets whose preference was matched rated tharatn as worse and thought that the
transgressor was less likely to improve his belravido such effect was found for the
severity ratings.

The third MANOVA of justification matching examingde punishments

inflicted by targets but found no significant muétriate effects.

3.3.7.3 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exptions

The final set of MANOVAs tested the outcomes ohsgressors’ matching of
targets’ preferences for exceptions. Three MANOW&amined the effects of matching
exception preferences on targets’ (1) transgrdsaibrevaluations, (2) transgression

evaluations, and (3) penalties, but found no sicguift effects.

3.3.7.4 Summary: Effects of matching targets’ desé for accounts

According to Hypothesis 4, targets were expectddett and judge transgressors
more leniently when their preference for hearinguses, justifications, and exceptions
had been matched by transgressors’ accounts. hypathesis was not supported in
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terms of the matching of excuses or exceptionse piitern of findings for justifications
was occasionally found, but it was in the oppoditection as expected. Targets whose
preference for justifications was matched rateditiiesgressors as more careless, rated
the explanations as worse, and thought that timsdrassors were less likely to improve
their behavior than did targets whose preferencnivanatched. There was no evidence
to suggest that matching of account preferenceahgdbeneficial effects on target’s

judgments or retributions.

3.4 Discussion

Study 2 tested the causes and effects of usingrdiit forms of accounts for an
environmental transgression to targets who vaneshvironmentalism. Transgressors
were expected to use fewer justifications and neaeises and exceptions when they
were personally high in environmentalism (Hypothesi and when they were accounting
to a target who they believed to be an environntisb{&lypothesis 2). Transgressors
were expected to estimate target’s reactions nmrerately and match targets’ preferred
account strategies more closely when the hypothleicget and participant-target's
levels of environmentalism were the same (Hypoth8ki Finally, targets whose account
preferences were matched were expected to redctnvate positive evaluations and

lesser penalties than those whose preferencesnetmeet (Hypothesis 4).
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Hypothesis 1 was supported in that transgressooswdte high in
environmentalism were less likely to use justifieas and less likely to say their
responses were similar to justifications than tHosein environmentalism.

However, Hypothesis 2 was not supported, as trassgrs who believed that
they were accounting to environmentalists wereass likely to use justifications than
transgressors who were accounting to non-envirotatsts.

Hypothesis 3 was not generally supported. Tramssgrs whose hypothetical
targets held the same level of environmentalistheis actual target were no better at
matching the account preferences of those tardetserms of the accuracy of
transgressor’s estimates of targets reactiond)tpethesized interaction between
participant role, hypothetical target conditiondgrarticipant-targets’ environmentalism
scores was never found. However, interactions éatvparticipant role and hypothetical
target condition consistently emerged in such a aso suggest that transgressors in the
environmentalist target condition overestimatedl(&ansgressors in the non-
environmentalist target condition underestimatdutke)extent that participant-targets
would judge and punish them. This effect was lildle to the fact that the average
participant-targets’ environmentalist score wadyanoderate, and thus the expectations
of transgressors in either of the two hypothetiaeget conditions were too extreme.

Hypothesis 4—that targets would judge and treasgeessors more leniently
when their preference for hearing excuses, justibnis, and exceptions had been

matched—was also not supported. No significargoesfemerged for the matching of
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excuses or exceptions. Significant effects of matg justification preference emerged
but in the opposite direction as hypothesized.

These patterns were confusing, given that Hyposhesiad been partially
supported in Study 1. However, in this study, kain Study 1, targets showed a general
tendency rate transgressors more harshly followipgstification. One possibility is that
something about the nature of the environmentakggeession made justifications for that
misdeed less palatable to targets than the justidics for the moral transgression had
been in Study 1. Thus, even when targets wantbddo justifications, they reacted by
punishing transgressors who offered them. Interglgtthough, transgressors did not
always anticipate the negative reactions followusgifications. For example,
justifications led transgressors to think that itiEinsgression was less severe, in line
with the definition of justifications. Interestilygtransgressors were sheepish after
providing an excuse, indicating greater likelihadavoiding the targets. This finding
had not been shown in previous studies (partly iisethe preliminary studies did not
ask about avoidance), but suggests another possititeme of excuses is interpersonal
distance.

As in the previous study, strong effects of hypatat target environmentalism
condition emerged throughout the analyses. Trassgrs expected environmentalist
targets to rate them more negatively than non-enmentalists targets. Transgressors
who personally held pro-environmental attitudes &t worse about themselves

following their environmental transgression, as lddae expected.
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Thus, the findings for Study 2 were not generailjine with the hypotheses.
Furthermore, the pattern of accounting for envirental transgressions did not fit that of
Study 1's moral transgression patterns, suggeitatghe environmental transgression
scenario was not treated as a domain-specificareiefi the moral transgressions
scenario. Study 3 extended this investigationd®yrg) if a religious transgression, and
the accounts and reactions that followed, woulddedt with in similar ways to the more
general moral transgression. Alternatively, thecpsses for religious transgressions
could follow the pattern of the environmental trgressions, which would suggest that

domain-specific transgressions are treated differéiman broadly moral transgressions.
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4. Study 3: Religiosity

Study 3 examined religious transgressions. As thighenvironmental
transgression of Study 2, transgressors were exghéatabstain from justifications for
religious transgressions when accounting to aicelgytarget or when they themselves
were religious. However, when neither party wdigjiaus, transgressors might feel freer

to justify a religious transgression. The hypo#sesiirrored those of Studies 1 and 2.

4.1 Hypotheses

4.1.1 Hypothesis 1

Transgressors who personally endorse high religiogll use fewer justifications

for value-relevant transgressions than will thase in religiosity.
4.1.2 Hypothesis 2

Transgressors will use fewer justifications and enexcuses and exceptions when

giving value-relevant accounts to people they beli® be high in religiosity.
4.1.3 Hypothesis 3

Transgressors will estimate the target's reactiomiee accurately and match their
target's preferred account strategies more clagkegn the hypothetical target to whom
they are offering the account holds religious adi#s that match the actual target's

reported religiosity score.
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4.1.4 Hypothesis 4

Transgressors who successfully match the prefesesfdbeir targets will evoke

less negative reactions and be given lesser pesdlttan those who do not.

4.2 Methods

4.2.1 Participants

One hundred and thirty men and 189 women were itedrto participate through
MTurk. Participants ranged in age from 18-« 34.1,SD=11.82), and 47.8% had
received at least a Bachelor's Degree.

The first 158 participants were assigned to imadgiag transgressors. The
remaining 158 acted as targets and were pairedomiehof the transgressors. Eighty pairs
were randomly assigned to the non-religious tacgatlition, and 78 were assigned to the

religious target condition.
4.2.2 Procedure

The procedure was the same as in Studies 1 and 2.
4.2.3 Materials

The materials were the same as in Study 2, exbapparticipants completed
religion-related measures instead of the environal@uestionnaires (see Appendix B).
Religiosity was measured with the Religious OridntaScale (ROS: Allport & Ross,
1967), and religious self-worth was measured uaimngrsion of the scale by Crocker et
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al. (2003). The scenarios were also changed $attparticipants read about a religious
transgression. Transgressors imagined that they &mneind had shared jokes mocking a
religious sect, and that this mocking was overhégrd neighbor (see Appendix C).
Transgressors in the religious target conditionl tbat this neighbor was "a member of
this religious group and that his religion is vanportant to him," whereas those in the
non-religious target condition read that the neathlas "not affiliated with any religious
group and is not very religious in general." Rapants assigned to the target role read
the same scenario from the point of view of thghleor who witnessed the mocking. As
in the previous studies, the scenarios were foltbimethe writing (transgressors) and

reading (targets) of the statement lists, and cetigel of dependent measures.

4.3 Results

4.3.1 Manipulation check

A manipulation check demonstrated that transgressbo were told that they
were accounting to a religious target rated thgettaas more religious = 7.85,SD=
1.37) than did those in the non-religious targetdition (M = 2.65,SD = 2.09),t(156) =

-18.46,p < .001.
4.3.2 Types of accounts

Two raters coded the statement lists for the paseheach type of account.
Inter-rater reliability indicated very strong agmeent (Cohen's Kappa = .87), and any

differences were discussed until consensus wabaedac
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4.3.2.1 Presence of accounts

Three logistic regression analyses—one for each ¢y@mccount—examined the
effects of target condition (religious vs. non-gedus target) and transgressors’
religiosity scores on the presence of each typecobunt in the transgressors' statement
list. The presence of excuses and exceptions swgndicantly predicted by hypothetical
target condition, with the odds of each of thesmants being used being more than
twice as high for transgressors in the religiouggtcondition than in the non-religious
target condition, (ExcuseB:= .88, Wald %(1) = 7.02 ,p < .01,Pseudd?’ = .08, Odds
Ratio = 2.42, 95% CI[1.26, 4.66]; Exceptiofs= .77, Wald (1) = 4.39,p < .05,
Pseudd?’ = .08, Odds Ratio = 2.16, 95% CI[1.05, 4.45]). sTfnding supports
Hypothesis 2, in that participants used more exxasé exceptions when accounting to a
religious than non-religious target. However, ijicsdtion use was not affected by
hypothetical target religiosity condition and—camir to Hypothesis 1—none of the

accounts were predicted by transgressor religiosity

4.3.2.2 Similarity to prototypical accounts

Three linear regression analyses examined thegiressor's ratings of how
similar they thought that their overall statemeakwo excuses, justifications, and
exceptions. The ratings of similarity to excused pustifications were not affected by
hypothetical target condition or transgressor refify. However, hypothetical target
condition did predict ratings of similarity to exgtons,b = .62,t(155) = 2.09p < .05,R?

Change= .03. Transgressors who thought they were acoaytd a religious target said
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that their statements were closer to exceptions dndtransgressors in the non-religious
target condition.

Mirroring the previous studies, moral developmeags was tested as a
moderator of the effect of hypothetical target dbod to see whether those in low moral
stages would give different forms of accounts wtiezy thought they could get away
with it. Religious self-worth was also tested as@derator of transgressor’s religiosity,
to test whether those for whom religiosity was adamental element of self-worth were
even less likely to give justifications. Howeveejther of these predicted moderations
emerged for either the analyses examining acca@sepce or the models examining
similarity to accounts.

These findings did not support Hypothesis 1, assfyjeessors who were
personally high in religiosity were no less likétyuse justifications for a religious
transgression than those low in religiosity. Jicstiions were also not predicted by
hypothetical target religiosity condition, in caat to the expected pattern of Hypothesis
2. However, other findings supported Hypothesig Bansgressors in the religious
hypothetical target condition were more likely seltexcuses and exceptions and to say
that their statements were similar to exceptioas there transgressors in the non-

religious target condition.
4.3.3 Transgressor reactions

Transgressors’ expectations for how they wouldtrgdiowing accounts were

then examined.
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4.3.3.1 Evaluations of account-relevant elements thnsgressions

First, a MANOVA tested transgressor ratings of thegsponsibility, the severity
of the behavior, and the representativeness dbe¢havior as a function of excuses
(present, absent), justifications (present, absant) exceptions (present, absent). Only
main effects were tested because no predictions ashranced regarding combinations
of the three kinds of accounts. Excuses were éggddo predict responsibility ratings,
justifications were expected to predict severityngs, and exceptions were expected to
predict ratings of representativeness. Only exoepiresence was significant at the
multivariate levelmF (5,150) = 2.55p <.05. At the univariate level, the presence of
exceptions predicted responsibility ratings, ad aglratings of how representative the

action was of the transgressors’ usual behavioraedall character (see Table 19).

Table 19: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of egption condition on ratings of
the transgression.

Exception
Outcome Variable Absent Present F 2
Responsibility 7.49(.16) 8.21(.26) 5.50* .03
Represent person 3.70(.22) 2.77(.36) 4.80* .03
Represent behavior 3.43(.21) 2.59(.26) 4.15* .03

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(ar&57).

As hypothesized, transgressors who used excegamshe transgression as less

representative of them. However, these transgressso rated themselves as more
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responsible for the transgression. No signifiedfects of excuses or justifications were

found at the univariate level.

4.3.3.2 Post-transgression self-ratings

Three multiple regression analyses then expldrecffects of transgressor
religiosity and the presence of each type of actoariransgressors' (1) anticipated
feelings toward themselves, (2) their likelihoodoehavior improvement, and (3) their
likelihood of avoiding the target after the accoufhe first of these analyses showed
that transgressors who had given a justificatiqueeied to feel better about themselves
after the account than those who had not givest#igation, withb = .81,t(157) = 2.41,
p < .05,R* Change= .06.

The second analysis looked at transgressors’ pataidl improvement of their
behavior. As in the other studies, behavior improent was expected to be positively
predicted by the use of excuses, and this hypathess supportedh, = .78,t(157) = 2.39,
p < .05,R*Change= .05. Higher transgressor religiosity scores alsalicted higher
behavior improvement ratings = .49,t(157) = 4.40p < .001,R* Change= .11.

Finally, the third regression analysis examinedggaessors’ likelihood of
avoiding the target following the account. Noneha accounts predicted avoidance, but
transgressors who were more religious said theydvoe more likely to avoid the target,
b = .30,t(157) = 2.18p < .05,R? Change= .02.

As expected, transgressors who used exceptiorsttedransgression as less

representative of them as a person. In additransgressors who used exceptions rated
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themselves as more responsible for the transgresanoeffect not predicted by the
definition of exceptions. No significant effectisexcuses or justifications were found on
ratings of the transgression.

As shown in the preliminary studies (but not indsé&s 1 and 2), using excuses
led transgressors in Study 3 to think that theyewnore likely to improve their behavior.
Behavior improvement was also positively predidigdigher personal religiosity
scores, suggesting that religious transgressoceped that the accounts alone were not
enough to make up for their religious transgressi@aligious transgressors also said that
they were more likely to avoid the target followitinge transgression. The next step was

to see how transgressors expected targets totcetet accounts.
4.3.4 Transgressor estimates of target reactions

Three MANOVAS tested the effects of hypotheticat&d religiosity condition
and the presence (or absence) of each type of acoauransgressors’ ratings how
targets would (1) view the transgressor generaityia terms of specific traits, (2) view

the transgression, and (3) impose penalties otrdhsgressor.

4.3.4.1 Estimates of targets' trait evaluations

The first MANOVA, which looked at trait ratings,dad multivariate effects of
hypothetical target religiosity conditiomF (11,143) = 2.04p < .05, and excuse

presencenF (11,143) = 2.16p < .05. At the univariate level, transgressorseexed
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religious targets to rate them more negatively aleand as more bad, cold, careless,

and unintelligent than they expected non-religitangets to rate them (see Table 20).

Table 20: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of &insgressor estimates of target
trait evaluations by condition.

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Non-religious Religious F 2
Overall positivity 3.70(.21) 2.96(.21) 7.06** .04
Bad 8.51(.28) 9.34(.27) 5.15* .03
Cold 8.58(.27) 9.40(.26) 5.26* .03
Careless 9.37(.27) 10.41(.26) 8.70** .05
Unintelligent 7.82(.28) 8.77(.28) 6.45%* 04
Severity 4.39(.26) 5.47(.25) 9.75™ 06
Represent respect 5.81(.23) 6.56(.23) 5.95* .04
Avoid transgressor 5.74(.24) 6.81(.23) 11.49%** .07

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(ar&57).

Univariate tests also revealed main effects of sgqresence showing that
transgressors who gave excuses expected targeti® tinem as more incompetent,

unethical, and unfair than transgressors who didise excuses (see Table 21).
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Table 21: Study 3. Means and univariate tests foransgressor estimates of target
trait evaluations by excuse presence

Excuse
Outcome Variable Absent Present F 2
Incompetent 7.16(.32) 8.03(.25) 4.77* .03
Unethical 8.24(.30) 9.29(.23) 8.09* .05
Unfair 8.54(.32) 9.49(.25) 5.91* .04

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.**p < .001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(4r&57).

4.3.4.2 Estimates of targets' transgression evaluahs

The second MANOVA, testing transgressors’ estimafdsow targets would
view the transgression, found a multivariate mdieaat of hypothetical target religiosity
condition,mF (8,146) = 2.18p < .05. Looking at the univariate ANOVAs showedtth
transgressors expected religious targets to ratgdnsgression as more severe and more
representative of the transgressors’ usual resgretfs than non-religious targets (see
Table 20). No effects of account presence emeiremhy of the estimations of

transgression ratings.

4.3.4.3 Estimates of target-imposed punishments

The third MANOVA examined transgressors’ anticigapeinishments. A
multivariate main effect of condition emerged agaiifr (2,152) = 7.03p < .001.
Univariate tests showed that transgressors expeeligtbus targets to avoid them more

than would non-religious targets (see Table 20).
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4.3.4.4. Summary: Transgressor estimates of targetactions

These analyses showed a consistent main effegipatihetical target religiosity
condition, in which transgressors thought thagrelis targets (as compared to non-
religious targets) would view them more negativelgw their transgression as more
severe and representative of them, and avoid thera following the transgression.

In addition, transgressors expected targets toh&se more unfavorably after
giving an excuse. This finding is curious, givae previous research showing the
positive interpersonal effects of excuses (Shaal.e2003). The predicted pattern of
expectations following account use—wherein transgpes would expect targets would
assess less responsibility following an excuss, $eserity following a justification, and
less representativeness following an exception—waagound. Perhaps it is difficult to

convincingly deny responsibility for making fun ather people’s religion.
4.3.5 Accuracy of transgressor estimates of target reactions.

Next, the accuracy of transgressors’ estimatearget's (1) trait ratings, (2)
transgression ratings, and (3) retributive reastimliowing accounts were examined in
three MANOVASs. Because the hypotheses involved tm¢ separate effects of each
type of account and the two-way interactions ofipgrant role by type of account, only
the main effects of participant role (transgrestget), hypothetical target religiosity
condition (religious, nonreligious), participantgat's religiosity (continuous), excuse
(present, absence), justification (present, absant) exception (present, absent) and the

two-way interactions that included participant ralere tested.
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In accordance with Hypothesis 3, transgressors exgoected to estimate their
participant-target's reactions more accurately wthahtarget's self-reported religiosity

matched the religiosity of the hypothetical tardescribed in the transgressor’s scenario.

4.3.5.1 Accuracy of trait evaluation estimates

The first MANOVA, on the accuracy of trait evaluats, found significant
multivariate main effects of hypothetical targdigiesity condition,mF (11,141) = 1.94,
p < .05, and participant rolegF (11,141) = 4.39 < .001. A significant participant role
by excuse presence interaction also emempéd11,141) = 2.14p < .05. Univariate
main effects of hypothetical target condition wirend for many traits, with participants
in the religious target condition expecting morgatéve ratings than participants in the

non-religious target condition (see Table 22).

Table 22: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of &it evaluations by condition

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Non-religious Religious F
Overall positivity 4.03(.15) 3.42(.14) 9.84**
Bad 7.73(.21) 8.37(.20) 462+
Cold 8.02(.20) 8.67(.20) 5.25*
Careless 9.24(.21) 10.00(.20) 7.63**
Unkind 8.55(.22) 9.21(.21) 5.44*
Unintelligent 7.34(.22) 8.06(.22) 5.75*%
Severity 4.94(.19) 3.75(.10) 12.16%*
Represent respect 6.19(.17) 5.93(.16) 4.80*
Avoid transgressor 5.51(.20) 6.20(.19) 6.49%*

Note: *p <.05.* p<.01. **p<.001.
Degrees of freedom for trait evalwatests are (1,157).
Degrees of freedom for transgressiiuation and punishment tests are (1,151).
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Univariate effects of participant role were alsarid for all trait ratings, except
for carelessness. Transgressors overestimatechégatively the participant-target

would rate them (see Table 23 for those that wetejualified by an interaction).

Table 23: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of &it evaluations by participant
role

Participant role

Outcome Variable Transgressor Target F
Bad 8.93(.20) 7.17(.23) 32.10%*
Cold 8.99(.20) 7.69(.23) 17.85%+*
Unintelligent 8.30(.21) 7.11(.24) 13.86*+*
Immoral 8.98(.21) 7.52(.22) 20.44xxx
Thoughtless 10.17(.20) 9.34(.26) 5.94*
Responsibility 7.73(.16) 6.67(.18) 19.90%+*
Severity 4.94(.19) 3.75(.19) 17.93***
Represent person 6.43(.17) 5.76(.16) 7.41%*
Speak badly 5.73(.18) 3.61(.20) 61.11***
Avoid transgressor 6.27(.17) 5.44(.22) 8.74**

Note: *p <.05.* p<.01. **p<.001.
Degrees of freedom for trait evalwatests are (1,157).
Degrees of freedom for transgressiiuation and punishment tests are (1,151).

Many of these main effects were qualified by unist&rinteractions of
participant role by excuse presence (see Table #ple main effects of excuse
presence were found within targets for overall pasy, F(1,151) = 4.14p < .05,

unkindnessk(1,151) = 5.19p < .05, and unethicalneds(1,151) = 4.13p < .05.
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Targets thought more positively of transgressors wffered an excuse and thought they
were more kind and ethical than transgressors valdo’'hoffered excuses.

Simple main effect of excuse presence also emexgha transgressors for the
ratings of incompetencé&(1,151) = 5.15p < .001, unethicalnesB(1,151) = 7.78p <
.05, and unfairnes$§,(1,151) = 5.39p < .05. However, transgressors expected the
opposite pattern of results than targets actuaiegthinking that excuses would lead

targets to rate them as less competent, ethicalfaanthan if no excuse was given.

Table 24: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of &its by participant role and
excuse presence

Participant role

Outcome Variable Excuse Transgressor Target F
Absent 3.46(.23) 3.83(.23) )
Overall positivity 4.18
Absent 7.15(.33) 6.72(.34)
Incompetent 5.33*
Present 8.06(.26) 6.36(.27)
Absent 9.45(.31) 8.64(.35)
Unkind 5.54*
Present 9.78(.24) 7.66(.28)
8.25(.30) 8.03(.33)
Unethical Absent 7.13*
8.55(.32 8.26(.38
Unfair Absent (:32) (-38) 12 04w

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(ar&51).

This pattern of results demonstrates a generaturacy in transgressors’

estimates of how targets would view them followaggounts. Targets tended to
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overestimate the extent to which targets would wiesyn negatively. This pattern was
particularly pronounced with excuses; transgresangght that excuses would lead to
more negative interpersonal consequences, wheatindxcuses led targets to evaluate

the transgressor more favorably.

4.3.5.2 Accuracy of transgression evaluation estirtes

The second MANOVA tested the accuracy of transgrssgstimates of targets’
evaluations of the transgression. Multivariate nedfects were found for hypothetical
target religiosity conditionmF (8,144) = 2.68p < .01, and participant rolejF (8,144) =
6.49,p < .001. A multivariate three-way interaction @irficipant role by hypothetical
target condition by participant-target religiositgo emergednF (8,144) = 2.51p < .01.

Univariate effects of target condition showed tbatticipants in the non-religious
condition expected targets to rate the transgressanore severe and more
representative of the transgressors’ general lefvedspectfulness, as compared to
participants in the religious condition (see Tak#@. Univariate main effects of
participant role also emerged, demonstrating tlaatsgressors overestimated the degree
to which targets would think the transgression s&gere, representative of the
transgressors’ overall characters, and represeatatithe transgressors’ usual behavior
(see Table 23 for the effects that were not qualiby an interaction). Transgressors also
overestimated the degree to which targets held tlesponsible for the transgression.

The three-way interaction of participant role, hiypatical target religiosity

condition, and participant-target religiosity wagnsficant at the univariate level for two

104



ratings: the appropriateness of the explana#ofi,,151) = 9.35p < .01, and how much
the transgression represented the transgressaes lishaviorF (1,151) = 3.86p < .05.
Probing these interactions revealed that for ratwigfransgression appropriateness, a
simple effect of participant role occurred whentiggyants were in the religious target
condition and the participant-target was highlygielsb =-1.19,t(151) =-2.04p < .05.
Transgressors in this condition overestimated dgek to which participant-targets
rated the explanation as appropriate. No sigmfisample effects were revealed for the

rating of how representative the transgressionafasnsgressors’ usual behavior.

4.3.5.3 Accuracy of punishment estimates

The third MANOVA tested the accuracy of transgressestimates of the
penalties that targets would impose on them. Maittate main effects were found for
hypothetical target conditiomF (2,150) = 3.24p < .05, and participant rolesF (2,150)
=33.67,p<.001. Atthe univariate level, a main effectohdition showed that
religious targets were expected to avoid the tnaassgprs more than non-religious targets
(see Table 22). Main effects of participant rdeamerged, showing that transgressors
overestimated how much targets would speak badiytahem and avoid them (see

Table 23).

4.3.5.4 Summary: Accuracy of transgressor estimatex target reactions

According to Hypothesis 3, transgressors were drgdo estimate their
participant-target's reactions more accurately wthahtarget's self-reported religiosity
and the religiosity of the hypothetical target chiod were matched. This three-way
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interaction of target condition, target religiosignd participant role was found for two
outcome variables: the appropriateness of the eaptan and how much the
transgression represented the transgressor’s lshaliior. However, this interaction did
not demonstrate increased accuracy for participaatshed in religiosity; in fact it
showed an opposite pattern. Transgressors whqsxhetical targets and participant-
targets were both religious underestimated how ntloefparticipant-targets would rate
the explanation as appropriate.

This finding was consistent with the general evideim this study for inaccuracy
in transgressors' estimates. Targets generallgesiimated the extent to which
participant-targets would view them and their tgression negatively and how much
they would be punished. This was particularly tneen transgressors used excuses,
because transgressors thought that excuses waalddenore negative interpersonal
consequences, when in fact, excuses improvectjpantit-targets’ ratings of the
transgressor. As in the earlier analyses, there vabust effects of hypothetical target
condition, in that participants expected religitaigets to react more harshly than non-

religious targets to the religious transgression.
4.3.6 Matching transgressor accounts and target acc ount preferences

Three logistic regression analyses—one for each ¢y@ccount—assessed how
well the transgressors’ accounts matched the atqoaferences of their targets.
Whether transgressors used each form of accounpredgcted by hypothetical target

religiosity condition, participant-target religitgiscores, and whether targets desired
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each form of account. In line with Hypothesis anticipated that transgressors in the
religious hypothetical target condition would gaecounts that more closely matched the
preferences of participant-targets who were higteiigiosity, and those in the non-
religious target condition would give better mattiaecounts to low-religiosity

participant-targets.

4.3.6.1 Matching of targets' excuse preferences

The first logistic regression analysis found thalydypothetical target condition
predicted the use of excus@s; .94, Wald %(1) = 7.78,p < .01,Pseudd?’= .09, Odds
Ratio = 2.55, 95% CI[1.32, 4.93]. The odds of signessors offering excuses were 2.55
higher for participants in the religious target dition than those in the non-religious

target condition. The proposed interaction wassigptificant.

4.3.6.2 Matching of targets' justification prefererces

The second analysis examined the use of justifinatiResults showed that
targets who wanted to hear justifications wesslikely to receive themB = -1.19, Wald
(1) = 6.54,p < .01,Pseudd?= .08, Odds Ratio = .30, 95% CI[.12,.76]. Thus,
transgressors did not match target preferencgsgtfications, instead giving targets the
opposite of what they desired. This effect wasmotlerated by hypothetical target
religiosity condition or participant-target religity level. Therefore, the match between
target’s actual religiosity and the religiositytbe hypothetical target to whom

transgressors thought they were giving their accade no difference in this matching.
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4.3.6.3 Matching of targets' exception preferences

The third logistic regression analysis tested hall wvansgressors matched target
preferences for exceptions. A significant maireefffof hypothetical target religiosity
condition was found showing that transgressors weree likely to offer an exception to
religious than non-religious targeB= -.35, Wald %(1) = 5.27,p < .05,Pseudd?’ = .07,

Odds Ratio = 2.35, 95% CI[1.13,4.87]. The predidtgeraction was not significant.

4.3.6.4 Summary: Matching of targets' account prefences

Although transgressors did not know the preferentdiseir specific participant-
targets, Hypothesis 3 predicted that transgresgousd give accounts that matched the
preferences of their participant-targets when thasgets and the hypothetical targets to
whom the transgressors were writing their accowat® similar in religiosity.

Contrary to Hypothesis 3, transgressors in thgimls hypothetical target
condition were not better at matching the excusexoeption preferences of religious
participant-targets (nor were those in the nomgrelis target condition better at matching
preferences of non-religious targets). Instead-ramig the earlier analyses examining
the types of accounts that transgressors gave—#meggses showed that transgressors
were more likely to give excuses and exceptiongligious targets than to non-religious
targets, regardless of what accounts these tgogefiesrred.

When it came to justifications, the matching of btjyetical target religiosity
condition and participant-target religiosity hadeftect on the matching between

justification preference and use, again contrampéopredictions of Hypothesis 3. There
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was an interaction between target preferenceuiifications and the use of
justifications, but it demonstrated a mismatchnsgressors tended to give targets the
opposite of what they desired, using justificatiomsre when targets did not want to hear

them, and vice versa.
4.3.7 Target reactions

Finally, targets’ reactions were examined as fumctf the match between what
account(s) they wanted to hear and whether tragsgre accounts matched those
preferences. Three sets of three 2 (hypothetacget condition: religious, non-religious)
x 2 (transgressor account: present, absent) x@eftareference: want account, don't
want account)—one for each type of account—examiaegets’ ratings of how they
would (1) view the transgressor (generally ancenmis of specific traits), (2) view the
transgression, and (3) punish the transgressorstaied in Hypothesis 4, targets were
expected to impose harsher penalties on and fee nmegatively about transgressors

whose accounts do not match their own preferences.

4.3.7.1 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exises

The first set of MANOVAS tested the consequenceasarfsgressors matching (or
not matching) target preferences for excuses. fifsttMANOVA obtained a
multivariate main effect of excuse use on traitlesgons,mF (11,140) = 1.94p < .05.
The predicted target excuse preference by trarsgrescuse use interaction was also

significant,mF (11,140) = 2.26p < .01. Univariate ANOVAs showed that targets date
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transgressors who gave excuses as more positivallpwad as more kind, moral,

thoughtful, ethical, and moral (see Table 25 fée&t not qualified by interactions).

Table 25: Study 3. Means and univariate tests forarget trait ratings by
transgressor excuse use

Excuse
Outcome Variable Absent Present F 2
Overall positivity 3.93(.28) 4.66(.25) 10.75* .02
Unkind 8.52(.42) 7.18(.37) 5.70* .04
Unethical 7.93(.39) 6.69(.34) 5.68* .04
Unfair 8.01(.44) 6.61(.38) 5.75* .04

Note: *p<.05.**p<.01. **p<.001.
Degrees of freedom for trait evalwatests are (1,157).

Table 26: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of tget reactions by target excuse
preference and transgressor excuse use

Excuse Preference

Outcome Variable Excuse Target Doesn’t Want Target Wants F 2
Absent 7.58(.34) 8.69(.74)

Immoral 5.01* .03
Present 7.32(.28) 6.02(.65)
Absent 9.36(.39) 10.43(.85)

Thoughtless 4.24* .03
Present 8.85(.32) 7.37(.75)
Absent 5.94(.25) 6.50(.54)

Represent respect 4.11* .03
Absent 5.22(.34) 6.81(.73)

Avoid transgressor 8.00* .05
Present 5.09(.28) 3.66(.64)

Note: *p<.05.** p<.01. **p<.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests(4r&57).
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The effects for ratings of the transgressors’ imatityr and thoughtlessness were
gualified by univariate interactions of excuse prefice by excuse presence (see Table
26). Simple main effects of transgressor excusecugerged for both outcomes among
targets who wanted to hear excuses. In both ctsggets whose preference had been
matched rated the transgressor more positively dichtargets whose preferences had not
been matched (ImmordF(1,150) = 7.38p < .01; Thoughtles$3(1,150) = 7.29p < .01).

The second MANOVA tested how matching excuse peefees affected targets’
ratings of the transgression. No significant nvaltiate effects emerged, but the
predicted excuse presence by excuse preferencadhtsm was examined at the
univariate level. A significant interaction wasufa for target ratings of how
representative the transgression was of the traasgrs' general respectfulness (see
Table 26).

A simple main effect showed that when targets ddsexcuses, they rated
transgressions as less representative of the tessgs’ general respectfulness when the
transgressor matched their preference than wherdidenot match itF(1,150) = 4.98p
<.05. A simple main effect of target preferen@s\walso revealed when transgressors
had given an excuse; targets who wanted to reegiexcuse rated the transgression as
less representative of the transgressors' gereméctfulness than did those who heard
excuses they didn’t desirg(1,150) = 4.04p < .05. Thus, when transgressors matched
targets’ excuse preferences, targets thought tedead was less representative of how

respectful the transgressor was overall.
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The third MANOVA tested the effects of matching ege preference on the
penalties inflicted by targets. Multivariate effegvere found for the presence of
excusesmiH(2,149) = 4.73p < .01, and the interaction between excuse presamte
target preference for excuses(2,149) = 4.08p < .05. At the univariate level, a main
effect of excuse presence emerged for likelihooavoiding the transgressor, but this
was qualified by a significant interaction of exeysesence and preference (see Table
26). A simple main effect of excuse presence egtkerghen targets did not desire an
excuse, F(1,150) = 4.08p < .001. Simple main effects of target excusegqrezfce were
also revealed both when transgressors gave exduyde$50) = 4.15p < .05, and when
they didn’'t,F(1,150) = 3.91p < .05. All of these simple main effects showest tiargets

indicated that they would avoid targets less whi matched their excuse preferences.

4.3.7.2 Effects of matching targets’ desire for jugfications

The second set of MANOVAs examined the consequenicgansgressors
matching (or not matching) targets’ preferencegustifications. The first tested targets’
ratings of transgressors. Multivariate effects eyad for the presence of justifications
mH11,140) = 1.88p < .05, the interaction of hypothetical targetglsity condition and
justification presencanH11,140) = 3.24p < .001, the interaction of hypothetical target
condition and target preference for justificatior;(11,140) = 1.88p < .05, and the

three-way interaction of justification presencegéd preference for justifications, and

hypothetical target religiosity conditiomH11,140) = 3.74p < .001.
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No univariate main effects of justification presemmerged, and so this effect
was interpreted at the multivariate level. Exartioraof the means of the canonical
variate and structure coefficients showed thatet@rg/ho did not receive justifications
rated transgressors as more careless, immorathanghtlessNl = 1.96,SD = .16) than
those who did receive justifications! (= 1.75,SD = .33).

A univariate interaction of hypothetical target ddgion and justification presence
was revealed for participant-target ratings oftta@sgressors’ immorality. A univariate
interaction of hypothetical target condition andy& preference for justification also
emerged for ratings of carelessness. However,ibtghactions were qualified by a
three-way interaction of hypothetical target ralgjty condition, justification presence,
and target preference for justifications (see Ta@le A simple interaction of
justification presence by justification preferemsetarget ratings of carelessness was
found for participants in the religious hypothetitzaget conditionF(1,150) = 4.35p <
.05. A simple simple main effect of target just#iion preference was revealed when
transgressors had not given a justificatiefi,,150) = 10.64p < .001. Strangely, targets
whose preference not to hear a justification wakheal rated transgressorsnasre
careless than those who had wanted a justificditrinadn’t received one. A marginal
simple simple effect of justification presence egeer when targets wanted a
justification,F(1,150) = 3.63p = .06. Again counter to expectations, targetsseho

preference to hear a justification was matchedirtite transgressor as the most careless.
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A simple interaction effect of justification presenby justification preference on
target ratings of immorality was also found fortmapants in the non-religious
hypothetical target conditioifr(1,150) = 5.20p < .05. A simple simple main effect of
justification presence emerged when targets digaitt to hear justification$;(1,150) =
5.71,p < .05. Contrary to expectations, transgressoxs nvatched target preferences to
not hear a justification were rated as more immthrah those who did not match that

preference.

Table 27: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of tget reactions by target
condition, justification presence, and target prefeence for justifications

Hypothetical Target Condition

Non-religious Religious
Outcome  jystification Tar'get Target Tar|get Target F 2
Variable Doesn't Want  Wants Doesn't Want Wants
Absent 8.96(.50) 9.44(.83) 9.94(.44) 7.00(.79)
Careless 5.72* .03
Absent 8.12(.47) 6.56(.79) 8.09(.41) 6.50(.75)
Immoral 4.01* .02
Present 6.67(.79) 8.14(.89) 7.29(.41) 3.00(2.36)

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.*** p < .001.
Degrees of freedom are (1, 157).

The second MANOVA tested the effects of matchirgiifications on targets’
ratings of the transgression, and the third justtfon-matching MANOVA looked at the

target-imposed punishments. Neither analysis tedesgnificant multivariate effects.
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4.3.7.3 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exptions

A set of MANOVAS tested targets’ reactions as acfion of the matching of
targets’ preference for exceptions. The firsthafse tested the targets’ trait evaluations
of the transgressors. At the multivariate levigingicant interactions emerged for the
predicted interaction of target preference for @tiom by exception usenH11,140) =
1.92,p < .05, as well as a significant three-way intaoacof hypothetical target
condition, exception use, and target preferencexoeptionsmF(11,140) = 1.87p <
.05. However, no univariate effects emerged ftreziof these interactions, and so the
three way interaction was examined at the multatarievel (see Table 28). For both
target conditions, targets whose preference tdheat an exception was matched rated
the transgressor more positively overall and fkesaghtless, but also as more

incompetent and immoral than did those whose peatar wasn’'t matched.

Table 28: Study 3. Canonical variate means of traiévaluations by target condition,
target preference for exceptions, and transgressarse of exceptions

Target Religiosity Condition

Non-religious Religious
E i Target Doesn't Target Target Doesn't Target
i xception
Outcome Variable P Want Wants Want Wants
0.87(.23)
Canonical Variate Absent 1.40(.29) 0.88(.20) 1.19(.34)
of Traits Present 0.42(.47) 0.25(.47) 0.97(42)  0.25(.32)

Another MANOVA looked at targets’ ratings of tharisgression as a function of

matching of exception preferences. At the muliatarlevel, significant effects emerged
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for the presence of exceptiomsi(8,143) = 1.72p < .01, target preference for
exceptionsmH(8,143) = 2.19p < .05, and the interaction between hypotheticabet
condition and the presence of exceptionk(8,143) = 2.81p < .01.

A univariate main effect of target preference feceptions was obtained for
ratings of how good the explanation was, with tesgeno wanted to hear exceptions
rating the explanation as bettéf € 5.56,SD = .24) than those who didn’t want to hear
them M = 4.65,SD= .29),F(1,143) = 5.74p < .05, ?=.04. A univariate main effect of
exception presence was revealed for target rabhgsw representative the transgression
was of the transgressors’ usual behavior, butdfiect was qualified by an exception
presence by hypothetical target condition inteaacti This interaction also significantly
predicted target’s ratings of how good the explamatvas evaluated (see Table 29). For
both ratings, simple main effects of exception pneg emerged for targets in the non-
religious hypothetical target condition, (Good exption:F(1,150) = 5.61p < .05;
Represent behavioF(1,150) = 7.30p < .01). Contrary to expectations, even though
targets who received exceptions (as compared setivbo didn't) rated the explanations
as better, they also thought that the transgresgasnmore representative of the
transgressors’ usual behavior.

Finally, a MANOVA tested the effects of matchingceptions on punishments
inflicted by targets. No multivariate effects emedgbut the predicted exception
presence by exception preference interaction wamsated at the univariate level. A

significant univariate interaction of exception ggace by exception preference emerged

116



for target ratings of their likelihood of speakibgdly about the transgressor (see Table
30). A simple main effect of exception presence reaealed for targets who had not
wanted to hear exceptions, with those whose pneteravas matched indicating lower

likelihood of speaking badly about the transgreds(lr,150) = 6.88p < .01.

Table 29: Study 3. Means and univariate tests of tget reactions by target condition
and exception presence

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Exception Non-religious Religious F 2
Absent 4.52(.27) 5.16(.31)
Good explanation 4.80* .03
Present 5.88(.50) 4.85(.40)
Absent 5.29(.23) 5.77(.26)
Represent behavior 4.22* .03
Present 6.63(.44) 5.86(.35)

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.*** p < .001.
Degrees of freedom are (1, 157).

Table 30: Study 3. Means and univariate test of tayet likelihood of speaking badly
of transgressors by exception presence and targetgierence for exceptions

Exception Preference

Outcome Variable EXxception Target Doesn't Want Target Wants F 2
Absent 2.94(.36) 3.36(.25)

Speak badly 4.13* .03
Present 4.60(.52) 3.35(.47)

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.*** p <.001.
Degrees of freedom are (1, 157).

117



4.3.7.4 Summary: Effects of matching targets’ desa for accounts

Hypothesis 4—that targets would react more lenyentien transgressors’
accounts matched their own preferences—was geynstgported, at least when those
accounts were excuses or exceptions. Targets whtefgrences for excuses were
matched rated the transgressors and transgressienpusitively and were less likely to
avoid transgressors than when their excuse prefesdmad not been matched. This
pattern emerged despite the finding that—at leastairgets in the non-religious
condition—targets whose excuse preferences werehedtexpectebssimprovement
in behavior.

Similarly, targets whose preferences for exceptisese matched rated the
transgressors more positively overall and as lessghtless, and indicted lower
likelihood of speaking badly about the transgress$er those in the non-religious
condition, targets whose exception preferences wetehed rated the transgression as
least representative of the transgressors’ ovienadl of respect and rated the explanation
as better. Yet matching exceptions had negatiydi¢cations as well. Targets saw
transgressors who matched their exception wislesq@pared to those who didn't)
more negatively on some traits and saw their g@essions as more representative of
usual behavior.

The findings for the matching of justification peeénces were not as expected..

Targets whose preferences for justifications weagched rated transgressors as more
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immoral (in the non-religious condition) and moeeedess (in the religious-condition)

than did targets whose preferences were not matched

4.4 Discussion

Study 4 extended the findings of the previous gsidin moral and morally-
relevant transgressions into the domain of religimansgressions. Transgressors read a
scenario in which they had committed a religioas$gression and then gave accounts to
hypothetical targets who were either high or lowahgiosity. Participant-targets—who
themselves varied in religiosity—then read and oesgled to those accounts.

Transgressors were expected to use fewer justditeind more excuses and
exceptions when they were religious themselves @thgsis 1) and when they thought
the target of their account was religious (Hypoih@3$. Transgressor’s estimates of
target’s reactions were expected to be more acxarat their accounts were expected to
match targets account preferences better whenyfharetical target and actual target's
religiosity levels were the same (Hypothesis 3)atdhing of targets’ preferences for the
various account types was hypothesized to leadot@ ipositive evaluations of the
transgressors and transgression and to lessettipsr{flypothesis 4).

Hypothesis 1 was not supported. Religious trarssgms were no less likely to
use justifications for a religious transgressicemtbthose low in religiosity. Hypothesis 2
was partly supported, in that transgressors whoghbthey were accounting to a

religious target were more likely to use excusasexteptions than were transgressors in
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the non-religious target condition. However, thegosed effect of religious target on
justifications was not found. Transgressors weréess likely to use or say their
statements were similar to justifications when aotmg to religious targets.

In general, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. Thaeno consistent evidence
that transgressors were better at estimating theget's reactions when that participant-
target's self-reported religiosity and the hypattedttarget religiosity were the same.

Transgressors' estimates of target reactions tetodeel inaccurate. Transgressors
tended to overestimate how harshly targets wowddand punish them, particularly
when transgressors used excuses. Transgressoghthtbat excuses would lead to more
negative interpersonal consequences, when indactises led targets to react more
positively. These target reactions are consistaitresearch showing that targets react
positively to excuses (Shaw et al., 2003) and ssigfat transgressors’ lay theories of
excuses might be wrong.

Furthermore, when it came to matching the accorafepences of their targets,
transgressors did not match the excuse or exceptaiarences of their targets better
when those targets' religiosity matched that ofityy@othetical targets. Furthermore,
matching between the religiosity levels of hypoitetand actual targets led worse
matching of justification preferences. Transgressended to use justifications more
when targets did not want to hear them, and viceayavhen their actual targets and

hypothetical targets held the same levels of residy.
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Finally, Hypothesis 4 was supported. Transgressbsmatched the preferences
of their targets received less negative reactiospenalties than those who did not
matched those preferences. This was particularg/for transgressors who matched
targets’ preferences for excuses and exceptiantheke cases, matching account
preferences led targets to rate the transgressmes positively on most traits, and rate
the transgression as less representative of thegrassors’ general level of respect,.
However, the matching of justification prefereneéso led targets to see the transgressor
as careless and immoral. Overall though, thisyspudvided the strongest support for the
prediction that targets respond favorably to traesgprs who provide them with the
accounts that they want to hear.

As expected from past studies, transgressors wémb erscuses indicated
increased likelihood of improving their behavidehavior improvement was also more
likely for religious transgressors than non-religgdransgressors. These findings suggest
that religious transgressors perceived that thewats alone were not enough to make up

for their religious transgression.
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5. Study 4: Interpersonal Closeness

The fourth study looked at how interpersonal clessraffects the accounts that
transgressors give and target’s reactions to thoseunts. Specifically, Study 4 explored
whether interpersonal closeness leads to moretiesccounting via a better
understanding of the targets’ preferences for seftams of accounts. To examine this
guestion, pairs of friends and pairs of strangassv@red questions about hypothetical
transgressions, accounts, and punishments.

| expected that interpersonal closeness would secéged with better matching
of target’s account preferences, which would im teading targets to react more
leniently following a post-transgression accoudne potential limitation to this
approach is that people may be more lenient whahndewith friends than with
strangers, even if those friends have harmed thmehgiaven them accounts that they
don’t like. Thus, results showing that people imgpdewer penalties on friends than on
strangers could be interpreted as a general preferfer friends over strangers rather
than an effective accounting strategy by whichnidie better match targets’ desires. To
address this potential limitation, the study inéddh control group of friends who did not
give an account for their transgression. The abgiroup provided a baseline of how

targets treat transgressing friends before accaustgiven.
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5.1 Hypotheses

5.1.1 Hypothesis 1

Transgressors will be less likely to use justifieas and more likely to use
excuses or exceptions when speaking to friendstthatrangers. Presumably friend-
pairs—in which both members of the pair are inveestethe relationship—would likely
not want to minimize the importance or severityadfansgression that might damage that
friendship. This hypothesis mirrors the expectatiof the previous studies, that
transgressors who were personally invested inrimsgression domain (or who thought
the targets were) were expected to use fewerigeiibns. Strangers, on the other hand,
may feel more free to use justifications, as ne@eal relationship would be jeopardized

by such an account.
5.1.2 Hypothesis 2

Transgressors’ explanations for a transgressidmuate closely match the
account preferences of the target when the trassgre and targets are friends than when
they are strangers. Transgressors who give acetaiffiiends will also estimate the
target’s emotional and behavioral reactions moceiately than will transgressors who

offer accounts to strangers.

123



5.1.3 Hypothesis 3

The closer that transgressors' accounts use méataheseference of the targets,
the less negatively the targets will rate the tgaassor and the less harsh the social,

financial, and legal punishments imposed by targdide.
5.1.4 Hypothesis 4

The effect of matching account preferences on lguaishments will exceed any
baseline preferential treatment that targets giMeiénds over strangers. Therefore,
targets who receive an account from a friend shbalce more positive evaluations of
and inflict lower punishments on transgressors wiatch the targets' account preference

as compared to targets who do not receive an atfaumn a friend.

5.2 Methods

5.2.1 Participants

One hundred and forty people (50% women) partieghat this study.
Participants ranged in age from 18 to BL£ 25.5,SD=10.22), and 29.3% had at least
an Associate's Degree.

One hundred and twenty-six participants were réeduihrough the Duke
Interdisciplinary Initiative in Social Psychologgmmunity subject pool and local fliers.
Participants responded to online postings andsfliecruiting for a study of

"Interpersonal Decisions" for which they would kad$10. All participants were told
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that they were required to participate with a fdef the same sex, who would also be
paid. In addition, seven psychology students @adied in the study for course credit,
and brought friends who either also participatedcfedit or who were paid $10. All
participants completed the study on computersdividual testing rooms, using
Quialtrics survey software.

Participant pairs were randomly assigned to ortree conditions: friend-
account, friend-no account, or stranger conditidBeme participants1(=12) showed up
alone and were run in the stranger condition. @lpesticipants did not differ in their
ratings of interpersonal closeness to their hypgatakeparticipation partner—as
compared to participants in the stranger conditvbie showed up to the study with a
friend—so all participants were included in thesalgses. An additional 32 participants
were excluded because of experimenter error orusecthey or their partner failed to
follow instructions (such as writing gibberish iaatl of account statements) and were not
included in any analyses. (This high number ofip@ants who needed to be excluded
was due mostly to the low level of literacy and puter experience of these individuals,

who were recruited from the general community.)

5.2.2 Procedure

Members of each pair were told that the study wanaldtaggered in that one
person would start first (although they would bstay for 45 minutes). They were
allowed to decide as a pair which of them wouldtgtest. That member was designated

as the transgressor, and the other was assigredth® target of the account. The same
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instructions and staggered order were used fos pasigned to the stranger condition.
However, the responses of these strangers wengairet with each other but rather with
members of other pairs of strangers. Thus, paaglee stranger condition read the
responses of a stranger, even though they hadipatgd in the study with a friend.
Once the first participant had finished, the segoeadicipant was started, with care taken
to avoid any interaction between participants dythre study session.

All participants provided demographic informati@md those in the friend-
account and friend-no account conditions were askguovide the name of the friend
who was participating with them in the study. Tdearticipants were asked to think of
that friend while responding to the questions thibwed. The friend's name was also
piped into the text of any questions that askedifipally about the other member of the
pair. Participants in the stranger condition wasked to imagine a “typical stranger”
when providing their responses. All participatisrt completed measures of
psychological closeness, moral development stagkfreendship self-worth (described
below).

Participants then read the transgression scenhrithe scenario, participants
were told to imagine that they were driving throwgbusy intersection and that they
either crashed into the car in front of them or tfear car crashed into by the person
behind them. Participants read the scenario flerperspective of the transgressor (the
driver who ran into another car) or the victim log transgression (the driver whose car

was hit). Those in the friend conditions read thatother driver was the friend with
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whom they were participating. Participants in sk@anger condition read that the other
driver was a stranger.

Participants assigned to the transgressor roleviete a list of statements of
what they would say to the target (victim). Thassigned to the target role read the
statements that had been written by their studgnpar Targets in the friend-no account
condition read the scenario but were not shownséagments. All participants then

completed the dependent measures before being osated and debriefed.
5.2.3 Materials

Participants completed the demographic questioarzaid the DIT before moving
on study-specific questionnaires. Participants fiieed out the Inclusion of Other in the
Self scale to indicate interpersonal closeness thihtarget (I0S: Aron, Aron, &
Smollan, 1992; Appendix B). Participants also regmbon the degree to which they use
their friendships to assess their own self-woring a modified version of the Self-

Worth Scale (Friendship Self-Worth: Crocker, et 2003; Appendix B).

5.2.3.1 Procedure for transgressors

Transgressors read a hypothetical scenario in whejhad committed a
transgression that damaged the property of a froersiranger (see Appendix C).
Following the scenario, transgressors listed thtestents that they would give in that
scenario and indicated how close each type of attaeas to the statements that they

would give (see Appendix D). Following the desdajrthe previous studies,
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transgressors then rated how they and the targdtiweact following the accounts

(Appendix D).

5.2.3.2 Procedure for targets

Participants who were assigned to the target camdiead the same hypothetical
scenario as the transgressor but from the poivieg¥ of the victim of the transgression
(Appendix C). Following the scenario, they repdroa their preference for each type of
account. Targets in the friend-account and stnaogeditions were then shown the
statement list written by the transgressor and \asked to rate how close each type of
account was to the statements given by the trassgréAppendix E). Targets in the
friend-no account condition were not shown theestent list and did not make similarity
estimates. As in the previous studies, targets toenpleted the dependent measures

(Appendix E) before being debriefed.

5.3 Results

5.3.1 Manipulation check

Scores on the Inclusion of Other in the Self Seadee first analyzed to test
participants’ reports of interpersonal closenesh wieir participating partners. The
results confirmed that participants in the friermd@unt M = 4.71,SD = 0.26), and
friend-no accountMl = 4.43,SD = 0.23), conditions rated themselves as interpeibo

closer to their partners than did participantshim $tranger conditiorM = 3.06,SD=
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0.27),F(2, 139) = 11.31p’s < .001. There was no effect of participant rotar(sgressor

versus target) on interpersonal closeness ratings.
5.3.2 Types of accounts

The statements provided by the transgressors veeleddy two raters who were
blind to study condition. Initial inter-rater rability indicated moderate agreement
(Cohen's Kappa = .62). Any discrepancies wereudssd between the raters until

consensus was achieved.

5.3.2.1 Presence of accounts

These coded accounts were then analyzed. Thengeeséeach type of account
(dichotomous: present or absent), as rated by spdeas analyzed in three separate
logistic regression analyses with interpersonaet@ss and target condition (stranger,
friend) as predictors. For these and all analpssed only on transgressors, the friend-
account and friend-no account conditions were pe#d into one friend condition
because transgressors in both friend conditionsgiiothat they were writing accounts
that would be read by their friend. In contrasHigpothesis 1, these analyses revealed no
effects of interpersonal closeness or target cmmddn the presence of any of the three
types of accounts.

As in the previous studies, these logistic regmsanalyses were rerun to test
possible moderators, in this instance, moral dgreknt stage (as measured by the DIT)

and friendship self-worth (FSW). No moderatingeets were found.
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5.3.2.2 Similarity to prototypical accounts

A one-way MANOVA (target condition: friend, stranyexamined how close the
transgressors thought that their responses werado of the three account examples
(excuse, justification, and exception) but foundsignificant effects. Again, neither
moral development nor friendship self-worth modedahese effects.

These results were surprising, given that theipusvstudies found that
transgressors were more likely to give excuseseandptions to certain types of targets
(i.e., those who were victims or who had questiaied behavior). Here, the target of
the account did not seem to affect the probaldlitiransgressors using any of the three

types of accounts and Hypothesis 1 was not supporte
5.3.3 Transgressor reactions

A MANOVA examined the effects of target conditidrniénd, stranger), excuse
(present, absent), justification (present, absami),exception (present, absent) on
transgressors’ anticipated feelings toward thenesglratings of how responsible they
were for the event, ratings of the severity oféhent’s consequences, ratings of the
representativeness their actionsand likelihood of behavior improvement followirtget
account. No interactions were predicted, and $p main effects were included in the
model.

A significant multivariate effect emerged for tatdriendship conditionnH7,
58) = 2.17p < .05, but not for any of the account types. Eixation of the univariate

effects of target friendship condition showed tiaise in the friend condition®i(=
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7.63,SD = .34) felt more responsible for the crash thas¢hin the stranger conditioll (
= 6.34,SD=.49),F(1, 68) = 10.29 < .01.

These results did not completely fit the hypothedggsed on the
conceptualizations of each type of account, traessgprs were hypothesized to report less
responsibility for their behavior when giving arcege, less severe consequences of their
behavior in the presence of justifications, ang lepresentativeness of the behavior
when having offered an exception. Yet, in thiglgiihe forms of accounts were not
related to these ratings. Also, unlike Study 3 #redpreliminary studies—in which
excuses led to more anticipated behavior changegsaand exceptions predicted less
intention to change behavior—the type of accoun¢mginere did not seem to affect

estimates of behavior improvement.
5.3.4 Transgressor estimates of target reactions

Next, three MANOVAS were run to examine transgressestimates of the
target's (1) overall and trait-specific evaluatiofishe transgressor, ratings of the (2)
responsibility, severity, and representativenessgs, preference for the explanation,
ratings of explanation appropriateness, behavipravement expectations, and (3)
likelihood of inflicting social, legal, and finaradipunishments. Only main effects and
two-way interactions of friendship condition andagnt were predicted, and so this
MANOVA tested the main effects of friendship comatit (friend, stranger), excuse
(present, absence), justification (present, absant) exception (present, absent) and the

two-way interactions that included friendship cdiwat.
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5.3.4.1 Estimates of targets' trait evaluations

The first MANOVA examined transgressors' estimatielsow targets would view
them. A multivariate main effect of friendship catmh emergedmH11, 55) = 3.03p <
.01, but no significant effects of accounts wereeded. Univariate effects revealed that
participants who gave their accounts to friendseeigu the target to rate them more

positively on a variety of traits than did thosehe stranger condition (see Table 31).

Table 31: Study 4. Means and univaraite tests of &insgressor estimates of target

reactions
Target Condition
Outcome Variable Friend Stranger F 2
Overall Rating 5.72(.40) 4.20(.58) 9.92** 13
Bad 3.20(.55) 6.72(.80) 28.74%x* 30
Cold 3.23(.48) 4.92(.70) 8.61%* 12
Incompetent 4.04(.64) 6.84(.92) 13.70%** 17
Careless 5.29(.75) 8.45(1.09) 12.30%+* 16
Unintelligent 3.65(.58) 6.04(.84) 11.95%* .15
Immoral 3.88(.47) 5.19(.68) 5.47* 07
Thoughtless 4.62(.64) 7.12(.92) 10.84** 14
Unethical 3.55(.48) 5.32(.69) 9.73** 13
Unfair 3.51(.41) 4.69 (.60) 5.70% 07
Legal Action 2.61(.47) 5.72(.70) 28.33%** 31
Speak Badly 3.00(.38) 5.84(.57) 35.59%** 36
Avoid Transgressor 2.85(.34) 6.36(.50) 70.94%** .52

Note: *p <.05. ** p <.01. ** p <.001.
Degrees of freedom are (1,69) fort aaluation tests and (1,6t) for punishment tests.
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5.3.4.2 Estimates of targets' transgression evaluans

A second MANOVA tested the effects of target coioditand account use on
transgressors' estimates of target's ratings ofxpknation; the event responsibility,
severity, and representativeness; and the liketlhaidehavior improvement. No

significant effects emerged.

5.3.4.3 Estimates of target-imposed punishments

A third MANOVA tested transgressors’ estimateshaf financial, legal, and
social punishments that the target would imposgai®y no significant multivariate
effects for accounts were found, but a significanttivariate effect was revealed for
friendship conditionmH4, 59) = 25.56p < .001. Univariate effects showed that
participants giving accounts to friends thought tha target would be less likely to
pursue legal action, talk badly about the transgnesand avoid the transgressor, as
compared to those accounting to strangers (see Badbl

Despite expectations based on the preliminary stugiut echoing the findings of
Studies 1 and 2), transgressors’ estimates ofduiahavior did not differ based on the
accounts that they had used. However, the consisteling that transgressors expected
better treatment from friends than strangers waseed. People could reasonably
anticipate that their friends would give them mieeway after misdeeds than would

strangers. The next step was to test whether #hgsectations were accurate.
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5.3.5 Accuracy of transgressor estimates

The accuracy of transgressor's estimates of targtevaluations of the
transgressor, and (2) the event, and (3) retribuiactions following accounts were
assessed using repeated measures MANOVAs in wénighttcondition (friend account,
friend-no account, stranger) and use of each typleeathree types of account were
between-subject factors and participant role (fyeessor, target) was treated as a within-
subjects factor to account for the yoked naturéhefdesign. Hypothesis 1 suggests that
transgressors would estimate their friends’ respemsore accurately than strangers’

responses.

5.3.5.1 Accuracy of trait evaluation estimates

The first MANOVA tested the accuracy of transgressestimates of targets' trait
evaluations. At the multivariate level, a signifitanain effect was revealed for target
condition,mH22, 108) = 2.17p < .01, as well as a significant interaction betwee
participant role and target conditionH22, 108) = 1.67p < .05. Univariate main
effects emerged for condition, showing that pgsaais in the stranger condition rated
transgressors more harshly on all traits than ditigpants in the friend conditions. The
exceptions were that strangers were rated as nmiiaduand more unfair than friends in

the no-account condition, but not friends in thecamt condition (see Table 32).
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Table 32: Study 4. Means and univariate tests of éainsgressor estimates of target
trait evaluations and target's actual evaluations

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Friend-account Friend-no account tranger F
Overall Positivity 6.09(.36) 6.40(.34), 4.92(.42), 7.66™**
Bad 2.94(.44), 2.33(.42), 5.92(.52), 30.62%**
Cold 3.01(.42), 2.68(.40), 4.79(.49), 11.75%=
Incompetent 3.61(.52), 2.73(.49), 6.07(.61), 17.99%
Careless 4.77(.63) 3.79(.60), 7.75(.75), 17.03***
Unkind 2.78(.43)ap 2.35(.41), 3.84(.51), 5.07
Unintelligent 3.12(.48), 2.62(.45), 5.44(.56), 16.03***
Immoral 3.36(.44), 3.23(.42), 4.93(.52), 7.31
Thoughtless 3.67(.51), 3.24(.49), 5.26(.60), 6.94**
Unethical 2.88(.44), 2.83(.42), 4.35(.52), 6.03**
Unfair 2.68(.43) 2.67(.41) 4.12(.51), 5.89*
Represent Carefulness 3.92(.42) 5.41(.40), 5.47(.44), 7.66*+*
Represent Person 3.73(.47) 5.07(.45), 4.60(.55), 30.62
Represent Behavior 3.51(.45), 5.00(.43), 4.52(.53) 11.75%
Behavior Improvement 7.32(.33), 7.77(.32) 6.67(.39) 17.99%
Legal action 2.00(.39) 2.53(.35) 4.56(.47)s 17.54%
Speak badly 2.53(.35) 2.10(.33), 4.55(.42), 21,25+

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.***p <.001.
Means that share subscripts do noediff
Degrees of freedom for trait evaluatiests are (2,63).
Degrees of freedom for transgressiaiuation and punishment tests are (2,61).
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Only the overall positivity rating wgsalified by a significant univariate
interaction of target condition by participant r¢éee Table 33). Simple main effects of
participant role were revealed within the frienad:@ant and stranger conditions, (Friend-
accountt(63) = 3.58p < .001; Stranger4(63) = 2.09p < .05). In both cases, targets
rated the transgressors more positively than trassgrs thought that they would. A
simple main effect of target condition also emerfyggdransgressors; transgressors in the
friend-no account condition expected to be rated karshly than did transgressors in the
other conditionsi(2, 63) = 7.04p < .01. There was also a simple main effect of
condition for targets, in which targets ratedsjexs less positively than they did either

of the friend group<(2, 63) = 4.99p < .01.

Table 33: Study 4. Means of transgressor estimates$ target reaction and target's
actual reactions

Target Condition

Participant i _
Outcome Variable | Friend-account Friend-no account Stranger F
role
Transgressor 5.11(.48) 6.19(.45) 4.24(.56) .
Overall positivity
Target 7.06(.42) 6.60(.40) 5.59(.49)
Transgressor ~ 2:68(.33) 1.96(.33) 5.53(.36)
Avoid Transgressor g 10.11%**
Target 2.00(.36) 1.70(.35) 3.26(.29)

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01l.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for trait evaluatiests are (2,63).
Degrees of freedom for punishment tastg(2,61).
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5.3.5.2 Accuracy of transgression evaluation estirtes

The second analysis tested the accuracy of trassgn® estimates of how targets
would rate the transgression. At the multivarlatesl, main effects emerged for target
condition,mH16, 110) = 3.58p < .05, and participant ralenH8, 54) = 2.29p < .05.
Univariate main effects of condition emerged fdimeations of behavior improvement,
and how representative the participants thoughtttigaevent was of the transgressor’s
usual carefulness, overall character, and usua\eh(see Table 32). Pairwise
comparisons revealed that participants in the diea account condition thought that the
transgressors were more likely to improve theirawatr in the future as compared to
those in the stranger condition. In addition, ipgrants in the friend-account condition
thought that the event was less representativieedtransgressor’s usual carefulness than
did those in the friend-no account and stramgerditions. Tukey’s tests also showed
that participants in the friend-account condititéoahought that the event was less
representative of the transgressor’s characteuandl behavior, as compared to
participants in the friend-no account condition.

Univariate main effects of participant role werscatested. Targets rated the
transgression as less severe and less represerdathe transgressors’ character and
usual behavior than transgressors thought theydvolitansgressors also overestimated

how responsible targets would think they were li@r transgression (see Table 34).
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Table 34: Study 4. Means and univariate tests of &insgressor estimates of target
event evaluations and target's actual evaluationsybparticipant role

Participant Role

Outcome Variable Transgressor Target F
Responsible 7.55(.42) 5.62(.46) 8.12**
Severe 6.00(.42) 4.38(.44) 7.07**
Represent Person 5.23(.45) 3.46(.55) 7.41%
Represent Behavior 7.73(.38) 6.77(.41) 717
Legal action 3.63(.49) 2.43(.40) 3.99*
Speaking badly 3.97(.39) 2.15(.39) 12.20%

Note: *p<.05.* p<.01.** p<.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests ares(l).

5.3.5.3 Accuracy of punishment estimates

In an analysis of the accuracy of transgressetshates of target-imposed
punishments, multivariate main effects were rewe&de target conditionmH8, 118) =
25.56,p < .001, and participant rolmH4, 58) = 5.75p < .001. Multivariate
interactions of target condition by participanteroiH8, 118) = 3.65p < .001, and
participant role by justification usmH4, 58) = 2.73p < .05 also emerged.

At the univariate level, main effects of conditiemerged for likelihood of the
target taking legal action against the transgressmaking badly about the transgressor,
and avoiding the transgressor. In all cases, pldmomparisons revealed that

participants expected harsher punishments betwesmgers as compared to friends (see
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Table 32). Univariate main effects of participesle were revealed for the same
outcomes, with transgressors overestimating tleditikod of target-imposed penalties
(see Table 34).

The main effects of condition and participant refeavoiding the transgressor in
the future were qualified by a significant targendition by participant role interaction
(see Table 34). A simple main effect of participante was revealed when the
participants were strangers, such that transgress@restimated the likelihood that
targets would avoid then(61) = 3.01p < .01. A simple main effect of target condition
was also shown within transgressors. Strangeisdtet! a greater likelihood of targets
avoiding the transgressor than did frien@el) = 5.47p < .001.

Avoidance of the transgressor was also predictea significant univariate
participant role by justification presence interacfF(1, 61) = 10.38p < .01. Simple
effects tests revealed a significant simple mdiecefof justification presence within
targets. Targets who received a justificativh< 1.30,SD = .56) indicated that they
were less likely to avoid the transgressor tharewleose who hadn't received a
justification M = 2.37,SD = .42),F(1, 61) = 4.60p < .05. There were also significant
simple main effects of participant role within bd¢ivels of justification presence.
Transgressors (Justification Presévit= 4.43,SD = .45; Justification Abseni = 3.65,
SD = .34) thought that targets would avoid them ntbes targets actually indicated they
would (Justification Presen¥l = 1.30,SD = .56; Justification Absenh = 2.37,SD=

42).
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5.3.5.4 Summary: Accuracy of transgressor estimated target reactions

Overall, trait evaluations and punishments betwedends were less severe than
between strangers. In terms of evaluations ofrdesgression, only friends in the
account condition rated the transgression moreitelyi than strangers. Furthermore,
targets tended to judge and treat transgressors leiently than transgressors expected
them to. This difference may partly arise becdtmesgressors overestimated how
severe and representative of their behavior targetdd rate the transgression and how
much targets would hold them responsible for thadgression.

The target condition by participant role interastfroposed by Hypothesis 2—in
which transgressors would estimate their friendsponses more accurately than
strangers’ responses—was not generally supporfbad.proposed interaction was
significant only for ratings of overall positivignd for target’s likelihood of avoiding the
transgressor. The pattern was as expected favibidance question, in that
transgressors in the stranger condition signifigamterestimated avoidance, whereas
those in the friend conditions did not. Howevarthe case of overall positivity ratings
of the transgressor, both transgressors in thedreccount condition and those in the

stranger condition overestimated target’s negaixaduations.

The finding of a participant role by justificatiameraction in which targets who
received a justification were less likely to avthé transgressor than those who hadn’t
received one fits with previous research showirag people generally prefer any account

over no account, even if they prefer excuses tiifigetions (Shaw et al., 2003).
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5.3.6 Matching transgressor accounts and target acc  ount preferences

If transgressors were better able to predict thieinds' account preferences than
strangers' preferences—following Hypothesis 2—tthey should be more likely to give
a specific account when they are talking to a ffieino prefers that type of account. The
previous analyses did not show that interpersdoakoess led to increased accuracy in
estimates of target reactions’, but friendship dailll lead to better matching of account
preferences.

Using three logistic regression analyses, | tegteddds that transgressors used
each type of account as a function of target cardiffriend vs. stranger) and whether
targets wished to be told that form of accountfoérth logistic regression analysis had
been planned to test the odds that transgressdraaing as a function of target
condition and whether targets wished for them torssthing, but every transgressor
provided at least one account. Instead, a modelrurato test the odds of transgressors
using any of the three accounts in their statemeasta function of target condition and
target’s preference for no explanation.

Contrary to Hypothesis 2, no significant effectseeged for any of these four
analyses, suggesting that transgressors are et hetmatching the account preferences

of their friends than of strangers.
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5.3.7 Target reactions

A sixth set of analyses involveldree sets of three (one for each type of account)
3 (target condition: friend-account, friend-no aeep stranger) x 2 (transgressor account:
present, absent) x 2 (target preference: wantt damt) MANOVAS that assessed
targets’ ratings of how they would (1) evaluate titasgressors overall and on specific
traits, (3) evaluate the transgression and ovexalanation, and (3) impose financial,
legal, and social penalties on the transgressdifeurth group of MANOVAS tested how
the matching between target preference to heafanyof account and transgressors use
of accounts affected the outcomes.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that targets would impoaestrer penalties on
transgressors whose accounts did not match theimpoeferences. As noted, this
preference for matched accounts should be presentwehen controlling for general
preferential treatment for friends over strangershat friends whose accounts match

target preferences would be punished least.

5.3.7.1 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exises

The first set of MANOVAS tested the effects of ntahg targets' preference for
excuses. The first of these examined the effddizrget friendship condition, excuse
presence, target preference for excuses, anditbeiactions on trait evaluations. Only
the main effect of target condition emerged atrthitivariate levelmH~22,96) = 1.82p

<.05. Univariate tests revealed significant mdfaats of target condition on all traits
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(see Table 35). Tukey's tests showed that tatigetsyht better of friends than of

strangers on all traits.

Table 35: Study 4. Means and univariate tests forarget evaluations and
punishments of transgressors by condition in modelsf matching excuse preferences

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Friend-account Friend-no account tranger F
Overall Positivity 6.19(.40) 5.60(.35), 4.56(.38) 4.54* 0.12
Bad 2.01(.49), 2.03(.43), 5.36(.47), 17.410  0.33
Cold 2.56(.51), 2.60(.44) 5.28(.49),  10.51%+  0.25
Incompetent 2.16(.55), 2.31(.48), 5.68(.53), 14.370+  0.29
Careless 2.85(.62), 3.06(.54), 7.28(.59), 18,170+  0.37
Unkind 2.48(.53), 2.01(.46), 4.94(.51), .57 0.22
Unintelligent 1.94(.49), 2.13(.43), 4.94(.43), 13.180+  0.27
Immoral 2.17(.45), 2.30(.39), 4.56(.43), 10.090+  0.25
Thoughtless 2.52(.62) 2.63(.54) 4.56(.59), 3.80* 0.11
Unethical 2.08(.44), 2.24(.38), 3.90(.42), 5.86%* 0.16
Unfair 1.85(.54), 2.12(.47) 4.20(.51), 6.37* 0.18
Legal action 1.97(.41) 2.33(.46), 3.68(.39), 5.18%* 14
Speak badly 1.77(.42), 1.61(.36) 3.75(.40), 9.05%** 23
Avoid transgressor 1.97(.50), 1.86(.43), 3.79(.47), 5.42% 14

Note: *p < .05.** p <.01.*** p <.001.
Means sharing common subscript do iftardsignificantly.
Degrees of freedom for trait tests(ar68).
Degrees of freedom for punishment tastg(1,69).
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As in the previous studies, the predicted univariateractions of excuse
preference and excuse use were examined despmemheignificant multivariate effect.
Significant interactions emerged for target ratingsow cold and immoral the
transgressor was (see Table 36). Simple maintsfté@xcuse presence emerged for
both traits when targets did not desire excusedd{®(1,57) = 5.24p < .05; Immoral:
F(1,57) = 4.14p < .05). Targets rated transgressors who matcledgreference for no

excuses more positively than those who gave ansexagainst their wishes.

Table 36: Study 4. Means and univariate tests of tget reactions by excuse
preference and transgressor use of excuses

Target Excuse Preference

Outcome Variable Excuse Doesn't Want Wants F 2

Cold 4.91* .06
Present 2.68(.61) 3.82(.56)

Immoral 4.14* .05
Present 2.40(.47) 3.29(.49)

Represent person 4.18* .06
Present 2.54(.59) 3.72(.62)
Absent 4.63(.54) 3.58(.64)

Represent behavior 4.89* .06
Present 2.44(.57) 4.00(.60)

Note: *p < .05.** p <.01.*** p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for trait tests(are68).
Degrees of freedom for transgressiststare (1, 67).
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The second MANOVA for excuses tested how targetedrthe transgression
when transgressors did versus did not match tardesge for excuses. At the
multivariate level, the proposed excuse presendargget excuse preference was
marginally significantmF8,49) = 2.09p = .06. Univariate interactions emerged for
ratings of how much the transgression was reprateatof the transgressor's overall
character and usual behavior (see Table 36). 8impin effects of excuse presence
emerged for both ratings when targets did not w@hear excuses (Represent person:
F(1,56) = 8.74p < .01; Represent behavid#(1,56) = 7.74p < .01). Interestingly, it
was the targets whose preferences wetenatched who rated the transgression as least
representative of the transgressors’ charactebahdvior. The third MANOVA tested
how matching targets’ excuse preferences affectiegt-imposed punishments. A
significant multivariate main effect emerged fonddion, mH8,112) = 2.54p < .01.
Univariate tests and Tukey's comparisons revealatargets were less likely to punish
friends than strangers with legal action, speakiadly about them, or avoiding them (see

Table 35).

5.3.7.2 Effects of matching targets’ desire for juffications

MANOVAS examined the effects of matching targedfprences for
justifications. The first of these, testing effeof justification matching on trait
evaluations, found multivariate main effects ofjetrconditionmH~22, 96) = 1.82p <

.05, and justification usenH11,47) = 2.56p < .01. Univariate tests and Tukey's
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comparisons showed that strangers were rated naokecbld, incompetent, careless,

unintelligent, immoral, and negatively overall tHaends (see Table 37).

Table 37: Study 4. Means and univariate tests forarget evaluations and
punishments of transgressors by condition in modelsf matching justification

preferences

Target Condition

Friend

Friend

Outcome Variable Stranger F
account no account

Overall Positivity 6.45(.36) 5.80(.33),  4.81(.41), 4.52* A1
Bad 2.21(.41), 2.20(.38),  4.65(.48), 9.80% 15
Cold 2.77(.45), 3.03(.42),  4.70(.52) 4.55* 10
Incompetent 2.55(.46), 2.48(.43),  4.50(.53), 5.12% .08
Careless 3.28(.54), 3.62(50),  6.59(.62), 9.45%* 17
Unintelligent 2.20(.39), 2.22(.37,  4.13(.56), 6.59** 10
Immoral 2.46(.42), 2.58(.39),  4.22(.48), 4.61% 12
Legal action 1.92(.37) 1.96(.34)  3.53(.42), 5.19%* 13
Speak badly 1.83(.36), 1.59(.34), 3.57(.42), 7.49% 16

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.***p <.001.

Means with matching subscripts dogighnificantly differ.

Degrees of freedom for all tests &;,6§).

A multivariate main effect also emerged for the akpistifications on trait

evaluations, fa(11,47) = 2.56p < .05. At the univariate level, this effect wagndicant

for many traits, in all cases showing that targatsd transgressors who used

justifications less harshly than those who didis justification (see Table 38).
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Table 38: Study 4. Means and univariate tests foarget evaluations of transgressors
by justification presences in models of matching jstification preferences

Justification
Outcome Variable Absent Present F ’
Bad 3.62(.29) 2.42(.40) 6.02* 05
Incompetent 4.03(.33) 2.33(.45) 9.51% .08
Unkind 3.59(.33) 2.33(.45) 4.18* 05
Unintelligent 3.66(.28) 2.04(.38) 11.72% .09
Thoughtless 3.89(.39) 2.43(.54) 4.84* .06
Unethical 3.32(.26) 1.90(.35) 10.67* 12
Unfair 3.06(.32) 1.91(.44) 4.46* 05

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all trait umiage tests are (2,68).

A MANOVA that tested the effects of matching jéisttions on targets' ratings
of the transgression found no effects. The ladifjoation MANOVA tested how
matching justifications affected punishments. Altaariate main effect of target
condition emergednH8, 110) = 2.57p < .01. Univariate tests and Tukey's comparisons
showed that targets were more likely to punismsfeas—Ilegally and by speaking badly

about them—than friends (see Table 37).
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5.3.7.3 Effects of matching targets’ desire for exptions

The next set of MANOVAS tested the effects of tgressors matching (vs. not
matching) target preferences for exceptions. Tise MMANOVA examined trait
evaluations and found a main effect of target doomd mH22, 102) = 2.25p < .01. As
before, that friends were rated more positivelytbmangers (see Table 39).

The second MANOVA tested the relationship betweareptions and how the
transgressions were evaluated. A multivariate reffect of target preference for
exceptions emergethF(8,52) = 2.18p < .05. Univariate tests showed a main effect of
targets’ preference for exceptions on estimatdsebfvior improvement, such that
targets who wanted to hear an exceptiddn=7.44,SD = .33) anticipated more behavior
improvement than did those who did not wish to lee@eptionsil = 5.28,SD=.52),
F(1,67) = 7.30p < .01.

The third MANOVA performed on punishments reveadeahain effect of
condition,mH@8, 118) = 2.73p < .01. Univariate tests showed that strangerg wer

punished more harshly than friends (see Table 39).
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Table 39: Study 4. Means and univariate tests fdarget reactions by condition in
models of matching exception preferences

Target Condition

Outcome Variable Friend Friend Stranger F ?
Overall Positivity 6.62(.54) 6.11(.39), 4.31(.35), 3.88* 09
Bad 2.45(.70), 1.95(.50), 5.63(.45),  16.68=* 32
Cold 2.79(.72), 2.54(.52), 5.15(.47),  5.57** 13
Incompetent 2.61(.81) 2.31(.59), 5.75(.53), 12.29%** 21
Careless 3.79(.87), 3.12(.63), 7.29(.57),  13.340 .27
Unkind 3.13(.72), 1.90(.52), 4.72(.47), 5.52%* 13
Unintelligent 2.54(.70), 2.10(.50), 5.20(.45),  14.13= .30
Immoral 3.06(.64), 2.45(.47), 4.43(.42), 6.81%* 17
Unethical 2.85(.60), 2.07(.44), 3.70(.39), 4.10* 11
Unfair 2.43(.72), 2.05(.52), 4.09(.47), 3.63* 09
Legal action 1.58(58), 2.33(.41), 3.64(.38), 6.25** 17
Speak badly 1.68(58), 1.52(.41) 3.80(.38),  9.97* 24
Avoid transgressor 1.71(.72) 1.80(.51), 3.72(.47) 4.39* 12

Note: *p <.05.** p <.01.***p <.001.
Means with matching subscripts doditier.
Degrees of freedom for all trait umiage tests are (2,68).
Degrees of freedom for all punishmamit/ariate tests are (1,69).

5.3.7.4 Effects of matching target’s desire for angccounts

Finally, MANOVAs tested the effects of target prefieces to hear no account and
transgressor use of any form of account. The difshese analyses examined target

ratings of the transgressors on various traitddourtd no significant multivariate effects.
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The hypothesized interaction of target preferendeetar nothing and transgressor use of
any accounts was significant for ratings of thesgressor's intelligence but not in the
predicted direction (see Table 40). A simple neffect of account presence was
revealed in which targets whose preference forasowunts were matched rated the
transgressors dsssintelligent than those who had received an accdaspite not
wanting to hear oné;(1,59) = 6.05p < .05. A simple main effect of target account
preference emerged when no account had been giwthartargets again rating

transgressors who matched their preferences asteigent, F(1,59) = 5.21p < .05.

Table 40: Study 4. Means and univariate tests folarget reactions by transgressors’
use of accounts and whether targets desired any axmts

Target Account Preference

Outcome Variable Account Presence Doesn’t Want want F

Unintelligence 6.11* .05
Absent 1,000.00(250.27) 484.84(51.27)

Payment 6.87* .10
Present 290.33(181.90) 467.60(39.92)
Absent 4.00(1.85) 2.63(.38)

Avoid Transgressor 4.24* .05
Present 5.83(.97) 2.26(.30)

Note: *p <.05.**p <.01l.***p <.001.
Degrees of freedom for all tests 4ré9).

A MANOVA that tested the effects of target prefererior hearing no accounts
and transgressor use of any account on evaluaticthe transgression found no effects.
In contrast, a MANOVA that tested effects on pumsints found many multivariate
effects, including a main effect of target conditimF(8,116) = 2.28p < .05, a main

effect of the use of any form of accoumtf:(4,57) = 2.28p < .05, and an interaction
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between targets’ desire to hear nothing and trassgrs’ use of any accountH4,57) =
4.09,p < .01.

Examination of univariate effects revealed a méfiect of target condition on the
likelihood of legal action, such that targets werere likely to pursue legal action
against stranger$A = 4.25,SD = .61) than friends in the accouM € 2.00,SD = .48) or
no accountil = 2.13,SD=.62) conditions(2,69) = 4.18p < .05.

A univariate main effect was revealed for transgoes use of accounts on the
amount of money targets expected the transgresgmayt for damages. However, this
main effect was qualified by an interaction betw&ansgressors’ use of accounts and
whether targets desired any accounts (see TableA8)mple main effect of target
preference emerged within pairs in which transgrnesssad given an accouii1,60) =
6.29, p < .05. Targets who preferred not to hea@ount expected transgressors to pay
less following an account than did those who prefeto hear some sort of explanation.
In addition, a simple main effect of the presenicaazounts for targets who didn’t want
to hear an account showed that transgressors whahetkthis preference for an account
were expected to payiorethan those who had nd#(1,60) = 4.07p < .05.

A significant interaction between transgressor's asaccounts and target’s
preference not to hear an account also emergdikétinood of targets avoiding the
transgressor (see Table 40). Targets who wishbeddonothing but had received an
account were more likely to avoid the transgresisan those whose preference had been

matchedfF(1,60) = 12.34p < .001.
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5.3.7.4 Summary: Matching targets’ desire for accouts

These analyses showed mixed support for Hypotl3esie expectation that
targets would treat transgressors who matchedt&ngeferences for various kinds of
accounts more positively than transgressors whosauats did not match target
preferences. In line with Hypothesis 3, target®senwish not to hear excuses was
matched rated the transgressor less cold andnessrial than transgressors who offered
an excuse. Similarly, targets who wished not @ la@y accounts indicated that they
would be less likely to avoid the transgressohdttdesire was matched than if they were
given an account against their wishes.

However, matching targets’ account preferencesidichlways lead to positive
outcomes. Targets whose preferences for no extizeekeen matched rated the
transgressors more positively, but they also thotlghtransgression was more
representative of the transgressor’s characteuaundl behavior. Targets whose wish to
hear no accounts were matched avoided the trassgsdess, but they also rated the
transgressors as less intelligent and wanted thgmay more in damages. No evidence
was revealed to suggest that targets treated nessys differently when those
transgressors matched their preferences for jestifins or exceptions.

Hypothesis 4—that matching targets’ preferenceslavafiect friends who gave
an account more than friends who didn’t give aroaot--was not generally supported.

The most consistent finding was that targets wess likely to rate friends negatively and
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to punish friends than strangers regardless of lvenedr not they had seen an explanation

from those friends.

5.4 Discussion

Study 4 examined the interpersonal effects of magchersus not matching
transgressors’ accounts to targets' preferencgsoBparing pairs of transgressors and
targets who were friends versus strangers, they sastied predictions that: transgressors
would alter their account strategies based on thigrpersonal closeness to their target
(Hypothesis 1), transgressors would match frieadsbunt preferences more strangers’
(Hypothesis 2), greater matching would lead to tesggative reactions by targets
(Hypothesis 3), and this effect would go beyond baseline preferential treatment of
friends (Hypothesis 4).

Hypothesis 1, that transgressors would give fewstifications and more excuses
and exceptions to friends than to strangers, wasupported. Hypothesis 2, that
transgressors’ accounts would match friend’s pesfees more than strangers’, was not
generally supported. Indeed, this pattern was fmipd for estimates of how much the
target would avoid the transgressor. Strangersrbiufriends) overestimated how much
the target would avoid the transgressor followimg transgression. Furthermore, no
significant effects emerged for the degree to wiwiahsgressors matched target’s
account preferences. Thus, people were not katteatching the account preferences of

friends than of strangers.
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Despite the fact that transgressors did not matehds’ account preferences
more than strangers’ preferences, transgressaarfiess of their relationships to the
target) were sometimes rewarded when they matdteetatget’'s account preferences.
Specifically, and in line with Hypotheses 3, tagyetted transgressors who matched their
excuse preference less cold and immoral than trassgrs who did not match their
preference for excuses. And targets who wanteacoounts at all indicated a lower
likelihood of avoiding transgressors who providedatcounts.

Yet, in an equally large number of analyses, matghiccount preferences led to
harsher ratings and punishments. Matching excrefergnces led targets to rate
transgressions as more representative of the tresswy's’ character and usual behavior.
And transgressors who matched targets’ preferenbedr no accounts were seen as less
intelligent and were expected to pay more in dammagd@enally, Hypothesis 4—that this
effect would be different for friends who did vessdid not receive an account —was not
supported.

Consistent and robust effects of interpersonaleriess emerged throughout these
analyses. In almost every case, participants @ggenore positive outcomes between
friends than between strangers. Both transgressatsargets reported that targets would
rate strangers more negatively than friends folimathe transgression. Participants also
expected targets to punish strangers more haidsatyftiends. Interestingly, although
targets thought and acted more negatively towaeshgers than friends, they did not

react as harshly as transgressors expected. Teassgs in all target conditions tended
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to overestimate how severely targets would judgepmish them following the account.
This pattern may have occurred because transgsesgerestimated the degree to which
targets thought that the event was severe andsepaive of the transgressor and the
degree to which targets held transgressors redgerfsr the crash.

Secondary hypotheses were tested about the camlillmder which participants
would use excuses, justifications, and exceptiostae consequences of using each,
based on the findings of the preliminary studies past research. Although findings
from previous studies showed that transgressaes thkeir accounts based on the targets
of their account, no such effects were found ird$#. Also somewhat surprisingly, the
use of accounts did not make transgressors feelésponsible for the transgressions,
nor did it make them rate the event as less sewxera]id it make them rate the event as
any less representative of the transgressor. lFjnednsgressors’ estimates of behavior
improvement were not affected by the accountsttiet used. This finding contrasted
with the preliminary studies, which found that eses predicted more (and exceptions

predicted less) behavior improvement.

Interestingly, targets in this study rated transgoes more positively on many
traits when the transgressor had offered a juatiba than when no justification was
given. No such effect was found for excuses, akiengh previous research had shown
that targets prefer excuses, compared to jusiibicat(Shaw et al., 2003). Thus, excuses

were predicted to lead to more positive ratingsemehs justifications were expected to
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lead to more negative ratings. This unexpectefbprace for justifications did not,
however, extend to more lenient penalties for geaessors who gave justifications.
Thus, the findings of this study largely did noppart the hypotheses or replicate
the effects found in previous research. The diffiees in the interpersonal dynamics
between friends and strangers may have been swdtrat they swamped any other
effects of accounts in this study. Alternativadyielatively rare and severe transgression
such as a car accident may have constrained theéhagaparticipants felt in this study by

limiting both the types of accounts given and t&ctions following those accounts.
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6. General Discussion

Four studies were conducted to measure how trassgrechoose among
different forms of accounts—excuses, justificaticasd exceptions—and how those
accounts are then received by targets. In eady,sparticipants were assigned to the
role of a transgressor (someone who had committezhagression) or of a target
(someone who had witnessed the transgressionpsdi@ssors provided written
statements of what they would say to the target,then targets were shown and reacted
to those actual written statements. By examinmfigrmation obtained from both
transgressors and their targets, | hoped to gaumaced view of the account-giving

process and the ways in which it might operataierpersonal interactions.
6.1 Evaluation of Hypotheses

Four major hypotheses were tested for each stkdgt, transgressors were
expected to give fewer justifications (and moreuses and exceptions) when they were
personally invested in the domain in which thensgression occurred—that is, when
they were moral absolutists (Study 1), environmieita(Study 2), religious (Study 3), or
friends with the targets (Study 4). Second, traesgprs were expected be less likely to
use justifications (and more likely to use excumas exceptions) when they imagined
accounting to a target who was personally investede transgression domain. Third,
transgressors were expected to be more effectigstaating target reactions and

matching the account preferences of their targbevthey were imagining a
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hypothetical target who held the same values aspheicipant-target (Studies 1-3) or
when the target was a friend instead of a straf@fedy 4). Fourth, transgressors who
gave accounts that matched targets’ account prefesevere expected to be evaluated
more positively and punished less severely tharsgngessors who didn’t match those
preferences.

The first hypothesis was that transgressors whe wersonally invested in the
transgression domain would be less likely to uséfjoations (and more likely to use
other forms of accounts). This pattern was hypa#esl because a justification—an
argument that the transgression was not as sevargortant as it might appear—
should be harder for transgressors to accept wiegnltelieve strongly about the
transgression domain or interpersonal relationskipwever, this hypothesized finding
was found only in Study 2, in which transgresson® wwere high in environmentalism
were less likely to use justifications and to dagttheir statements were similar to
justifications. As expected, transgressors in pid/ho held pro-environmental
attitudes also indicated that they would feel waiseut themselves following their
environmental transgression. However, in all o8tadies, the personal values or
attitudes of the transgressors did not predict tti@vices of accounts or their
expectations about how they would feel and redtdviing the account.

The second hypothesis was that transgressors Weukkss likely to use
justifications (and more likely to use other forofsaccounts) when speaking to friends

or to targets who they believed valued the trarssgo@ domain. Transgressors could
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presumably anticipate that someone who cared dedylyt a domain would not react
favorably to a justification (because it downplaykd importance of a transgression in
that domain) and so would compensate by giving e€wr exceptions instead. This
hypothesis was somewhat supported. Transgressoesl@ss likely to use justifications
and to report that their statements were similgmstfications when they were
accounting for a moral transgression to moral alisté (Study 1). Instead, they tended
to report that their statements resembled excuseaddition, transgressors in Study 3
were more likely to use excuses and exceptions \@beaunting to religious than
nonreligious targets for religious transgressioyist, contrary to Hypothesis 2,
justification use was not predicted by the identityhe hypothetical target in Studies 2,
3, or, 4.

The third hypothesis stated that transgressorsduoetter match the account
preferences of their targets and better estimaie tdrgets’ reactions when their yoked
participant-target was similar in value to the hyytical target they were imagining
(Studies 1-3). If transgressors tailored theioaots and estimates of target reactions to
suit specific targets, then accounts and estinsdtesld be better matched when the
actual target was similar to the hypothetical tarde Study 4, friends were expected to
match targets preferences and estimate targetdioaa better than strangers, because
friends had more knowledge than strangers abouatigets’ idiosyncratic preferences.

This hypothesized pattern was not generally supgdart terms of the matching of

account preferences. Not surprisingly, transgmssgstimates of how targets would
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evaluate and treat them were consistently affeloyetthe identity of the target.
Transgressors tended to expect harsher judgmemwanshments from moral absolutists
(Studyl), environmentalists (Study 2), religiougyts (Study 3), and strangers (Study 4)
than from moral relativists, non-environmentalistsn-religious targets, and friends,
respectively. However, these expectations weralkays accurate.

In Study 1, transgressors did match targets' pratas for excuses best when
they correctly believed that the target of thera@amt was morally strict. However, this
effect was limited to the matching of excuses, @madsgressors were not better at
matching justification or exceptions preferencegmwtarget condition and target
relativism matched. Furthermore, in Study 3, tggessors whose hypothetical and
actual targets were matched in religiosity levetselesslikely to match target
preferences for justifications. Transgressorseedrd use justifications more when
targets did not want to hear them, and vice vavban their actual and hypothetical
targets were equally religious. This finding istgaularly difficult to interpret given that
transgressors' overall use of justifications iis gtudy was not predicted by the religiosity
level of their hypothetical target. Thus, thisdimg was likely spurious, as transgressors
had no way of knowing their targets' actual prafees for justifications beyond their
religiosity level.

Yet, some evidence supported Hypothesis 3 in thitenpeof inaccurate
estimations of targets’ reactions. Goffman (195iggested that people generally expect

the worst possible outcome from transgressionenkvthe transgression is fairly minor,
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transgressors tend to overestimate how badly thikpewiewed and make remedial
efforts in accordance with this "worst case reatofghe situation (Leary & Kowalski,
1995). The findings from the current studies sufgabthis idea. For example,
transgressors in Study 4 overestimated how sevbaglystrangers and friends would
judge and punish them following the account. Femtiore, strangers (but not friends) in
Study 4 overestimated how much the target woulddatiee transgressor following the
transgression. These effects may have occurrely pacause transgressors
overestimated the degree to which targets thounghtthe event was severe and that it
was a fair representation of the transgressor laadegree to which targets held
transgressors responsible for the crash.

In Study 1, transgressors overestimated how negjgtiaorally flexible
participant-targets would rate them. This findingy have occurred because the
hypothetical targets (to whom transgressors imajaseounting) were more morally
strict than the actual targets in this conditi¢iurthermore, transgressors overestimated
how likely participant-targets of all moral relasn levels were to punish them.
Similarly, transgressors in Study 2 who thoughy/tivere accounting to environmentalist
targets overestimated (and transgressors in theneinonmentalist target condition
underestimated) how much participant-targets waudde and punish them. Thus, some
evidence suggests that transgressors were inaedartieir estimates of target reactions,
especially when imagining targets who held vievad thffered from the actual targets to

whom they gave their accounts. As hypothesize@nwhansgressors imagined targets
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who held different values than their actual yokagéts, their estimates of those targets
reactions were less accurate. As Goffman (195%9)dvisave predicted, transgressors
were more likely to overestimate negative reactions targets than to underestimate
them, thus displaying a worst case reading of dmsequences of transgressions.
Finally, the fourth hypothesis predicted that téasgeould impose less severe
penalties on transgressors who matched their atpoeferences. Some evidence
emerged to support this hypothesis. Transgresdomosmatched target preferences for
excuses were rated as less cold (Study 4), imn(Statlies 3 and 4), and thoughtless
(Study 3) than transgressors who did not matchetposferences. Similarly, targets in
Study 3 whose preferences for exceptions were redtciited the transgressors more
positively overall and as less thoughtless, thodggt the transgression was less
representative of the transgressors’ overall le¥eéspectfulness, rated the explanation
as better, and indicted lower likelihood of spegkiadly about or avoiding the
transgressor. Targets in Study 2 whose justificaireferences were matched rated the
transgressor as less bad and cold, rated the ettjgaras more appropriate and indicated
that they would be less likely to alert authoritieghe transgression than those whose
preferences weren’t matched. Targets who recahetlype of accounts that they
wanted may have been mollified by this matchingerkif the transgression was
unwelcome, the account following that transgressias desired, so targets approved of

at least some of the information that they received
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Yet matching account preferences did not always teanore positive reactions,
especially in the case of justifications. Transgoes who matched target preference for
justifications were seen as more careless (Stdaexl 3) and immoral (Study 3) than
those who didn’t match targets’ justification prefiece. Targets in Study 2 also rated the
explanations as worse and thought that the trassgre were less likely to improve their
behavior when their preferences for justificatiorese matched. Matching excuses and
exceptions also predicted negative outcomes in sost@nces. Targets expected less
behavior improvement (Study 3) and rated transgres®s more representative of the
transgressors’ character and usual behavior (Studshen their preferences for excuses
were matched. Targets in Study 3 saw transgresgwsnatched their exception
preferences (as compared to those who didn't) a8 mcompetent and immoral and
rated the transgression as more representativedfansgressors’ usual behavior.
Finally, targets in Study 4 viewed transgressoress intelligent and expected them to
pay more in damages when their preference to leeaccounts was matched. No
evidenced emerged to support the hypothesis inyStuldat preferential treatments of
transgressors who matched target preferences woub@yond a general trend to treat

friends better than strangers.
6.2 Effects of Excuses, Justification, and Exceptio ns

In addition to the hypotheses regarding the matcbfraccounts, these studies set

out to replicate past findings about the anteceddantl consequences of excuses,
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justifications, and exceptions. First, targetsevexpected to react positively to any form
of account, but especially to excuses, given pestarch showing that targets prefer
excuses over justifications (Shaw et al., 2003).

In line with this expectation, targets reacted falby to excuses in Study 3,
rating transgressors who used excuses as morévpasierall, and as more kind, ethical,
and fair following excuses than those who did ne¢ @n excuse. Surprisingly, this
positive effect of excuses was not replicated endther studies. This effect of excuses
may have only worked in Study 3 because the trassgyn in this study (mocking a
religion) might have been the easiest to explaiayawJnlike the objective behaviors
witnessed as transgressions in the other studiks ¢ money, pouring paint down a
sewer, or causing a car accident), the meaningntdehwvords is fairly subjective, and
thus may have been more amenable to argumentgtessson was unintended.

Targets also reacted positively to justificatiod@rgets in Study 4 saw
transgressors who used a justification as lessibaoimpetent, unkind, unintelligent,
thoughtless, unethical, and unfair than those wtadt justify their behavior.

Yet, justifications did not always lead to positnatings. Targets in Study 2 rated
transgressors who gave justifications as more negaverall, and as more cold,
careless, and unethical than those who did notjgstdications. Targets in Study 1
thought that explanations that included justificai were worse and were less
appropriate than explanations without justificaioieven when justifications led to

positive reactions, they were not always as pas#iy transgressors thought they would
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be. In Study 1, transgressors who gave justificatioverestimated how much these
accounts would get them off the hook; they thougtdets would be less likely to make
them pay back the cashier than they actually wéteis, targets seemed ambivalent
about the use of justifications, appreciating therihe car crash scenario but otherwise
generally disdaining them.

Second, the specific forms of accounts were exddotéead to particular
outcomes. Past research and the definitions ¢f fam of accounts suggested that both
transgressors and targets should rate the trassgras less responsible for the
transgression following an excuse. Participanteva¢so expected to see the
transgression as less severe following a justiboadnd as less representative of the
transgressor following exceptions. These pattditi€merge in some studies.
Transgressors in Study 1 who used exceptions exghéaigets to rate the transgression
as less representative of their overall honestgrail/character, and usual behavior than
when no exception was given. Similarly, transgres# Study 3 who used exceptions
thought that the transgression was less representidtthem as a person, although they
didn’t expect targets to share that view. Transgwes who used justifications in Study 2
thought that their transgression was less sevelaa with the definition of
justifications. However, in no studies did the n$excuses predict lower ratings of
transgressor responsibility for the transgressidat simply, excuses did not work in

reducing perceived responsibility.
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Even so, an interesting pattern emerged of thetsfie excuses on ratings of
behavior improvement and avoidance of the tar§atsed on the preliminary studies,
transgressors were expected to indicate a grekedihbod of improving their behaviors
following excuses (because excuses imply that émavwor is worth improving, but that
it could simply not be avoided in this particulantext) and a lower likelihood following
exceptions (because exceptions work by pointindhout the transgressor is generally
good, despite this one misdeed, and thus no impreweis necessary). No such pattern
was found for exceptions. However, the use of sgsulid predict anticipated behavior
improvement in Study 3. In Study 2, transgressdrs used excuses didn’t indicate
greater likelihood of improving their behavior, libey did say that they would be more
likely to avoid the target in the future. Thisding suggests that transgressors
anticipated feeling bad (or at least awkward) albetiransgression even after giving an
excuse.

In Study 1, excuses predicted transgressors' mththe likelihood of improving
their behavior in the future but only for transg@s who were morally strict. Moral
absolutists believe that moral rules hold true réiggs of context or situational
constraints and would thus be unlikely to beligvat & situational constraint—as argued
in an excuse—would be enough to atone for a mmaakgression (Forsyth, 1980).
Similarly, religious transgressors in Study 3 werare likely than non-religious
transgressors to indicate that they would impriedr tbehavior, presumably also because

they didn’t believe that accounts alone could maiéor a religious transgression.
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Transgressors who were high in religiosity alsal shat they were more likely to avoid
the target following the transgression, possiblyause they would feel more ashamed
about their misdeed than non-religious targetsan&hfor transgressions has been tied to
avoidance, and it seems likely that religious tgressors in Study 2 were more prone to
shame, particularly for religious transgressiornsn@ney & Dearing, 2002). In brief,
among transgressors, there seems to be some melapdetween excuse use, anticipated
behavior improvement, and avoidance of accounetargAs transgressors tend to use
excuses for transgressions in domains they firgetpersonally important, they are also
less likely to see any form of account as suffitiermake up for that transgression.
Thus, they feel the need to improve their behaarat tend to avoid the target of that
account due to feelings of shame. Future resedi@hld address this potential

relationship further.

6.3 Limitations

Although these studies addressed important questibaut the use and response
to accounts and replicated some of the past rdsdaey were limited in several
respects. First, the studies were limited in gaaticipants read hypothetical scenarios
rather than committing (or witnessing) real traesgions. This method was chosen both
to control the parameters of the transgressiondanduse leading people to commit
potent, meaningful transgressions in controlledeexpents is difficult and ethically

guestionable. However, using scenarios sacrigceogical validity. Future research on
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accounts should find ways to examine the accotattspeople give and react to for
actual transgressions, as people may act diffgrentieal situations than when in
relatively non-dramatic context of a scenario study

A second limitation to the current studies is tetsal direction of accounts and
anticipated consequences is hard to interpretémsgressors. For example, exceptions
might have led transgressors to think that thestyegssion was not representative of
them. Equally plausible, however, is that peoph®idn’t think the transgression was
representative of them in the first place were nligedy to use exceptions. Participants
in these studies were not randomly assigned to@meeaccount or another, so causal
direction cannot be determined with confidenceis fias important practical
implications. For example, these studies sugfestiéading people to give excuses may
be one method to increase behavior improvementveer, this conclusion is true only
if excuses cause behavior change (rather thanttiee way around).

On the other hand, the direction of causality &géts is more reasonable to
interpret, because targets were assigned to rpadiaular yoked explanation that
included (or did not include) the specific typesactounts. Therefore, any associations
between accounts and target reactions to thoselatscoan be reasonably assumed to be
causal, in that the accounts led to the reactions.

Third, these studies were limited to four spedifamsgressions (keeping money
unjustly, dumping paint down a sewer, mocking &iah, and causing a car accident)

that may not have been prototypical of the four dm® of these studies. For example,
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though dumping paint down a sewer drain is an enwental transgression, it may not
be the type of transgression that is most upsettiregnvironmentalists. Someone who is
high in environmentalism may be more concerned atlouate change, for example,
than water contamination. Or someone high in iatity may not care so much about a
religion being mocked but would react stronglytie tlesecration of a holy text. Thus,
the correspondence between patrticipants' gendigs/eegarding these domains and the
specific incidents in question may not have bessngt However, if anything, this lack
of correspondence between transgressions and watudd presumably deflate rather

than inflate the strength of these findings.

6.5 Future Directions

These studies answered some questions about tlod aise reactions to
accounts, but they also raised several more qumsstidhe findings from these studies
suggest that people might benefit from increaseatkrstanding of other people’s account
preferences. Future research should explore whetime people who possess certain
personality traits (such as being high in empathipw in egocentrism) are better at
anticipating their targets’ account preferences ao&t-account reactions and whether
this is a skill that can be taught. Another pasigiis that large scale audience
segmentation work (such as is commonly used in conication research) could show
whether certain types of people prefer certain foaihaccounts and teach people to use

accounts that will satisfy those audiences. Eadhtuthese interventions could even
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become a form of public relations or self-helpt&tgg, wherein transgressors are guided
to offer certain forms of accounts that will maxamitheir positive post-transgression
outcomes.

Another possible application of accounts is thesenéion of accounts that limit
behavior improvement. Assuming that a causalicglahip between certain accounts
and later behaviors can be shown, public serviageggns might wish to encourage the
use of excuses, as this research showed that exatesassociated with greater intentions
to improve behavior. These campaigns should atsmdrage the use of justifications
and exceptions. For example, messages could mahiidrmation about the behavior in
guestion’s severe consequences (to avoid jusiificg}t and the importance of avoiding
transgressions in every single instance (to aveaggtions). However, before such
campaigns are attempted, research must show ttauras directly influence behavior
change intentions and that actual behaviors (rsbtgelf-reported intentions) are affected
by accounts.

Another underexplored issue is the relationshigvbeh accounts and apologies.
Apologies are often mentioned in the same taxongiseaccounts, yet we still don't
know how apologies are used in tandem with accsuategies (Schlenker, 1980;
Tedeschi & Reis, 1981). For example, targets nmafep excuses partly because excuses
are usually paired with apologies, whereas justifans are not. Although apologies
were not coded or addressed in these studiesyweypresent in many transgressors’

accounts, and a fuller picture of post-transgressemedial tactics should include this
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interplay. Future research should explore whedipetogies moderate the effects of

excuses, justifications, and exceptions.

6.4 Conclusion

This was the first series of studies that testedacts from both the
transgressors’ and targets’ point of view and vas the first to address the question of
accuracy in transgressors’ predictions of targetattions to accounts. Transgressors in
the studies did at times alter their accounts deipgnon who they were accounting to,
replicating past research (Toner & Leary, underewy. However, transgressors were
fairly inaccurate in their estimates of how targetsild react to them, and they were not
very good at matching the account preferenceseif thrgets. When they did match
those preferences (whether by design or by purecg)athey were often viewed more
positively and suffered fewer penalties.

The study of accounts has been dormant for seyesas despite a wealth of
guestions yet to be answered. As Goffman (1958d@ocial interactions and
relationships require that people maintain theacd”’ and public reputation. Yet, people
regularly behave in ways that damage their imagereputation and must find ways to
explain their actions in ways that both restorértfaee and repair any relationships that
have been damaged. Accounts serve that purpdp@die smooth interpersonal
relationships in the face of everything from trhirgzcidents (like stepping on someone's

foot) to major catastrophes (such as causing asti#uag oil spill). Covey (1989) may
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have been right that transgressors cannot fulkytteémselves out of problems they've
behaved themselves into, but that doesn't mearvibait try or that they won't enjoy
some limited face-saving success. Understandimgdrmal why people choose among
accounts and identifying the consequences of varstrategies is necessary to know how

people navigate their imperfect social worlds.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Initial Questionnaires in All Studies

Part 1 Demographic Questionnaires

What is your age?

What is your sex?
Male
Female

What is your occupation?

What is the highest level of education you have gleted?
Some high school
High school or GED
Associates degree
Bachelor’'s degree (4 year college)
Graduate degree

Part 2 Moral Stages Questionnaires

Defining Issues Test (DIT: Rest, et al., 1999) — gtiened

This questionnaire is concerned with how you defireeissues in a social problem. Two
stories about social problems will be describede”Aéach story, there will be a list of
guestions. The questions that follow each storyasgt different issues that might be
raised by the problem. In other words, the questiesues raise different ways of judging
what is important in making a decision about thea@roblem. You will be asked to
rate and rank the questions in terms of how impbach one seems to you.

Further, the questionnaire will ask you to rankdiestions in terms of importance. Not
that some of the items may seem irrelevant to yawbbmake sense to you—in that case,
rate the item as “No” importance and do not rar&kitem. Finally, you will be asked to
state your preference for what action to take enstory. After the story, you will be

asked to indicate the action you favor.

The Escaped Prisoner
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A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 yeatsr Ahe year, however, he escaped
from prison, moved to a new area of the countrg, taok on the name of Thompson. For
eight years he worked hard, and gradually he samedgh money to buy his own
business. He was fair to his customers, gave higamees top wages, and gave most of
his own profits to charity. Then one day, Ms. Jomesold neighbor, recognized him as
the man who had escaped from prison eight yeamsdahd for whom the police had
been looking.

Should Ms. Jones report Mr. Thompson to the pdiweé have him sent back to prison?
____Should report him
____Can'tdecide
____Should not report him

Rate the following 12 issues in terms of importafice Great Importance to 5 - No

Importancg.

1. Hasn't Mr. Thompson been good enough for such g tone to prove he isn’t a bad
person?

2. Every time someone escapes punishment for a cdogsn’t that just encourage

more crime?

Wouldn't we be better off without prisons and thppression of our legal systems?

Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society?

Would society be failing what Mr. Thompson showddlfy expect?

What benefit would prison be apart from societpeesally for a charitable man?

How could anyone be so cruel and heartless antbde. Thompson to prison?

Would it be fair to prisoners who have to servetbeir full sentences if Mr.

Thompson is let off?

9. Was Ms. Jones a good friend of Mr. Thompson?

10.Wouldn't it be a citizen’s duty to report an escdgeiminal, regardless of the
circumstances?

11.How would the will of the people and the public gdwest be served?

12.Would going to prison do any good for Mr. Thompsworprotect anybody?

©ONOo O AW

Rank which issue is the most important (item number

Most important item: 1234567 810 11 12
Second most important: 1234567 8m®11 12
Third most important: 1234567 810 11 12
Fourth most important: 1234567 8011 12

The Doctor’s Dilemma

A woman was dying of incurable cancer and had ablyut six months to live. She was
in terrible pain, but she was so weak that a ldage of a pain killer such as morphine
would probably kill her. She was delirious with paand in her calm periods,
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Rate the following 12 issues in terms of importafice Great Importance to 5 - No

Importancg.
|
0 $ $
% $$
& $
( )
7. Should the doctor have sympathy for the woman’tesiny, or should he care

8.

9.

more about what society might think?
Is helping to end another’s life ever a responsioleof cooperation?
Can only God decide when a person'’s life should?end

10.What values has the doctor set for himself in wa personal code of behavior?
11.Can society afford to let people end their livesenever they desire?
I# Can society allow suicide or mercy killing andlgtilotect the lives of individuals

who want to live?

Rank which issue is the most important (item number

Most important item: 1234567 810 11 12
Second most important: 1234567 8®11 12
Third most important: 1234567 810 11 12
Fourth most important: 1234567 8011 12
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Appendix B: Study-Specific Initial Measures (Moral Flexibility,

Environment, Religion, and Friendship Items)

Part 1: Study 1— Moral Flexibility

The Ethics Position Questionnaire (Forsyth, 1980)

Please indicate if you agree or disagree with tiilewing items. Each represents a
commonly held opinion and there are no right orrwgranswers. We are interested in
your reaction to such matters of opinion. Rate yeaction to each statement by writing
a number to the left of each statemehtCompletely disagree — 9 Completely ayree

1.

2.

3.

8.

9.

People should make certain that their actions niexentionally harm another
even to a small degree.

Risks to another should never be tolerated, ir@speof how small the risks
might be.

The existence of potential harm to others is alwanmng, irrespective of the
benefits to be gained.

One should never psychologically or physically hamother person.

One should not perform an action which might in sy threaten the dignity
and welfare of another individual.

If an action could harm an innocent other, theshduld not be done.
Deciding whether or not to perform an act by balagthe positive consequences
of the act against the negative consequences @icthie immoral.

The dignity and welfare of the people should bentfest important concern in
any society.

It is never necessary to sacrifice the welfaretbérs.

10.Moral behaviors are actions that closely matchlglefithe most “perfect” action.
11.There are no ethical principles that are so immotizat they should be a part of

any code of ethics.

12.What is ethical varies from one situation and dydie another.
13.Moral standards should be seen as being indivishiglwhat one person

considers to be moral may be judged to be immaoranother person.

14. Different types of morality cannot be compareda¥ightness.”
15. Questions of what is ethical for everyone can néeeresolved since what is

moral or immoral is up to the individual.

16.Moral standards are simply personal rules thacatei how a person should

behave, and are not to be applied in making judgsnefiothers.

17. Ethical considerations in interpersonal relatioresso complex that individuals

should be allowed to formulate their own individaabes.
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18. Rigidly codifying an ethical position that prevetstain types of actions could
stand in the way of better human relations andsaajent.

19.No rule concerning lying can be formulated; whethdée is permissible or not
permissible totally depends upon the situation.

20.Whether a lie is judged to be moral or immoral dejseupon the circumstances
surrounding the action.

Moral Self-Worth (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003)

Please indicate how much you agree with the folhgygtatements.1(Strongly disagree
- 7 Strongly agree

My self-esteem depends on whether or not | folloyvmoral/ethical principles.
My self-esteem would suffer if | did something umeal.

| couldn’t respect myself if | didn’t live up toraoral code.

Whenever | follow my moral principles, my senseself-respect gets a boost.
Doing something | know is wrong makes me lose nifyrespect.

arwnE

Part 2: Study 2 — Environmental Beliefs

New Ecological Paradigm Scale (Dunlap, van Liere, kttig, & Emmet Jones, 2000)

Listed below are statements about the relationséipveen humans and the environment.

For each one, please indicate the extent to whachagree with it.X Strongly Disagree

to 13 Strongly Agrée

We are approaching the limit of the number of pedbé earth can support

Humans have the right to modify the natural enviment to suit their needs

When humans interfere with nature it often prodwtisastrous consequences

Human ingenuity will insure that we do NOT make #agth unlivable

Humans are severely abusing the environment

The earth has plenty of natural resources if welgasn how to develop them

Plants and animals have as much right as humassdb

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope tiwéhmpacts of modern

industrial nations

9. Despite our special abilities humans are still sabjo the laws of nature

10.The so-called “ecological crisis” facing humankimak been greatly exaggerated

11.The earth is like a spaceship with very limitedmoand resources

12.Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature

13.The balance of nature is very delicate and eapibet

14.Humans will eventually learn enough about how reatuorks to be able to
control it

ONOOAWNE
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15.1f things continue on their present course, we golbn experience a major

ecological catastrophe

Environmental Self-Worth (Brook, 2006)

Please indicate how much you agree with the folhgygtatements. IS¢rongly Disagree
to 7 (Strongly Agreg

wN e

© N O A

9.

. My self-esteem is influenced by how good or baemwvironmentalist | am.
Supporting environmental causes gives me a sensdfakespect

| feel badly about myself when | think about how lifigstyle hurts the
environment.

My opinion about myself isn't tied to being an eonmentalist.

My self-esteem gets a boost when | feel like a gamdronmentalist.

My self-esteem drops if | feel like a bad enviromtadist.

Being an environmentalist is related to my senssetifworth.

| feel better about myself when | know I'm takingjian to benefit the
environment.

When | am not able to help environmental causesseifyesteem suffers.

10. My overall opinion of myself is unrelated to howogbor bad an environmentalist

| am.

Part 3: Study 3 — Religious Beliefs

Religious Orientation Scale (ROS: Allport & Ross, 267)

Please indicate how much you agree with the folhguatatements. Brongly Disagrep
to 9 (Strongly Agreg

1.

2.
3.
4.

No o

Although I believe in my religion, | feel there are@ny more important things in
my life.

It doesn’t matter so much what | believe so longlaad a moral life.

The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief anotection.

My place of worship is most important as a placétmulate good social
relationships.

What religion offers me most is comfort when sorsaand misfortunate strike.

| pray chiefly because | have been taught to pray.

Although I am a religious person | refuse to ldigieus considerations influence
my everyday affairs.

A primary reason for my interest in religion is timay religion is a pleasant social
activity.

Occasionally | find it necessary to compromise mligrous beliefs in order to
protect my social and economic well-being.
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10.0ne reason for my being a member of my religiowsigns that membership
helps to establish a person in the community.

11.The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy ancefpddite.

12.Religion helps to keep my life balanced and steadykactly the same way as my
citizenship, friendships, and other memberships do.

13.1t is important for me to spend periods of timgivate religious thought and
meditation.

14.1f not prevented by unavoidable circumstancestelnat religious services.

15.1try hard to carry my religion over into all myhar dealings in life.

16.The prayers | say when | am alone carry as muclmimgand personal emotion
as those said by me during services.

17.Quite often | have been keenly aware of the presef&od of the Divine Being.

18.1 read literature about my faith (or religious goju

19.1f | were to join a religious meeting | would prete join a study group rather
than a social fellowship.

20. My religious beliefs are really what lie behind rvitole approach to life.

21.Religion is especially important because it answeagy questions about the
meaning of life.

Religious Self-Worth (Crocker, et al., 2003)

Please indicate how much you agree with the folhgyatatementg1 Strongly Disagree
to 7 Strongly Agree)

My self-esteem goes up when | feel that God loves m

| feel worthwhile when | have God’s love.

My self-esteem would suffer if | didn’t have Godicwe.

My self-worth is based on God’s love.

When | think that I'm disobeying God, | feel badbabmyself.

SR

Part 4: Study 4 — Interpersonal Closeness

Name (Friend Account and Friend No-Account Conditims)

What is the name of the friend who is participativith you today?

Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (I0S: Aron, Apbn, & Smollan, 1992)

Below is a set of diagrams, each representingréifitedegrees of overlap between two
circles. The circle labeled “self” represents ydhuile/the circle labeled “Other”
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representghe typical stranger / your friend___ Please select the set of circles that best
describe the relationship between yd the typical stranger / your friend__For
example, if you feel completely separate fritma typical stranger / your friend__you
would select the first set of circles, and if yeelfalmost completely connectedth the
typical stranger / your friend__, you would select the last set of circles.

| Oher) ' Selt | 'Jlllz

sSelt , ]ul-: ‘; | L j omer) (
NN NG S NV

/ \ /
// / \ \\ / / \-\ [ \.\-
0 self | || l_) 1’ |x“ |3 l '4-' he ‘ .]‘l_! l})?l'u I
\ ' \ \\L //
\.;\ \ /' /,/ \ N\ N 4{/ /

Friendship Self-Worth (modified from Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette,

2003)

Please indicate how much you agree with the folhgvgtatements. S{rongly Disagree
to 7 Strongly Agreg

It is important to my self-respect that | haveride who care about me.

When my friends are proud of me, my sense of seliwincreases.

Knowing that my friends love me makes me feel gabdut myself.

When | don’t feel loved by friends, my self-estegoges down.

My self-worth is not influenced by the quality ofymelationships with my
friends.*

agrwnhE
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Appendix C: Scenarios

Part 1: Study 1 — Moral Flexibility

Transgressor Condition

Imagine that you have stopped in a small local s&etdshop to buy lunch. The food
there is overpriced, but it is the only restaui@regn nearby at that time of day. You pay
the cashier in cash, and you notice that she givedack an extra $5.00 in change by
mistake. You do not tell the cashier her mistake \@alk out of the store with the extra
change. But, as you walk out, you see a neighlhar you've talked to a few times but
don't really know well. Your neighbor was standingdine behind you and saw what
happened. From past conversations, you know #hat\ery strict in his moral values
and thinks that everyone should always follow moratules (moral absolutist) / very
flexible in his moral values and thinks that peopleshould base their moral decisions
on the situations in which they find themselves (mal relativist).

Target Condition

Imagine that you have stopped in a small local s&etdshop to buy lunch. The food
there is overpriced, but it is the only restaui@regn nearby at that time of day. As you
stand in line, you realize that the person in fr@inyou is a neighbor who you've talked to
a few times, but don't really know well. Your niéligpr pays the cashier in cash, and you
notice that she gives your neighbor back an eXr@Gin change by mistake. Your
neighbor doesn't tell the cashier her mistake aatksvout of the store with the extra
change. As your neighbor walks out, he realizasybu saw him keep the change.

Part 2: Study 2 — Environmentalism

Transgressor Condition

Imagine that you are doing some spring cleaningfemlda can of old paint in a closet.
You need the closet space and the hazardous wasie for your town is far away. You
know that there are fines for dumping trash inedbwer and that the paint is harmful to
local waterways, but you see that no one is lookmgou just dump the paint down the
sewer drain. Just as you finish dumping out thetpgou see a neighbor of yours
walking down the sidewalk. You've talked to thesghbor a couple times, but you don't
know him well. You do know that hie very concerned about environmental issues
(high environmentalism) / is not concerned about enronmental issues (low
environmentalism). You know that your neighbor saw you dump out tamp

Target Condition
Imagine that you are walking down the sidewalk god see a neighbor of yours. You've
talked to this neighbor a couple times, but you'tdamow him well. As you get closer,
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you realize that your neighbor is dumping a capaht down the sewer drain. You
know that dumping paint is harmful to local wateywand that a person can be fined for
dumping paint into the sewer. After he finishesng out the paint, your neighbor
looks up and sees you.

Part 3: Study 3 — Religiosity

Transgressor Condition

Imagine that you are walking past a place of wqrstith a friend. As you pass, you
point out the place of worship to your friend atarsmocking the beliefs of that
religious sect and talking about how crazy somtneifr beliefs and practices seem to
you. Just as you finish laughing, you turn aroand realize that a neighbor is walking
behind you and has heard everything you've just&aout this religious group. You've
talked to this neighbor a couple of times, but diknbw him well. You do know that he
is a member of this religious group and that his rigion is very important to him
(high religiosity)/ is not affiliated with any religious group and is not very religious
in general (low religiosity).

Target Condition

Imagine that you are walking toward your house ofship to go to religious services.
As you get close to the building, you notice a hbiy of yours laughing with someone
else. You've talked to your neighbor a coupldarags, but don't know him well. You
hear him mocking your religious group's beliefs aalling their religious practices
crazy. Just as he finishes laughing, he looks wsaes you.

Part 4: Study 4 - Friendship

Transgressor Condition

Imagine that you are driving through a busy intetise and you end up crashing into the
car in front of you. When you get out of your tatalk to the other driver you see that
the other drivers someone you've never met before / is your friend .

Target Condition

Imagine that you are driving through a busy intetisa and the car behind you ends up
crashing into your car. When you get out of yoarrto talk to the other driver you see
that the other drivels someone you've never met before / is your frien .

182



Appendix D: Transgressor Dependent Measures (Studie s 1-4)

Part 1: Accounts

In the spaces below, write down all the things twat would say tahe driver / your

friend (Study 4); your neighbor (Studies 1-3n this situation. You don't have to
fill in all the lines, just as many as you needisball the statements you would make.
Keep in mind thaa stranger / your friend (Study 4); someone {&dies 1-3)will

read about this same situation and will read ytatesnents. They will have to rate their
reactions to this situation and what you say tonth&o please make sure that the
statements are clear enough for them to undergtaundmeaning.

For each example below, indicate how close ea¢brstnt is to what you would say in
this situation from not at all close (1) to extedynclose (7).
[First example is an excuse, second is a justiboathird is an exception]
| know this behavior or outcome is bad, but thas wat my intention. | didn't have
complete control over the situation.
1. Yes, | am responsible for this behavior, but #ally not as bad as it may seem.
2. In the grand scheme of things, this is not a babfam.
3. ladmit that | caused harm in this situation. Hoarmhis situation isn't a good
reflection of how | normally act or of who | am ga8. I'm usually better than
this.

Part 2: Transgressor Reactions

How would you feel about yourself after you hadlaxped yourself tahe other driver /
your friend (Study 4); your neighbor (Studies 43)? (1 Very Negatively to 13 Very
Positively)

How much would you feel responsible fausing the crash (Study 4)/ this incident
(Studies 1-3)A1 Not at all responsible to 13 Very responsible)

How severe do you think the consequenceab®ftcrash (Study 4)/ your behavior
(Studies 1-3)would be?1 Not at all severe to 13 Very severe)

183



How much do you think your behavior in this sitoatwould be an accurate reflection of
how honest (Study 1) / environmentally-friendly (Study2) / respectful (Study 3)/
careful (Study 4)/ you are in general@ Not at all representative to 13 Very
representative)

How much do you think your behavior in this sitoatwould be an accurate reflection of
who you are as a perso(?Not at all representative to 13 Very represéne

How much do you think your behavior in this sitoatwould be an accurate reflection of
your usual behavior(d Not at all representative to 13 Very represeantgt

After this situation happened, how often do youmkhyou would be more careful when
driving (Study 1)/ return extra change (Study 2pperly dispose of toxic materials
(Study 3)/ be more respectful of the way you tal&bdut religious groups (Study 4) in
the futureq1 Never to 13 At every opportunity)

(Studies 1-3)How likely is it that you would avoid your neighbafter this incident?l
Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

Part 3: Transgressor Estimate of Target Reactions

For each question below, think about the person rebd your responses and who will
be answering the same question. How would thisqrefeel and act in this situation?

How do you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) would evaluate you@ Very Negatively to 13 Very Positively)

How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) think that you are responsible for this incidefitNot at all responsible to 13 Very
responsible)

How severe wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies
1-3) think the consequences of your behavior would (ie?ot at all severe to 13 Very
severe)

How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) think your behavior in this situation is an ac¢anaflection of howhonest (Study 1) /
environmentally-friendly (Study 2) / respectful (Sudy 3)/ careful (Study 4)you are in
generalq1 Not at all representative to 13 Very represéne
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How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) think your behavior in this situation is an accaradflection of who you are as a
personq1 Not at all representative to 13 Very represén&g

How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) think your behavior in this situation is an accaragflection of your usual behaviof?
Not at all representative to 13 Very representgtive

How often wouldthe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3)think that you wouldeturn extra change (Study 1)/ properly dispose ofoxic
materials (Study 2)/ be more respectful of the wayou talked about religious groups
(Study 3)/ be more careful when driving (Study 4)/in the futureq1 Never to 13 At
every opportunity)

How do you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) would view you?

good : . . : . . L. ) : bad

warm : : . : . . ;. . . cold
competent : . . : . . . . . incompetent
careful ; . . : . L . . . careless
kind : . . : : . . . :unkind
intelligent : . . : : : D . . unintelligent
moral : : . : . . . : :immoral
thoughtful : : . : : . . . . thoughtless
ethical : . . : . o . . . unethical
fair : . . : . ) - . . unfair
honest X . . : . . L. . . dishonest
How much do you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor

(Studies 1-3yvould think that the explanation you gave for ybahavior is the best
explanation for this situation2 (Vould think the explanation is very bad to 13 Wou
think the explanation is very gopd

How much do you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your nejhbor
(Studies 1-3)would think that your explanation is an appropri@sponse®?l Not at all
appropriate to 13 Very appropriate)

(Study 1) How likely is it that your neighbor would expeduyto give the money back to
the cashier?l Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

(Study 2) How much money would your neighbor would think yghould pay in fines?
Choose an amount from $0 to $200
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(Study 1) How likely is it that your neighbor would tell tliashier about your behavior?
(1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

(Study 2) How likely is it that your neighbor would alertetfauthorities about your
behaviorA1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

How likely is it thatthe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies
1-3)would speak badly of you to other&?Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

How likely is it thatthe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies
1-3)would avoid you after this inciden{2 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

Part 4: Manipulation Check

(Study 1) In the situation you just read, how morally flexdbas your neighborZ Not
at all flexible to 13 Very flexible)

(Study 2) In the situation you just read, how much was yaighbor concerned about
environmental issueg? Not at all concerned to 13 Very concerned)

(Study 3) In the situation you just read, how religious wasyneighbor?1 Not at all
religious to 13 Very religious)
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Appendix E: Target Dependent Measures (Studies 1-4)

Part 1: Accounts

For each example below, indicate whether you wiaatdriver / your friend
(Study 4)/ your neighbor (Studies 1-3)o say something like this to you.
0—No, not at all.
1 — Yes, | would want my neighbor to say somettiike that.
(if Yes) How much would you want your neighborsey this? 1 Only a little bit
— 9 Completely
[First example is an excuse, second is a justificathird is an exception]
1. 1 know this behavior or outcome is bad, but thas wat my intention. | didn't
have complete control over the situation.
2. Yes, | am responsible for this behavior, but #'ally not as bad as it may seem.
In the grand scheme of things, this is not a bapfam.
3. |l admit that | caused harm in this situation. Hoarethis situation isn't a good
reflection of how | normally act or of who | am aa#. I'm usually better than
this.

Imagine thathe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-3)
says: target will read transgressor's statement)list

For each example below, indicate how close eadbrstnt is to whathe driver / your
friend (Study 4)/ your neighbor (Studies 1)3said in this situation1(Not at all
to 7 Extremely cloge
1. 1 know this behavior or outcome is bad, but thas wat my intention. | didn't
have complete control over the situation.
2. Yes, | am responsible for this behavior, but #'ally not as bad as it may seem.
In the grand scheme of things, this is not a bapfam.
3. |l admit that | caused harm in this situation. Hoarethis situation isn't a good
reflection of how | normally act or of who | am aa#. I'm usually better than
this.

Part 2: Target Estimate of Transgressor Reactions

For each question below, think about the personsemesponses you read and who will
be answering the same question. How would thisqrefeel and act in this situation?
How wouldthe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-3beel
about him- or herself@l Very Negatively to 13 Very Positively)
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How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) feel responsible fotausing the crash (Study 4)/ this incident (Studies-2)?(1 Not
at all responsible to 13 Very responsible)

How severe wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies
1-3) think the consequences of his or her behavior avbaP(1 Not at all severe to 13
Very severe)

How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) think his or her behavior in this situation is acwarate reflection of howonest
(Study 1) / environmentally-friendly (Study 2) / respectful (Study 3)/ careful (Study
4) he or she is in general®? Not at all representative to 13 Very represéng

How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your nejhbor (Studies 1-
3) think his or her behavior in this situation is acwarate reflection of who he or she is
as a person( Not at all representative to 13 Very represéne

How much wouldhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor (Studies 1-
3) think his or her behavior in this situation is acwarate reflection of his or her usual
behaviorq1 Not at all representative to 13 Very represanigt

How often do you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your nejhbor
(Studies 1-3)wouldreturn extra change (Study 1)/ properly dispose ofoxic
materials (Study 2)/ be more respectful of the wake talked about religious groups
(Study 3)/ be more careful when driving (Study 4)in the future{1 Never to 13 At
every opportunitypat every opportunity

Part 3: Target Reactions

How would you evaluatéhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor
(Studies 1-3p (1 Very Negatively to 13 Very Positively)

How much would you think thahe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your
neighbor (Studies 1-3was responsible for causitige crash (Study 4)/ this incident
(Studies1-3)A1 Not at all responsible to 13 Very responsible)

How severe would you think the consequencas®river / your friend

(Study 4)/ your neighbor (Studies 1-33 behavior would be@ Not at all severe to 13
Very severe)
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How much would you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor
(Studies 1-3% behavior in this situation is an accurate réid@cof howhonest (Study
1) / environmentally-friendly (Study 2) / respectfu (Study 3)/ careful (Study 4)he or
she is in general@d Not at all representative to 13 Very represéne

How much would you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your nejhbor
(Studies 1-3% behavior in this situation is an accurate reibecof whothe driver /
your friend (Study 4)/ your neighbor (Studie 1-3)is as a person Not at all
representative to 13 Very representative)

How much would you thinkhe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor
(Studies 1-3)s behavior in this situation is an accurate odite of his or her usual
behaviorA1 Not at all representative to 13 Very represéu&

How would you viewthe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your neghbor

(Studies 1-3)?

good : . . : . . L. . : bad

warm : : . : . . . . . cold
competent : : . : . . . . . incompetent
careful : : . : . L : . . careless
kind : . . ) . . L. . :unkind
intelligent : . . : : : D . . unintelligent
moral ) . . : . . L. . :immoral
thoughtful : : . : : : . . . thoughtless
ethical : . . : . . : . . unethical
fair : . . : . . . . . unfair
honest : . . : . . . . . dishonest

How much would you think that the explanation tteg driver / your friend
(Study 4)/ your neighbor (Studies 1-3pave is the best explanation for this situatidh? (
Would think the explanation is very bad to 13 Wadhldk the explanation is very gagod

How much would you think that the explanation tteg driver / your friend
(Study 4)/ your neighbor (Studies 1-3yave is an appropriate respongkNot at all
appropriate to 13 Very appropriate)

(Study 1) How likely is it that you would expect your neigirtio give the money back to
the cashier?l Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

(Study 2) How much money would you want your neighbor to pafnes?
Choose an amount from $0 to $200
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(Study 4) How much money would you expdbte driver / your friend to pay for
damages?
Choose an amount from $0 to $1,000

(Study 1) How likely is it that you would tell the cashidsa@ut your neighbor's behavior?
(1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

(Study 2) How likely is it that you would alert the authaes about your neighbor's
behaviorq1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

(Study 4) How likely is it that you would take legal actiagainstthe driver / your
friend ? (1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

How likely is it that you would speak badly tbfe driver / your friend (Study
4)/ your neighbor (Studies 1-3}o othersq1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)

How likely is it that you would avoithe driver / your friend (Study 4)/ your
neighbor (Studies 1-3xafter this incident?1 Not at all likely to 13 Very likely)
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