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Chapter 1: Introduction

The act of taking revenge against someone whodrasnitted an injustice has
been contemplated across decades and disciplies Milton’s Paradise Losto
vengeance-related crimes examined in the crimustige field (e.g., Kubrin & Weitzer,
2003; Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, & Modzele&k02) to current research in
psychology. Understanding revenge has significaptications; for example, the desire
for retribution has been linked to up to 20% of hcides (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003) and
from 1974 to 2000, more than 60% of U.S. schoobshgs occurred due to motivations
for revenge (Vossekuil et al., 2002). Further, &pacd and Ahkmedova (2006) found
that desire for vengeance is one reason citeddiyiduals who join terrorist
organizations. Revenge and aggression more genbealk also been associated with
factors experienced by most people on a regulas msch as frustration and anger (see
Baumeister & Boden, 1998, for an overview).

Despite the prevalence of factors that often gise to revenge and aggression,
aggressive acts are relatively rare (Baumeisteo8ld, 1998). Thus, it is important to
identify the factors that make revenge followingansgression more or less likely.
Expressly, who is more likely to refrain from engagin revenge and why? The present
research aims to address this question as it saiatdne motivation of the Need for
Cognitive Closure (NFC; Kruglanski, 2004; WebsteK&iglanski, 1994).

One reason that individuals engage in retributiste & because it offers adaptive
benefits (McCullough, 2008), specifically deterrifugure aggression (Allred, 1999;
Brown, 1968; Crombag, Rassin, & Horselenberg, 2603, Smith, & Brigham, 1998;

McCullough, Kurzban, & Tabak, 2010). Protecting gléby preventing future harm has



been suggested to have arisen through evolutiageegtion pressures (McCullough et
al., 2010). This is so because a transgressiomieteat one is vulnerable to being
harmed. Thus, one may argue that a transgresdiablishes a precedent and hence
"opens the door" to future wrong-doings by the imagjtransgressor and others. In a
sense, a transgression may be thought of as arcitplestion asked by the
transgressor. Namely, he or she is asking "Camnhlyau? To what extent? Will you
fight back?* Revenge is arguably an answer or reply to thesgnassion; indeed,
revenge is often defined asesponsdo a previous aggressive act (Stuckless &
Goranson, 1992; Allred, 1999). Research furtheviges evidence that revenge can
specifically “answer” that one will not accept hanvhich it does by deterring future
aggression from the same perpetrator (Allred, 1€98mbag et al., 2003) as well as
from third-party witnesses (Brown, 1968; Kim et 4998).

A transgression, then, representing a questioncfwibégs answering), may be
viewed as a lack of closure. Thus, individuals rhayarticularly motivated to enact
revenge against transgressors as a means of angwheiquestion and thus achieving
closure. In support of this notion, Boyatzi (201dynd that individuals higher in the
NFC desire revenge to a greater extent after agrassion than individuals with lower
levels of the NFC. The question, thereforeylsyindividuals low (vs. high) in the NFC

desire revenge less, especially given that reveffges adaptive benefits.

! This is not to say that transgressions occur smdividuals harm others for the sake of enjoytnen
rather, given the social norm that individuals oféet in their own self interest (Ratner & Mill@001),
injustices likely occur as a consequence. For edamsfealing one’s wallet is for the gain of theethnot

the loss of the owner; claiming a colleague’s ide@ne’s own may be to advance one’s career, not
undermine the colleague’s performance; and lying filend about having plans for the weekend matpobe
avoid viewing an unappealing film, not to hurt fhiend’s feelings.



| argue that all individuals who are the victimaof injustice will experience an
initial urge to get revenge. Considering the adegpwalue of revenge, it would follow
that after a transgression, revenge should beyhggllent. In fact, researchers speculate
that one’s first impulse following a transgressi®mo engage in negative behaviors, such
as revenge (McCullough, 2001). Individuals highha NFC, motivated to achieve quick
and lasting closure (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996ayrfseize” and “freeze” on revenge
as the most accessible option whereas low NFC ithaiils may go beyond the initial
impulse and consider other options.

Individuals low in the NFC, therefore, may chooséanswer the question” in a
different way, such as with forgiveness, which mppear more reasonable upon further
consideration (McCullough, Root, & Cohen, 2006)e3# individuals may weigh the
pros and cons of several different options, sudh@gosts associated with revenge
(Boon, Alibhai, & Deveau, 2011) and the potentiahéfits of forgiveness, including
preserving the relationship with the transgressone existed (McCullough, Rachal,
Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight, 1998). Indwals low (vs. high) in the NFC
may also reflect on the transgressor’s perspeatin¢or may consider additional
information when judging how to respond (Kruglan&KWebster, 1994). Thus, it is
possible that low (vs. high) NFC individuals do Bagage in revenge because they
override the dominant response of revenge and engagore elaborative processing of
the transgression, perhaps leading to an altemeatsponse. | hypothesize that increasing
one’s motivation to take additional informationdraccount, through perspective taking

instructions, would facilitate refraining from vesfgl behaviors. Further, | will discuss



the importance of the NFC in determining whethenatran individual will override the
revenge impulse and engage in additional cogngreeessing of the transgression.
Revenge

Enacting revenge after a perceived injustice isiaate impulse that strongly
influences behavior (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992:avgui & Newman, 1987). There is
general consensus that revenge is prompted byal@armful act by another (Stuckless
& Goranson, 1992; Allred, 1999). Vengeance is dbsedras a functional action
(McCullough et al., 2010) serving a variety of pagps including: reinstating moral order
in society (Lerner, 1980; McCullough, Bellah, Kitgak & Johnson, 2001), validating
one’s moral standards (Vidmar, 2002), and reinsgetthe balance of power (Crombag et
al., 2003; Frijda, 1994). Revenge can further mtov@e’s belief in a just world, restore
justice (McCullough et al., 2001; Vidmar & Millet980), and re-establish one’s self-
image (Miller, 2001) and self-esteem (Crombag e24103).

It is important to distinguish revenge from othegative interpersonal behaviors
as it differs from related constructs in severahmegful ways. Aggressionas been
defined as intentional harm to another person (8eitiz, 1974), which does not
necessitate prior interaction between them, whexmamnge is focused on a specific
personbecauses/he has previously done harm to the individual¢8ess & Goranson,
1992; Allred, 1999). Incivilityis defined as “low intensity deviant behawuaith
ambiguous intent to harm the target and thus may or may not be enacted for the
purpose of injury to the target; however, revergg&@n action in response to some
perceived harm or wrongdoing by another party ihettended to inflict damage, injury,

discomfort, or punishmein the party judged responsible” (Aquino, Tripp &8 2001,



p. 53, emphases added). The distinction betweengevand punishmeitt less clear.
Returning to Aquino et al.’s (2001) definition @venge, “An action in response to some
perceived harm or wrongdoing by another party ihattended to inflict damage, injury,
discomfort, opunishmenbn the party judged responsible” (p. 53, emphadied), it is
seen that the terms revenge and punishment areusesl interchangeably. Indeed many
social and organizational inquiries into revenge listh terms to describe the act of
retaliation (e.g., Allred, 1999; Carlsmith, Wilsdia Gilbert, 2008).

The Aquino et al. (2001) definition of revenge usedein is broadly accepted in
the literature (Aquino, Tripp & Bies, 2006; BiesT&ipp, 2004; Bies, Trip & Kramer,
1997; Bradfield & Aquino, 1999; Carlsmith et alQ(B; Frijda, 1994; Kaiser, Vick &
Major, 2004; McCullough, 2008; Raver & Barling 20@human & Ross, 2010;
Stuckless, Ford & Vitelli, 1995; Stuckless & Gorans1992; Yoshimura, 2007);
however, many of these authors as well as othellach(e.g., Bradfield & Aquino,

1999; Cialdini, Green, & Rusch, 1992; Eisenberggnch, Aselage, & Rohdieck, 2004;
Gollwitzer, Meder, & Schmitt, 2011; Helm, Bonoma,T&deschi, 1972; McCullough et
al., 2001; Stillwell, Baumeister, & Del Priore, Z)dripp, Bies, & Aquino, 2002;

Youngs, 1986) clarify that revenge is a type ofate@ reciprocityand can be viewed as

an expression of the negative reciprocity norm (Goer, 1960). Thus although revenge
differs from other negative interpersonal behavgush as aggression and incivility, it is
not differentiated from (negative) reciprocity.

Revenge as instinctudResearchers (McCullough, 2001; McCullough et al.,
2001; McCullough et al., 1998; McCullough, Worthiog, & Rachal, 1997) generally

support the notion that the impulse to seek revemgesalient and driving motivation



immediately following a transgression and that itstnbe overridden by the victim in
order for him or her to move past the incident. M@ugh and colleagues argue that
individuals are “at least initially” motivated teact to transgressions with negative
behaviors such as revenge, but that individuald fisosinteract or modulate” the
impulse to seek revenge in order to choose amaliee response option, such as
forgiveness (McCullough, 2001, p. 194; McCullouglale, 2001; McCullough et al.,
1998; McCullough et al., 1997).

Overriding the revenge impulsBeWall, Baumeister, Stillman, and Gailliot
(2007) provide empirical support for the idea todibwing a transgression, one’s initial
impulse is to get revenge. In particular, they hgitt how the amount of one’s resources
impacts the extent to which he or she engages/enge, showing that participants
whose self-regulatory resources were depleted l@sseable to inhibit aggressive
impulses. Specifically, some participants were etal from earlier acts of self-control
such as refraining from eating a donut or diverting’'s gaze away from words on a
screen while watching a video. These participambssquently behaved more
aggressively toward the person who had insultechtfarticipants who were not
depleted, such as those who had abstained fromgeatess tempting food (a radish) or
who were not given attention-diverting instructipasted less vengeful when insulted.

The authors argued that depleted participants weable to inhibit the revenge
impulse that arose from being insulted whereasdepieted participants were more
successful at overriding the impulse and therelfetgaved with less retaliation. Although

this research provides initial evidence that indlidls have a revenge impulse resulting



from a transgression, this idea was not direcyet® The present research will address
this gap in Study 1.

Provided that revenge is arguably the most satiptibn after an individual
experiences an injustice, and consequently is Bgaetessible to everyone, one must
inquire why high and low NFC individuals responffetiently to transgressions.
Individuals high in the NFC appear to choose thmidant response of revenge while
individuals low in the NFC seemingly do not (Boya011). An examination of the
NFC construct provides understanding of why thiy mecur.

The Need for Closure

The NFC is a type of motivated cognition that afdacmowledge and judgment
formation; specifically, it is a general inclinatito seek closure via any answer or
judgment (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski & Webste991; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996;
Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). For a person higlthe NFC, any conclusion is seen as
preferable to experiencing ambiguity or uncertaifitye NFC is particularly sensitive to
the saliency of information because it is charao¢er by “seizing” and “freezing”
tendencies such that an individual high (vs. lamhe NFC seizes on the most salient
option to achieve closure quickly and freezes @t decision in order to prevent future
losses of closure.

Provided that revenge offers adaptive benefitaailitating survival, it has been
argued that it is the most salient or accessibi®oollowing a transgression
(McCullough, 2001; McCullough et al., 2001; McCuigh et al., 1998; McCullough et
al., 1997). Therefore, individuals high (vs. low)the NFC should be more likely to seek

revenge after a transgression because they areateatito attain quick and lasting



closure (Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski & Webster919Webster & Kruglanski, 1994;
Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). Choosing the most asit#e response, revenge, allows
one to satisfy the need of urgency, thus achiegiagure more quickly as compared to
assessing different response options (Kruglans®/&bster, 1996) which are less
initially accessible than revenge, such as forgegsn Revenge may also provide
permanent closure and specifically prevent futassés of closure (Kruglanski &
Webster, 1996) because it can prevent future trassmns (Allred, 1999; Crombag et
al., 2003). Although intuition may support the wotithat revenge is the most dominant
and accessible response after a transgressiomasidstseized and frozen on by high
NFC individuals, the idea remains unexplored emally. The present research will test
this assumption in Study 1.

NFC and the Dominant Respon3éere is a considerable body of evidence
showing that individuals low (vs. high) in the N less likely to seize and freeze on
salient options when forming judgments or makingisiens? For instance, several
studies to date have examined the effect of the [(dFCelated states, such as a lack of
cognitive resources) on stereotype use in judgmmtsgylanski & Freund, 1983;
Brewer, 1988; Jamieson & Zanna, 1989; Bodenhaud$€1); Fiske & Neuberg, 1990;
Dijksterhuis, van Knippenberg, Kruglanski, & Schgd@96). Dijksterhuis et al. (1996),

for example, found that low (vs. high) NFC partenips judged stereotypic groups as

2 All research on the NFC cited herein focused @ Ifi’s. low) NFC as the group of interest; howeawsr,
Kruglanski and Webster (1996) state, “Effects @f thotivation for closure are assumed to be monotoni
along the continuum. By this assumption, the maitivenl effects should be directionally similar fomy
pair of points on the continuum: A higher (vs. lojvdegree of the need for closure should effedghdr

or lower degree of some phenomenon, irrespectitkeopoints' specific locations. Thus, comparing lo
and high need for closure conditions should yidfdats directionally similar to those involved in
comparing high and low need to avoid closure caomfit Evidence reviewed in subsequent sections
consistently supports this assumption” (p. 264 sl the results described in the current papeapatated
the results to be framed in terms of low (vs. hiyRC.



more variable and less homogenous on a given Tiaits, low (vs. high) NFC

participants refrained from seizing on the sterpetgnd using it as a basis for judgments.
Indeed, the authors commented that participantg¥swhigh) in the NFC “seem to be
more open to unexpected, disturbing information”2@R).

Additional evidence can be found in Kruglanski'slderro’s (2008) research, in
which the authors examined how accessible cogrsthemas of one’s significant other
may be transferred to other individuals as a fumctf the NFC. The results showed that
low (vs. high) NFC individuals were able to inhithe activated mental representation of
their significant other when forming an impressafra new person who resembled the
significant other in some way. Specifically, thegahe fewer errors when identifying
previously-presented descriptors of the new indigldand they exhibited a smaller
transference effect.

A final example of low (vs. high) NFC individualability to override a salient
construct is contained in Webster-Nelson, Klein hwoh’s (2003) study on perspective
taking. The results show that low (vs. high) NFQtipgants exhibited a greater ability to
take a student’s perspective when it was diffefiemh their own. In other words,
participants low (vs. high) in the NFC transcenttezlr own perspective in order to
understand the perspective of the other student.

In conclusion, the literature supports the idea liha (vs. high) NFC individuals
are able to override the situationally-dominanpoese. Therefore, it seems reasonable
to predict that after a transgression, low NFCvrutlials will counteract the accessibility

of revenge. They may initially experience an impuisr revenge equal to those high in



NFC, due to the high accessibility of revenge atarong-doing, but they may be more
likely to exercise the necessary restraint to awee this early impulse.

Low (vs. high) NFC individuals may override the essibility of vengeance
following a transgression, yet one must inquire hbgy proceed in their decision-
making process regarding how to respond to thesgr@ssion. While they do not have
the motivations of achieving closure quickly andmpanently, which high NFC
individuals achieve by seizing and freezing, mimdikely that low NFC individualsever
achieve closure when making judgments (KruglanskVé&bster, 1996). In other words,
it is a logical conclusion that in most cases, MRC individuals (eventually) come to a
decision about how to respond to the transgressimgue that the decision is often
arrived at following more elaborative cognitive pegsing than that engaged in by
individuals high in the NFC. The relationship beénwehe NFC and extent of information
processing in decision making is discussed below.

NFC and Extent of Information Processingropose that in addition to
counteracting dominant responses, low (vs. hight Nflividuals engage in additional
information processing in the course of judgmentri@tion; indeed, there is substantial
support in prior work for the idea that the NFQegatively associated with degree of
information processind<ruglanski and Webster (1996) state that “at a mum, the
seizing and freezing mechanism implies a reducéehéxf information processing under
a heightened need for closure. The speeded-umceelian early cues implied by seizing
and the truncation of further exploration due #effing suggest that individuals under a
high (vs. low) need for closure should consides legdence before forming a judgment”

(p. 268). Thus it seems that seizing and freezewessarily prevent thorough and
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extensive processing from occurring. There is alggport for the notion that the NFC is
negatively related to the extent to which one ergag and takes pleasure in the act of
thinking (i.e., the need for cognition, Cacioppd&tty, 1982; Kruglanski & Webster,
1994). Thus, individuals low (vs. high) in the NE@gage in more cognition, as well as
enjoy it to a greater extent (Kruglanski & Webste394).

The literature further provides ample empiricaldevice that low (vs. high) NFC
individuals process more information when makingisiens. Webster and Kruglanski
(1994) in particular provide converging evidencattlow (vs. high) NFC individuals do
not utilize initial cues when forming judgments bather go on to consider larger
amounts of information. For example, individual®/ Ifvs. high) in the NFC requested
significantly more pages of information when makimgng decisions (Webster &
Kruglanski, 1994; Webster, Richter, & Kruglansk®9b). This act of requesting more
information has been explicitly described as “deddie and thorough processing of
information” (Webster-Nelson et al., 2003, p. 38).

Webster and Kruglanski (1994) also found that lgs: figh) NFC participants
exhibited less of a correspondence bias; thahéy, tormed judgments using a greater
amount of information (concerning the situationgl @id not rely solely on the
individual's actions. The correspondence bias leenlargued to be directly related to
information processing; Webster and Kruglanski @)2¢nd others (Winter & Uleman,
1984; Winter, Uleman, & Cunniff, 1985) suggest thetking personality inferences, at
least in Western cultures, is generally automattt @nintentional whereas adjusting

one’s attributions to include situational factoexessitates greater cognitive work.
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Other research has examined resistance to peraumsiofound that when
exposed to prior information, low (vs. high) NFQt@pants were more willing to
consider alternative options (Kruglanski, WebsgeKlem, 1993; Webster & Kruglanski,
1994). There are many additional examples in teediure which demonstrate that more
information is considered by individuals low (vggtn) in the NFC. These examples
include low (vs. high) NFC individuals displaying apenness to persuasion by partners
(Kruglanski et al., 1993), avoidance of stereotyfd@siglanski & Freund, 1983;
Jamieson & Zanna, 1989; Dijksterhuis et al., 1986Y greater acceptance of opinion
deviates in a group (Kruglanski & Webster, 1991).

Perspective Taking and the NFC

Thus, in conjunction, the research literature sugpihe notion that low (vs. high)
NFC individuals are better able to override domtrrasponses (e.g., revenge) and
engage in more elaborate processing when makingioes (e.g., about how to respond
to a transgression). An example of these procakaéshould directly impact
interpersonal processes is perspective takingpPetige taking and its kindred-construct
empathy have been defined as “the imaginative p@amisg of oneself into the thinking,
feeling, and acting of another and so structuriregworld as he or she does” (Dymond,
1949, p. 127).

It has long been contended that one’s ability gpagie in perspective taking is
important for a range of interpersonal behavionggihs, 1981; Mead, 1934; Piaget,
1932; Smith, 1759/1976), including altruism (Batsb®91), cooperation (Batson &
Moran, 1999), and, especially relevant to the prepaper, conflict resolution (Galinsky,

Maddux, Gilin, & White, 2008). Being unable or uiiimg to take another’s perspective

12



has been associated with social disorders suchtssra(Baron-Cohen, 1995) as well as
negative interpersonal responding behaviors suehragance, inconsideration, and
aggression (Richardson, Hammock, Smith, Gardn&igfao, 1994).

Within a transgression context, engaging in pespetaking has been shown to
decrease punishment of the wrongdoer. Kogut (2fiLi)d that after reading a
hypothetical transgression, taking the transgrésgerspective decreased anger as well
as suggested punishme@ther researchers (e.g., Batanova & Loukas, 20%&)faund
support that perspective taking of the other irdiral is negatively associated with
aggression in a longitudinal study of early adades$s. Thus, it would seem to follow that
perspective taking should lead to a decrease inigey behaviors as well; indeed, this
proposition has preliminary empirical support (Okim& Wenzel, 2011).

Research supports the notion that perceiving thédwiorough one’s own
perspective is automatic (Galinsky et al., 2008)ystit is unsurprising that taking another
person’s perspective requires effortful and colgbtognitive processing (Davis,
Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996). For example, Davisk (1996) found that individuals
who experienced cognitive load exhibited a sigatfity lower ability to take another’s
perspective. As cognitive load is a common way ahipulating the NFC via situational
constraints (Kruglanski, 2004), it follows that tREC and perspective taking ability
should be negatively related to some extent. Agipusly mentioned, Webster-Nelson et
al. (2003) have provided initial evidence for taftect.

In summary, perspective taking may be consideredway in which low NFC
individuals engage in greater cognitive processipgcifically, taking another’s

perspective is an example of taking additionalimfation into account when making
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decisionsThus, perspective taking may moderate the relatiprizetween the NFC and
desire for revenge such that without perspectikmggpinstructions, high and low NFC
individuals act as they normally do (i.e., high.(\sv) NFC individuals engage in greater
revenge), and with perspective taking instructiamdividuals high in the NFC should
engage in more perspective taking and thus act sioniéarly to low NFC individuals,
enacting less retaliation.

While perspective taking may be regarded as aaypegnitive processing of a
transgression, other forms are plausitlilems from the NFC scale (Webster &
Kruglanski, 1994) provide insight into alternativeethods of additional cognitive
processing in which low (more so than high) NFQumtbals may be likely to engage.
Examples include “Even after I've made my mind atsmmething, | am always eager to
consider a different opinion,” “When thinking aba@uproblem, | consider as many
different options on the issue as possible,” anhén considering most conflict
situations, | can usually see how both sides cbeldight (emphasis added). After a
transgression, low (vs. high) NFC individuals magrobughly consider alternative
responses, they may review the pros and cons pbafiible response options to the
injustice, and/othey may engage in perspective taking to understdndthe
transgressor committed the wrongdaifignus, high NFC individuals may be motivated
to reduce ambiguity caused by the transgressiquiakly as possible by seizing and
freezing on revenge as the most accessible optidrtansequently be more likely to
desire and engage in revenge. By contrast, indalgdiow in the NFC may be motivated
to consider alternative response options and cqritgmthe transgressor’s perspective,

thus potentially being less likely to retaliate.
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The present investigation will test these notiopgxploring the extent of
perspective taking engaged in by low (vs. high) Nikdividuals following a
transgression (Study 2) as well as a manipulatfqremspective taking as it relates to
extent of revenge behaviors (Study 3). The persgetaking manipulation in Study 3 is
intended to encourage high NFC individuals to autlarly to low NFC individuals.
Specifically, it is expected that in the perspeetiaking (vs. neutral) condition, they will
process the transgression more fully by considdrmg the transgressor decided to act in

that way and thus will engage in less retaliation.
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Chapter 2: Overview of Research

Overview of Theory and Research Predictions

The purpose of the present studies is to exarhmadcessibility of revenge after
a transgression and to more fully explore how las¢ bigh) NFC individuals are able to
counteract or override the accessibility of reveagé engage in more elaborative
cognitive processing of the transgression. Spexijicl investigate whether revenge is
the most cognitively accessible option followingyansgression for all individuals
regardless of their level of the NFC. This hypotbésbased on the notion that revenge
serves evolutionarily-adaptive benefits such aerdeg future transgressions (Allred,
1999; Crombag et al., 2003), discouraging an aggrgsom harming the individual in
the future (Diamond, 1977), and deterring otheepbél aggressors by signaling that one
will not passively endure harm (Brown, 1968; Kimakt 1998). Therefore, | expect the
following:

Hypothesis 1: Individuals will respond more quictdyrevenge-related words

after being presented with a transgression (vs).not

| propose that since a transgression illustratatsdhe is vulnerable to harm, it
acts as a question posed by the transgressor tactita regarding whether the
transgressor can “get away with it.” Revenge ismfiefined as a response to a previous
aggressive act (Stuckless & Goranson, 1992; Allit®89) whereby it “answers” that one
will not accept harm. Therefore, a transgressiavifing a question (whether or not one
would accept harm), may be viewed as a lack ofuckdndividuals, especially those
high (vs. low) in the NFC, should be particularlptimated to enact revenge against

transgressors as a means of quickly forming an anand thus achieving closure.

16



Seizing and freezing on revenge fulfills the urgeand permanency motivations of high
NFC individuals in that seizing on the most saligption (revenge) will provide quicker
closure than if the individual took the time to sater all options thoroughly;
furthermore, revenge provides lasting closure lew@nting future acts of aggression
toward the individual (Allred, 1999; Crombag et 2003). While Boyatzi (2011) found a
significant positive relationship between the NF@ desire for revenge, the present
investigation aims to extend this finding by eliatiimg the alternative hypotheses that a)
higher (vs. lower) NFC individuals are more aggress general and b) that this
relationship holds only for desire for revenge antifor behavioral retaliation. Thus, |
expect the following:

Hypothesis 2: Individuals high (vs. low) in the Nl desire and engage in

revenge to a greater extent following an injustiwbereas no differences will

exist following a neutral experience.

Whereas high NFC individuals arguably seize anelzieon revenge, low NFC
individuals appear to counteract the accessillityevenge and engage in additional
cognitive processing of the transgression. It i[geexed that time is necessary for
individuals low (vs. high) in the NFC to overrideetsaliency of revenge and proceed
with the more elaborate processing; thereforeatoessibility of the revenge construct
should change over time. Measuring the accessilofitevenge immediately following a
transgression (i.e., without allowing any time &sg) should confirm its equal level of
accessibility for everyone, while measuring acdebtyi of vengeance after a period of

time should allow for the saliency of revenge tacbanteracted by low (vs. high) NFC

17



individuals. Accessibility of forgiveness will aldie measured at both time points to
allow for comparisons with accessibility of revenglus, | expect the following:

Hypothesis 3: There will be an interaction betwéare and the NFC such that at

time 1, both high and low NFC individuals will respl equally quickly to

revenge-related words while at time 2, low (vshhi§FC individuals will

respond more slowly to revenge-related words.

Much research (e.g., Webster & Kruglanski, 1994&pbdter et al., 1996) shows
that individuals low (vs. high) in the NFC engagamore extensive information
processing in the course of forming judgments. Bipally, they consider a greater
amount of information before making a decision. &mmple, when making hiring
decisions regarding employment candidates, low MEiduals requested more
information about the candidates than high NFCwviddials (Webster & Kruglanski,
1994). Further, individuals low (vs. high) in th&® are more open to others’ opinions
and to persuasive attempts (Kruglanski et al., 1988oster & Kruglanski, 1994).
Webster and Kruglanski (1994) found that low (Mghln NFC participants, while acting
as jury members, shifted their verdict to a greastent to be more in line with another’s
opinion even after being provided a full legal gsa&. Additionally, the previously-noted
sample items from the NFC scale (Webster & Krugtari994) underscore the
motivations of low (vs. high) NFC individuals toreeider both sides in a conflict and to
review all possible options before forming a judginén the present context, the greater
amount of information processing should correspona greater numbers of thoughts
about the transgression and a greater amount efdpant processing the injustice, as

well as containing thoughts relating to respongeap besides revenge. Since high (vs.
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low) NFC individuals are expected to seize andzieeen revenge, | suggest that they
should have more thoughts about revenge and fdwwaghts about alternative response
options; the number of revenge-related thoughts thay mediate the relationship
between the NFC and revenge. Therefore, | expedbllowing:

Hypothesis 4a: Low (vs. high) NFC individuals wiidlve a greater number of

thoughts after the transgression.

Hypothesis 4b: Low (vs. high) NFC individuals wflend a greater amount of

time processing the transgression.

Hypothesis 5: Low (vs. high) NFC individuals wiéide more varied thoughts

after the transgression. Specifically, low (vs.Mi!FC individuals will have

thoughts that relate to a wider variety of responpéions to the transgression.

Hypothesis 6: The relationship between the NFCrandnge will be mediated by

the extent of elaboration in the additional prodegs Specifically, the amount of

revenge related thoughts will mediate the NFC-rgeeassociation.

| am proposing that in order to counteract theeasibility of vengeance following
a transgression, low (vs. high) NFC individualsagyin subsequent elaborative
cognitive processing of the event. Contemplating #ie transgression occurred, such as
through perspective taking, may be one examplewafindividuals low (vs. high) in the
NFC employ additional cognitive processing. Therefd expect the following:

Hypothesis 7: Low (vs. high) NFC individuals wiive a greater number of

perspective taking thoughts when processing thestgeession.

There exists initial evidence for the negativatienship between the NFC and

perspective taking (Davis et al., 1996) such tloghdive load (which should induce
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higher NFC) was found to interfere with the (laloois) work of perspective taking.
Therefore, under a task designed to increase pergpéaking, high NFC individuals
should engage in additional cognitive processioting more like low NFC individuals
typically do, and thus engage in revenge to a tesdent. Therefore, | expect the
following:

Hypothesis 8: Perspective taking will moderatertationship between the NFC

and revenge such that individuals high (vs. lowthiea NFC will engage in

greater revenge when not provided with perspedtikang instructions after a

transgression, but that when participants are insted to consider the

transgressor’s perspective, there will be no défere between high and low NFC
participants in the likelihood of engaging in regenbehaviors.

While Boyatzi (2011) found a consistent relatiopsibetween the NFC and desire
for revenge and Studies 1-3 of the present invaistig aim to replicate and extend this
effect, no studies to date have replicated the K&w@nge relationship using a situational
manipulation of the NFC. It is expected that chogslternatives to revenge requires
refraining from the initial revenge impulse and aging in more elaborative cognitive
processing of the transgression. Given that indaisl low (vs. high) in the NFC are
better able to inhibit the dominant response (&Kmglanski & Freund, 1983; Brewer,
1988; Jamieson & Zanna, 1989; Bodenhausen, 199Ke B Neuberg, 1990; Webster-
Nelson et al., 1993; Dijksterhuis et al., 1996; ¢leunski & Pierro, 2008) and are more
likely to engage in greater cognitive processing.(&ruglanski & Freund, 1983;
Brewer, 1988; Jamieson & Zanna, 1989; Bodenhaud$€1); Fiske & Neuberg, 1990;

Webster & Kruglanski, 1994; Dijksterhuis et al. 989 Webster et al., 1996), | propose
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that lowering (vs. enhancing) one’s NFC should lealgss engagement in revenge.
Therefore, | expect the following:
Hypothesis 9: Lowering (vs. enhancing) one’s NFOulgh a situational
manipulation should lead to a decrease in the ilii@d of engaging in revenge
behaviors following a transgression, whereas aft@eutral experience,

manipulating the NFC should have no effect on betiive behaviors.

21



Overview of Studies

| tested my predictions in a series of four studgtsdy 1 utilized a transgression
vignette and a measure of the desire for revengésd included a reaction time measure
of revenge-related and forgiveness-related wordStuidy 1, | sought to show the effect
of a transgression on response time to revengedleords (Hypothesis 1).

Additionally, this study aimed to extend the pastassociation between the NFC and
desire for revenge by including a neutral contaidition (Hypothesis 2). Study 1
further examined the effect of time and NFC on oese time to revenge-related and
forgiveness-related words (Hypothesis 3).

Study 2 also employed a hypothetical transgressmoha measure of desire for
revenge (Hypothesis 2). This study examined thsipteselaborative processing that low
(vs. high) NFC individuals engage in to override #tcessibility of revenge by exploring
their thoughts that occur after a transgressidangiting to demonstrate that low (vs.
high) NFC individuals have more thoughts followidransgression (Hypothesis 4a),
spend more time engaging in information processirtye injustice (Hypothesis 4b), and
have more thoughts related to perspective takinygp@thesis 7). Study 2 also tested if
individuals low (vs. high) in the NFC have thoughal®ut a larger set of response options
(Hypothesis 5) and if the number of revenge thosigitdiates the relationship between
the NFC and revenge (Hypothesis 6).

Study 3 influenced the additional processing nolyrexigaged in by low (vs.
high) NFC individuals by encouraging perspectivartg. Specifically, in Study 3 |
attempted to demonstrate that encouraging indivsdiweconsider the perspective of the

transgressor after a wrongdoing will lead themrigage in more elaborative cognitive
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processing of the transgression and consequeniigsaevenge behaviors (Hypothesis
8). Study 3 included a transgression experienceadrghavioral measure of revenge,
both operationalized through a dictator game (Hlyesis 2). This study also employed a
perspective-taking condition (vs. neutral condilitmllowing the transgression. It further
included a measure of accessibility of revengetedlé.e., aggression) words through a
word completion task (Hypotheses 1 and 3).

In Study 4, | attempted to demonstrate the relatignbetween the NFC and
revenge can be replicated with inductions of high (ow) NFC. Whereas Studies 1-3
used an individual difference measure of NFC, Studyanipulated the NFC
situationally. Thus, the present study investigaieute directly the hypothesis that
lowering of participants’ NFC should lead to lestatiatory behaviors and augmenting
the NFC would enhance the tendency to seek revghgmothesis 9). Study 4 employed
similar procedures as Study 3 including using #atlic game to manipulate a
transgression and the word completion task to nmiedbe accessibility of revenge-
related words (Hypotheses 1 and 3). This studyetsmined the possible elaborative
processing that low (vs. high) NFC individuals eggan following a transgression

(Hypotheses 4a, 4b, 5, 6, and 7).
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Chapter 3: Study 1

The purpose of Study 1 was to assess the accagbifevenge as a response to
a transgression. This study directly tested tharapsion that due to revenge’s
evolutionary adaptability, it is the most cognitivaccessible option after an individual
experiences an injustice. Additionally, this studgasured the accessibility of revenge-
related words and forgiveness-related words attimve points, the first immediately
after the transgression, and the second after someehad elapsed. The purpose of
measuring accessibility over time was to test ypothesis that low (more so than high)
NFC individuals engage in additional cognitive mssing of the transgression, which
may lead to less accessibility of revenge at tinbe@ause they are considering other
options, such as forgiveness. Alternatively, | assthat revenge is a cognitively
accessible response and that it is seized andrfrmzéy more by high (vs. low) NFC
individuals and thus for these individuals, revesgeuld remain equally accessible
across time. There is limited prior research (Md@ligh et al., 2003) on the temporal
unfolding of revenge and forgiveness motivationsciwipreviously were examined over
a period of several weeks. Specifically, McCullowgtal. (2003) investigated the
temporal unfolding of forgiveness through a modebrporating desires for revenge,
forgiveness, and avoidance at five time points. pi@sent investigation contributes by
examining a much shorter time span and investigdtia role of the NFC on
accessibility of revenge and forgiveness; it isexted that differences in accessibility
should be found even after a very short time asation of the NFC.

Further, Study 1 tests the alternative hypothésisthe positive association

between the NFC and desire for revenge found irmBwy2011) is due to the fact that
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high (vs. low) NFC individuals are more aggressivgeneral, even in the absence of a
transgression.

Method
Participants

Participants were 98 undergraduate psychology stad&4 men and 84 women)
from a large university with a mean age of 19.3drgevho participated in the study in
exchange for course credit.

Procedure and Design

Participants were told that the researcher wasdasted in looking into the effect
of individual differences on decision making andttthe study involved several
guestionnaires and computer tasks.

Study 1 employed a 2 (transgression: present asehfiox 2 (time: 1 and 2) x 2
(reaction time: revenge- and forgiveness-relatectg)odesign with a continuous
measurement of the NFC. Transgression conditionan@zetween-participant factor and
time and reaction time were within-participant tast Gender produced no significant
main effects or interactions, so it will not be mened further.

Participants were given the 14-item short versibthe NFC scale (Pierro &
Kruglanski, 2006p = .80, see Appendix A) and responded to all itema 6-point
Likert scale (1 =Strongly disagre¢o 6 =Strongly agreg They were randomly assigned
to either a transgression condition or control ¢owl during which they read a vignette
describing a transgression or a neutral story e@sgely (see Appendices B and C). The
transgression vignette describes an intentionabfastongdoing which was intended to

act as a strong manipulation in order to elicitllrgest effect possible.
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Immediately following the vignette, participantswpleted the first of two lexical
decision tasks on a computer; these were designegasure response latency to
revenge-related, forgiveness-related, neutral amivords (see Appendix D). This partly
constituted the measurement of the dependent Varfiabtests of the hypotheses that
revenge is the most cognitively accessible optmioding a transgression (vs. no
transgression; Hypothesis 1) and that the accébgilifi revenge-related words will vary
as a function of the NFC and time (Hypothesis 3).

Participants were instructed to judge a targetidtisias a word or nonword as
quickly as possible. A fixation point was markedawy“X” which appeared in the center
of the screen before every target. The target apden pale yellow against a black
background in the center of the screen and remaindgte screen for 2000 ms. Targets
consisted of revenge-related words (egtaliation, paybach, forgiveness-related words
(e.g.,excusemistake, neutral words (e.ghence while), and nonwords (e.gapreag
skring). All participants were asked to judge the samgetis which included 10 revenge-
related words, 10 forgiveness-related words, 1@rabwords, and 20 nonwords, all
randomly presented. Forgiveness targets were tagenNelson, McEvoy and
Schreiber’s (1998) free association library andelenge and forgiveness targets were
pretested by the researcher. Only correct respamsesused in subsequent analyses as is
standard practice (see Bargh, Chaiken, Govend@ra&o, 1992; Fazio, 1990) and all
responses which took longer than 2000 ms were ®ditad (see Bargh & Chartrand,
2000).

The lexical decision task was followed by a neutaigk that did not require much

thought or cognitive resources. This was intendeallow participants a chance to
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consider the transgression and decide how to rels@pecifically, it was expected that
during this period of time, low NFC participantspma so than high NFC patrticipants,
would engage in additional processing of the tregsgjon. Participants then completed
the second lexical decision task measuring reatitoa to the revenge-related,
forgiveness-related, neutral and nonwords.

Following the second lexical decision task, thensgression-Related
Interpersonal Motivations Inventory, 18-item vers(@RIM-18, McCullough et al.,
2006) was completed (revenge subsacake:82; forgiveness subscate= .89). The
TRIM measures hypothetical reactions to the peap&tiof an injustice. Items include
revenge-related actions such as “I'll make himfbey” and “I'm going to get even,” as
well as benevolence items such as “Despite whahbkalid, | want us to have a positive
relationship again” and “Even though his/her actibnrt me, | have goodwill for
him/her.” Participants responded to all items d&i@oint Likert scale (1 Strongly
disagreeto 5 =Strongly agreg This was followed by the Aggression Questionmair
(Buss & Perry, 19923 = .87) which was used to control for trait aggm@ssparticipants
responded to all items on a 5-point Likert scale Bxtremely uncharacteristic of nte
5 =Extremely characteristic of meParticipants also completed a demographic
guestionnaire. After completing the survey, paptits were thoroughly debriefed and
thanked for their participation.

Results

To test Hypothesis 1, for which | predicted thattiggpants in the transgression

(vs. no transgression) condition will have faseaation times to revenge-related words

regardless of their level of the NFC, | conductedest concerning the effect of the NFC
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on reaction time to revenge-related words. Thelteshow that individuals presented
with a transgression (vs. no transgression) didespond more quickly to revenge-
related wordst(96) = .48,p = .632), thus Hypothesis 1 is not supported. H@rea
manipulation check of the transgression maniputasicows that individuals presented
with a transgression (vs. no transgression) desirgigtater amount of revendd € 2.73,
SD=.84 vsM = 2.32,SD= .69, respectivelyt(96) = 2.59p = .011).

To test Hypothesis 2, | conducted a multiple regmesanalysis with the NFC as
a continuous predictor, transgression conditioa dehotomous predictor, and the NFC
x Transgression condition interaction on the desireevenge, as measured by the TRIM
(McCullough et al., 2006). Trait aggression wasuded in the model as a covariate. The
overall model was significan(4, 90) = 9.05p < .001,R*= .28. The results show no
main effect of the NFCB(= .08,t(93) = .94p = .346, AR? = .01) but a significant main
effect of transgression conditiop € -1.00,t(90) = -2.10p = .038,AR? = .08) such that
individuals in the transgression condition exhibitgeater desire for revendd € 2.73,
SD=.84) than those in the no transgression comd{tb= 2.32,SD = .69). The results
also show a significant interaction between the NIR@ transgression conditiop £
1.34,1(93) = 2.81p = .006,AR? = .06). The simple slope analysif the relationship
between the NFC and desire for revenge revealddnthiae transgression condition,
higher NFC individuals desired significantly greatevenge than lower NFC individuals
(B=.43,1(93) = 2.57p =.012), but did not differ in the no transgresstondition B = -

21,t(93) =-1.35p =.179, see Figure 1). Thus, Hypothesis 2 is supg.

3| utilized the worksheets provided by Jeremy Dawsoplot the graphs and calculate simple slopes
(Dawson, n.d.). Simple slope analyses are onlylawai using unstandardized regression coefficients
which is why they, and not the standardized coieffits, are reported. This procedure was used for al
simple slope analyses.
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Figure 1 NFC x Transgression condition interaction ondhsire for revenge. The NFC is represented as
dichotomous for illustrative purposes; the NFC waesasured and analyzed as a continuous variablé. Hig
and low values of the NFC in the figure were takeone standard deviation above and below the mean

(Aiken & West, 1991; Dawson & Richter, 2006).

For exploratory purposes, | also examined theicglahip between the NFC,
transgression condition, and their interactiontendesire for forgiveness. Specifically, |
conducted a multiple regression analysis with tRE€MNs a continuous predictor,
transgression condition as a dichotomous prediataf,the NFC x Transgression
condition interaction on desire for forgivenesspesasured by the TRIM (McCullough et
al., 2006). The overall model was significaa{3, 94) = 12.87p < .001,R?=.29. The
results show a non-significant trend of the NFGhia expected directiof (= -.11,t(94)
=-1.321,p = .190,AR?= .01) and no main effect of transgressipr=(.43,t(94) = .93p
= .352,AR?= .25). However, the results show a significang¢riattion between the NFC
and transgression conditiop € -.95,t(94) = -2.05p = .043,AR?= .03). The simple
slope analysis of the relationship between the IR@€desire for forgiveness revealed

that in the transgression condition, lower NFC witlials desired significantly more
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forgiveness than higher NFC individuaB £ -.37,t(94) = -2.33p = .022), but high and
low NFC individuals did not differ in the no tranegsion conditiong = .08,t(94) = .54,

p = .586, see Figure 2).
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Figure 2 NFC x Transgression condition interaction ondhsire for forgiveness. The NFC is represented
as dichotomous for illustrative purposes; the NF&3 weasured and analyzed as a continuous variable.
High and low values of the NFC in the figure weaken at one standard deviation above and below the

mean (Aiken & West, 1991; Dawson & Richter, 2006).

A further exploratory analysis was conducted conmgarevenge and forgiveness
motivations within-participants using a generaén model repeated measures analysis.
The NFC was dichotomized based on a median s@italthe nature of the potential
three-way interaction to allow for more comprehblespost-hoc analyses. The NFC was
a dichotomized between-participant factor, transgjoe condition was a dichotomous
between-participant factor, and desires for revenrgkeforgiveness were repeated
measures within-participant factors. The resultsish significant three-way interaction
between the NFC, transgression condition, and @& for revenge and forgiveness

(F(1,94) = 5.18p = .025, partiah? = .05). Probing of the interaction revealed thihin
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the no transgression condition, forgiveness desisre greater than revenge desires for
high NFC individualsi = 3.28,SE= .13 vsM = 2.18,SE= .15,p < .001) as well as

low NFC individuals ¥ = 3.18,SE= .15 vsM = 2.50,SE= .17,p = .018). However, in
the transgression condition, individuals high ia MFC experienced greater revenge
motivations W = 2.91,SE= .14) than forgiveness motivatiord € 2.28,SE= .13, p =
.008) whereas low NFC individuals’ motivations fewenge and forgiveness did not
differ (M = 2.49,SE= .15 andM = 2.63,SE= .14, respectively). For high NFC
individuals, their desire for revenge was greatdhe transgression condition (vs. no
transgressior = .001) while their motivations for forgivenesssaawer p < .001).
Individuals low in the NFC experienced no differemg their desire for revenge between
conditions but exhibited a lower desire for forgiess in the transgression condition (vs.

no transgressiomg = .011) See Figure 3.

M Revenge

W Forgiveness

Desire for Revenge/Forgiveness
[

Transgression No
ransgression

Low NFC High NFC

Figure 3 NFC x Transgression condition x Revenge/Forgdgsrdesires within-participant interaction.

Hypothesis 3 was tested using generalized estigmatination (GEE) analyses

(Liang & Zeger, 1986Zeger & Liang, 1986; Zeger, Liang, & Albert, 1988he GEE
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analysis offers several advantages. Firstly, iuides a within-participants factor which
is necessary for the repeated measures lexicaidedask data. Secondly, GEEs use
maximum likelihood estimations instead of the lesigtare estimations used in
regression analyses which are easily biased bieoautiA third advantage of this type of
analysis is that it can handle incomplete datdeand of excluding data with missing
cases, it estimates parameters using all of thiéadl@ data. There was a greater amount
of missing data with the response latency meagshegswith the desires for revenge and
forgiveness measures which is why the former westet! with GEEs while the latter
were tested with repeated measures ANOVAs. LaGIBESs give me the flexibility to
detect interactions between the response lateatit@se 1 and time 2 as well as
interactions between response latencies for reveglgted and forgiveness-related
words. For all GEE analyses, the NFC was dichotethizased on a median split. This
was utilized due to the nature of the analysesmgikat three-way interactions were
expected and post-hoc analyses for dichotomouahlas are more comprehensible than
for continuous variables.

In the first GEE analysis, time was included asthin-participant factor and the
NFC and transgression condition were between-fgatits factors. Response latencies
for neutral words and nonwords as well as eachqggaaiht’s error rate were used as
covariates; response latencies at time 1 and tifoe ”2venge-related words were the
dependent measures. The three-way NFC x Transgnessndition x Time interaction
was not significant)&2 (1, N =196) = .23p = .625). Hypothesis 3 suggests that revenge
should be equally salient for high and low NFC indiuals at time 1 while revenge

should be more salient for high (vs. low) NFC atdi2. Planned comparison analyses
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were conducted and show that following a transguassigh (vs. low) NFC participants

responded slower to revenge-related words at tifh 2 818.17 SE= 31.35 vsM =

709.70,SE= 27.23;p = .009) and marginally slower at timeM € 794.75SE= 31.05

vs.M = 713.45SE= 33.73;p = .091); thus Hypothesis 3 is not supported (sger€ 4).
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Figure 4 NFC x Transgression condition x Time within-fp@pant interaction on response time to

revenge-related words.

Hypothesis 3 also includes the implicit assumptlat revenge is more salient

than forgiveness. Specifically, | argue that thaptye benefits of revenge should cause

it to be the first response option that comes todmvhen one experiences a

transgression. To test this, two additional GEEseveenducted with the NFC and

transgression condition as between-participantefa@nd response latencies to revenge

and forgiveness as a within-participants depenaeasure. As before, response latencies

for neutral words and nonwords as well as eachqggaaiht’s error rate were included as

covariates. Time 1 and time 2 were examined seggrat
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For time 1, the NFC x Transgression condition x &&e-Forgiveness factor
three-way interaction was not significapt (1, N = 196) = 1.19 = .275). Planned
comparisons were conducted examining responsechatenmilliseconds) within the
transgression condition to revenge and forgivemesss separately. The results show
that high NFC individuals responded significantigvger to revenge words when faced
with a transgressiorM = 831.09,SE= 30.01) than individuals low in the NF®I (=
723.33,SE= 28.42;p = .009); however, no difference emerged when comgdow
quickly high and low NFC individuals respond todmeness words when confronted

with a transgression (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5 NFC x Transgression condition x Revenge-Forgegsrwithin-participant interaction at Time 1.

For time 2, the NFC x Transgression condition x é&t@e-Forgiveness factor was
also not significantyf (1, N = 196) = .01p = .924). Planned comparisons were again
conducted examining response latency within thestgeession condition to revenge and
forgiveness words, separately. The results shotigh NFC individuals responded

significantly slower M = 792.54 SE= 28.99) to revenge words when faced with a
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transgression than individuals low in the NRC £ 685.79SE= 32.19;p = .016).
Further, this pattern was also found for forgivernasrds such that individuals high in
the NFC responded more slowM € 756.33SE= 26.47) than low NFC individual$A

=619.73SE=17.41;p < .001, see Figure 6).
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Figure 6 NFC x Transgression condition x Revenge-Forgegsrwithin-participant interaction at Time 2.

Discussion

Boyatzi (2011) found initial support for the pogdiassociation between the NFC
and desire for revenge. However, due to the cdioela nature of the relationship found
in those studies (ibid.), one could argue that IN§IC individuals may be more
aggressive in general. Specifically, perhaps asgeession is not necessary to find a
positive relationship between the NFC and revepgghaps this relationship exists
naturally and is found in neutral conditions aslwEhe present study replicates and
extends the NFC-desire for revenge associatiorobyparing desire for revenge across
transgression and control conditions. Thus, thidyseliminates the potential alternative

hypothesis in several ways. Importantly, the ressitow that high NFC individuals did

35



not show increased revenge desires in the neugaétte control condition which
provides support for the notion that a transgressdhe catalyst for an increased desire
for revenge among high (vs. low) NFC individuatss| potentially, the lack of closure
caused by the transgression that prompts a rewvesgense from individuals high (vs.
low) in the NFC, not a general aggressive dispmsiti

The present study also included trait aggressian@wariate to further eliminate the
possibility that high (vs. low) NFC individuals asemply more aggressive people in
general. When trait aggression was included avar@ate, the NFC x Transgression
condition interaction significantly predicted desfor revenge, indicating that even after
trait aggression is accounted for, the NFC st#idicts one’s desire for vengeance after a
wrongdoing.

Additionally, one could argue based on the resaflBoyatzi (2011) that the
relationship directionality between the NFC andirdefor revenge may be backwards (or
bi-directional) such that desire for revenge letadsn increase in one’s NFC or that one’s
vengeance desires and one’s NFC affect each atlzevicious cycle. Again, however, as
individuals high in the NFC did not exhibit greatevenge desires than low NFC
individuals in the no transgression condition, riesults eliminate the possibility that
one’s desire for revenge increases one’s levél@NFC.

The results from Study 1 provide additional insigiid how high and low NFC
individuals react to a transgression by investigathe relationship between the NFC and
desire for forgiveness. They show that after asgaession, but not generally, individuals

high (vs. low) in the NFC desire less forgiveness.
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Comparing the motivations for revenge and forgiwsnaithin participants as an
exploratory analysis yielded interesting findinglee no transgression control condition,
which arguably acts as a baseline, shows thatiohails in general have a significantly
stronger motivation to forgive than to retaliategardless of their level of the NFC. This
IS not unsurprising insofar as one considers thatdns are social beings and that the
primary adaptive function of forgiveness is relatbip restoration (Karremans & Van
Lange, 2004; McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, TR9

However, high and low NFC individuals react diffietly when confronted with a
transgression. Specifically, high NFC individuaitsotivation to revenge is significantly
greater (vs. no transgression) while their forge@ndesire is significantly lower which
together produce a significantly greater desiradoenge than forgiveness. Thus it
appears that an unambiguously-intentional transgredeads high NFC to choose
revenge over forgiveness. On the other hand, iddals low in the NFC experience no
difference in their revenge desires between trassgon and no transgression conditions
but have a significantly lower motivation for fovgness following a transgression,
resulting in no difference between their desireséoenge and forgiveness. In this sense,
low NFC individuals seem not to make any decisibouh how to respond to an
intentional wrongdoing; rather they appear cordlictvith equal desires to retaliate and
to pardon.

Study 1 went beyond Boyatzi (2011) further by tagthe assumption that revenge
is the most cognitively accessible response ogbthowing a transgression.
Additionally, this study investigated (indirectiyhether high NFC individuals seize and

freeze on revenge as the most accessible optioif bovd NFC individuals counteract
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the accessibility of revenge. The response latelaty do not support either accessibility
hypothesis (Hypotheses 1 and 3). Specifically,dested accessibility of revenge to be
greater for high (vs. low) NFC at time 2 and | extpe revenge to be more accessible
than forgiveness, but the data belie these assanpti

However, post hoc analyses show interesting anehpiatly meaningful trends. It
seems that a transgression affects high NFC ingialgddifferently than low NFC
individuals. High (vs. low) NFC individuals are sler to respond to revenge
immediately after a transgression as well as afigeriod of time. They are also slower to
respond to forgiveness at time 2. It appears tlatransgression may “stun” them; it
creates a lack of closure which needs to be adeite€onsidering how to address the
transgression requires cognitive resources andstbersis to put the participants under
cognitive load. High (vs. low) NFC individuals wareore affected by the cognitive load,
which may be due to a smaller resource pool (KoskanwOrehek, & Kruglanski, 2010),
leading to slower response times.

Limitations While Study 1 replicated the main relationshipndérest and extended
previous research in significant ways, it is linditey its use of a low-impact hypothetical
transgression. Furthermore, this study examinesxtent to which ondesiresrevenge
and did not measure one’s willingnes®tactretribution. One’s desire for revenge may
not be similar to the likelihood of engaging in geful behavior as such. To address
these concerns, Studies 3 and 4 will aim to reggitdae relationship between the NFC
and revenge through the use of a transgressiormierpe as well as a behavioral

measure of vengeance (Hypothesis 2).
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Chapter 4: Study 2

The results from Study 1 show that after a traesgjon, low (vs. high) NFC
experience greater cognitive accessibility of reygeand forgiveness. Specifically, in the
transgression condition (but not the no transgoessondition), low (vs. high) NFC
individuals responded more quickly to revenge dhione points and responded more
quickly to forgiveness at time 2. Thus it appe&et individuals low (vs. high) in the
NFC are engaging in additional processing by predalynconsidering both revenge and
forgiveness following an offense.

Study 2 examined this possibility by engaging ggséints in a thought listing
task through which the potential differences inhbibke quantity and quality of thoughts
of high and low NFC individuals were investigat&imilar to Study 1, Study 2
incorporated a time interval after the transgresdiois was intended to allow low NFC
individuals to carry out additional processing piregbly in order to decide how to
respond to the transgression. The present studyilotes to the literature by providing a
gualitative examination of the cognitive processiegurring after a transgression. The
thought listing task will be the first investigatido the author’s knowledge in gaining a
better understanding of how an individual arrivetha decision to retaliate or forgive.

Method
Participants

Participants were 101 undergraduate psychologyestsd17 men and 84

women) from a large university with a mean age®#i years who participated in the

study in exchange for course credit. Eleven padicis were excluded from the data for
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not following directions, leaving data from 90 peigants (15 men and 75 women, with a
mean age of 19.44) for the final analysis.
Procedure and Design

Participants completed the study online and wdrkthat the researcher was
interested in looking into the effect of individwdifferences on decision making and that
the study involved responding to several questimagsa

Study 2 utilized a correlational design with conbns measurements of the NFC,
as the independent variable, and extent of infaongirocessing and desire for revenge
and forgiveness, as the dependent measures. Panticiwere given the 15-item short
version of the NFC scale (Roets & Van Hiel, 204 E .84) and responded to all items on
a 6-point Likert scale (1 Strongly disagre¢o 6 =Strongly agreg

Participants were also presented with a vignetseril@ng a transgression (see
Appendix E). The transgression described in thaefitg was ambiguous to the extent
that the act could have been intentional or nas;whas intended to allow participants to
engage in additional processing of why the trarsgjom may have occurred. The
ambiguity of the transgression was especially maaatiow low NFC individuals the
opportunity to engage in attributive processinghpps including perspective taking,
which previous research has shown they do morkaohigh NFC individuals (Webster
& Kruglanski, 1994; Webster-Nelson et al., 2003).

Immediately following the transgression vignettartigipants completed a
thought-listing task during which they were askedidt all of their thoughts. They were
told to take as much time as they needed andrtieetiey spent on this task was

measured and used to test Hypothesis 4b. Thisgeried was intended to provide low
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(vs. high) NFC individuals an opportunity to coumniet the accessibility of revenge as
well as decide how to respond to the transgres3ioa.thoughts listed were used to test
the hypotheses that low (vs. high) NFC individuails list more thoughts in general
(Hypothesis 4a), will list more thoughts that calesithe transgressor’s perspective or
attribute the transgression to non-dispositioneiidiss (Hypothesis 7), and will consider a
greater variety of response options to the trassjpa (Hypothesis 5). The listed
thoughts will also be used to test the hypothdgisthe amount of revenge-related
thoughts will mediate the association between tR€ l[dnd desire for revenge
(Hypothesis 6). Following the thought-listing taplrticipants completed the TRIM-18
guestionnaire (McCullough et al., 2006; revengessale:a = .80, forgiveness subscale:
a = .81); used to measure desires for revenge ago/émess. Participants responded to
all items on a 5-point Likert scale (1Strongly disagre¢o 5 =Strongly agreg The
Aggression Questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992;.87) was administered to control for
trait aggression and all items were responded ta ®ipoint Likert scale (1 Extremely
uncharacteristic of méo 5 =Extremely characteristic of meParticipants also completed
a demographic questionnaire. After responding éostlirvey, participants were
thoroughly debriefed and thanked for their parttipn.
Results

Gender significantly predicted desire for reveng®6) = 3.49p = .001) such that
men desired greater revend £ 2.15,SD=.77) than women\ = 1.59,SD= .53). In
support of Hypothesis 2, the results show a pasitimrelation between the NFC and
desire for revenge (©8) = .21p = .033) indicating that the higher one’s NFC, there

s/he wishes to engage in revenge following a tnassion. When gender and trait
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aggression are included as covariates, this relsitip remains significanp (= .22,t(94)
=2.51,p = .014,AR? = .04). The results also show a negative assoni&#tween the
NFC and desire for forgivenesg98) = -.23,p = .023) suggesting that individuals higher
(vs. lower) in the NFC desire less forgivenesssThlationship becomes marginal after
controlling for trait aggressio  -.18,t(95) = -1.97p = .051,AR? = .12).

An exploratory analysis was conducted comparingmge and forgiveness
motivations within participants using a generaéin model repeated measures analysis.
The NFC was dichotomized based on a median splédee of comprehension. The NFC
was included as a between-participant factor, gewds included as a covariate, and
desires for revenge and forgiveness were includdatiearepeated measures. The results
show a significant interaction between the NFC euadivations to get revenge and
forgivenessk(1,96) = 9.46p = .003, partiah® = .09). Probing of the interaction
revealed that high NFC individuals experienced tgrefargiveness desires than revenge
(M =3.43,SE=.09 vsM =1.85,SE=.07;p < .001) as did low NFC individuald/(=
3.73,SE= .09 vsM = 1.50,SE= 08;p < .001). However, the results also show that high
and low NFC individuals differ in both their motiv@ns for revenge and forgiveness
when these desires are examined as a within-gaatitrepeated measure. Specifically,
high NFC individuals desire greater revenlyex 1.85,SE= .07) than low NFC
individuals M = 1.50,SE= 08;p = .002) while individuals low in the NFC desireegter
forgiveness i = 3.73,SE= .09) than those high in the NFM € 3.43,SE=.09;p =

.028). See Figure 7.
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Figure 7. NFC x Revenge/Forgiveness desires within-pa@itipnteraction.

Examining the extent of information processing gyeghin during the thought-
listing task, the results show the expected negatiationship between NFC and the
number of thoughts listed(05) = -.23,p = .028). Thus, the lower one’s NFC, the more
thoughts s/he listed following a transgression segignt with Hypothesis 4a. The amount
of time spent on the thought listing task was maally negatively related to the NFC
(r(98) = -.19,p = .068) showing marginal support for Hypothesis 4b

To examine Hypothesis 5, the thoughts listed wategorized by content such
that qualitatively distinct means of respondinghe transgression (e.g., revenge,
forgiveness) were coded as separate catedofiesre was no relationship between the
NFC and quantity of response options considér8) = .01,p = .906). Exploratory
analyses show that the frequency with which easpamse option was listed was very
low for all categories, suggesting possible flobeds: 9.2% of participants mentioned

forgiveness, 5.1% stated plans to avoid the trassgr, 3.1% discussed (requiring or

* Thoughts were examined for any variation of themestructs. For example, any phrase objectively
synonymous with “revenge” such as “get even withggt back at,” etc. would have been coded as
revenge-related.

43



hoping for) an apology, 13.3% wrote down wantingaoofront the transgressor, and 0%
mentioned revenge. Thus, Hypothesis 5 receivedippast in these data.

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the relationship betwtee NFC and desire for
revenge will be mediated by the amount of reverd@ed thoughts listed in the thought-
listing task. This hypothesis could not be testadtie simple reason that, as discussed
above, not a single revenge-related thought wesdliduring the thought-listing task.
Thus, Hypothesis 6 is not supported.

To test Hypothesis 7, the thoughts were codeddospective taking or non-
dispositional attributions for the transgressionclitincluded concern for the
transgressor’s well-being. The thoughts were cduetthe researcher as well as a
research assistant; analysis of interrater reltgbtvealedk = .82 (Cohen, 1960) which
exceeds the necessary level of 70% reliabilityésearch purposes (Nunnally, 1978).
The specific transgression vignette used in theguestudy described a situation in
which one friend leaves another at a party withmmtice when they explicitly had a rule
against doing so; thus worry for the friend indasathat s/he may be in a bad situation
and unintentionally left the friend at the partytivaut warning. These perspective taking
and concern thoughts includelddssume that my friend must have had a good refmson
leaving without me if he/she had agreed not to gfofehand. Some reasons | could think
of would be that he/she knew | wouldn’t be inter@sh whatever he/she left to do, or
that he/she wanted to be alone with somédifarticipant 66) andThen, | thought that
perhaps [l] should be worried, that maybe [my] frcewas drunk and was persuaded to
leave with a guy who had bad intentib(Barticipant 76), respectively. Both types of

thoughts contained non-dispositional attributiomsthe transgression; either the
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participant took the perspective of the transgnedsectly in an effort to explain the
reason s/he acted that way or the participant atdecworry that the transgressor might
be in unsafe situation which is why the transgssiccurred. | conducted a correlation
analysis of the NFC and proportion of perspectakeny and worry thoughts out of the
total number of thoughts. There was a significagative relationship between the NFC
and the proportion of perspective taking/concegugnts (98) = -0.30p = .002)
suggesting that individuals lower (vs. higher)he NFC engage in more effort to
provide attributions for why the transgression aoed. Thus, Hypothesis 7 is supported.

An exploratory mediation analysis of the effecpefspective taking/worry
thoughts on the relationship of the NFC and ddsiréorgiveness was conducted
following Baron and Kenny (1986). The predictoriabte, the NFC, was significantly
related both to the outcome variable, desire fogif@nessff = -.23,t(96) = -2.31p =
.023), and to the mediator, proportion of perspectaking/concern thoughtg € -.30,
t(96) = -3.15p = .002). The relationship between proportion aspective
taking/concern thoughts and desire for forgivemwess also significanf3(= .29,t(95) =
2.88,p = .005), and controlling for this effect signifitéy reduced the size of the effect
of the NFC on desire for forgivenegs= -.14,t(95) = -1.405p = .163). These results
suggest that the proportion of perspective takimgtern thoughts mediated the effect of
the NFC on the extent to which forgiveness wasrddsi

Discussion

The present study conceptually replicates the fligsliof Study 1. Specifically, it

provides converging evidence for a positive retslop between the NFC and desire for

revenge and demonstrates a negative associatimedrethe NFC and forgiveness.
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Unlike Study 1, however, gender significantly patdd desire for revenge in the present
study. This could be due to the fact that the fyegssion used in Study 2 was ambiguous
whereas the wrongdoing in Study 1 was unequiv@matause of the ambiguity of the
transgression in Study 2, other individual diffexes may have played a role in
determining desire for revenge. Specifically, tleagrally more-aggressive nature of men
compared to women (for a review, see Campbell, P6GF have prompted the greater
desire for retribution.

The results further show that both high and low Nikdividuals exhibited greater
motivations for forgiveness than revenge in thesené study, although the significant
interaction and pairwise comparisons show that MR individuals again desire
revenge more than low NFC individuals as well asrddorgiveness less. These results
show a different pattern than the results from $tudnd thus underscore the importance
of the type of transgression experienced. Studwafipulated an unequivocal
transgression in that the transgressor intendedrtanit the action; Study 2 alternatively
provided a transgression that was ambiguous inttkaats not clear why the
transgression occurred or if the action was intera. It appears that both high and low
NFC individuals prefer to give the (potential) tsgnessor “the benefit of the doubt” in
this case. Indeed, several participants discusstithought-listing task requiring
additional information prior to deciding how to pesid (e.g., Information matters to
infer how | would fegl Participant 86).

Whereas previous research has focused on the @fteribrmation processing
(e.q., Kruglanski et al., 1993; Webster & Kruglaind©94), the present study contributes

to the literature by analyzing the content of add#l processing engaged in by low (vs.
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high) NFC individuals. In particular, Study 2 prded an investigation into the cognitive
processes that transpire between a transgresstomriong and the decision to revenge,
forgive, or otherwise.

The present study provides evidence that low (\h)INFC individuals engaged
in greater cognitive processing, both in termshefnumber of thoughts they had as well
as the amount of time they spent processing tmsgrassion, supporting Hypotheses 4a
and 4b, respectively. Further, Study 2 investigaibedcontent of thoughts and found that
individuals lower (vs. higher) in the NFC had sigrantly more thoughts pertaining to
perspective taking or concern for the well-beinghaf transgressor, supporting
Hypothesis 7. That is, lower (vs. higher) NFC induals considered to a greater extent
attributions for why the transgression occurredsthattributions ranged from a)
acknowledging that everyone makes mistakes todgesting that perhaps the
transgressor was not of sound mind when makinglé¢leesion to leave to c) wondering if
the transgressor was in an unsafe situation andstiny he/she left the party without
telling the friend.

The present results offered no support for Hypaghesthat low (vs. high) NFC
individuals would consider thoughts in a wider e&yiof categories, such as revenge as
well as forgiveness. It is possible that individulaigh and low in the NFC indeed did not
differ in the number of response options that tb@ysideredAlternatively, it is possible
that the instructions used for the thought listisk may not have been specific enough
to elicit the full contents of participant’s thoughn particular, there were many
thoughts that were ambiguous regarding how theggaaiht would respond. In some

cases, this was due to the participant withholglidgment until s/he gathered more
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information such aslf she was totally sober and bailed on me | am gambe so mad at
her, but right now | just want to make sure sh&ayb (Participant 39) andDepending
on what happened to him | would understand if htagxed it (Participant 55). Other
thoughts were ambiguous in that the participantccbave intended revenge but did not
state so explicitly, such afl]*should make sure this never happens afdiarticipant
17) and T would probably get fairly upset and confront mgrid, possibly with anger or
resentmerit(Participant 79). Likewise, there were many thiotsg(26.6% of thoughts, in
fact) pertaining to anger, annoyance, frustrateto, which could subsequently fuel
actions that would be considered vengdfldwever, there was no way to further probe
participants about their thoughts and thereforeghibeghts must be taken at face-value
without inference.

Hypothesis 6 was also not supported with the resalStudy 2. As previously
stated, not a single participant wrote down anyjinds related to revenge. This could be
due to social desirability concerns since partictpanay not have felt comfortable about
stating that they would act overtly negatively tosvanother person, especially since the
transgressor in the vignette is described as ad'@eend.” The null results could also be
due to the ambiguity of some of the thoughts, asutised above. It may be that
participants had considered revenge but termedférently (e.g., as “confrontation”);
however, without making unsubstantiated inferenttesse possibilities cannot be
unequivocally verified.

Limitations.Study 2 contributes to the literature by providaminitial
investigation into the quality of additional cogmé processing engaged in by low (vs.

high) NFC individuals as well as providing furtreamverging evidence that the NFC and

48



desire for revenge are positively related. Howetres, study is limited in several ways,
including its use of a low-impact hypothetical tsgression as well as a dependent
measure of one’s desire for revenge instead of mnegsvengeful behavior more
directly.

It should be noted, however, that although vigrsettegeneral are considered
“low-impact,” many of the participants in the praesstudy reported having previously
experienced a similar situation, which seemed te frmgmented the impact of the
present procedure on the participants’ reactiomsvéver, Studies 3 and 4 will address
the limitations of Studies 1 and 2 by inducing atual transgression experience as well

as employing a behavioral measure of vengeanceofHgpis 2).
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Chapter 5: Study 3

The results from Study 1 show that after a trarssjos, both revenge and
forgiveness are more cognitively accessible for {(esv high) NFC individuals and Study
2 shows that low (vs. high) NFC individuals engaggreater cognitive processing of a
transgression by having more thoughts about tmsgrassion, spending more time
considering the wrongdoing, and having more thagigkttaining to why the transgressor
may have acted as they did (i.e., through perspetdking and concern that the
transgressor may not have left the party intentigh&pecifically, the results of Study 2
suggest that perspective taking may play a uniglesin bolstering one’s decision to
choose alternatives to revenge.

Study 3 tests this idea by investigating respotsestransgression under
experimental and control conditions: a) when thierixand nature of cognitive
processing is directly manipulated through perspedttking instructions and b) when
individuals’ cognitive processing is not influencaad thus they may respond in
whichever way they choose (i.e., choosing revenigje minimal cognitive effort or
deliberating among several response alternatidghypothesis is that the perspective
taking instructions will decrease the revenge tanglef high NFC participants
(Hypothesis 8). | assumed that such instructioishave relatively little effect on low
NFC participants insofar as these individuals tenengage in perspective taking
anyway.

The present study also measures the accessilfiligvenge using a projection
task in an effort to provide evidence that reveisgaore accessible following a

transgression (vs. a neutral experience; HypotlHgsasd that accessibility of revenge
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varies as a function of the NFC and time (Hypoth&3i Study 3 further extends the
investigation of the relation between the NFC dredtendency toward revenge by using
a higher impact manipulation of the transgresshamtwhat was the case in the two
vignette studies carried out so far, namely invajvan actual transgression experience
(Hypothesis 2).

Participants engaged in a dictator game in whielr fhartner took a majority of
the coins in the transgression condition (vs. bathe coins in the control condition).
Participants were then given the opportunity tetedvenge in a subsequent round of the
dictator game. | assumed that the present manipalahd behavioral measure of
revenge allows for greater ecological validity ggheralizability, as compared to a
transgression vignette and a self-report measudesife for revenge as used in Studies 1
and 2.

Method

Participants

Participants were 99 undergraduate psychology stad&9 men and 80 women)
from a large university with a mean age of 19.5drgevho participated in the study in
exchange for course credit.
Procedure and Design

Participants took the study onlthend were told that the researcher was interested

in looking into the effect of individual differens®n decision making and that the study

® Studies 3 and 4 began as laboratory studies; henwbuth were ended early after a preliminary stispi
check analysis revealed that a large proportigrasticipants raised suspicion that their partnes neat a
real person. Study 3 was adapted to be an onliy sthich required several emails to a Research
Assistant in order to be set up with a partnerrdyd scheduled participation time. A code to etiter
study was utilized to prevent non-scheduled paaicis from taking the study. Suspicion check aralys
revealed that far fewer participants were suspgtbuough the online format. Therefore, the onforenat
was also used for Study 4.
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involved several questionnaires and computer tastditionally, they were told that one
of the computer tasks involved a partner, anotaetiqggpant, who was located elsewhere.

The study utilized a 2 (transgression: presentadosgnt) X 2 (perspective taking:
present and neutral) x 2 (aggression accessibilityne: 1 and 2) design with
transgression and perspective taking conditiorizegeen-participants factors, time as a
within-participants factor and the NFC as a corgimufactor. Gender produced no
significant main effects or interactions, so itlwibt be mentioned further.

Participants’ NFC was measured via the 15-item fie@edosure scale, short-
version (Roets & Van Hiel, 2014;= .84) and they responded to all items on a 6tpoin
Likert scale (1 =Strongly disagre¢o 6 =Strongly agreg Participants were also given
filler questionnaires described as personality messs

To manipulate a transgression, participants engagadlictator task believing
they were playing with another participant. All peipants were assigned the role of
“Observer” for the first round while their partneas assigned the role of “Deleg&tbr
Participants were randomly assigned to eitherrdoesgression condition, in which the
partner took 90% of the coins, or a control cowditin which the partner took 50% of
the coins. Immediately following the dictator taplarticipants completed the first of two
word completion tasks to measure the accessilofitgvenge-related (i.e., aggression)
words compared to neutral words. This partly couttd the measurement of the
dependent variable for an additional test of theadtlyeses that revenge is more

cognitively accessible following a transgressiog. (vo transgression; Hypothesis 1) and

® A Delegator is the term used in the study for iaté&tor” in the Dictator Game. This individual hadl
license to distribute the resources as they wishigbarticipants were told they were assignedrttie of
“Observer” for the first round in order to manipi@a transgression or neutral interaction withrthei
supposed partner; the “Observer” had no choicediatcept the allocation, unlike in Ultimatum ecomo
games.
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that the accessibility of revenge will vary as adiion of the NFC and time (Hypothesis
3). Thus, | test Hypotheses 1 and 3 across sewvathlodologies. Participants then
answered a question serving as a manipulation doetke transgression manipulation
which was imbedded among other questions abowgahee; specifically, they rated the
extent to which they agreed that their partner gdigfairly on a 5-point Likert scale (1 =
Completely Disagreto 5 =Completely Agree

The manipulation check was followed by random assignt to a perspective
taking or neutral condition. Participants in thegpective taking condition were asked to:
“Please take a minute to consider (1) how you wiialde acted as the Delegator in
Round 1, (2) what you believe he/she was thinkimdyfaeling when allocating the coins,
and (3) how you believe he/she came up with thésabecto allocate the coins” in line
with previous manipulations (Galinsky et al., 2Q0Barticipants in the neutral condition
went straight to the next task.

Participants then completed a second word compléisk measuring
accessibility of aggression words. This was folldwg a second round of the dictator
task in which the participant acted as the Delegéaielieving s/he was interacting with
the same partner. The amount of coins the partitigave to his/her partner is the
behavioral measure of revenge, with lower amouwefteating greater revenge.
Participants then completed a demographic quesdicanAfter completing the survey,
participants were thoroughly debriefed and tharfeedheir participation.

Results
Hypothesis 1 suggests that participants in thesg@assion (vs. no transgression)

condition will have greater accessibility of revengegardless of their level of the NFC;
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to investigate this possibility, | conductedl test of the effect of the transgression (vs. no
transgression) condition on the total number aghgahat were completed with
aggressive words in the word completion task. Hselts show that individuals
presented with a transgression (vs. no transgmsdid not provide more aggressive
words €(97) < 1,p = .887), contrary to Hypothesis 1.

A test of the manipulation check shows that indixal$ in the transgression
condition perceived their partner as having playeddictator game less fairliyi(= 2.84,
SD=1.22) than individuals in the no transgressiondition M = 4.56,SD = .84;t(97) =
-8.08,p < .001 ), while perceptions of partner fairnesbmbt vary as a function of the
NFC. Further, a manipulation check of the transgressianipulation shows that
individuals presented with a transgression (varalesgression) gave fewer coins to their
partner M = 41.69,SD= 26.30 vsM = 50.83,SD= 18.60, respectively(97) =-1.98p
=.050) and thus exhibited more pronounced revéegavior. Therefore, the
manipulation of transgression was successful.

To test Hypothesis 2, that higher (vs. lower) NRGividuals will be more likely
to engage in revenge after a transgression, | aaedwa multiple regression analysis with
the NFC as a continuous predictor, transgressiadition as a dichotomous predictor
and their interaction on the dependent measureveinge behavior. As noted above,
revenge was operationalized as the number of g@artgipants gave to their partner,
with fewer coins denoting greater revenge. The a@Varodel was significantH(3, 95) =
4.08,p = .009,R?=.11). The results show a significant main effsfdhe NFC g = -.21,
t(95) = -2.25p = .026,AR?= .03) and a trending main effect of transgreséon .80,

t(95) = 1.40p = .162,AR? = .04).The results also show a marginally significant

54



interaction between the NFC and transgression tond = -1.03,t(95) =-1.81p=
.073,AR?= .03) A simple slope analysis revealed that intthesgression condition,
higher NFC individuals gave significantly fewer gsito the partner than lower NFC
individuals 8 = -13.26 t(95) = -2.82p = .006) while the amount of coins did not differ
in the no transgression condition as a functiothefNFC B = -1.45,t(95) = -.32p =

.748). Thus, Hypothesis 2 is supported (see Fi§ure
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Figure 8 NFC x Transgression condition interaction onektent of vengeful behavior. Fewer coins given
to one’s partner denotes greater revenge behaerNFC is represented as dichotomous for illustat
purposes; the NFC was measured and analyzed asiaumus variable. High and low values of the NFC
in the figure were taken at one standard deviatlmove and below the mean (Aiken & West, 1991;

Dawson & Richter, 2006).

As a test of Hypothesis 3, | conducted a genemabli model repeated measures
analysis wherein the NFC was a dichotomized predittansgression condition was a
dichotomous predictor, and time was a within-pgtiat factor. The dependent measure
was the total number of items that were completitld &ggressive words in the word

completion task at each time (1 and 2). The NFCdiesotomized based on a median
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split due to the nature of the analysis; specifyjca three-way interaction was expected
and post hoc comparisons are more comprehensibi®fecontinuous variables. The
three-way NFC x Transgression condition x Timergt&on was not significanf(< 1,

p = .615). Hypothesis 3 suggests that revenge stmmuifjually salient for high and low
NFC individuals at time 1 while revenge should barensalient for high (vs. low) NFC at
time 2. Planned comparison analyses were condactgédhow no differences at time 1
in the number of items completed with aggressivedadetween high and low NFC in
either the transgression conditign<.891) or no transgression conditigr=.131) nor

at time 2 p = .580 for transgression condition gnd .959 for no transgression
condition). Results instead show a significant medfact of time E(1,87) = 42.31p <
.001, partiah2 = .30) such that more items were completed witreggive words at time
2(M=17.46,SD= .24 vsM = 5.40,SD= .25 at time 1) for high and low NFC individuals
in both the transgression and no transgressionitbamsl Thus Hypothesis 3 is not
supported.

To test Hypothesis 8, for which | expected an ext@on between the NFC and
perspective taking condition, | conducted a mudtipdgression analysis with the NFC as
a continuous predictor, transgression condition@ardpective taking conditions as
dichotomous predictors, and revenge behaviorseadg¢pendent measure. Revenge was
operationalized as the number of coins participgate to their partner, with fewer coins
indicating greater revenge. The overall model wasifscant, F(7, 91) = 2.17p = .043,
R’*=.14. The results show a significant main effédhe NFC @ = -.21,t(91) = -2.16p
= .033,AR?=.03), a non-significant trend of transgressiondition in the expected

direction @ = .75,t(91) = 1.30p = .195 AR? = .04), as well as a non-significant trend of
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perspective taking in the expected directipre(-.74,t(91) = -1.28p = .203, AR <
.001). There is a marginal interaction betweernNRE€ and transgression conditigh -
.97,t(91) = -1.68p = .096,AR?= .03), a non-significant trend in the expecte@ction
between the NFC and perspective taking conditon (75,t(91) = 1.30p = .196 AR? =
.01), and a non-significant interaction betweenggression and perspective taking
conditions B = -.69,t(91) = -1.19p = .235 AR?= .01). The three-way interaction
between the NFC, transgression condition, and petisqe taking conditions is not
significant @ = .68,t(91) = 1.17p = .243,AR? = .01); however, this omnibus interaction
does not constitute an appropriate test of theryhieecause | do not expect any
differences within the no transgression conditiob&ween high and low NFC in the
perspective taking condition. As | only hypothesazeifference between high and low
NFC individuals in the no perspective taking comdit(as the perspective taking
condition was designed to remove the differencesben them), | carried out planned
comparisons to test this hypothesis.

As expected, the only differences in revenge beatavere found between higher
and lower NFC individuals who experienced a traesgjion and were not provided with
perspective taking instructions. Specifically, €lapfference tedtresults show that the
relevant slopes differ (slopes 3 and 4 in Figurg®;) = -2.00p = .047) while no other
slope pairs are significantly different. Speciflgathe slopes that differ are those
showing the amount of coins higher and lower NFdividuals gave to the partner in the
no perspective taking condition across the trarssgpa and no transgression conditions

(see Figure 9).

| conducted the slope difference test on a workspeovided by Jeremy Dawson (Dawson, n.d.)
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Figure 9 NFC x Transgression condition x Perspective TgKk®T) condition interaction on the extent of
vengeful behavior, operationalized as the amougbafs given to one’s partner with fewer coins

signifying greater revenge.

Discussion

Although Studies 1 and 2 provide interesting rssthlat are generally consistent
with my theory, Study 3 addresses several methgamblimitations of these earlier
experiments. A primary limitation of Studies 1 ghd their use of hypothetical
transgressions. The present study addressedrthiation by employing a stronger-
impact transgression experience. The earlier ssuahe also limited by their dependent
measure of intentions to get revenge. Study 3 caoete this potential issue with its use
of a behavioral measure of vengeance. In this Weypresent study was able to

eliminate the alternative hypothesis that the i@tship between the NFC and revenge
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holds only with regard to one’s desire for or iriten to get revenge, and is not sustained
with actual retaliatory behavior.

The results of the present study, as those of Studiere unable to support
Hypothesis 1: that revenge is more accessiblenftividuals in the transgression
condition compared with those in the no transgogssondition. However, the
manipulation check of partner fairness shows thatanipulation was effective;
specifically, participants who experienced a traesgion rated their partner as less fair
than participants in the no transgression condifi¢re results also show that the
transgression condition led to more revenge belndvan that exhibited by participants
in the no transgression condition. Consequentlyas not the weakness of the
manipulation that led to the null findings.

A possible reason for the null results on the asibddy measure is that it was
projective and hence arguably not sensitive enadogletect the expected effect. The task
instructions required participants to respond whh first word that came to mind;
however, participants may have thought of more thaaword in a short time span and
then chosen one over the other based on theirrprefe.

Intriguingly, the present results show a main d@ftédime such that more items
were completed with aggressive words at time 2 #tdime 1 regardless of transgression
condition and regardless of one’s level of the NB{dce different items were used for
each time point, one explanation for this findiadghat the items used for time 2 are
generally easier to complete with aggressive wtrds the items used for time 1. Study
4 will test this alternative hypothesis by usingd@t 3's “time 2 items” for time 1 and

vice-versa.
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The current study was successful in providing fertonverging support for the
relationship between the NFC and revenge; in #nss, it extends previous findings in a
significant way by using more ecologically-valid aseres and by showing that the
relationship exists beyond intentions for revenige results support Hypothesis 2 by
showing through a simple slope analysis that withentransgression condition, high
NFC individuals gave significantly fewer coins thadividuals low in the NFC, whereas
coins given to the partner did not differ in thetremsgression condition.

While Study 2 investigated the extent and qualftgdxitional cognitive
processing engaged in more by low than high NF@iddals, Study 3 directly
manipulated cognitive processing of the transgoest examine the effects on one’s
retaliatory behavior. Testing this hypothesis, bgults showed that increasing one’s
motivation to engage in perspective taking resultddsser revenge behaviors.
Specifically, this manipulation was intended to@mage high NFC individuals to “act
like low NFC individuals” and process the transgres more fully, including thinking
about how the transgressor decided to act in that Whus, perspective taking should
have eliminated the difference in revenge betwadividuals high and low in the NFC,
and it did.

While the first three studies so far have foundlable relationship between the
NFC and revenge, all used dispositional NFC asnitiependent variable. Research to
date, including Boyatzi (2011), has therefore atlgwn the relationship through
measured NFC. Study 4 will address this limitatlgrattempting to replicate the NFC-

revenge relationship through situationally-manipedaNFC.
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Chapter 6: Study 4

In Study 4, | attempt to replicate and extend &tsidi, 2, and 3. Specifically, as
the first three studies show consistent resultstiggoer (vs. lower) dispositional NFC
leads to greater revenge after an injustice, Stuaiyns to conceptually replicate this
finding through a direct manipulation of the NFCamMpulating the NFC, | expected that
participants in the low (vs. high) NFC conditionlveixhibit fewer retaliatory behaviors
following a transgression (Hypothesis 9).

Study 4 also provides additional tests of seveypbtheses. Specifically, Study 4
tests the hypothesis that the accessibility ofmgeerelated words will be greater after a
transgression (vs. neutral experience; Hypothésad that the accessibility of revenge-
related words will vary as a function of the NFQ@ldme (Hypothesis 3). Additionally,
Study 4 tests the hypotheses that low (vs. highQ Nfgividuals will list more thoughts
following an injustice (Hypothesis 4a), will speadjreater amount of time processing
the transgression (Hypothesis 4b), will have manesjpective taking thoughts
(Hypothesis 7), will consider a greater variety@gponse options to the transgression
(Hypothesis 5), and that the amount of revengdedlthoughts will mediate the
association between the NFC and revenge (Hypotbgsis

Further, Study 4 tests an alternative hypothegjarding the accessibility
measure used in Study 3. Specifically, it is pdeditnat the items used in Study 3 at time
2 were easier to complete with aggressive words tihe items used at time 1, and that
this accounts for the greater accessibility of aggion at time 2 versus time 1. To

investigate this possibility, Study 4 switched trder of presentation of items by
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presenting Study 3’s second set of items at tiraedLStudy 3’s first set of items at time
2.
Method

Participants

Participants were 138 undergraduate psychologyestsd31 men and 107
women) from a large university with a mean age®#& years who participated in the
study in exchange for course credit. Twenty paréinis were excluded for not following
directions with the NFC manipulation or due to scsm that they were not working
with a partner; this left for the final analysis8lfarticipants (28 men and 90 women)
with a mean age of 19.47 years.
Procedure and Design

Participants were told that the researcher wasdasted in looking into the effect
of individual differences on decision making andttthe study, taken online, involved
several questionnaires and computer tasks. Addifigrthey were told that one of the
tasks involved a partner who was located separately

Study 4 employed a 2 (NFC: high and low) x 2 (tgaassion: present and absent)
x 2 (accessibility of aggression at time: 1 and&jign with the NFC and transgression
condition as between-participants factors and asa within-participants factor. Gender
produced no significant main effects or interacticso it will not be mentioned further.

Participants were randomly assigned to a highwrNG&-C manipulation
condition. The NFC was manipulated through a raesk such that items from the NFC
scale (Kruglanski & Webster, 1994) were transfornmtd a recall task; this procedure

has been followed previously (Orehek, 2009). Pigditts were asked to recall five
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instances in which they behaved in line with a Higthlow) NFC (see Appendix F). For
instance, participants in the high NFC manipulatondition were asked to “Please
think back and recall times when in a social cetflyou could easily see which side was
right and which was wrong” and participants in il NFC manipulation condition

were asked to “Please think back and recall timesnayou felt comfortable even though
you didn’t understand the reason why an event oedun your life.”

To manipulate a transgression, participants engageadlictator task and were
told that they were playing with another participdocated elsewhere. All participants
were assigned the role of “Observer” for the fiind while their partner was assigned
the role of “Delegator.” Participants were randora$gigned to either the transgression
condition, in which the partner took 90% of thersjior a control condition, in which the
partner took 50% of the coins. Participants theswamned a question serving as a
manipulation check for the transgression manipotatspecifically, they rated how fairly
they felt their partner played when s/he actethadtelegator.

Immediately following the manipulation check, peigants completed the first of
two word completion tasks which measured the adwéssof revenge-related (i.e.,
aggression) and neutral words. This partly cortstituhe measurement of the dependent
variable for an additional test of the hypothe&es tevenge is the most cognitively
accessible option following a transgression (vstransgression, Hypothesis 1) and that
the accessibility of revenge-related words willywas a function of the NFC and time
(Hypothesis 3).

The word completion task was followed by a thougting task, during which

participants were asked to list all of their thotsgtegarding the dictator game. This was
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intended to provide low (vs. high) NFC individuals opportunity to engage in additional
cognitive processing in order to counteract theessibility of revenge and decide how to
respond. The thoughts listed were used to tedtypetheses that low (vs. high) NFC
individuals will list more thoughts in general (Hythesis 4a), spend a greater amount of
time processing the transgression (Hypothesish#ye more thoughts pertaining to non-
dispositional attributions for the transgressioalsas taking the transgressor’s
perspective (Hypothesis 7), will consider a greaterety of response options to the
transgression (Hypothesis 5), and that the amdurtvenge-related thoughts will
mediate the relationship between the NFC and rexé@dgpothesis 6).

Participants then completed the second word coioplétisk measuring
accessibility of revenge-related and neutral wordie second word completion task was
followed by another dictator task which this timeluded the participant as Delegator,
believing s/he was playing the same partner. Theuamof coins the participant gave to
the partner was the behavioral measure of revemgeh was used to test the hypothesis
that individuals in the low (vs. high) NFC condiiavould exhibit less revenge (i.e., give
more coins to the partner; Hypothesis 9). This feiswed by a demographic
guestionnaire. After completing the survey, paptits were thoroughly debriefed and
thanked for their participation.

Results

To test Hypothesis 1, that revenge-related (iggression) words would be more
accessible after a transgression than after aaleaxperience, | conducted #est
between the transgression and no transgressiortiomsdon the sum of items completed

with aggressive words at time 1. The analysis rsvea difference between the two
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conditions on accessibility of aggressiofi{7) = .50p = 612), thus these data do not
support Hypothesis 1. However, a test of the mdatfmn check reveals that individuals
in the transgression condition rated their par&sehaving played less fairlii(= 2.70,
SD=1.17) than in the no transgression conditidn=(4.58,SD = .72;p < .001); they
also exhibited greater revenge behavior by giviregrtpartner fewer coindv{ = 41.56,
SD=28.03) than in the no transgression conditMr=(54.24,SD = 20.38;p = .010).
Perceptions of partner fairness did not vary asatfon of the NFC. These results
suggest that the transgression manipulation wastefé.

As a test of Hypothesis 3, | conducted a repeategisores ANOVA with the
NFC and transgression condition as between-paatitgpfactors and time 1 and 2 of the
word completion task as a within-participants facide results show a marginally
significant main effect of time~(1,115) = 3.64p = .059 such that more items were
completed with aggressive words at timeéML € 6.93,SD = .21) than at time 2 =
6.45,SD=.23). The interaction of interest between th&€NfFansgression condition, and
time was not significant{ < 1), thus Hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Two-way ANOVAs were conducted to test Hypothesesibaand 7 with the
NFC and transgression condition as between-paatitgfactors on the dependent
measures of number of thoughts (Hypothesis 4a)uatmaf time spent on the thought
listing task (Hypothesis 4b) and the number of pecsive taking or situational
attribution related thoughts (Hypothesis 7). Tienaction between the NFC and
transgression condition on the total number of gidsiwas not significan&(1,115) < 1,
p =.495) and the planned comparisons between indiladugh and low in the NFC in

the transgression condition did not reveal anyiBaggnt differences. Therefore,
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Hypothesis 4a is not supported. Likewise, the ation was not significant for the
amount of time spent on the ta$i1,115) < 1p =.734) nor were the planned
comparisons within the transgression condition eetwindividuals high and low in the
NFC, thus Hypothesis 4b is not supported. Furtinerjnteraction was also not
significant for the number of perspective takinguphts £(1,115) < 1p =.327) and the
planned comparisons between high and low NFC iddads in the transgression
condition did not provide any significant differes; consequently, Hypothesis 7 is not
supported.

Hypothesis 5 states that low (vs. high) NFC indinals will consider a greater
variety of response options. The results show3harticipants mentioned planning to
give fewer coins to his/her partner (i.e., revend&)participants indicated planning to
reciprocate the amount they received from theitneay and 11 participants stated
intending to give his/her partner a greater nunabeoins than s/he received. It should be
noted that these plans were found to be mutualtjuske and so no participant
considered more than one response option. ThuxptHggis 5 is not supported.

A mediation analysis of the effect of revengeteahoughts on the relationship
of the NFC and revenge behaviors was conductedpfiddictor variable, the NFC, was
not related to the mediator variable, revenge-edl#houghts: the interaction between the
NFC and transgression condition was not signifi¢g(it,93) < 1,p = .835). Therefore,
the number of revenge-related thoughts did not atedhe relationship between the NFC

and revenge behaviors and thus Hypothesis 6 isupgortetl

8 A crosstabs analysis reveals that of the partitipeho mentioned intending to get revenge, atlehr
were in the transgression condition and two oduhode were in the high NFC condition.
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To test Hypothesis 9, which states that lowerirgg @nhancing) an individual’s
NFC situationally will lead to lesser retaliatorghavior following a transgression but not
after a neutral experience, | conducted a two-wB{DXA. The NFC and transgression
conditions were between-participants factors aedddgpendent measure was revenge
behavior, operationalized as the number of coimergto the partner with fewer coins
indicating greater revenge. The overall model wasifscant, F(3, 114) = 3.63p = .015,
R?=.08. The results reveal a trending main effe¢chefNFC EF(1,114) = 2.01p = .159,
partialn® = .01), such that individuals in the high NFC citiod gave fewer coins to the
partner M = 44.49,SD= 3.66) than individuals in the low NFC conditifMi = 51.41,
SD= 3.21), and a significant main effect of transgren conditionK(1,114) = 6.06,p =
.015, partiah? = .05) such that individuals in the transgressiondition gave their
partners fewer coind = 41.95,SD= 2.95) and thus exhibited greater revenge behavio
than participants in the no transgression condiMn= 53.95,SD = 3.87). The
interaction between the NFC and transgression tiondivas not significant(1,114) <
1, p = .354, partiah? = .01); however, planned comparisons reveal tipeebed
differences. Specifically, high NFC individuals gafewer coinsNl = 36.23,SD = 4.03)
than low NFC individuals in the transgression ctindi(M = 47.67,SD= 4.32;p = .055)
as well as gave fewer coins than high NFC indivislimthe no transgression condition
(M =52.76,SD=6.11;p = .026). This latter comparison between high NRviduals
in the transgression (vs. no transgression) candjrovides evidence that the
manipulation of the NFC was successful. High amdN~C individual did not differ in
the number of coins they gave to their partneth@no transgression conditigm=

.759). Thus, Hypothesis 9 is supported. See Figre
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Figure 10 NFC x Transgression condition interaction onakeent of vengeful behavior, operationalized
as the amount of coins given to one’s partner ftier coins signifying greater revenge.

Discussion

The previous studies found consistent results smpitviat the NFC leads to
greater revenge desires and vengeful behavior; Yenvthey were limited by the use of
dispositional NFC. Study 4 addressed this limitatay conceptually replicating the
results through situationally-induced NFC. Thuss 8tudy provides evidence that
lowering one’s NFC through a situational manipulatieads to lesser revenge behaviors
while augmenting one’s NFC leads to greater retalyabehavior.

Studies 1 and 3 were unable to support Hypothksesl 3 across different
methodologies. The results from Study 3 suggesptoective word completion task
may have been inherently flawed in that the sestaf items may have been easier to
complete with aggressive words than the first $&ems. Study 4 addressed this
possibility by exchanging the sets to investigatbe original second set, which was

presented first in Study 4, was completed withesmtgr number of aggressive words than
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the original first set, which was presented sedarstudy 4. The results confirm this
hypothesis and thus the measure is intrinsicalfgalre when the items are divided in
two as was done in this investigation. Thereforgpdiheses 1 and 3 were unable to be
tested with this methodology.

The hypotheses regarding the extent and contesagsfitive processing of the
transgression (Hypotheses 4-7) were also unalile supported with the data from
Study 4. When considering the transgression usé#teipresent study, however, it
appears that the nature of this specific wrongddidghot provide enough opportunity
for additional cognitive processing to occur. Imtalar, the transgression situation
included an anonymous stranger keeping a majofitpims for him/herself and
consequently giving another individual a small @ortof coins. This transgression was
likely viewed as relatively minor in severity; inet® nearly 40% of participants (38.1%)
within the transgression condition did not eve their partner as having played
unfairly. Further, the transgression was unambiguonuhat there was no uncertainty
regarding if the partner intended to distribute¢bas unevenly or not. Thus, there does
not appear to be enough “background informationédosider when processing the
transgression, nor does there seem to be any oggrior low NFC individuals to give

their partner “the benefit of the doubt” regardthg present transgression experience.
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Chapter 7: General Discussion

The purpose of the present research was to exdrmimendividuals low (vs.
high) in the NFC respond to a transgression andifsgadly, how they refrain from
engaging in vengeful behaviors. In four studiasvestigated the cognitive processes that
these individuals undertake following their suff@rian injustice. | have argued that a
transgression signifies that one is vulnerableator) specifically, a transgression may
introduce an uncertainty as to how a person wéttéo injustice, and thus may be
viewed as a lack of closure. | further argued teaenge could represent the most
accessible response after a transgression bed¢guseides adaptive benefits. Therefore,
individuals high in the NFC should seize and freeaeevenge in order to provide quick
and lasting closure by “answering” the transgressith revenge. Low NFC individuals
should not seize and freeze on revenge, as thayéaraotivated by the same urgency
and permanency goals characterized by high NFCa0{2011) found a significant
positive association between the NFC and desiresi@nge; however, the mechanism
that links the NFC and revenge remained untestétthie present investigation. Thus,
the current paper addresses this gap by examimwgigh and low NFC individuals
decide how to respond to transgressions and whtatréamay influence the decision.

Throughout the present studies, | tested my th#watylow (vs. high) NFC
individuals counteract the accessibility of reveaffer experiencing a transgression and
proceed to engage in more elaborative cognitivegesing of the situation before
making a decision about how to respond to the ¢nassor. | further tested my
assumption that time is required for low (vs. hibfHC individuals to counteract revenge

and cognitively process the transgression by meagaccessibility of revenge both
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immediately following the injustice as well as dater time point. Lastly, | tested my
premise that encouraging additional cognitive psstcgy of the transgression through
perspective taking should lead to lesser revenga\iers.
Support for Hypotheses

Across all four studies, | found support for trengral relationship between the
NFC and revenge: that individuals high (vs. lowjhe NFC are more likely to desire
revenge and engage in retaliatory behaviors (Hygsas$ 2 and 9). Study 1 found that the
NFC interacted with transgression condition suett tithin the transgression condition
but not in the no transgression condition, indialduhigher (vs. lower) in the NFC
desired revenge to a greater extent after traitemggpn was included as a covariate.
Study 2 found that the NFC predicted the desiredeenge such that individuals higher
(vs. lower) in the NFC desired revenge to a gresgtéznt, even after trait aggression and
gender were controlled for. Study 3 also foundekjgected interaction between the NFC
and transgression condition to provide a replicatibStudy 1's results: in the
transgression condition only, higher (vs. lower)NIRdividuals engaged in greater
revenge behaviors. In Study 4, the NFC was sitnatip induced and the relationship
between the NFC and revenge was conceptually eg¢pticsuch that individuals in the
high (vs. low) NFC condition exhibited greater rege behavior following a
transgression but did not differ when no transgoeswas present. Further, individuals in
the high NFC condition who experienced a transgrassxhibited greater revenge than
high NFC individuals in the no transgression candit

These findings are important because they denairsrreliable relationship

between the NFC and revenge such that individugrls (vs. low) in the NFC are both
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more likely to desire revenge as well as engagetadiatory behaviors following a
transgression. Further, Studies 1 and 2 elimirfegealternative hypothesis that high NFC
individuals are generally more aggressive, thusveigpthat a transgression acts to create
a lack of closure which high (more so than low) NR@ividuals are more likely to
address with revenge. Across the four studiesp#tiern of results is consistent and in
the hypothesized direction; to provide further evide for the reliability of the
relationship between the NFC and revenge, thetsesfieach study were combined in
meta-analytic fashion following the chi-square maxfelones and Fiske (1953). The
results revealed that the combined results ofdhe $tudies are significan(8, N =
4050tal 27Gransgressioh = 38.96,p < .0001 and thus provide additional substantiatinah
the NFC-revenge relationship is robust.

Study 2 investigated more precisely how lower fiigher) NFC individuals
refrain from revenge by examining the additionajrative processing that was
hypothesized to occur. The results show that whaeed with a relatively ambiguous
transgression, lower (vs. higher) NFC individuadsd more thoughts, spend a
marginally greater amount of time processing thadgression, and provide a greater
number of perspective taking or non-dispositiortallautive thoughts for why the
transgression occurred. The findings are notabtause they support my theory that
lower (vs. higher) NFC individuals engage in moogrative processing of the
transgression (Hypotheses 4a and 4b) and thgpribcessing may be how they abstain
from desiring and engaging in revenge. Specificalg support of Hypothesis 7 shows
that individuals lower (vs. higher) in the NFC picied more attributions for the

transgression and considered the transgressospgeive to a greater extent.
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Perspective taking of the transgressor was dyr@etnipulated in Study 3 to
examine if this form of additional cognitive proseg) may be one way that lower (vs.
higher) NFC individuals choose to respond to traesgjons through means other than
revenge. When individuals were given instructiantake the perspective of the
transgressor, the difference in revenge behavietgsden high and low NFC individuals
was eliminated. This suggests that perspectivagakiay be a type of additional
cognitive processing naturally engaged in by irdlinals low (vs. high) in the NFC
following a transgression experience (Hypothesis 8)

Interpreting Negative Results

Across three studies (1, 3, and 4) and two metlogies (a response latency
measure and a projective word completion taskad wnable to find support for
Hypothesis 1, that revenge is more accessiblevittip a transgression (vs. no
transgression). These null results prompt the gureds revenge always the most
accessible response to any situation? If so, theiriduals high (vs. low) in the NFC
may seize and freeze on it following a transgresbecause the injustice causes a lack of
closure; they would not seize and freeze on revemg&ever salient it may be, in the
absence of a transgression, because there would tlesure to achieve. However, the
response latency results of Study 1 show that th the transgression and no
transgression conditions, participants respondédrgpveness significantly more quickly
than to revenge, regardless of the individual'®l@f the NFC. Thus, these findings do
not support the suggestion that revenge is alwalyansé. Further, if seizing and freezing

on the most accessible option was the mechanighvjduals high (vs. low) in the NFC
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should be more likely to forgive following a tramegsion since forgiveness was more
cognitively accessible than revenge.

The results described above reveal that a trassigie does not cause revenge to
be more accessible. The remaining accessibilitypthgsis, suggesting an interaction
between the NFC and time on the accessibility vémge, was also not supported across
Studies 1, 3, and 4. The accessibility measure is8tudies 3 and 4 appears to be
inherently flawed (discussed below) and consequeHtypothesis 3 was only truly tested
in Study 1. The results from this study showed thgl (vs. low) NFC individuals were
slower in responding to revenge-related words Valhg a transgression at both time
points. The findings further revealed that aftéramsgression, these individuals were also
slower to respond to forgiveness-related wordsret 2. These results imply that a
transgression cognitively “stuns” high, but not JdWFC individuals by causing a lack of
closure which requires a response. Contemplatimgdre should address the
transgression necessitates cognitive work andréqgusres resources; this cognitive
processing appears to put the participants undek. IGiven the slower response times for
high (vs. low) NFC individuals, it seems that tivegre more affected by the cognitive
load, which may be due to a smaller resource géaggowska et al., 2010).

Considered collectively, the lack of support foe taccessibility hypotheses
(Hypotheses 1 and 3) suggest that the mechanigtimtéehigh (vs. low) NFC individuals
to have greater desire for revenge may not berngpand freezing on revenge as the most
accessible option. It is important to note thasthaccessibility results do not correspond
to the results regarding desires for revenge argivieness. Specifically, while

accessibility of revenge was not greater follonangansgression (vs. no transgression),
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the desire for revengeasgreater. And while accessibility of forgivenesssvgaeater

than revenge for all individuals after an ambigutraasgression, the same cannot be said
regarding a clear-cut transgression. Followingaadgression for which the intent is
unequivocal, high NFC individuals desired revengearthan forgiveness, and among
low NFC individuals, the desires were not statahcdifferent.

It was expected that low (vs. high) NFC individuegfrain from engaging in
revenge due to more elaborative cognitive procgssimch was expected to include
consideration of a variety of alternative respamggons, such as forgiveness. The results
were unable to support this prediction (Hypoth&$im either Study 2 or Study 4. Given
the unambiguous nature of the transgression inyStutdwill discuss it separately below.
In Study 2, it is possible that individuals highddow in the NFC indeed did not differ in
the number of response options that they consid€edhe other hand, it is possible that
the instructions used for the thought listing tasky have been too general in asking for
“thoughts about the transgression” instead of askimout specific thoughts that relate to
how to respond to the transgression. The resultsatéhat there were many thoughts that
were ambiguous regarding how the participant woesghond. Some cases highlight that
the participant was withholding judgment until sf@hered more information while
other thoughts were ambiguous in that the partntipgay have intended retribution but
did not explicitly state planning to get revenge.

Relatedly, Hypothesis 6 was also not supportedhbyésults of Study 2. As
previously stated, no participants wrote down rgeerelated thoughts. The null results
may be due to the ambiguity of some of the thoygggreviously discussed. It may be

that participants contemplated revenge but destitldifferently (e.g., as
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“confrontation”). These results may also be dusdaal desirability concerns in that
participants may have felt uncomfortable boldlytiatathat they would act aggressively
toward another person, especially since the trassgr in the vignette was described as a
“good friend.”
Methodological Issues

Two methodologies used in the current investigagicesented issues regarding
analyses and interpretation. The first problema@thodology is the word completion
task used as an accessibility measure of revengeeddi.e., aggression) words
(Anderson et al., 2003) in Studies 3 and 4. Theson@ain its entirety includes 98 items,
50 of which can be completed with aggression wdrdeparated the measure in half,
keeping the first half of items for one part of theasure and the second half of the items
for the other part. Unfortunately, the results afdtes 3 and 4 provide evidence that the
second half of items may simply have been easieomaplete with aggression words
than the first half of items. Therefore, this meastannot be used to accurately test for
accessibility of revenge-related or aggression waatoss time (Hypothesis 3).

The second methodological issue arose with tmsgr@ssion used in Study 4. In
this case, the transgression was manipulated thrthegdictator allotting 10% (vs. 50%)
of the coins to the participant. This was an ungubus transgression for which there
was no question about whether the Delegator intktmlallocate the coins in that
manner. Further, the Delegator was an anonymoasgsr (unlike the “good friend” in
Study 2) and thus there was no history of frienplgitinorms within the relationship to
be taken into account; there was also no futuegioglship (i.e., relationship

maintenance) to be concerned about. In genesdgeins there was not enough
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background information or uncertainty about thesgression to allow low (vs. high)
NFC individuals the opportunity to thoroughly presdhe transgression as they did in
Study 2. In fact, the average number of thoughtaiathe transgression in Study 4 was
1.64 and ranged from 0-5 thoughts whereas the ggemamber of thoughts in Study 2
was 4.92 and ranged from 1-20 thoughts. Sincerémsgression did not appear to require
much cognitive processing, it is a less appropmnad@ipulation with which to test the
hypotheses regarding extent and content of additioognitive processing (Hypotheses
4a, 4b, 5, 6, and 7). Thus, while the data fromdptiare unable to provide additional
support for these hypotheses, it is possibly bexatithe nature of the transgression that
was presented to participants and not due to aarémk flaw in the theory.
Implications, Limitations and Future Directions

This research has implications for understandiegNRC and its effects on
socially-relevant behavior. The present resultssti@at low NFC individuals approach
judgment formation differently than individuals high the NFC, consistent with prior
research showing that they take more informatiom &ccount when making decisions.
This different approach can lead to more pro-samgtomes, as is the case in the present
investigation with low (vs. high) NFC individualagaging in more elaborative cognitive
processing, desiring greater forgiveness, andidgsand engaging in less revenge.

Specifically, low NFC is associated with open-middess which can include
perspective taking (Kruglanski & Webster, 1994).shewn through the manipulation of
perspective taking in Study 3, encouraging perspetaking can be accomplished with
relatively quick and simple instructions. In fgotevious research has had much success

in teaching individuals how to take another’s pecipe. For example, Gehlbach,
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Young, and Roan (2011) implemented a successfidlgoerspective taking program to
US Army personnel who often deal with individuafother cultures. This program was
taught over a period of 6 hours spread across awye dnd included several steps: a)
assessing others’ biases, b) generating a largéewaoh attributional hypotheses for the
other’s behavior, and c) adapting hypotheses asimiewnation arises. However, much
shorter perspective taking training has also beenessful. Galinsky et al. (2008) found
that even taking a few minutes to engage in an@tiperspective while preparing to
negotiate with him/her lead to enhanced indivicarad joint outcomes. These two
perspective taking inductions are only a small dampthe available successful
perspective taking instructions and programs (8atanova & Loukas, 2011; Galinsky
& Moscowitz, 2000; Okimoto & Wenzel, 2011; Todd, ®mhausen, Richeson, &
Galinsky, 2011). Thus, perspective taking is a &t easy method to improve social
relations as it can reduce biases, aggressiorp@amdhment, as well as improve
negotiation outcomes.

In the current investigation, the perspective tgkimanipulation included three
prompts: to consider (1) how you would have actetha Delegator in Round 1, (2) what
you believe he/she was thinking and feeling whéscating the coins, and (3) how you
believe he/she came up with the decision to aleotta coins. Although this type of
manipulation has been used successfully in previessarch (Galinsky et al., 2008), it is
unclear if one prompt may have driven the effectergtrongly than the other cues. It
may be that different prompts have varying effectsndividuals high (vs. low) in the
NFC. Specifically, since high (vs. low) NFC indivias are more likely to be self-

focused and ego-driven (Webster & Kruglanski, 1984pbster-Nelson et al., 2003), they
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may be more likely to focus on the cue asking hoe would have acted in the
Delegator role rather than the prompts that requiiderstanding the other individual’s
thoughts and feelings. Future research may gaiermstahding of the multifaceted nature
of perspective taking and its relationship with MfeC by investigating each of the
perspective taking prompts listed above in sepagberimental conditions. This design
would allow researchers to test the potential céifeial efficacy of each aspect of
perspective taking as well as how each may vagyfaaction of the NFC.

The aforementioned perspective taking studies medshe benefits of
perspective taking only a short while after the rpalation. Future research should be
conducted to examine how long the effects of petspetaking inductions last and
should work toward creating an induction that aoméis in the long-term. Along these
lines, future research may also profit from a ntbeough understanding regarding the
encouragement of open- (vs. closed-mindedness)pidsent study did not examine the
duration of the impacts of the NFC manipulationd aa it is unknown if such a simple
and brief task would have effects outside of th®tatory.

A possible limitation of the current studies istttitee NFC was induced only
through a motivational manipulation by instructpayticipants to recall times when they
had acted closed-mindedly, for the high NFC mamipaih, or acted with an open mind,
for the low NFC induction. However, the NFC is oftgtuationally manipulated via
cognitive resources and therefore it remains ttebeed if resource depletion (i.e., high
NFC induction) or resource replenishment (i.e., MAC manipulation) would produce

the same effects. This is an empirical questionftitare research could easily address;
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in fact, there is already preliminary evidence thegpleting resources does lead to greater
revenge (DeWall et al., 2007).

Another general methodological limitation of SeslB and 4 is that the
transgression experience manipulated through ttatdr task was relatively minor and
performed by an anonymous stranger; it was thezdiioely a low-impact manipulation.
While these studies included a manipulation chetltch asked participants to rate how
fairly they perceived their partner to have playeeither study included a question about
the severity of the transgression. Thus althoughrttethodology was strong enough to
produce the expected results, the theory wouldfiidrem support with stronger and
more ecologically-valid manipulations.

An example of a manipulation that has greateraggodl validity is one that
includes a transgression by a friend, which cogldibne through a recall task of a
previous wrongdoing or through an actual transgoaessommitted by one friend to
another in the laboratory. A key aspect of theseipudations is that they allow social
and group norms to play a role in the extent tocwlan individual may seek revenge.
The present studies are limited in that the roleayms was not measured or
manipulated. As high (vs. low) NFC individuals anere likely to adhere to group norms
as well as punish ingroup members who deviate fiorms (Kruglanski, Pierro,
Mannetti, & De Grada, 2006), they may be more likelrevenge against an ingroup
transgressor because s/he violated ingroup nornesrynitting the injustice against
another ingroup member. Future research would gi@ater understanding of revenge as
it occurs in everyday life by employing these mecelogically-valid methods and

therefore would provide a test of the externaldigliof the NFC-revenge relationship.
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A notable limitation of the current research isttihaas unable to find support
for the hypothesized accessibility mechanism thadl$ high (vs. low) NFC individuals to
desire greater revenge and engage in more retalidtieither accessibility hypothesis
was supported and thus the seizing and freezingpamésm remains uncorroborated.
Specifically, the results did not reveal any diéfieces in accessibility of revenge between
the transgression and no transgression conditiet$uather did not reveal any
differences in the accessibility of revenge overetibetween high and low NFC
individuals. However, Study 2 showed that low (vgh) NFC individuals engage in
additional cognitive processing after a transgmegsncluding perspective taking and
generation of attributions and Study 3 revealetléhaouraging perspective taking
reduces revenge in individuals high in the NFChiolevel of those low in the NFC. Thus
although the present research was unable to caoatgbseizing and freezing on revenge
as the mechanism for the NFC-revenge relationgimlternative mechanism of
perspective taking has preliminary support.

Specifically, | argued that a transgression prontipgsvictim with the question of
how they will react to a transgression and if thaly accept future harm; this question is
viewed as a lack of closure. Thus, individuals high low) in the NFC should be
particularly motivated to respond to the injusiitgsome manner in order to achieve
closure. They may “answer the question” with rexeeagforgiveness and the current
package of studies provides evidence that the egfgrerspective taking determines
how one will respond. In particular, the presesesrch showed that high (vs. low) NFC
individuals engaged in less perspective takinggerterated fewer attributions for a

transgression and subsequently desired more rev&hgeaesults further reveal that
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when explicitly encouraged to engage in perspectéikimg, high and low NFC
individuals did not differ in the extent to whidhety engaged in retaliation. Therefore,
perspective taking is shown to be a possible meshmathat explains why high (vs. low)
NFC individuals desire greater revenge and engag®ore retributive behavior. Future
research should investigate perspective takingiafiiences low (vs. high) NFC
individuals to refrain from revenge to bolster sogithat the extent of engaging in the
transgressor’s perspective is the mechanism forelagionship between the NFC and
revenge.

Another future direction indicated by the resoltshe current research package is
a possible moderating variable: the ambiguity arigl of the transgression. Attribution
of the wrong-doing seems to play an especially irtgm role. For example, Study 1,
which used a clear-cut transgression, showed tgatNiFC individuals desired revenge
more than forgiveness whereas individuals low anN#C did not differ in the extent to
which they desired each. On the other hand, StusshZh employed a transgression of
ambiguous intent, revealed very different res8tsecifically, all individuals in this
study, regardless of their level of the NFC, haghatgr desires for forgiveness than
revenge. It is possible that the specific transgjogsvignette used in Study 2 may have
suggested alternative goals to participants, saaghantaining a friendship, which could
have led to the findings that forgiveness was dddio a greater extent than revenge
regardless of NFC. Future research would improveuaderstanding of whether an
alternative relationship maintenance goal was pitdsg having a transgression for which

intentionality is ambiguous but the transgresseocammitted by a stranger to see if the
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elimination of the possible alternative goal oéfrdship maintenance would produce

results showing that revenge is desired more thagivieness.

Chapter 8: Conclusion

The current package of studies tested two majacsmf my theory to explain
the relationship between the NFC and revenge. if$iealspect deals with the
accessibility of response options to a transgres#icuggests that revenge is most
accessible following a transgression and that NER individuals seize and freeze on
vengeance to achieve closure. The results werdeit@bupport this particular
accessibility explanation. The second feature otinepry regards the additional
cognitive processing undertaken by low (vs. higklNndividuals. This greater
cognitive processing may include perspective takintpe transgressor. The present
research found support that greater cognitive @sing, perspective taking, and open-
mindedness (vs. closed- mindedness) reduce desirevienge and lead to lesser
retaliation behavior across three studies. Thisaesh is particularly important as it
demonstrates a consistent positive relationshiwdst the NFC and revenge, which has
significant implications for interpersonal behavasrd conflict resolution. The present
research is also notable by showing that perspetdiking can be easily induced and that
it eliminates the effect of the NFC on revenge berathus leading to more prosocial

outcomes.
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Appendix A
Kruglanski and Pierro’s (2008) short version of MeC scale
Read each of the following statements and decigerhach you would agree with each

according to your attitudes, beliefs and experisnBéease respond according to the
following scale, using only one number for eachesteent.

1 — Strongly Disagree 4 — Slightly Agree
2 — Moderately Disagree 5 — Moderately Agree
3 — Slightly Disagree 6 — Strongly Agree

1. In case of uncertainty, | prefer to make an immiedékecision whatever it may be.

2. When | find myself facing various, potentially \dlialternatives, | decide in favor
of one of them quickly and without hesitation.

3. | have never been late for work or for an appoimtine

4. | prefer to decide on the first available solutrather than to ponder at length
what decision | should make.

5. | get very upset when things around me aren’t @irtplace.

6. Generally, | avoid participating in discussionsamnbiguous and controversial
problems.

7. When | need to confront a problem, | do not thibkuat it too much and | decide
without hesitation.

8. When | need to solve a problem, | generally doweadte time in considering
diverse points of view about it.

9. | prefer to be with people who have the same ideastastes as myself.

10.Generally, | do not search for alternative solwitm problems for which | already
have a solution available.

11.1 feel uncomfortable when | do not manage to givgiigk response to problems
that | face.

12.1 have never hurt another person’s feelings.

13. Any solution to a problem is better than remainimg state of uncertainty.

14.1 prefer activities where it is always clear wrato be done and how it needs to
be done.

15. After having found a solution to a problem | bekethat it is a useless waste of
time to take into account diverse possible solgtion

16.1 prefer things to which | am used to those | dokmow, and cannot predict.
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Appendix B
Transgression Vignette used in Study 1

“You are a student at a large regional universfiyu enjoy classes and have a job
at a local restaurant. Last week, you saw an indtion sheet posted on the bulletin
board describing a scholarship, titled Scholarghifor which you are eligible. After
reading the scholarship description, you decidegrewery interested in it. It requires an
essay and after working several hours on the agiic and essay, you submit your
resume and essay for review.

While talking to a fellow student, you learn tha&t has applied for Scholarship B,
a scholarship which includes slightly more moneantscholarship A. He explains that
he is not interested in Scholarship A and thasheery confident about getting
Scholarship B. You mention during the conversatiat you applied for Scholarship A,
a point which surprises your acquaintance. He lsaididn’t realize you were looking for
scholarships and you explain that you have on-dhdnal explain why you think you are
qualified. In your excitement in thinking about th&holarship, you also tell him some of
the main points of your essay.

When you have your phone interview for the sclablgr, you feel that it goes
well. You provide thoughtful answers to the quassiand some creative ideas for how
you can help advertise for the scholarship at wohiool next year. The interviewer is
somewhat quiet during your answers and you ateikhis to surprise at the creativity of
them. At the end of the interview, the intervieways that you’ll be hearing about their
decision in a week or so. You hang up the phonénfigeonfident.

A few days later, you get a call from the intews who says that they chose
someone else for the scholarship. You are ups#tibyews and find out from a friend
that the person chosen for the scholarship isatew student who had said he was
applying only for Scholarship B. You find out theg had a phone interview for
Scholarship A the day before you had and used ig@as as his own during the
interview.”
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Appendix C
Neutral Vignette used in Study 1

“You are a student at a large regional universfigu enjoy classes and have a job
at a local restaurant. Last week, you saw an indtion sheet posted on the bulletin
board describing a scholarship, titled Scholarghifor which you are eligible. After
reading the scholarship description, you decidegmewery interested in it. It requires an
essay and after working several hours on the agiic and essay, you submit your
resume and essay for review.

While talking to a fellow student, you learn tiha&t has applied for Scholarship B,
a scholarship which includes slightly more moneantscholarship A. He explains that
he is not interested in Scholarship A and thasheery confident about getting
Scholarship B. You mention during the conversatiat you applied for Scholarship A,
a point which surprises your acquaintance. He lsaididn’t realize you were looking for
scholarships and you explain that you have on-dhdnal explain why you think you are
qualified. In your excitement in thinking about th&holarship, you also tell him some of
the main points of your essay.

When you have your phone interview for the sclsblgr, you feel that it goes
well. You provide thoughtful answers to the quassiand some creative ideas for how
you can help advertise for the scholarship at wohiool next year. The interviewer is
somewhat quiet during your answers and you ateikhis to surprise at the creativity of
them. At the end of the interview, the intervieways that you’ll be hearing about their
decision in a week or so. You hang up the phonénfigeonfident.

A few days later, you get a call from the intewss who says that you are a
finalist Scholarship A and that you will hear theaf decision in about two weeks. You
find out from a friend that the fellow student waedected for Scholarship B.”

86



Appendix D

Revenge, forgiveness, neutral and non words usegsponse latency task in Study 1

Revenge Words Forgiveness Words

justice apology
payback blessing
penalty excuse
punishment forget
reckoning mistake
reprisal pardon
retaliation plead
retribution remorse
sentence repentance
vengeance sorry
justice apology
Neutral Words Nonwords
although abreac
because acess
hence bild
however choult
moreover courdial
since eperence
therefore ernest
thus fruther
whereas ghoull
while grimba
impli
kratfe
pagie
phoult
rhount
skring
snould
studous
thounn
turblent

87



Appendix E
Transgression Vignette used in Study 2

“You and a friend have been close friends for gedme time. You frequently
drive to school together, meet each other for maad hang out on the weekends. You
also signed up for some of the same classes tmisster and therefore occasionally do
homework together. If you were to list your topairclosest friends at school, this person
would definitely be on the list, if not in the tgpot.

The two of you get word that a very pagty is happening tonight and are very
excited to go even though it is pretty far awayuMe acquaintances with the host of the
party, having only met them once briefly in thellwaly; however, your friend knows
them better. You and your friend have a strictditching each other’ policy that you
guys are very good at following. When you get t® plarty, you see a mutual friend and
while talking to them, your friend sees someong thant to talk to and goes over there.
A few hours later you realize that you haven't sgear friend in a while. You know they
must still be at the party because you had alrg#tyned on going back to the dorms
together.

You see your mutual friend again aridiathey have seen the friend you came
with. They reply that your friend left about 45 mias earlier with some people. You call
your friend’s cell phone to find out if they arensimg back but get their voicemail. You
end up walking all the way back to the dorms afbne.
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Appendix F
NFC manipulation used in Study 4

All participants "Please think back and recall times when...”

High NFC:
1. ...in a social conflict, you could easily see whiateswas right and which was
wrong.
2. ... you quickly became impatient and irritated when gid not find a solution to

a problem immediately
...you felt uncomfortable when you didn’t understaine reason why an event
occurred in your life.

w

4. ...you didn't like to be with people who were capableinexpected actions
5. ...you saw only one solution to a problem that yaeth
Low NFC:
1. ...in a social conflict, you can see how both sidada be right.
2. ...you would rather sleep on a decision rather tiv@hd solution to a problem
immediately.
3. ...you felt comfortable even though you didn’t undansl the reason why an

event occurred in your life.
...you enjoyed being with people who were capablenafxpected actions
...you saw many possible solutions to a problemybatfaced

o s
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