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ABSTRACT 

Indignation is a discrete social emotion specifying disapproval of a blameworthy 

action explicitly perceived as violating the objective order, and implicitly perceived as 

injurious to the self-concept. Two experiments were conducted to examine the effects of 

defensive attributions and implicit theories of moral character on indignation. Both 

studies attempted to influence the defensive attribution process by manipulating apparent 

similarity between participants and an imagined offender while exploring the relationship 

between people's implicit theories about moral character (TTM) and measures indicative 

of indignation. 

Two implicit attribution theory perspectives were examined: Entity theorists believe 

that personal moral attributes are fixed and unchanging, while incremental theorists believe 

that personal moral attributes are malleable. Entity theorists, who tend to base their 

attributions on internal characterological dispositional information, were hypothesized to 

show greater indignation after offensive episodes than incremental theorists, who prefer to 

use more external situation-relevant information in forming their attributions. 

Study I used a computer program to manipulate certain aspects of similarity while 

designating subjects as either entity or incremental theorists based on their resf)onses to 

three ITM scale measures. It revealed a positive correlation between the presence of an 

entity theory and the experience of indignation. Study 2, using a cognitive response set 

induction to operationalize similarity while experimentally manipulating ITM, provides 

evidence for a causal relationship between ITM and indignation. As predicted, entity 

theorists in both studies responded with significantly higher levels of indignation after 

offensive episodes than did incremental theorists. Only modest support was found for an 

hypothesized relationship involving defensive attribution and indignation. 
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CHAPTER I 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

In 1921 Roscoe (Fatty) Arbuckle, the silent-screen star, was second in fame only 

to Charlie Chaplin. After signing a lucrative studio contract, Arbuckle decided to 

celebrate with friends by hosting a party at a fancy San Francisco hotel. During the party, 

Arbuckle disappeared into a bedroom with the young actress, Virginia Rappie. Three days 

later she was brought to the hospital where she died, her bladder apparently ruptured. 

Based on no more than a few slim threads of circumstantial evidence, Arbuckle was 

charged with rape and murder. 

Opinions were split, and speculation about his guilt produced a great deal of 

disagreement. His first hearing ended in a mistrial, his second ended with a hung jury. 

Arbuckle was acquitted in a third trial, but his acting career was ruined. At the time of his 

acquittal, the corpulent actor had become a symbol of Hollywood decadence. Despite the 

finding of innocence, Arbuckle was banned from acting, his movies were banned, and he 

soon fell into despair. Finally, in order to avoid the unrelenting scorn, Arbuckle was 

compelled to change his name. 

The sad story of Fatty Arbuckle illustrates an aspect of human indignation that is 

tied to the origin of our attribution processes. It provides an example of the way people 

form assumptions about others based on their own implicitly held theories about the 

nature of moral character (ITM). The story shows how some people are more ready than 

others to consider such limited person information as the stereotypic persona of a 

supposedly decadent Hollywood actor as indicative of his overall morality and thus the 
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likelihood of him committing a crime. For many people at the time, the situational 

evidence was ignored (with the fortunate exception of the third jury). Fatty Arbuckle was 

a fast-living, hard-drinking, 3(X)-pound celebrity. In all probability, had the same weak 

circumstantial evidence been linked to the lovable, diminutive Charlie Chaplin, it is quite 

doubtful that charges would have been brought up in the first place. 

What might account for some people's willingness to form sweeping character 

judgments based on limited information? Furthermore, why will people compound such 

flawed reckoning by basing their emotional responses and further critical assumptions on 

such tenuously grounded judgments? 

Implicit Attribution Theory 

Since the early work of George Kelly and Fritz Heider, a large body of research 

has accumulated in the field of social cognition associated with the connection between 

the implicit theories people hold on a wide range of subjects, and the impact such belief 

systems have on a variety of related attitudes, behaviors, and emotions. The work of 

Carol Dweck and her colleagues provides persuasive support for the claim that people's 

implicit theories create a framework for processing information, forming inferences, 

determining attributions, shaping predictions, understanding others' behaviors, and 

constructing representations of social events. 

Following Heider's (1958) lead in the analysis of lay people's naive descriptions 

and understandings of human psychological behaviors, Dweck and her colleagues have 

identified two distinct implicit theoretical approaches—^an entity theory, and an 

incremental theory—^automatically employed by individuals outside of their own 
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awareness (Bandura & Dweck, 1985, cited in Dweck, 1999; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; 

Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Dweck, 1996; Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997). 

These theories are considered implicit or hidden because, although they function as 

somewhat elaborate, at times even sophisticated, frameworks of prediction and 

understanding, they nevertheless do so without the benefit of any explicit articulation on the 

part of the naive theorist- Harold Kelley (1973) based his program of study in attribution 

theory on questions concerning the causes of observed human social behavior for which, 

"the answers of interest are those given by the man in the street" (1973, p. 107). Likewise, 

both Fritz Heider (1958) and George Kelly (1955) based their work on analyses of the 

implicitly held meaning systems engaged in by what Heider termed nai've psychologists. 

In his introduction to The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations, Heider explains 

the foundation for the research he had carried on throughout his career as rising from the 

view that, "there is a system hidden in our thinking about interpersonal relations, and that 

this system can be uncovered" (1958, p. 14, italics added). In his discussion of levels of 

attribution. Heider points out that the various steps in the attribution process do not 

always occur in the same order, and that a deeper level of attribution may precede and 

influence a more suf)erficial one (for example, the conclusion that harm is intended by a 

somewhat ambiguous act—step 2 in the attribution process—may depend on the later 

realization that the agent is a malicious person—step 3 or 4 in the process). 

What is important for the present research is Heider's assertion that, "the concept 

of attribution levels does not presume a corresponding conscious process in the individual. 
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Attributions may not be experienced as interpretations at all, but rather as intrinsic to the 

original stimuli" (1958, p. 256). 

Entity and Incremental Theories 

For Dweck and her colleagues, the presence of either an incremental or entity 

theory can be used to predict the types of data individuals will seek, and the degree to 

which they will make sweeping character inferences based on limited information. On the 

one hand, entity theorists conceive of moral character as consisting of fixed traits (as 

embodied in the cliches, "Once a cheater, always a cheater," or "Leopards don't change 

their spots"). Such a view entails seeing others' behaviors as resulting primarily from 

stable, internal qualities, and as indicative of the unchanging, essential properties of their 

character. Incremental theorists, on the other hand, conceive of character as consisting in 

more malleable, dynamic qualities (as embodied in the cliches, "Turning over a new leaf 

or "It's never too late to change"). Incrementalists are prone to form comparatively more 

objective attributional judgments, and to take into account more transitory, situational 

circumstances. 

Dweck (1996) has proposed that an individual's implicit theory, in setting up an 

interpretive framework for understanding social events, creates belief systems that 

selectively direct a person's attention towards specific types of information. Such a 

framework affects one's motivations, the goals pursued, and ultimately the various ways 

that inferences are formed. Specifically, entity theorists use dispositional traits as the basic 

unit of analysis in person judgments. They are inclined to seek out disposition-relevant 

reinforcing information while neglecting more objecti\ e—frequently anomalous— 
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situational evidence that appears to be dispositionally discrepant (Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & 

Dweck, 1999). Entity theorists are more likely to form correspondent inferences (Jones & 

Davis, 1965) and dispositional attributions based on just a few, or even only a single 

behavioral observation. Compounding this comparatively unsound process, entity theorists 

will regularly use the resultant characterological representation to guide their inferences 

(Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Dweck, 1996; 1999). 

Incremental theorists, in contrast, do not place much stock in the notion of broad 

stable dispositions. They will seek less disposition-relevant information in forming their 

attributions, preferring rather to look for evidence more objectively relevant to the 

judgments they are making. Incrementalists will tend to heed situational circumstances, 

reduce their reliance on stereotypes, and avoid sweeping characterological attributions 

(Levy, Stroessner, & Dweck, 1998; Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1999). 

Incrementalists also tend to make more process-oriented interpretations of their 

own and others' behaviors. They will form judgments based on data concerning outcome-

relevant efforts and strategies as opposed to person information regarding skill level and 

native ability (Levy & Dweck, 1998). Incrementalists will likewise tend to focus on 

psychological mediators within the actor, such as goals, desires, needs, and emotional 

states that motivate behavior. 

Levy and Dweck (1998) conclude that entity theorists tend to be more trait-focused, 

perceiving a close correspondence between personality traits and displayed behaviors. In 

contrast, incremental theorists tend to be more process-focused. While still taking into 

account trait information in assessing their own and others" motivations and actions. 
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incrementalists will further consider the role of specific psychological states, processes, 

and practical routines in order to make sense of resultant behaviors. 

Dweck (1996) has emphasized the fact that implicit theories are both domain-

specific and diverse. Moreover, people are capable of holding multiple orientations. For 

example, certain individuals could quite conceivably hold incremental theories of moral 

character and personality, while maintaining an entity theory of intelligence. If such were 

the case, they would employ incremental theory to provide the meaning system for 

guiding motivation and reaction in the morality and personality domains, while 

employing entity theory to provide the framework for organizing issues related to matters 

of intellect. For these individuals, entity theory should be expected to produce a tendency 

to make internal, global and stable attributions regarding their own or another's 

intelligence. Conversely, as the basis for their judgments concerning their own or 

another's personality and/or moral character, their use of incremental theory would 

produce the tendency to examine external, transitory, situational states, as well as focus 

more on process-oriented information. 

Besides the domains of intelligence, personality, and morality, implicit theories 

have also recently been examined in regard to such issues as social understanding (Levy, 

Placks. & Dweck. 1999), guilt and innocence (Gervey. Chiu. Hong, & Dweck, 1999). 

athletic coordination and exercise motivation (Kasimatis, Miller, & Marcussen. 1996). 

perceived control (Ferguson & Cox, 1996), ethnicity and gender (Bacova, 1998), 

meaningful life (Wong, 1998), p>ersuasion (Roskos-Ewoldsen, 1997), personal 

significance and emotion (Leon & Hernandez, 1998). romantic relationships (Najavits, 
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1997), toxicity and perceptions of illness (Williams & Lees-Haley, 1997), trust (Schweer, 

1997), evaluative processes (Hong, Chiu, Dweck, & Sacks, 1997), and attributes in 

general (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995), among other topics. 

In virtually every case, the entity and incremental frameworks of understanding 

appear to foster distinctly dissimilar reactions. For instance, in response to difficult 

challenges and personal setbacks, there is strong evidence that entity theory fosters 

helplessness, whereas the application of incremental theory is more prone to educing a 

mastery-orieniation. Similarly, in response to misbehavior and perceived offenses, there 

is an entity theory-driven emphasis on vengeance and retribution versus an incremental 

theory-driven emphasis on education and healing (Dweck, 1996, 1999). It is on this 

relationship, i.e., the link between implicit theory orientation and perceived transgression, 

that the present studies are focused. 

Indignation 

Indignation is not well defmed anywhere in the emotion or social psychology 

literatures. Other than in a dictionary, and aside from a brief table entry in Ortny, Clore 

and Collins (1988), an extensive literature search has not produced a single coherent 

definition of indignation. Although no systematic characterization or description of what 

constitutes indignation was found. Heider (1958) does, at least, address the term in 

distinguishing it from anger, referring to the "ought forces" associated with indignation 

as "the feeling that arises when the objective order has been slighted'' (1958. p. 264). 

For purposes of the present research, indignation will be defined as a non-

primary. discrete, social emotion, specifying disapproval of someone else's blameworthy 
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action, as that action is explicitly viewed to be in violation of the objective order, and 

implicitly perceived as injurious to the perceiver's self-concept. Indignation can further 

be characterized as composed of several negatively valenced, agitation-related emotions 

(Higgins, 1987), including anger, disgust, contempt' and resentment." 

Anger and disgust tend to be event-based emotions, while contempt, resentment, 

and indignation are more attribution-based (Ortny et al., 1988). Attribution-related 

emotions, according to Ortny et al. (1988), are accompanied by approval or disapproval 

for praiseworthy or blameworthy behavior, whereas event-related emotions need only deal 

with pleasure or displeasure—without any consideration of agent responsibility. 

While resentment and indignation share the element of a perception of ill will on 

the part of the offending agent, resentment (and perhaps contempt) can be separated from 

indignation by the degree to which an event—undesirable to the self—is desirable to the 

other p)erson. The perception that the event is desirable for the other person is essential 

for resentment; however, it is not necessary for indignation. Resentment is increased by 

the degree to which the person or action that is the object of resentment is perceived to be 

undeserving, or by the degree to which that person is disliked (Ortny et al., 1988). This 

could well be opposite the case for indignation, where we may frequently be more 

grievously offended by our friends' transgressions against us than by our enemies'. 

Although all four of these component emotions will be intensified to the degree 

their associated stimulus events deviate from expectations, they can be more explicitly 

distinguished by examining what may naturally be considered their polar opposites.^ For 

instance, according to Ortny et al. (1988), the opposite of resentment is gloating; the 
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opposite of contempt is admiration; the opposite of disgust is attraction; the opposite of 

anger is gratitude; and the opposite of indignation is respect. 

Indignation, as it is defined here, depends on the degree to which (actual or 

potential) goal-incongnient events in a situation are appraised to be relevant to identity-

related concerns toward which a person is committed. Framed in terms of appraisal 

theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Smith & Lazarus, 1990; Smith & Pope, 1992; Smith 

& Lazarus, 1993), indignation follows from an individual's appraisal of the relationship 

between self and a motivationally relevant and goal-incongruent object or event in one's 

social environment. In this regard, the degree of motivational relevance a situation has for 

a person must be assessed in reference to both the person's goals, and the implication of 

the situation for those goals (Smith & Lazarus, 1993). 

In its most potent form, indignation is an intensely personalized, righteous form of 

anger, generating negative criticism directed at an object or action appraised as unjustified 

by the objective order—to the point of being evil—^and as wrongfully preventing the goal 

attainment of a desired self-state. Since indignation directly (though implicitly) involves 

the self-concept, the intensity with which it is experienced depends on the individual's 

ability and success at managing the external and internal events conducive to constructing a 

favored self-concept (Higgins, 1987). Furthermore, as this emotion is in some measure a 

consequence of the intrapsychic processes involved with impression management, the 

experience of indignation should depend on the individual's ability to claim a valued social 

identity by maintaining the appearances perceived to be suitable for his or her preferred 

self-presentational requirements (Tetlock & Manstead. 1985). 
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To a certain extent, the emotional state of indignation results from the perceived 

violation of a moral or social code defined by the objective order. Furthermore, it is the 

essence of such a violation that outrages one's sense of what is socially appropriate for 

self-involvement. Indignities injure the moral sensibilities by which people identify 

themselves. The expression of indignation, in the form of negative criticism aimed at the 

offending agent, helps to organize and initiate the individual's emotion-focused coping 

behaviors (i.e., his or her internal defenses—Smith & Lazarus, 1993), by distancing the 

self from the offense. At the same time, the display of such negative criticism serves to 

activate the offendee's problem-focused coping behaviors (i.e., his or her external 

defenses—^Smith & Lazarus, 1993) by regulating social interaction and assigning other 

accountability. 

Biased and Defensive Attributions 

Attribution theory is concerned with how people form causal inferences about 

their own and others' behavior. According to Heider (1958), we are motivated to select, 

process, and/or ignore information in order to reach satisfactory causal judgments. In 

doing so. we proceed both cognitively and affectively to generate simple, primary 

attributions that, in turn, serve as the basis and background for forming further, more 

complex attributions, beliefs, behaviors, and emotions. Heider posited that, as naive 

psychologists, we use various trait and situational factors to form causal inferences and 

attributions of responsibility in a natural scientific approach to considering our own and 

others' motivations and behaviors. 
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According to Heider, attributions of causality are influenced by subjective needs 

and desires as well as by more objective forms of information. Heider's (1944) early work 

on causality explained the perceptual bases of dispositional attributions as primitive, 

automatic responses, requiring few cognitive resources. Dispositional attributions are 

quick and cheap, and are often quite effective in unstable situations, such as when the 

self-concept is threatened. However, when the self-concept is not vulnerable, or when 

time and psychosocial resources are more plentiful, people will tend to make more 

objective observations and use them in their attributions—that is, as long as they can do 

so without too much effort. 

Heider stressed that attributions can involve complex, even moderately unbiased 

inferential processes. However, more cognitive effort is required for the adjustments 

necessary for processing the situational information needed to construct such a relatively 

comprehensive accounts of behavioral causation. More often than not, such accurate and 

unbiased inferences simply require too much exertion. Jones' (1990) notion of 

correspondence bias points to the same conclusion: Namely, for many of us, the default 

attribution process is to view behavior as dispositionally determined. 

Added to the cognitive demands required by situationally informed attributions, is 

the fact that the effects of our ego-defensive needs and desires frequently bias our 

attributions. Hence, the extent to which we will expend more effort in forming objective 

attributions is in direct competition with our self-defensive needs. Our self-serving 

attributional biases encourage us to conserve energy while taking credit for the good 

outcomes and avoiding responsibility for the bad. 



Many theorists in the attribution literature have found strong evidence for the 

notion that internal (trait) attributions of success and external (situational) attributions of 

failure are self-serving, particularly when internal attributes such as ability are seen as 

stable, and external attributes such as luck are seen as unstable. There is also a self-

serving tendency to ignore or downplay unstable internal attributes (such as effort) and 

exaggerate stable external attributes (such as task difficulty) in order to defend against 

damage to self-esteem. 

Zuckerman (1979), in his review of the attribution literature dealing with 

motivational bias, concludes that there is a consensus among researchers that people 

generally infer internal causality from the joint occurrence of their own behavior and 

success, while ignoring the co-occurrences of their own behaviors and failures. This is 

particularly true of people with high self-esteem. Zuckerman suggests that people with 

high self-esteem will engage in more self-serving attributions than people with low self-

esteem. Low self-esteem individuals may actually attribute failure more to internal causes 

such as ability and effort in much the same way as depressives will tend to make little or 

no effort to minimize psychological pain in their negative outcome focused behaviors. 

In this regard, depressives and low self-esteem individuals show a striking 

similarity to entity theorists. In marked contrast to incremental theorists, depressives. low 

self-esteem individuals, and entity theorists all report strongly negative emotional 

reactions to setbacks, and will actively use evidence of failure to measure and Judge the 

self. Incrementalists. on the other hand, when faced with obstacles, will devise new plans 

for future success. Entity theorists, depressives, and low self-esteem individuals are more 
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concerned with quitting and escaping the field of their perceived failures, whereas 

incrementalists, upon facing a sctback, will find challenges to be overcome in route to 

their impending achievements (Zhao, Dweck, & Mueller, 1998, cited in Dweck, 1999). 

A form of defensive self-serving attributional behavior is illustrated in the actor-

observer effect, which essentially posits that self-ascriptions that are neutral or negative, 

and other-ascriptions that are positive, will tend to elicit an external (situational) 

attribution. Conversely, self-ascriptions that are positive, and other-ascriptions that are 

neutral or negative, will tend to elicit an internal (dispositional) attribution. These forms 

of self-serving attributional bias are measured by whether we defend the self-concept and 

enhance self-esteem by taking personal credit (while denying other's personal credit— 

unless we empathize with them) for good outcomes, and by whether or how much we 

assign responsibility to others (while denying self-responsibility—unless we are 

depressed or have low self-esteem) for bad outcomes. 

Blame and Responsibilitv 

In theorizing about attributions of responsibility. Shaver (1985) has pointed out 

that it is important for theorists to begin their formulations by first adequately explicating 

the concepts of causality and responsibility. He argues further for the necessity of explicit 

definitions useful in refining the distinctions between responsibility and blame. Shaver 

notes that the attribution of causality is an epistemological issue, while the attribution of 

responsibility originates out of one's moral philosophy. With responsibility, the focus 

shifts from how or what to whom, because the fundamental issue in regard to 

responsibility is answerability. 
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Shaver (1985) argues that the assignment of personal responsibility is a social 

process involving five separate components; I) there must be some connection between 

the actor and the event (i.e., causality is necessary for responsibility); 2) there must be 

some generally accepted set of moral principles by which conduct can be judged as 

harmful or wrong (socially normative expectations); 3) the actor must be seen as capable 

of free choice (part of the distinction between controllable and uncontrollable causes); 

4) the perceiver must believe the target is acting voluntarily (volitionally and without 

coercion, if not wholly intentionally); and finally, 5) personal responsibility for voluntary 

and intentional acts may be reduced if the perceiver believes there are extenuating 

circumstances (conditions requiring mitigation). In regard to indignation, it seems prudent 

to follow Shaver's advice by making explicit further distinctions between responsibility 

and blame. Shaver and Drown (1986) designate blame as: 

.. . the attribution made after the perceiver assesses and does not accept the 

validity of the offending person's justification (disagreement as to whether the act 

was morally wrong) or excuse (claim of mitigation of one sort or another) for an 

effect that the perceiver believes was intentionally brought about. (1986, p. 701) 

This definition designates causality, intentionality and negative outcome as all 

necessary conditions for an attribution of blame. However. Shaver admits that blame is 

more affective, while responsibility is more cognitive, so this formulation may be more 

appropriate in reference to a naive theory of culpability judgment, rather than one of blame. 

Weiner and his colleagues argue that more attention should be paid to naive 

theories of emotion (Weiner, Russell, & Lerman, 1979; Weiner, Amirkhan, Folkes, & 



25 

Verette, 1987; Weiner, 1993). They hold that, since we all consciously attempt to 

manipulate the emotions of others, the average person must use rules or laws—implicitly 

and/or explicitly held—related to feeling states. This perspective argues for an emotional 

"understanding" of or sympathetic response to causal configurations that exclude blame 

when outcomes are seen as issuing from external and unstable factors. For instance, 

emotionally, we do not feel that a sick person is to blame for self-centered behavior, nor 

are we as disappointed in a friend's drunken misbehavior as by their sober and deliberate 

transgressions. 

In studying excuse-giving, Weiner et al. (1987) conclude that excuses relating to 

personal esteem are associated with perceptions along the locus dimension of causality. 

Specifically, excuses that lessen personal responsibility and blame appear along the 

controllability and intentionality dimensions of causality, and are linked with 

ameliorating anger reactions. In most instances they have found that poor excuses are 

perceived as primarily internal, controllable, and indicative of intentionality; whereas 

good excuses are perceived as primarily external, unintentional and indicative of a lack 

of controllability. However, as they point out, the internal/external aspect is not as 

important as the controllability/uncontrollability aspect—e.g., the excuse, "1 could not 

help you because of my physical disability." is functional for the mitigation of anger 

because, though it indicates intemality. it also argues for uncontrollablility. 

As mentioned earlier, entity theorists are more likely to form dispositional 

attributions based on just a few. or even only a single behavioral observation; and then to 

use the resultant characterological represencation to guide their inferences. Thus, when 
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finding fault, entity theorists are more likely to see a potential offender as blameworthy 

based on suppositions of stable characterological traits. 

Incremental theorists, on the other hand, do not place much stock in broad stable 

dispositions. They will make relatively less disposition-relevant attributions, and will tend 

to look for whatever evidence they can find that appears to be more objectively appropriate 

to the judgments they are making. Consequently, when finding fault, incremental theorists 

are more inclined to heed situational circumstances, while at the same time mineralizing or 

avoiding overt characterological attributions. Relative to entity theorists, incremental 

theorists will often see a potential offender, less as purely blameworthy, but rather more as 

simply responsible, following from their more frequent acknowledgement of the instability 

of situationally driven behaviors. 

For anyone, regardless of their implicitly held theoretical position, when 

confronted with an indignity, it should be more difficult to defend against an affront 

perceived as being based on stable and uncontrollable characterological factors, 

compared to an affront seen as stemming from unstable, more easily changed behavioral 

factors. Therefore, an offense attributed to a person judged to be characterologically 

blameworthy should elicit greater indignation than an offense attributed to a person 

judged to be merely situationally responsible. 

In view of the above discussion concerning issues associated with implicit 

theories of moral character, and matters related to the nature of indignation, the following 

hypothesis is presented: 
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Hypothisis 1: All else being equal, a communication event perceived as offensive will 

elicit greater indignation from an individual employing an entity theory of 

moral character than from an individual employing an incremental theory 

of moral character. 

Defensive Attribution Theory 

An elaboration of the actor-observer effect is explicated in defensive attribution 

theory (Walster, 1966, 1967; Shaver, 1970, 1985; Thornton, 1984, Thornton, Hogate, 

Moirs, Pinette, & Presby, 1986) which argues that, for severe consequences, we attribute 

more responsibility and/or blame to dissimilar others' dispositions, while discounting 

situational factors, in order to distance ourselves from a world where such negative 

events are likely to happen to us. In other words, we defend against threats to our self-

concept by distorting our perceptual judgments of others' roles, motives and character. 

These distortions relate to the locus of causality connected to possible negative outcomes 

associated with situations we might plausibly find ourselves in. 

This formulation may appear to be analogous to the just-world hypothesis (Lemer 

& Simmons. 1966)—which posits that disparagement of a hapless victim may result from 

an individual's need to believe that s/he is a just person living in a just world, where 

misfortune only befalls those who deserve it, not "good people," such as one's self. 

Chaikin and Darley (1973) conclude that the just-world hypothesis and defensive 

attribution theory spring from the same basic assumptions. 

In a sense, defensive attribution theory provides the same thrust as the just-world 

hypothesis, however, it goes a step further by qualifying the conditions under which the 
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disparagement of victims will occur. Defensive attribution theory predicts that, as the 

severity of consequences rises, the just-world phenomenon depends more on the 

dissimilarity between victim and observer—particularly in terms of situational similarity. 

We should not derogate victims with whom we can more easily identify—whom we 

perceive as being in similar situations as we ourselves—to the same extent that we are 

willing to derogate dissimilar others—with whom we can easily differentiate and distance 

ourselves. 

Strictly speaking, when we take offense, we are adopting a psychologically 

defensive position. We are defending ourselves—or more specifically, our self-

constructs—from a perceived attack. Indignation is the emotion we feel. In our minds we 

suffer an affront, or an indignity, and our first line of defense is to make a show of 

indignation. As mentioned above, such a display protects self-esteem by distancing the 

self-construct from psychological injury. If one can more easily defend against threats to 

the self-concept by distorting perceptual judgments of others' roles, motives and 

character, then indignation should create the need for more biased defensive attributions. 

Heider (1958) distinguished between two forms of emotional congruence: 

emotional contagion and sympathy. In the first case, contagion involves the simple, direct 

assimilation of emotion, with little or no degree of unity between the formal agent (the 

selO and the acting agent (another) necessary for its induction: Once the emotion has 

been caught, the emotion's effect on the self becomes the focus. In the second case, with 

sympathy, there is an emotional concordance which follows from some degree of 

identification between the formal and acting agents, not necessarily in the identity of the 
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emotions, but in their congruence (e.g., one feels sad because the other is shamed)—the 

emotion's effect is a corollary, or a consequence, of the other's emotion, thus the other 

becomes the focus. 

Heider maintained that in both cases, sentiment plays a parallel role "because 

emotional contagion and sympathy are more likely to arise in connection with a liked or 

admired person than with a person toward whom (one) has negative feelings" (1958, p. 

282). For Heider, what is important is that only through identification is the more 

complete sharing of emotion possible. In regard to offense-taking then, assuming there is 

a potential threat to one's self-concept, it seems logical to suppose that the degree of 

identification present between the offender and offendee may also influence one's 

motivation to form biased attributions. 

Similarity 

According to defensive attribution theory, judgments of responsibility or 

attributions of blame for negative or harmful events can be based on controllable 

(unstable, more easily changed) behavioral factors, or uncontrollable (stable, less 

changeable) characterological factors (Shaver, 1970; Thornton, 1984; Thornton et al., 

1986). Furthermore, Shaver (1970) asserts that before an individual is motivated to bias 

his or her attributions of responsibility or blame, he or she must first feel a degree of 

situational similarity as well, i.e., he or she must feel the possibility exist that someday 

they might find themselves in a position similar to that of the person being judged. 

Situational similarity might be thought of as a form of plausibility assessment; the easier 

it is to imagine one's self in the situation, the more situational similarity it should have. 
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Thus threats to the self-concept are assessed after judging whether a plausible, 

situationally similar, harmful outcome is attributable to the characterological (esteem-

related) blame of a similar/dissimilar other, or after judging its cause to be the behavioral 

(situation-related) responsibility of a similar/dissinular other (Thornton, 1984). 

Defensive attribution theory holds that the greater the negative consequences of a 

given act, the more—when possible—people will prefer to attribute stable characterological 

blame to dissimilar others (harm avoidance), or—when necessary—confer unstable 

behavioral respK)nsibility to ^imiVar others (blame avoidance). According to defensive 

attribution theory, people are ultimately motivated to defend against the notion that they, 

themselves, are characterologically blameworthy, by seeing themselves (and similar others) 

as only situationally responsible (if responsible at all). 

For example, if a similar other's child were to be critically injured in a fall while 

playing, one would be more inclined—through a desire for blame avoidance—to chalk the 

event up as an unfortunate accident, than if it were a dissimilar other's child, particularly if 

the child was perceived as similar to one's own, which would tend to enhance situational 

similarity and plausibility. In contrast, if a dissimilar other's child were to be critically 

injured, then the individual would be more likely—through a need for harm avoidance— 

to blame the child's parents for failing to anticipate such a perilous event (in accordance 

with the just world hypothesis)—^although such harm avoidance should be attenuated to 

the extent the child is perceived as dissimilar to one's own, which would tend to inhibit 

situational similarity and plausibility. 
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Inference Theory and Defense of The Self 

The subjective experience of indignation is a result of the degree of anger, 

disgust, contempt, resentment, and displeasure that accompanies a psychological affront 

to an individual's identity. When individuals take offense, they adopt a psychologically 

defensive position. They must defend their self-construct from an implicitly or explicitly 

perceived attack. As an attribution-based emotion, indignation has a variable called the 

'^strength of cognitive unit, which reflects how much one identifies with the person or 

institution that is the agent of the emotion-inducing event" (Ortny, et al., 1988, p. 84). 

The cognitive unit (which Ortny et al. borrowed from Heider, 1958) is what 

allows one person (as the formal agent) to experience the emotion of another (the acting 

agent), as when, for instance, a person feels shame for a transgression—or pride for an 

accomplishment—performed by a close relation. Friendships and families tend to 

produce strong cognitive units. Intuitive for most people, is the notion that within 

friendships and families there is an objective order that is more sensitive to any 

imbalances associated with expressions of mutual respect. Heider asserted that this 

objective order—^whether inside or outside of close relationships—is a function of "ought 

forces" representing impersonal and objective requirements. 

Although different tyjjes of ought forces exist inside and outside of close 

relationships, it is harm to the objective order, according to Heider. that elevates anger to 

indignation. Furthermore when there is a strong cognitive unity involved, individuals 

should be particularly susceptible to the impact such harm will have on their identities. 
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Thus, it is likely that people may be most sensitive to the harms they perceive against the 

objective order (i.e., what is fair in a civil context) within their closer relationships. 

With his conclusions regarding self-concept maintenance as it relates to inference 

theory, Berlo (1960) arrived at a position very similar to that spelled out by defensive 

attribution theory. According to Berlo, with the development of the ability to empathize, 

a person will come to use their self-concept as a foundation for making inferences about 

others. "We make the assumption that other people are like us, and that their behaviors 

reflect the same internal states that our behavior reflects" (1960, p. 128). As long as one 

finds this assumption rewarding, he or she may easily form a false consensus and assume 

that other people are similar to them in their perspectives within the objective order. 

However, according to Berlo: 

When we empathize by making inferences and are not rewarded, we are forced to 

do one of two things. Either (1) we distort the behaviors of others that we 

perceive, and make them correspond to our expectations, or (2) we take another 

look at our image of ourselves, we redefine self. (1960, pp. 127-128) 

When we perceive others' behaviors as harming the objective order, we will not be 

rewarded in our interactions with them. The more we perceive them as similar to us—the 

stronger our cognitive unity with them—the more we are likely to be faced with the implicit 

possibility that we, ourselves, are characterologically suspect. We are apt to find this sort of 

negative self-attribution to be painful, and in answer to such esteem-related threats to our 

identity, we are prone to react with a self-defensive show of indignation. 
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In view of the above considerations concerning issues associated with identity, 

strength of cognitive unit, perceived similarity, and matters related to the nature of 

indignation, the following hypothesis is presented: 

Hypothisis 2: All else being equal, a communication event perceived as ojfensive will 

elicit greater indignation when attributed to a similar other than when 

attributed to a dissimilar other. 

Recurrent Interaction 

The relationship hypothesized in Hypothesis I is concerned with a quality of the 

perceiver (whether he or she is an entity or incremental theorist), and his or her response 

to an individual interaction episode. In contrast, the relationship hypothesized in 

Hypothesis 2 is concerned with a quality of the offender (whether the offender is similar 

or dissimilar to the perceiver), as that quality impacts the perceiver's response to an 

individual interaction episode. In both cases, the level of analysis focuses on a single 

interaction episode rather than the collective effects of continuing contact. Thus far, the 

effect of recurrent interactions involving more than one episode has not been addressed. 

It is reasonable to assume that interactants modify their assessments of the 

contacts they have as well as the people they interrelate with, as they interact in repeated 

exchanges over time. In the present research, subjects experience six separate episodes, 

three specifically designed to be offensive, and three designed to be neither offensive nor 

affiliative. Consequently, on balance, we should expect an overall assessment of all of the 

episodes combined to be somewhat negative in nature for all subjects. Under the present 

theoretical formulation, there is no clear reason to assume that entity or incremental 
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theorists will differ in their global responses to repeated episodes and continuous 

interactions over time. 

While entity theorists are known to differ from incremental theorists in their 

willingness to form sweeping character Judgments based on the limited information 

gathered from a single experience, it has not been established that the two ITM groups 

should differ given the relatively greater amounts of contextual information that numerous 

episodes and repeated contacts should provide. Furthermore, if there are differences between 

the two groups as a consequence of successive interactions, it would be useful to ascertain if 

they are primarily a function of cognitive factors, affective factors, or a combination of both. 

Hence, the following research question; 

Research Question 1: As a function of ITM, will there be differences in person 

judgments on global affective and/or cognitive measures resulting from repeated 

exposure to offensive episodes in conjunction with benign episodes? 

It might also be anticipated that an overall assessment of all of the episodes 

combined should vary as a function of the differing degrees of identification expected as 

a result of manipulating perceptions of personal similarity. Likewise, it would also be 

useful to ascertain whether any differences that might occur are primarily a reflection of 

cognitive and/or affective factors. Hence, the final research question: 

Research Question 2: As a fimction of similarity/dissimilariry, will there be differences in 

person judgments on global affective and/or cognitive measures resulting from 

repeated exposure to offensive episodes in conjunction with benign episodes? 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects and Overview of Method 

Two studies administered by computer, using an Asymetrix ® ToolBook ® 

program, were conducted to examine the roles of similarity and ITM in offense-taking and 

indignation. The studies provided a series of six episodes described as unfolding over a 

period of time. Two hundred sixty undergraduates were recruited to participate in Study I 

(120 males, 140 females) in exchange for course extra credit. Similarity was manipulated 

by the ToolBook® program using demographic information gathered from the subjects in 

an earlier, ostensibly unrelated survey (Byrne, 1971; Thornton, 1984). During the same 

earlier survey (see Appendix A), ITM was also measured using a three-item scale, so that 

it could be treated as a correlational factor in Study I (Dweck et al., 1995). 

In Study 2, 118 undergraduates (59 males, 59 females) volunteered to participate 

in return for course extra credit. In this second study, ITM was manipulated rather than 

measured, and a cognitive response set instructional induction was used to manipulate 

similarity. In both studies, participants were introduced to three benign episodes along 

with three offensive episodes, with all six episodes presented in random order by the 

computer. After reading each of the six situationally plausible events, participants in both 

studies indicated their responses to nine affective measures. Upon completing the sets of 

affective measures after each separate episode, participants responded to items designed 

to assess their global affective responses to the stimulus jjerson and the stimulus person's 
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overall behavior (in view of all six episodes), as well a set of global cognitive evaluations 

of the stimulus person and the stimulus person's overall behavior. 

Experimental Design 

Since the six episodes presented to the participants each represent random 

examples of offensive and benign communication scenarios, the means for the three 

offensive episodes were averaged together, as were the means for the three benign 

episodes, to produce two fixed levels of episode type—one offensive and one benign. 

Thus, the design used to analyze the data for both studies was a 2 x 2 x 2 mixed model 

analysis of variance (ANOVA), with one within subjects factor—episode type (offensive 

X benign), and two between subjects factors—similarity condition (similar x dissimilar) x 

implicit attribution style (incremental x entity). 

General Procedure 

Upon arriving in the laboratory, subjects in both studies were told they were 

participating in a study to evaluate social impression formation. They were each directed 

to a computer where they first entered their 4 digit ID numbers, and then were shown a 

research profile describing the study as concerned with gathering data to determine the 

degree of accuracy that can be obtained in forming impressions about another person on 

the basis of "episodic information." Participants reviewed the materials provided on the 

stimulus person (named Pat) and then were presented with the six-episode interaction 

scenarios. 

In their instructions, subjects were told they would be reviewing selected 

materials from individual case accounts obtained in earlier research involvins 
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undergraduate students. These earlier students had supposedly been asked to complete a 

variety of questionnaires, and write several brief descriptive accounts of actual interaction 

episodes they had experienced with some of their acquaintances. Subjects were told the 

computer would randomly select the person they would interact with from its database. 

Participants clicked on a button labeled, "Pat," activating a program routine 

causing the frame to flicker with a rapidly scrolling box of numbers. After a couple 

seconds, the scrolling ceased and paused for a half second on one number, whereupon the 

screen was replaced by a new screen with text describing the stimulus person. Subjects 

were led to believe they would be reviewing selected materials from this person's file and 

asked to provide their opinion as to the person and events depicted. 

As mentioned above, the participants were led to believe the computer had randomly 

selected an interaction partner for them from its data base. Actually, the ToolBook® 

program, after randomly assigning them to one of the two similarity conditions, either 

constructed a partner for them based on their survey information (Study 1), or gave them a 

pre-constructed similar or dissimilar profile of Pat in conjunction with a cognitive response 

set similarity induction (Study 2) adapted from Shaver (1970). The experimental design is 

shown in Figure 1. 

Study 1 

Hypotheses I was tested by classifying participants as either entity or incremental 

theorists based on their responses to three ITM measures taken in the earlier survey. 

Hypothesis 2 was tested by randomly assigning participants to one of the two similarity 

conditions. The description of the stimulus person, Pat, was presented along with 
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instructions for the participant to imagine Pat as their interactional partner during the 

unfolding of ongoing relations involving the six separate episodes. 

For both hypotheses, the dependent measures consisted of the participants' self-

reported responses to a series of items designed to assess the pattern and content of their 

appraisals, or perceptions of appraisal-relevant situational information. According to 

Reisenzein «& Hofmann (1993), appraisal-relevant situational information consists of a 

mixture of selective information about appraisals and about salient perceived situational 

features of emotion eliciting events from which appraisals can potentially be inferred 

(e.g., valence of an event, its causal locus, or the probability or appropriateness of its 

occurrence). The measures used were based on appraisal dimensions for indignation 

(defined as the secondary emotion comprised of anger, contempt, negative criticism, and 

disgust), as well as self-reported subjective feeling states associated with indignation (see 

affective and global measures below). 

Implicit Theory Measurement 

The original questionnaire used to gather similarity information also contained three 

items designed to measure the participant's implicit theory of moral responsibility (Dweck 

et al., 1995; Chiu et al., 1997; Gervey et al., 1999). The three parallel items are as follows: 

1) A person's moral character is something very basic about them, and it can't be changed 

mucin 2) Whether a person is responsible or sincere or not is deeply ingrained in their 

personality. It cannot be changed very much: and 3) There is not much that can be done to 

change a person's moral traits (e.g., conscientiousness, uprightness and honesty). 
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Participants were directed to indicate their agreement with each of these items on a 6-point 

scale (ranging from I—very strongly disagree, to 6—very strongly agree)."* 

In order to test Hypothesis I, participant responses to the three items were averaged 

to produce a single continuous scale measure of implicit theory. According to Gervey et al. 

(1999), the three items have been found to accurately predict the respondents' tendency to 

make dispositional trait inferences leading to characterologicai attributions based on a very 

limited number of behavioral observations. Evidence attesting to the measure's high degree 

of psychometric reliability and validity is detailed in Chiu et al. (1997) and in Gervey et al. 

(1999). Items depicting an incremental theory of moral character were not included because, 

according to Gervey et al. (1999), they have been found to lead to a social desirability 

response bias, and may be overly compelling. Moreover, Dweck and her colleagues have 

provided strong evidence indicating that disagreement with an entity theory can be reliably 

taken to represent agreement with an incremental theory (Dweck et al., 1995; Levy, 

Stroessner, & Dweck, 1998; Gervey et al., 1999). 

Similarity Manipulation 

In order to test Hypothesis 2, Similarity in Study 1 was manipulated using the 

demographic information gathered on each subject in the earlier survey (Byrne, 1971; 

Thornton, 1984). Before clicking on the "Pat" button to view the custom ToolBook© 

prepared description of their interaction partner, participants received the following 

information designed to help them make sense of Pat's origin: 

For this study, you will be reviewing selected materials from individual case 

accounts obtained in earlier research among University of Arizona students. These 
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students had been asked to complete a variety of questionnaires and then write 

several brief descriptive accounts of actual interaction episodes with some of their 

acquaintances. This was done anonymously, of course. You will be reviewing 

selected materials from one of these students and asked to provide your opinion as 

to the person and events depicted. 

For a 26 year old White female participant with a communication major, a typical 

computer manipulated description of Pat in the similar condition might appear as follows: 

Pat is a 27 year old communication major of Caucasian descent from the 

Southwest. She describes herself as coming from a middleclass family, and she 

does not report a strong belief in God. Pat considers herself to be pretty laid back, 

and moderately athletic. Her favorite hobbies are sports (basketball and tennis) 

and reading (mostly fiction). Pat is outgoing, somewhat carefree, and a generally 

liberal individual. She has indicated that she dates often, and reports that she 

wouldn 't mind pursuing a romantic relationship if the right guy came along. 

The computer manipulated description of Pat for this same female participant in the 

dissimilar condition would appear as follows; 

Pat is a 36 year old engineering major of Hispanic descent from the East. She 

describes herself as coming from a relatively poor family, and she reports a strong 

belief in God. Pat considers herself to be somewhat hyper, and not very athletic. 

Her favorite hobbies are cooking and reading (mostly biographies and nonfiction). 

Pat is basically private, extremely cautious, and a generally conservative 
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individual. She has indicated that she rarely dates, and reports that she is not 

particularly interested in pursuing a romantic relationship at the moment. 

Emotional Response Set Induction 

After reading their description of Pat, the participants were presented with 

instructions designed to induce an emotional response set (adapted from Smith & Lazarus, 

1993). They were asked to imagine that they were actually living through the episodes: 

... try to mentally create the thoughts and feelings you would have if you were 

actually in these situations. When you are experiencing the feelings a situation 

evokes, please answer the questions that follow—as you think you would if you 

were actually experiencing the situation ... 

At this point the participants were reminded that "each of the following six 

screens contains a single, separate episode involving an interaction with Pat, " 

whereupon each of the six interaction episodes (followed by a set of affective measures) 

was presented in random order by the computer. 

Episode Scenarios 

In order to present situationally plausible episodes perceived as offensive, 236 

accounts were collected a year earlier from the same subject pool of Communication and 

Business majors. In these earlier surveys, subjects were presented the following request: 

We are doing research into interpersonal interactions and the taking of offense. 

Please spend a few moments jotting down, in a paragraph or two, a recent and/or 

vivid experience you've had where you were offended by someone's behavior, 

actions or by what they said. Or, if you prefer, you may give an account of when 
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someone else took offense from your behavior, actions or something you said. 

Please briefly describe the situation, the people involved, and the outcome. Please 

remain anonymous; do not sign your name. All accounts will be treated as private 

and confidential. 

The 236 one-paragraph accounts averaging roughly 100 words each (varying in 

length from 11 to approximately 250 words), were content analyzed by a computer 

program called the "Theme Machine" (Lambert, in press). Using an automated coding 

system originally developed to enhance information retrieval effectiveness, the Theme 

Machine performs document clustering by grouping accounts together into clusters 

embodying a common theme (see Appendix B). Thus, the 236 accounts were sorted into 

31 clusters. The Theme Machine has been used in previous research to analyze 

hypothetical scenarios (Bonito, 1999) and troubles talk episodes (Goldsmith, 1999). 

Offensive Episodes. In order to maintain a generic flavor and eliminate references 

to specific genders, ethnicities, religions, etc., the 31 clusters of offensive accounts were 

pared down to three categories from which three prototypical offenses were modeled. The 

first offensive scenario category involves criticism perceived as inappropriate. In the case 

adapted for scenario I, the transgression was committed in the context of a roommate 

interaction (see Appendix C for all six episode scenarios). The second offensive scenario 

category involves rudeness and a lack of resjiect shown to the offendee. In the case 

adapted for the second offensive scenario (scenario 3), the transgression was committed 

during a public presentation. The third and last offensive scenario (scenario 5) also relates 

to a topic area that should offer a significant degree of situational similarity and relevancy 
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for subjects drawn from an undergraduate population. Scenario 5 involves insensitivity in 

conjunction with an insult aimed at the offendee's intelligence: 

Benign Episodes. Like the offensive episodes, the three benign episodes were also 

adapted from the 236 offense accounts collected earlier. However, the benign episodes 

were altered to insure that they did not offer any significant possibility of offense taken in 

association with Pat as the antagonist (See Appendix C). 

Affective Measures 

After reading each of the six episodes, participants were shown three screens 

presented in random order by the computer, each containing three monopolar affective 

measures, along with the following instructions: On a scale of 1 to 10 (where I = none, 

and 10 = very much), please indicate how each of the following terms applies to how you 

feel toward Pat as a result of this episode. One screen presented the measures for fear, 

respect, and disgust; another screen presented the measures for anger, attraction, and 

negative criticism; and a third screen presented the measures for appreciation, contempt, 

and admiration. 

Of the three screens, two presented Negative—Positive—Negative affect measures, 

and one presented Positive—Negative—Positive affect measures. The order in which these 

three screens were presented to each subject by the ToolBook® program was randomized, 

however, once the order was established following the first episode shown to a subject, it 

remained constant for the following five episodes viewed by that subject. Across the six 

episodes, each subject provided a total of 54 separate responses on the affect measures. 
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Three criterion variables were computed from these responses. Obviously, 

indignation will be indicated by the presence of negative feelings. Perhaps less obvious, 

is the fact that indignation should also be represented by a lack of positive feelings. 

Moreover, the margin of extremity between high levels of negative affect and low levels 

of positive affect might possibly offer the best single measure of indignation. Therefore, 

in addition to a negative affect scale and a positive affect scale, a difference, or 

"extremity" scale was also computed. 

Each of the separate emotion measures was averaged across all six episodes to 

produce an overall mean for that particular emotion, so that the 48 individual measures 

used produced eight emotion items—of which four were negative and four were positive.^ 

All of these emotion scale items demonstrated excellent reliability. The negative emotion 

items (anger, contempt, negative criticism, and disgust) produced a standardized 

Cronbach's alpha of .85 across all episodes (.80 across the three offensive episodes, and 

.88 across the three benign episodes), and the positive items (admiration, appreciation, 

attraction , and respect) produced a standardized alpha of .90 across all episodes (.91 

across the three offensive episodes, and .88 across the three benign episodes). 

Examining the negative and positive emotion scale results separately may not 

fully reveal all of the information available about the participants' reactions to episode 

type. The responses of one participant, who reports relatively high levels of negative 

affect combined with high levels of positive affect, might be comparable to—i.e., in some 

way equivalent to—the responses of another participant, who reports more moderate 

levels of negative affect, but in combination with relatively lower levels of positive 



46 

affect. Similarly, low levels of negative affect combined with moderate levels of positive 

affect might be considered somewhat comparable to high levels of negative affect in 

combination with high levels of positive affect. 

Therefore, a measure indicating the margin of difference between a subject's 

negative and positive affective responses was created. The variable, representing the 

extremity of negative affect (termed '^Extremity"), was computed by subtracting the mean 

of a participant's Positive Affect score from the mean of his or her Negative Affect score. 

Consequently, an Extremity score that produces a higher mean value indicates a more 

negative overall response to episode type. Any Extremity scores that actually produce a 

mean value of less than zero will thus indicate an overall positive response to that 

particular episode type (since a negative value results from subtracting a larger positive 

mean from a smaller negative mean).® 

The gauge of a participant's level of indignation is thus represented by three mean 

scores: their Negative Affect score; their Positive Affect score; and their Extremity of 

negative affect score. 

Global Measures 

In order to address the two research questions, global cognitive and affective 

measures were administered at the conclusion of the exfjerimental sessions. After reading 

and responding to all six episodes, participants in both studies were given a series of global 

affective measures in the form of 7-point Likert scales presented, two per screen, in random 

order by the computer (Overall, I found Pat to be: Pleasant—Unpleasant; Disagreeable— 

Agreeable [reverse-coded]; Predictable—Unpredictable [re verse-coded] Inoffensive— 
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Offensive; Inconsiderate—Considerate [reverse-coded]; and Satisfying—Unsatisfying). The 

means of these six measures were used to compute a Global Affective Response scale, where 

a higher mean indicates a more negative response. The six items comprising the Global 

Affective Response scale produced a standardized Cronbach's alpha of .84 across both studies. 

Following the global affective measures, several global cognitive measures were 

assessed. Subjects were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with eight 

statements, based on their overall evaluation of Pat. Response options appeared in the 

form of 7-point Likert scale items, anchored by "Very Strongly Disagree" on the left, and 

"Very Strongly Agree" on the right. A Global Cognitive Evaluation scale was computed 

from the means of five of these final items (Pat's behavior overall was: acceptable; 

sensitive; ought-appropriate; acquaintance-expected; and responsible), with a standardized 

Cronbach's alpha of .78 across both studies. The cognitive items were reverse-coded so 

that, like the means for Global Affective Response, higher Global Cognitive Evaluation 

means indicate a more negative judgment. 

Identification Manipulation Check and Debriefing 

Upon completing the above items, subjects were presented with a screen 

containing the following two paragraph debriefing: 

The Study in which you have just participated was designed to help us understand 

the effects of certain interpersonal variables on the attribution process. The 

description of Pat accompanying the various episodes altered to produce 

someone it would be either easier or more difficult for you to identify with. Your 

assessment of your own feelings, and your impression of Pat, are expected to vary 
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based on a combination of factors, including your perceived relative similarity 

and/or ability/inability to identify with Pat, and the nature of the episode. 

Subjects were invited to use the keyboard to enter comments pertaining to any 

thoughts they had while they were reading through the screens or answering the questions, 

however before they were given this opportunity, they were asked the following question as 

a manipulation check to determine the impact of similarity condition: Did you feel that you 

were easily able to relate to Patl The response options were in the form of four buttons 

labeled: Yes, easily; Yes, somewhat; Not really; and. Not at all. Subjects were then 

presented with the text box allowing them to enter any comments they chose to share. 

Finally, they were asked not to discuss the study until a later date, and excused. 

Study 2 

The procedures for Study 2 were identical to Study I with the exception of how 

the two predictor variables were operationalized. 

Implicit Theory Manipulation 

In the present theoretical formulation, the relationship between dispositional, 

characterological attributions and indignation is posited to be causal in nature. Therefore, 

in order to provide stronger support for Hypotheses 1, it was necessary to operationalize 

the ITM variable in Study 2 by manipulating its level within the participants. 

In at least four previous studies (Chiu et al., 1997, and two studies cited therein, and 

in Levy et al., 1998) Dweck and her colleagues have successfully manipulated implicit 

theories of attribution by having participants read ostensibly "scientific" passages that 

compellingly present either the entity or incremental theory as extensively well 
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documented and supported. Chiu at ai. (1997) argue that, although participants might hold 

strong predispositions toward one theory or the other, both theories represent basic ways of 

thinking that are, at some level, familiar to most individuals. Moreover, given that both 

modes of thought are implicitly maintained (i.e., primarily out of awareness, and certainly 

not well articulated), the authoritative nature and "scientific" appearance of the bogus 

article manipulations leads participants to—^at least temporarily—adopt the appropriately 

primed theory, regardless of their preexisting implicit stance (Chiu et al., 1997). 

After reading the bogus passages (modeled after articles prepared by Chiu et al., 

1997—see Appendix D), those in the entity theory condition, as opposed to those in the 

incremental condition, were expected to exhibit a significantly greater tendency to broadly 

infer characterological traits from observed behaviors. Moreover, based on past findings by 

Dweck and colleagues, the entity theorists were also expected to characterize and 

understand others' behavior in terms of dispositional traits. 

Similarity Manipulation 

Rather than using prior survey data as in Study 1, similarity was manipulated in 

Study 2 through a cognitive response set induction method adapted from Shaver (1970). 

After being randomly assigned to similarity condition by the ToolBook® program, the 

cognitive response set manipulation was induced by having the participants read a page 

of written instructions. For the similar condition, the instructions read as follows: 

To make your judgment as accurate as possible, you must try to understand the 

person you are judging. Research has shown that one of the best ways to do this is 

to assume that their personal characteristics—their attitudes, their values, their 



feelings and beliefs about the world—are very much like your own. In this way the 

subjective accuracy of your judgment will be increased. So, as you proceed, try to 

imagine that the person's characteristics are very similar to your own. 

For the dissimilar condition, the instructions were identical to those above, with 

three alterations—the underlined phrase was replaced with "are not at all like vour own." 

the word, "subjective" was replaced with "objective," and finally, the end of the last 

sentence was changed from "are very similar to your own " to "are not at all similar to 

your own." Shaver (1970) and Thornton (1984) have found passages very close the one 

above to be an effective manipulation of perceived personal similarity. 

As in Study 1, the participants were led to believe the computer had randomly 

selected an interaction partner for them from its data base. However, no background 

information on the subject was used. Instead, after administering the cognitive response 

set induction, the ToolBook® program presented them with one of four pre-prepared 

descripiions of Pat (male/female x similar/dissimilar), controlling for gender, so that Pat 

was described using pronouns matching the participant's gender. For example, the 

program would describe Pat to a female participant in the similar condition as follows: 

Pat is a 22 year old communication major from the Southwest. She describes 

herself as coming from a middle class family. Pat considers herself to be 

moderately active and relatively athletic. Her favorite hobbies are watching and 

participating in sports and reading (mostly adventure and humor). Pat is basically 

outgoing, somewhat cautious, and a politically neutral individual. She has 
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indicated that she goes out occasionally, and reports that she would consider a 

more steady relationship if just the right person were to come along. 

The dissimilar condition used the same format, but with certain key alterations For example, 

to a male participant in the dissimilar condition, the program would describe Pat as follows: 

Pat is a 34 year old art major from the South. He describes himself as coming from 

a wealthy, religious family, although he does not believe in God. Pat considers 

himself to be somewhat hyperactive and not very athletic. His favorite hobbies are 

bowling and reading (mostly classics). Pat is basically private, somewhat cautious, 

and a politically conservative individual. He has indicated that he rarely dates, and 

reports that he doesn't care to have a steady relationship with any one person. 

Aside from the implicit theory and similarity inductions, all other procedures and 

aspects of Study 2 were identical to those of Study 1, including the use of the same episode 

scenarios, and all of the same dependent measures. 
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CHAPTER in 

RESULTS 

Study 1 

Manipulation Checks 

The design used to analyze the data for both studies examined the within group 

effects of episode type against the between group effects of similarity and implicit 

attribution in a 2 x 2 x 2 mixed model analysis of variance. Since the assumption of 

sphericity was violated for the repeated measures test examining episode type in Study 1, 

the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was used, revealing a significant main effect for 

episode type, F (3.85, 985) = 547, p<.001, eta^ = .68. Greater Extremity of negative affect 

was reported following the combined offensive episodes (M = 5.27, indicating their 

relative unpleasantness) than following the combined benign episodes (M = - 0.19, 

indicating their relative neutrality), demonstrating the success of the episode type 

manipulation (see Figure 2). 

A simple one way ANOVA was run with Pretest Custom Similarity as the factor and 

Identify with Pat as the dependent variable revealing a significant, although relatively 

moderate relationship, F(l, 256) = 7.45, p<.01, eta^ = .03, indicating that those in the 

similar condition were more easily able to Identify with Pat (M = 2.9), than those in the 

dissimilar condition (M = 3.15. see Figure 3). 

Hypotheses 

The statistical analysis in Study 1, treating the pretest attribution measure as a 

continuous variable, found support for Hypothesis 1. While there were no main effects 
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Figure 2 
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Greater Extremity of negative affect was reported following the combined offensive 

episodes (M = 5.27) than following the combined benign episodes (M = - 0.19), 

F (3.85, 985) = 547, p < .001, eta^ = .68. 
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Figure 3 

Identification Manipulation Check, Study 1 
2.2 
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The Identification manipulation check revealed that participants in the similar condition 

were more easily able to Identify with Fat (M = 2.10), than those in the dissimilar 

condition (M = 1.85), F(l, 256) = 7.45, p <.0I, eta^ = .028. 
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for implicit attribution style on Negative Affect, Positive Affect, or Extremity, significant 

interactions involving episode type and implicit attribution style were found for all three 

criterions. In order to run planned comparisons, the continuous pretest attribution variable 

was categorized into quintiles consisting of "high incremental," "medium incremental," 

"neutral," "medium entity," and "high entity," and the ensuing 1-tailed t tests did not 

assume equality of variance among the five groups. 

For Negative Affect, the interaction between episode type and implicit attribution 

style was significant: F (14, 232) = 1.88, p< .05, eta^ = .10 (see Figure 4). ® A planned 

comparison run on Negative Affect, contrasting the two incremental groups with the two 

entity groups (1, 1, 0, -1, -I), following the offensive episodes was also significant, 

indicating that entity theorists experienced higher levels of negative affect than 

incremental theorists after the offensive episodes t (34) = 2.23, p < .02 (see Table 1). 

This same contrast run on Negative Affect following the benign episodes was not found to 

be significant; t (8) = 0.61, ns. 

The interaction between episode type and implicit attribution style was also 

significant for Positive Affect, indicating that entity theorists respond with higher levels 

of positive affect than incremental theorists after benign episodes but just the reverse 

after offensive episodes F(14. 232) = 2.29, p< .01. eta^= .12. (see Figure 5). The planned 

comparison contrasting the two incremental groups with the two entity groups, run on 

Positive Affect following the offensive episodes was not significant (see Table 1), nor was 

the same contrast following the benign episodes. 
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Figure 4 

Episode Type by Pretest Attribution, Study 1 
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Excepting the high incremental theorists, entity theorists showed higher levels of negative 

affect than incremental theorists after the offensive episodes but not after the benign 

episodes, F (14, 232) = 1.88, p < .05, eta^ = .10. 
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Figure 5 

Episode Type by Pretest Attribution, Study 1 
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Entity theorists responded with higher levels of positive affect than incremental theorists 

after benign episodes but, just the reverse (excepting high incrementalists) after offensive 

episodes, F(14, 232) = 2.29, p < .01, eta^ = .12. 
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Table 1 

Effects of Implicit Attribution Following Offensive Episodes 

Study 1 Study 2 Both Studies 

Entity Incremental Entity Incremental Entity Incremental 

Negative Affect 7.14* > 6.86 7.25* > 6.64 7.18* > 6.80 

Positive Affect 1.63 < 1.73 1.48* < 1.89 1.57* < 1.77 

Extremity 5.51 > 5.13 5.78* > 4.75 5.61* > 5.03 

Global Affect 5.52 > 5.48 5.57 > 5.43 5.54 > 5.46 

Global Cognition 6.04 > 5.84 6.10* > 5.71 6.06* > 5.80 

Bold* indicates the more negative mean, p < .05. (Global measures were taken after 

participants had been exposed to all six episodes). 
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Finally, for Extremity, the interaction involving episode type and implicit 

attribution style was again significant, F (14, 232) = 3.04, p< .001, eta^ = .16, providing 

evidence that entity theorists, relative to incremental theorists, exhibit more positive 

overall affect following the benign episodes, but show more extreme negative overall 

affect following the negative episodes (see Figure 6). 

The planned comparison contrasting the two incremental groups with the two 

entity groups on Extremity of negative affect following the offensive episodes, was not 

significant, r (18) = 1.53, p = .07. When comparing only the "medium incremental" group 

with the two entity groups, however, the contrast was significant: / (18) = 2.80. p < .01. 

The same comparison following the benign episodes was not significant (see Table 1). 

To test for the presence of a quadratic function, a regression analyses examining 

the curvilinear relationship between implicit theory (treated as a continuous variable) and 

the three dependent measures was run, and found not to be statistically significant for any 

of the three variables [Negative Affect, t (257) = .595, p = .55; Positive Affect, t (257) = 

1.55, p =.L2; Extremity, f (257)= 1.19, p =.23]. 

Study I produced no support for Hypothesis 2. There were no main effects for 

similarity for any of the three criterion variables [Negative Affect, F (1, 232) = 1.25, 

p = .26. eta^ = .(X)5; Positive Affect, F (1, 232) = 1.27. p = .26, eta^ = .005; Extremity, 

F (I. 232) = .3.48, p = .06, eta^ = .015], nor was the similarity by episode type 

interaction statistically significant [Negative Affect, F(l, 232) = l.l3,p = .25,eta2 = .005; 

Positive Affect, F (I. 232) = .49, p = .48, eta^ = .002; Extremity. F (1, 232) = .99. p = .32. 

cta^ = .004] (see Table 2). 
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Figure 6 

Episode Type by Pretest Attribution, Study 1 
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With the exception of high incremental theorists, entity theorists exhibit more positive 

affect than incremental theorists following the benign episodes, but show more extreme 

negative affect following the negative episodes, F (14, 232) = 3.04, p < .001, eta^ = .16 
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Table 2 

Effects of Similarity Following Offensive Episodes 

Study 1 Study 2 Both Studies 

Similar Dissimilar Similar Dissimilar Similar Dissimilar 

Negative Affect 6.88 < 7.06 6.86 < 7.02 6.87 < 7.04 

Positive Affect 1.80 > 1.58 1.72 > 1.65 1.77 > 1.60 

Extremity 5.08 < 5.48 5.14 < 5.38 5.10 < 5.44 

Global Affect 5.31 < 5.70* 5.47 < 5.53 5.36 < 5.65» 

Global Cognition 5.76 < 6.09» 5.88 < 5.92 5.80 < 6.04* 

Bold* indicates the more negative mean, p < .05. (Global measures were taken after 

participants had been exposed to all six episodes). 
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Study 2 

Manipulation Checks 

In Study 2, as in Study 1, the assumption of sphericity was violated for the 

repeated measures test examining episode type. Thus, the Greenhouse-Geisser correction 

was used once again, revealing a significant main effect for episode type: F (4.2, 490) = 

219, p<.001, eta^ = .65. Greater extremity of negative affect was reported following the 

combined offensive episodes (M = 5.27) than following the combined benign episodes 

(M = -.25), demonstrating the success of the episode type manipulation (see Figure 7). 

A simple one way ANOVA with No Pretest Similarity as the factor and Identify 

with Pat as the dependent variable did not reveal a significant relationship [F (1, 116) = 

.011, p = .92]. Thus, there is no evidence to indicate that the cognitive response set 

induction designed to manipulate similarity in Study 2 had any impact on the defensive 

attribution process. 

Hypotheses 

Study 2 also produced support for Hypothesis I. As in Study 1, there were no main 

effects for implicit attribution style in terms of Negative Affect, Positive Affect, or 

Extremity, however, significant interactions involving episode type and implicit attribution 

style were found for two of these three criterions. ¥or Negative Affect, the interaction was 

significant, indicating that entity theorists responded with higher levels of negative affect 

than incremental theorists after offensive episodes but just the reverse after benign 

episodes: F (1, 114) = 7.44, p< .01. eta^ = .06 (see Figure 8). Planned comparisons 
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Figure 7 

Episode Type Manipulation Checi<, Study 2 
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As in Study 1, greaterextremity of negative affect was reported following the combined 

offensive episodes (M = 5.27) than following the combined benign episodes (M = -.25), 

F (4.2, 490) = 219, p < .001, eta^ = .65. 
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Figure 8 

Episode Type by Manipulated Attribution, Study 2 
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Entity tiieorists show higher levels of negative affect than incremental theorists after 

offensive episodes, but just the reverse after benign episodes, F (1, 114) = 7.44, p < .01, 

eta^ = .06. Entity theorists (M = 7.25) responded with significantly more negative affect 

following the offensive episodes than did incremental theorists (M = 6.64): 

/(116) = 2.05.p = .02 (1-tailed). 
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revealed that entity theorists (M = 7.25) responded with significantly more negative affect 

than did incremental theorists following the offensive episodes, (M = 6.64): / (116) = 2.05, 

p = .02 (1-tailed, see Table 1), but not following the benign episodes (entity, M = 2.69; 

incremental, M = 3.05): f (116) = 1.52, p = .07, ns. 

For Positive Affect, the interaction involving episode type and implicit attribution 

style was not significant: F (1, 114) = 0.72, ns (see Figure 9). However, planned comparisons 

revealed that entity theorists (M = 1.48) responded with significantly less positive affect 

following the offensive episodes than did incremental theorists (M = 1.89): t (116) = 2.51, 

p < .01 (1-tailed, see Table 1). This was not the case following the benign episodes 

(entity, M = 3.06; incremental, M = 3.20): r (114) = 0.53, ns. 

Finally, for Extremity of negative affect, the interaction involving episode type and 

implicit attribution style was again significant: F(l, 114) = 6.78, p< .01, eta^ = .06 (see 

Figure 10). Planned comparisons reveal that entity theorists (M = 5.78) showed more 

extreme negative affect than did incremental theorists (M = 4.75) following the offensive 

episodes: r (116) = 2.63, p < .005 (1-tailed, see Table 1) but not following the benign 

episodes (entity theorists, M = -.37; incremental theorists, M = -.14; t (102) = 0.80, ns). 

Study 2 did not produce any support for Hypothesis 2, which predicted an 

interactions involving similarity and episode type. There was, however, a significant main 

effect for No Pretest Siniiiariry on Extremity of negative affect, indicating that those in the 

similar condition (M = 2.3) responded with less extreme negative affect across all episodes 

than did those in the dissimilar condition (M = 2.8), F(l, 114) = 4.05,/? < .05, eta^ = .03 

(see Figure 11 and Table 2). 
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Figure 9 

Episode Type by Manipulated Attribution, Study 2 
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The interaction involving episode type and implicit attribution style was not statistically 

significant, however, entity theorists (M = 1.48) responded with significantly less 

positive affect following the offensive episodes than did incremental theorists (M = 1.89), 

t (116) = 2.51, p < .01 (1-tailed). 



67 

Figure 10 

Episode Type by Manipulated Attribution, Study 2 
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For Extremity of negative affect, the interaction between episode type and manipulated 

attribution was significant: F (1, 114) = 6.78, p < .01, eta^ = .06. Following the offensive 

episodes, entity theorists (M = 5.78) showed more extreme negative affect than did 

incremental theorists (M = 4.75) / (116) = 2.63, p < .005 (I-tailed). 
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Figure 11 

Main Effect for Similarity, Study 2 
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There was a significant main effect for similarity on extremity of negative affect in 

Study 2, indicating that those in the similar condition responded with less extreme 

negative affect across all episodes (M = 2.3) than did those in the dissimilar condition 

(M = 2.8). F (1, 114) = 4.05, p < .05, eta^ = .03. 
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Research Questions 

The research questions were concerned with whether there would be differences 

in person judgments on global affective or cognitive measures resulting from repeated 

exposure to both idnds of episodes. It was anticipated that an overall assessment of all of 

the episodes combined should vary as a function of personal similarity {RQl) as well as 

implicit theory (RQ2). 

Study 1 provided a strong custom manipulation of the similarity variable while 

merely measuring implicit attribution theory. In contrast. Study 2 provided a strong 

manipulation of implicit attribution theory, but utilized a relatively weak cognitive 

response set induction to manipulate similarity. The data reflect these differences. 

Since all of the subjects in each of the conditions were exposed to all 6 episodes, a 

2x2 (similar/dissimilar x entity/incremental) factorial ANOVA was used to analyze the 

data from both study. Study 1 revealed a signiflcant main effects for pretest similarity on 

both global criterions: Those in the similar conditions resf>onded with less negative affect 

(M = 5.31) than did those in the dissimilar conditions (M = 5.70), F(l,258) = 12.47, 

p < .001, eta^ = .046 (see Figure 12). Those in the similar conditions in Study 1 also 

responded with less negative cognitions (M = 5.76) than did those in the dissimilar 

conditions (M = 6.09), F (1,258) = 8.95. p <.01, eta^ = .034 (see Figure 13). There were 

no main effects for pretest implicit attribution theory on either criterion in Study I. 

Study 2 produced a nearly perfect reversal of results, revealing no main effects for 

similarity on either global criterion, while indicating a significant main effect for 

manipulated attribution on Global Cognitive Evaluation. Those in the entity condition 
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Figure 12 

Effect of Similarity on Global Affective Response, Study 1 
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There was a significant relationship between similarity and Global Affective Response in 

Study 1. Those in the similar condition (M = 5.31) responded with less negative affect 

than did those in the dissimilar condition (M = 5.7), F (I, 258) = 12.47,p < .001, 

eta^ = .046. 
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Figure 13 

Effect of Similarity on Global Cognitive Evaluation, Study 1 
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There was a significant relationship between similarity and Global Cognitive Evaluation 

in Study 1. Those in the similar condition (M = 5.76) responded with less negative 

cognitions than did those in the dissimilar condition (M = 6.09), F (1, 258) = 8.95, 

p < .01. eta2 = .034. 
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(M = 6.10) responded with more negative cognitions than did those in the incremental 

condition (M = 5.71), F (I, 116) = 4.88, p < .05, eta^ = .04 (see Figure 14 &. Table 1). 

When the data from both studies are combined (after first dichotomizing continuous 

attribution at the 3.5 midpoint), the added power reveals significant main effects for 

similarity on both criterions, indicating that those in the similar conditions respond less 

negatively on both global variables (see Figures 15 & 16 & Table 2) 

The combined data also reveal a significant main effect for implicit attribution 

theory on Global Cognitive Evaluation, indicating that those in the incremental 

conditions (M = 5.81) respond with less negative cognitions than those in the entity 

conditions (M = 6.06), F(l, 374) = 6.83, p< .01, eta^ = .018 (see Figure 17 & Table 1). 

The two main effects on Global Cognitive Evaluation across both studies were 

qualified, however, by a significant interaction between attribution and similarity. Those 

in the similar incremental condition (M = 5.62) responded with less negative cognitions 

than did those in the other three conditions (dissimilar incremental, M = 6.02; similar 

entity, M = 6.05; dissimilar entity, M = 6.08), F (1, 374) = 3.90, p < .05, eta^ = .010 

(see Figure 18). 
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Figure 14 

Effect of Attribution on Global Cognitive Evaluation, Study 2 
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There was a significant relationship between attribution and global cognitive evaluation 

in Study 2. Those in the incremental condition (M = 5.71) responded with less negative 

cognitions than those in the entity condition (M = 6.10), F (1, 116) = 4.88, p < .05, 

eta^ = .04. 
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Figure 15 

Effect of Similarity on Global Affective Response, Studies 1 & 2 
5.71 

Similar Dissimilar 

Similarity (both studies) 

There was a significant relationship between similarity and global affective response 

across both studies. Those in the similar condition (M = 5.36) responded with less 

negative affect than did those in the dissimilar condition (M = 5.65), F (1, 374) = 7.76, 

/? < .01, eta^ = .02. 
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Figure 16 

Effect of Similarity on Global Cognitive Evaluation, Studies 1 & 2 
6.1 

Similar Dissimilar 

Similarity (both studies) 

There was a significant relationship between similarity and global cognitive evaluation 

across both studies. Those in the similar condition (M = 5.80) responded with less 

negative cognitions than did those in the dissimilar condition (M = 6.04), F(l, 374) = 

5.03, p < .05, eta^ = .017. 
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Figure 17 

Effect of Attribution on Global Cognitive Evaluation, Studies 1 & 2 
6.1 

Incremental Entity 

Attribution (both studies) 

There was a significant relationship between attribution and global cognitive evaluation 

across both studies. Those in the incremental condition (M = 5.81) responded with less 

negative cognitions than did those in the entity condition (M = 6.06), F (1, 374) = 6.83, 

p < .01, eta^ = .018. 
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Figure 18 

Similarity by Attribution Interaction, Studies 1 & 2 
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There was a significant interaction between attribution and sinularity on global cognitive 

evaluation across both studies. Those in the similar incremental condition (M = 5.62) 

responded with less negative cognitions than did those in the other three conditions 

(dissimilar incremental, M = 6.02; similar entity, M = 6.05; dissimilar entity, M = 6.08), 

F (1. 374) = 3.90. p < .05, eta^ = .010. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The present research concerns the relationship between attributional processes 

and variation in the occurrence of indignation among individuals. A functional definition 

of emotion has directed this investigation to explore two concepts—implicit theories of 

moral character, and defensive attribution—hypothesized to have an impact on the 

experience, expression and coping behaviors associated with indignation. The primary 

purposes of this research were (a) to establish a functional definition of indignation useful 

in (b) testing the impact of implicit attribution theories on the perception and experience 

of indignation, while (c) examining the role played by biased defensive processing of 

behavioral information. 

Implicit Attribution Theory: Hypothesis I 

Past research indicates that individuals holding an entity view of personality and 

moral character take a different approach to making sense of behaviors and forming 

evaluations of other people than do those holding an incremental view. A belief that 

moral disposition is a fixed aspect of personality seems to orient people toward focusing 

on a few or only a single behavior as indicative of a f)erson's character. Assuming that an 

offender should be perceived as more blameworthy to the extent that his or her actions 

appear to be internally motivated and controllable, entity theorists should be expected to 

rcact with greater indignation than incremental theorists, whose greater concern for 

situation variables should discourage them from making premature internal dispositional 

or characterological attributions. 
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As previously mentioned, the present studies differ in terms of emphasis. Study I 

provided a strong manipulation of the similarity variable while merely examining a scale 

measure of implicit attribution theory. On the other hand. Study 2 used a relatively weak 

similarity manipulation, but provided a strong manipulation of implicit attribution theory. 

The results reflect these differences, yet, on the whole, point to the same conclusions. 

Overall, the data from both studies provide support for Hypothesis 1: Following the 

benign episodes, the two theory groups—whether measured in Study 1 (pretest attribution) 

or manipulated in Study 2 (manipulated attribution)—did not statistically differ on any of 

the three criterion variables. Whereas in both studies, following the offensive episodes, 

greater indignation was elicited from entity theorists than from incremental theorists, as 

indicated by higher levels of Negative Affect and Extremity of negative affect, and lower 

levels of Positive Affect (see Table 1). 

In terms of clarifying the relationship between implicit theories of moral character 

and indignation, the results from Study 1 would appear a lot neater if it were not for the 

"misbehavior" of the high incremental theory group (those having ITM scores of 1.00 to 

2.00) representing just under 10% (n=l 1) of the total incremental theorists (n =115). By 

marking "very strongly disagree" on all three ITM items, seven of the eleven high 

incremental participants had the lowest possible mean score of 1.00 on the ITM scale.'' yet 

only those in the high entity category (those having ITM scores of 5.00 to 6.00) had more 

extreme scores for Extremity of negative affect (see Figure 6).'" 

Contrary to the hypothesized relationship, the "high incremental" theory group's 

anomalous scores in Study 1 introduce uncertainty into the interpretation of the 
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interactions between episode typ>e and pretest attribution. To disambiguate the conclusion 

that entity theorists, relative to incremental theorists, exhibit similar, if not somewhat 

more positive levels of affect following the benign episodes, but show more extreme 

overall negative affect following the offensive episodes, the mixed ANOVA examining 

Extremity of negative affect was rerun with the seven extreme high incremental scores 

removed. The resulting interaction between episode type and pretest implicit attribution 

was found to be both statistically significant, F (13, 227) = 2.93, p = .001, eta^ = .14, and 

unambiguous (see Figure 19). 

By manipulating implicit attribution theory in Study 2, stronger and more explicit 

support is offered for Hypothesis 1. Based on all three criterions, entity theorists indicated 

greater indignation than incremental theorists following the offensive episodes (see Table 1), 

but showed no significant differences following the benign episodes. While Study 1 provides 

simple correlational evidence for a relationship between implicit theory and indignation. 

Study 2 provides more impressive and convincing evidence for a causal relationship. 

Defensive Attribution Theory: Hypothesis 2 

As mentioned earlier, the manipulation check for both studies used a 4-point 

single-item scale intended to measure how easy it was for each participant to relate to Pat. 

As the final question on the survey, the manipulation check was presented after the 

participants were debriefed, consequently, their responses may have been influenced by 

the debriefing. Nevertheless, the custom similarity manipulation used in Study 1 did 

appear to produce a significant—although small—effect, such that those in the similar 

condition reported that they were more easily able to identify with Pat than those in the 
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Figure 19 

Episode Type by Pretest Attribution, Study 1 
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With the sever> extreme high incremental scores removed, the interaction between 

episode type and implicit theory is still significant, with entity theorists, relative to 

incremental theorists, exhibiting more fxjsitive overall affect following the benign 

episodes, but showing more extreme negative overall affect following the offensive 

episodes, F(13, 227) = 2.93, p = .001, eta^ = .14. 
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non-similar condition. Unfortunately, the induction method used to manipulate similarity 

in Study 2 did not produce a significant relationship between similarity condition and 

identification. Moreover, even though Study I did produce a significant relationship 

between similarity and identification (see Figure 3), it is debatable whether such a small 

effect (eta^ = .028) offers any justification for assuming that the defensive attribution 

process was invoked for those in the similar condition. Certainly, Study 2 offers no 

substantiation for such a claim. 

Study 1, with its custom manipulation of similarity, did not produce any significant 

main effects for similarity, nor any interactions between similarity and episode type. Thus, 

Hypothesis 2 received no support. Ironically, while Study 2 did not reveal a significant 

relationship between similarity and identification, it did produce a main effect for 

similarity on Extremity of negative affect (see Figure 11). This main effect indicates, 

perhaps not surprisingly, that those in the dissimilar conditions responded with greater 

extremity of negative affect across all episodes. 

Even if both studies had shown main effects for identification as well as for 

similarity on all three criterions, such results alone would not provide evidence in favor of 

or against Hypothesis 2. Results pertinent to Hypothesis 2 would be indicated by 

significant interactions between episode type and similarity. Specifically, support would 

primarily come from evidence showing that those in the similar conditions responded with 

greater indignation than those in the dissimilar conditions after offensive episodes, but not 

after benign episodes. The data do not indicate that this was the case (see Table 2). 
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Past research has shown that there are a number of conditions necessary to induce 

self-protective attributions of responsibility. Lemer found that people will consistently 

derogate an innocent victim; he attributed this derogation to the observer's desire to avoid 

such misfortune for him- or herself (Lemer & Simmons, 1966). Walster identified an 

important prerequisite for self-protective attributions by demonstrating that a plausible 

possibility must exist that the applicable misfortune could ensue for the perceiver. She also 

produced evidence that such self-protective attributions vary as a function of the severity of 

an accident's consequences (Walster, 1966). 

Coining the term "defensive attribution," Shaver (1970) expanded on Walster's 

work, positing that a more potent and predictable form of self-protective attribution is a 

function of the "relevance" of the negative outcome for the perceiver. He further 

demonstrated that the perception of relevance was dependent on two classes of 

contributing factors: those associated with situational similarity and those associated with 

personal similarity (Shaver, 1970). To encourage defensive attribution, situational 

similarity must focus attention on perceived similarities between the circumstances of the 

stimulus person and those of the subjects. In contrast, personal similarity should direct 

the subjects' awareness toward congruencies between their own and the stimulus 

person's beliefs, values, and personal characteristics. 

There were several problems related to the similarity manipulations associated 

with both studies. In the present research, situational similarity was operationalized by 

basing all six episodes on topic areas typically relevant to subjects drawn from an 

undergraduate population. Thus, situational similarity was held constant for all subjects. 
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regardless of similarity condition. Using different methods, both studies tried to 

manipulate the apparent personal similarity between the participants and Pat. Thus, in 

attempting to differentially engage the defensive attribution process, only this personal 

similarity aspect of relevance was brought to bear on the participants. In addition to the 

six episodes all having a situationally similar basis, a further difficulty might stem from 

the fact that none of the three offensive episodes may have been severe enough (i.e., 

provided severe enough insults) to reliably trigger defensive attributional processing. 

Chaikin and Dariey (1973) suggest that the just-world hypothesis and defensive 

attribution theory ap{>ear to make opposing predictions in instances where the observer 

perceives situational similarity between themselves and the victims of negative events 

(i.e., when observers perceive themselves to be potential victims). The just-world 

hypothesis, with its concern for harm avoidance, predicts that one must blame similar 

others who suffer, regardless of severity—even if this means potentially blaming oneself, 

whereas defensive attribution theory, with its concern for blame avoidance, makes the 

opposite prediction: When consequences are severe, one must not blame similar 

others—or else blame shall fall on one's self. 

It seems probable that the design used in the present research, in its failure to fully 

direct and control both aspects of similarity, may have inadvertently produced two kinds 

of similar conditions, rather than one similar and one dissimilar condition. Without 

differentially manipulating either situational similarity, or offensive severity, the present 

studies may simply have provided too imprecise or weak a manipulation of relevance to 

sufficiently engage the defensive attribution process for those (and only for those) in the 
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similar conditions. Another possibility is that the defensive attribution process was 

successfully induced, however, it was not sufficiently strong enough to be accurately 

detected by the instruments or methodology used in this study. 

In either case, it is possible, or even probable, that harm avoidance concerns 

outweighed blame avoidance concerns for all participants, so that those in both similar 

and dissimilar conditions found it easier to denigrate Pat (and, in a sense, preserve a just 

world) than to heed Pat (and thus produce the need for defensive attributions). Without 

the defensive attribution process being invoked, there is no reason to believe that 

participants would act in the counter-intuitive manner predicted by Hypothesis 2. 

Research Questions 

The two research questions dealt with whether repeated exposure to more than one 

offensive episode in an ongoing exchange (within a context including benign episodes) 

would lead to differences in person judgments as a function of personal similarity and/or 

implicit attribution theor)'. Specifically of interest was the question of whether entity 

theorists would judge their interaction partners more critically on global cognitive and 

affective measures than incremental theorists. 

Study 1, employing the pretest attribution measure, did not show any significant 

relationships involving implicit attribution theory. However, with its stronger custom 

similarity manipulation. Study 1 did produce main effects for similarity on both global 

criterions. Those in the dissimilar condition indicated significantly more negative 

cognitive evaluations and affective responses to Pat than those in the similar condition. 
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Study 2, by means of its relatively weaker similarity manipulation, did not 

produce any main effects for similarity. However, with its strong attribution 

manipulation. Study 2 did produce a main effect for implicit attribution on global 

cognitive evaluation. Those in the entity condition indicated significantly more negative 

cognitive evaluations of Pat than did those in the incremental condition (see Figure 14). 

When the data from both studies are combined, the increased power reveals 

significant main effects for similarity on both criterions as well as a main effect for 

implicit attribution on global cognitive evaluation (see Figures 15-17). These main effects 

are qualified by a significant interaction between similarity and implicit attribution which 

clearly indicates that the significant differences are only found in the similar condition 

(see Figure 18). 

The Results indicate that there are no statistically significant differences between 

the implicit attribution groups in the dissimilar conditions. However, in the similar 

conditions, entity theorists evaluated Pat significantly more negatively than did incremental 

theorists. Assuming that a weak defensive attribution effect was indeed present, one 

interpretation is that it was too weak to motivate incremental theorists to form defensive 

attributions. Thus, they show a normal pro similarity (or anti dissimilarity) bias by rating 

similar others less negatively than dissimilar others. 

People in general tend to make less negative judgments of similar others relative 

to their judgments of dissimilar others (Byrne, 1971). Entity theorists, like incremental 

theorists, may be showing a normal pro-similarity bias. However, assuming there was a 

weak defensive attribution effect, it may nonetheless have been strong enough so that 
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entity theorists, with their greater reliance on dispositional trait information, were 

sufficiently motivated to form defensive attributions, thus, neutralizing the effects of the 

positive similarity bias. 

Although the differences were not always significant, the overall pattern of results 

from both studies show that, in all the similar conditions, the mean values were in the 

direction indicating that entity theorists evaluated Pat more negatively than incremental 

theorists on both global criterions (see figures 20 & 21). Furthermore, when the data from 

both studies are combined, the effects of similarity become more apparent, not only in 

terms of global cognitive evaluation, where entity theorists were significantly more 

negative than incremental theorists in their evaluations of Pat, F (1, 204) = 10.57, p < .001, 

eta^ = .05, but also in terms of Extremity of negative affect following the offensive 

episodes, where entity theorists also expressed the more negative responses. 

When the data from both studies are combined, a significant difference between 

entity and incremental theorists following the offensive episodes becomes apparent. 

Although the similarity by attribution interaction was not significant, there was a significant 

simple effect for attribution within the similar condition, where entity theorists (M = 5.48) 

show significantly greater Extremity of negative affect than incremental theorists (M = 4.83), 

F (1, 204) = 4.78, p < .05. The simple effect within the dissimilar condition does not reveal 

a significant difference between the two theory groups, F (1, 170) = 2.90. ns (see figure 22). 

As was the case with Global Cognitive Evaluation, the significant simple effect of 

attribution theory on Extremity of negative affect in the similar condition might reasonably 

be explained by assuming that entity theorists are showing the same pro-similarity bias as 
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Figure 20 

Global Cognitive Evaluation 

• Incremenal • Entity 

SI Sim. S2sim. S1&2 sim. SI diss. S2diss. Sl&2diss. SI both SZboth S1&2 tMth 
ns p < .01 p < .001 ns ns ns ns p < .05 p < .01 

Above is a comparison of entity and incremental theorists grouped by similarity 

condition for each study as well as for the two studies combined. Significant 

differences between the two theory groups on Global Cognitive Evaluation are 

indicated. 
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Figure 21 

Global Affective Response 

• Incremenal B Entity 

SI Sim. S2sim. S1&2 sim. 51 diss. 52 diss. 51&2diss. 51 both 52 both 51&2 both 
n s n s n s  n s n s n s n s n s n s  

Above is a comparison between entity and incremental theorists grouped by similarity 

condition for each study as well as for the two studies combined. There were no 

significant differences between the two theory groups on Global Affective Response, 

however, the pattern of results matches the pattern for Global Cognitive Evaluation. 
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Figure 22 
Similarity by Attribution Simple Effects, Both Studies 
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Data combined from both studies reveal a significant simple effect for attribution within 

the similar condition, where entity theorists (M = 5.48) show significantly greater 

Extremity of negative affect than incremental theorists (M = 4.83), F (I, 204) = 4.78, 

p < .05. The simple effect within the dissimilar condition does not reveal a significant 

difference between entity theorists (M = 5.79) and incremental theorists (M = 5.25), 

F(l. 170) = 2.90, ns. 
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incremental theorists, however, the weak defensive attribution effect present might only be 

strong enough for entity theorists (relying more heavily on dispositional trait information) 

to be sufficiently motivated to form defensive attributions. If this were the case, then the 

defensive attribution process could be, to some extent, neutralizing the effects of the 

positive similarity bias within entity theorists, but not within incremental theorists. 

Further Theoretical and Pragmatic Issues 

The theoretical foundation for this research is based on the assumption that social 

actors use attributionai processes to identify the causes of certain effects. In doing so, they 

form attributions that serve as the basis for decisions about how to act in order to bring 

about the continuance or discontinuance of those effects. Two interesting conclusions seem 

apparent from the fmdings reported here. First, there is a link between a person's implicit 

theory of moral character and the level of indignation he or she is likely to experience and 

show when offended; and second, this relationship is causal in nature. 

The pattern of data reveals that entity theorists experience more negative and less 

positive feelings than incremental theorists, regardless of whether they are predisposed to 

hold their theoretical position, or whether that position had been imposed upon them. In 

fact, when implicit attribution is manipulated, the results are more compelling, lending 

some force to the claim that there is a causal link between implicit theories of moral 

character and the occurrence and expression of indignation. 

Statistically significant results were found between the two theory groups after 

exposure to the offensive episodes but not after exposure to the benign episodes. 

Furthermore, although one cannot make a convincing claim based upon a failure to reject 
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the null hyp)othesis, the fact that the two groups did not produce a statistically significant 

difference following exposure to the benign episodes is nevertheless indicative of 

differences in emotional response made apparent only under the appropriate conditions. 

In terms of indignation, entity theorists behaved differently than incremental theorists only 

when the situation was one where there reasonably was some offense to be taken. 

Limitations 

It may be difficult to generalize from the above results to real-life perceptual 

processing and the consequent social judgments experienced during face to face 

communication. All respondents in these two studies were imaginers of, rather than 

participants in, real online globally processed interface. Participants in these two studies 

had a very limited set of objectives—perhaps, just two: to imagine themselves within the 

situation, and to form a judgment. Moreover, respondents were provided with scenarios 

that presented both their own and their partner's actions with relatively equal saliency. 

Obvious problems arise from the fact that, generally, social actors engaged in interactiork 

should have a greater array of objectives to accomplish, and should be less likely to take 

their own actions into account (Wyer & Carlston, 1994). 

Interactants in real life will certainly have access to nonverbal information about 

emotions and thoughts that the participants in this study did not have. Furthermore, real life 

interactions should engage people in far more dynamic person-perception processes. Thus, 

interactants in real life are likely to process nonverbal-relational communication, and make 

social judgments, in a manner different from the observes or imaginers of such interactions, 

as were those measured in the present research (Street, 1985; Cappella & Street, 1985). 
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However, verbal and nonverbal behaviors that have similar functions or meanings 

may produce similar judgments—in both participants and observers—about persons enacting 

such behaviors (Cappella SC Palmer, 1989). Additionally, research by appraisal theorists who 

routinely employ a "vignette" methodology, indicates that subjects appear to be quite adept at 

generating emotional responses through their imagined role playing (Lazarus, 1991; 

Roseman, 1991; Smith & Lazarus, 1993). Furthermore, although it is true that the quality and 

intensity of the emotion generated from a narrative account can be expected to differ from 

that of a real life experience, the very nature of the interpretive process of cognitive appraisal 

comes easily—even naturally—to a population that has been raised to relate to life through 

the narrative accounts supplied by TV, movies, newspapers and storybooks. 

Most of the limitations mentioned above are associated with the operationalization, 

experience, and measurement of emotion inherent in the methods used in this research. 

Such limitations are a function of the relative lack of dynamic strength in the emotion 

manipulations coupled with the limited efficiency of the corresponding self-report 

measures (i.e., the uncertain level of sensitivity to be expected from such measures). 

Yet despite these limitations, evidence has been found in support of the hypothesized 

relationship between ITM and indignation. Even when using a relatively insensitive 

instrument, with the level of emotion at low intensity, the predicted outcome was 

established. Finding such results, in spite of the handicaps, might perhaps be interpreted 

as lending strength to the validity of the conclusions drawn. 
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Conclusion 

If the present investigation is limited to theorizing about observers or imaginers 

of ongoing real-life episodes, rather than actual participants, this research still provides 

interesting and valuable information. Indignation is commonly evoked in real life 

through indirect routs. We are often offended by what we read in the papers or see on TV 

or hear about from friends, even when the accounts do not involve ourselves or others 

who are situationally or personally similar to us. However, if the results found in these 

two studies can be generalized beyond imaginers to actors, and if we further assume that 

the dynamics involved in real life actions are likely to provide a far greater intensity of 

experience, then it seems reasonable to assert that these findings have something of 

import to offer our understanding of human interaction and social cognition. 

In Study 2, the FTM manipulation used to induce an entity or incremental implicit 

theory perspective essentially amounted to utilizing the power of suggestion to alter 

and/or reinforce (at least temporarily) the implicit explanatory framework automatically 

used by the participants to guide their inferences, and help them make sense of the world. 

If Heider was correct, and the attribution process can function as a sort of quick and 

inflexible module at the preattentive level of perception, then such a nonconscious 

practice would seem to be intimately tied to our affective processing in a way that may 

be even more fundamental than its link to our cognitive processing. 

The results of these studies indicate that, at least on an incident by incident basis, 

people who tend to use dispositional traits as their basic unit of analysis in person 

perception experience greater levels of indignation than do people who tend to prefer a 
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reliance on situational cues. This tells us something interesting about people, it may also 

tell us something even more interesting about indignation—that is, offensiveness is a 

receiver-oriented phenomenon. In certain problematic situations, all else being equal, 

some people are more ready than others to take offense. These same people may be more 

likely to see {personality as a static state, and to see themselves as less capable of doing 

anything to change such a state as it exists in themselves or in others. 

On the other hand, all else being equal, certain problematic situations will be met 

with less offense-taking by some people than to by others. For these fortunate individuals, 

there is likely to be more of a focus on understanding the dynamic processes that underlie 

others' behaviors. For these incrementalists, transgressions are prone to be viewed in a more 

objective manner. When this more supple point of reference is coupled with a tendency to 

recognize setbacks as challenges to be met, rather than failures to be avoided, a real 

advantage may follow in the form of a more balanced understanding of the social world. 

Dweck (1999) has persuasively demonstrated how effort, because it gives a 

negative message about ability, is something to be avoided by entity theorists. However, 

within an incremental framework of understanding, effort is "the key to achievement and 

self-esteem" (1999, p. 149). For those without an incremental theory of moral character to 

guide their person perception, indignation may be a particularly useful emotion, for it can 

offer both an alternative to effort, as well as an effective means of achieving and/or 

maintaining self-esteem. 
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APPENDIX A 

Study 1 Pretest Survey 

THIS QUESnONNAOtE IS OBSICNED TO NTOVIDE BASELINE DATA FOR NORMATIVE SCALING PIWOSES. EXHU CKEDIT MAY BE AVAIL
ABLE. HOWEVER, PARTICIPATION IS VOLUNTARY. AND YOU MAY WMIDRAW AT ANY TIME WnHOUT PENALTY. YOUR ANSWERS WIU. 
REMAIN CTRICTLV CONPIDDrTUl. FOR QUBSnONS ABOUT YOUR Rjcam YOU MAY CALL THE HUMAN SUBJBCn COMMIME AT626-6721. 

CHECK ONLY ONE BOX TOR EACH QUESTION. LAST 4 DIGITS OF YOUR snjoerrr ID (SS) # 
WHERE AFFROPRIATE, PT^SE INDICATE THE POSMON CLOSKST TO YOT» BELIEFS ON THE TOLLOWTNC rones. 
1 AGE AND GENDER: I am years Old •Male •Female 

2. EnnNicmr: OAslan •Hispanic •African-American •Native American •White •Other 

3. ORIGIN: I am from (the) •Northeast •Southeast •Midwest GSouthwest •Northwest 
• South QEurope QAsia •Canada • Central America • South America QOther 

4. REUCION: DBuddhist •Catholic •Hindu •islam •Jewish •Protestant QOther QNone 

5. SOCIO ECONOMIC STATUS: family SES • of modest means Qow) •middle-class •wealthy (high) 

6. ATHLsnciSM: I am • not athletic •moderately athletic •veiy athletic 

7. ACTIVATION: I am basically •hyperactive • moderately active •mellow •very laid back 

8. READING (CHOOSEONE): 1 prefer •nonflction •mysteiy • drama •classics •humor 
• adventure •sci-n •romance •biography •science •none of the above 

9. ABORnoN: I am •pro-life •undecided •pro-choice 

10. BELIEF IN OOD: I believe 
• there Is a God • there Is no proof for or against the existence of God •I'm an atheist 

1. A person's moral character Is something veiy basic about them, and it can't be changed much. 
VERVSTRONCLYDOACRBE STRONGLY OBACREE OCMCRBX AGRKC STRONGLY ACRRE VERY STRONGLY AGREE 

• • • • g g 
12. Whether a person is responsible or sincere or not is deeply Ingrained in their personality. It cannot 

be changed very much. 
VEKYSTRONtiLYACnE STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DMACRIE STMONGLT DSAGREE VERY STRONGLY MSAGREE 

• • • • • • 
13. There is not much that can be done to change a person's moral traits (e.g.. conscientiousness, 

uprightness and honesty). 
Vf3lY nmONCLY DTSAGREE STRONGLY DBAGRll: DiSACREE AGREE STRONGLY AGREE VERY SnUIKGLY AGREE 

g • g • • • 
14. SOCIAL LIFE: I date Qa lot •occasionally Grarely • 1 have a steady partner 

15. CAUTION: am usually Qvery cautious • moderately cautious Gcare free Qa bit reckless 

16. SPORTS: I like to play and/or watch the following (check one for each sport). 
I'M A BIG FAN IT'S OK I DON'T CARE FOR IT I HATE IT 

a. FootbaJl • • • • 
b. Baseball/Softball • • • • 
c- Golf • • • • 

d. Tennis • • • • 

e. Basketliall • • • • 
f. Snow Skiing • • • • 

17. DRUG LAWS: I believe in •decriminalization • strict enforcement • no opinion 

18. PERSONALITY; 1 am Qvery extroverted (very outgoing) •extroverted (basically outgoing) 
• very Introverted (very private) • Introverted (basically keep to myself) 
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APPENDIX B 

Theme Machine 

A theory of message design attempts to explain the relationship between message 

structure and message function. In order to formulate and investigate questions about 

message design, one must have an independent representation of message structure and 

message function. Experience has shown that it is possible to develop content analytic 

coding systems that are based primarily on patterns in the structure of discourse, but it is 

extremely labor intensive to do so, and the resulting coding systems often have many 

categories and are difficult to reliably apply. In an effort to overcome these methodological 

problems, an automated coding system, dubbed the Theme Machine (Lambert, in press), 

was developed. The Theme Machine does automatic content analysis via document 

clustering. 

The underlying techniques the Theme Machine utilizes were originally developed 

to enhance information retrieval effectiveness and efficiency. Preliminary investigations in 

a variety of contexts indicate that the methods embodied by the Theme Machine may have 

broad utility among communication researchers (Bonito, 1999). The information retrieval 

technology employed by the Theme Machine had not been used for purposes of content 

analysis prior to its use by Bonito (1999) to analyze hypothetical scenarios, and by 

Goldsmith (1999) to analyze troubles talk episodes. 

The Theme Machine divided the 236 accounts collected into 31 clusters. Below is 

an example one of the smaller clusters containing only three accounts. Scenario i was 

adapted from account 18 of this cluster. 
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Cluster #(XX)1: Criticism 

18 a situation occurred between me and my roommate where i took offense 

it was about two weeks ago the situation started when i was trying to 

get a hold of my father throughout the day i had been calling trying 

to get a hold of my dad and we had been playing phone tag well amount 

mid afternoon i called home and began talking to my younger brother we 

got an argument and i hung up with him annoyed in then the situation 

began i commented on how annoyed i was with getting a hoid of my 

father i complied that i didn't think he was going to get my message 

she responded by telling me how dysfunctional my family was i was 

stunned it was very inappropriate. 

206 i was recently offended when my father told me i had no concept of 

controlling my monthly funds he gives i know this may sound stupid but 

i am a 20 year old and in my opinion have a great grasp on my finances 

but when i father told me i couldn't handle them i was honestly 

offended. 

211 I have a part-time job in a restaurant and about 2 weeks ago I 

witnesses a behavior by a customer that offended me A customer after 

leaving the restaurant had slipped and fell on the stairs that led to 

the front door He then came back and started to scream at me that it 

was my duty to warn him about the stairs and if he requires medical 

attention he will charge me for the payment. 
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APPENDIX C 

Episode Scenarios 

Offensive Episodes 

Scenario 1. 

You are trying to get in touch with your father by phone, and throughout the day 

you've been calling and playing phone tag. About mid-aftemoon you call home 

and begin talking to your mother. You get into a minor argument with her, and 

end up feeling a little upset by the time you hang up. You tell Pat how annoyed 

you are that you cannot get in touch with your father, and that you're not sure 

whether he's going to get your message. Pat replies by commenting on how 

dysfunctional your family must be, saying, "Your mother sure seems messed up. " 

Scenario 3. 

You, Pat, and three other students are working together as a group on a class 

project, and you are all about to give your group's presentation to the class. You 

and your fellow group members have now assembled at the front of the room. 

Even though you and Pat seem to disagree with each other's position, you 're not 

particularly nen'ous, because you have thoroughly prepared your own portion of 

the presentation very carefidly. However, after you begin your part of the 

presentation, Pat interrupts your speech and pulls you to the side, saying, "Excuse 

me." Pat then steps in front of you and immediately begins giving Pat's own 

personal point of view to the class. 
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Scenario 5. 

A while back, you applied to a very respectable college program, and the 

application had included a rather tough entrance exam. Today, unfortunately, you 

have just received notification that you are not among the finalists to be accepted 

for admittance and funding. Pat tells you that you must not be as smart as you think 

you are. Pat had taken the exam with you, and now comments on how easy it wa^. 

Benign Episodes 

Scenario 2. 

You recently visited your bank to apply for a loan. While you were there, the bank 

officer told you that you met all their criteria, and that there were no problems 

with your credit application. Today the bank calls you back and apologizes for the 

delay in informing you that they've decided to approve your loan. Pat tells you 

about an experience with that same bank last year. At the time, Pat had also been 

promised a loan, but did not have to wait such a long time for it to be approved. 

Scenario 4. 

You and Pat and one other person are walking along on your way between 

classes, when someone waves and grins at the three of you from a passing car. 

None of you recognize this person or can figure out why they're being so friendly. 

A short while later, the same car passes by again, this time honking its horn. Even 

after getting a better look, none of you recognize any of the people in the car. You 

glance at each other, shake your heads, and continue on your way. 
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Scenario 6. 

It is near the end of the afternoon on a day that has, so far, been like most others. 

You are ready to go home and are just getting into your car when you see Pat 

walking along carrying what looks like a rather heavy box. Although you are 

somewhat anxious to get home, you ask if you can offer Pat a ride. With a nod, 

Pat says thanks, but a friend is already on the way. You nod back, then get in your 

car and drive qffi 
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APPENDIX D 

Implicit Attribution Theory Manipulation, Study 2 

Chiu et al. (1997) composed their bogus "scientific" feature articles to appear as 
though they were taken from a popular magazine such as Psychology Today. Those 
articles took the subjects approximately 10 minutes to read. The manipulations used in 
the present study involved passages that were adapted from Chiu et al. (1997). Although 
the passages were condensed down to approximately 200 words taking less than a minute 
to read, they were nevertheless quite effective, as can be seen from the results. 

Incremental Manipulation 

It is important for the purposes of this research that your judgment process be as 
accurate and informed as possible. 

Before you read about the events depicted, or provide your opinion of Pat, we 
would like you to consider some of the recent findings in the area of personality 
research. 

Human nature used to be thought of as set of fixed traits, each of which, once 
formed, remained fairly rigid throughout life. However, a large body of recent 
research has cast doubt on such an assumption. 

There has been a significant mass of evidence collected over the past several 
decades, including case studies of individuals, and longitudinal studies involving 
cross-cultural samples, strongly indicating that a person's personality is a fairly 
dynamic construct—i.e., an individual's personality traits show a great potentiality 
for growth and change over time. 

By the time a person enters high school—roughly at 14 to 16 years of age—their 
personality traits (e.g., how organized they are, how honest, how outgoing, etc.) 
provide a basis for their future maturity, and are likely to continue to change as 
they get older. 

Psychologists and social scientists have arrived at the conclusion that people 
posses a relatively unlimited set of rather flexible traits. There is no doubt that 
one's personality may begin with a firm foundation, however, as they age and 
mature they change and develop. 

As you proceed to form your judgments concerning the material presented during 
the remainder of this study, we ask that you consider your impressions in light of 
these findings on the human capacity for dynamic development in personality. 

We are almost ready to begin the interactional phase of this study. 
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Entity Manipulation 

It is important for the purposes of this research that your judgment process be as 
accurate and informed as possible. 

Before you read about the events depicted, or provide your opinion of Pat, we 
would like you to consider some of the recent flndings in the area of personality 
research. 

Human nature used to be thought of as a bundle of potentialities, each of which 
could be developed throughout life. However, a large body of recent research has 
cast doubt on such an assumption. 

There has been a significant mass of evidence collected over the past several 
decades, including case studies of individuals, and longitudinal studies involving 
cross-cultural samples, strongly indicating that a person's personality is a fairly 
rigid construct—that is, an individual's personality traits are pretty stable over 
time. 

By the time a person enters high school—roughly at 14 to 16 years of age—their 
personality traits (e.g., how organized they are, how honest, how outgoing, etc.) 
have become relatively well formed, and are unlikely to change significantly as 
they get older. Psychologists, for the most part, have arrived at the conclusion that 
people posses a finite set of rather fixed traits. 

There is no doubt that people change as they age and develop, however, it is fairly 
well established that they do so on the foundation of fundajnentally enduring 
dispositions. 

As you proceed to form your judgments concerning the material presented during 
the remainder of this study, we ask that you consider your impressions in light of 
these findings on the dispositional stability of personality. 

We are almost ready to begin the interactional phase of this study. 
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ENDNOTES 

1. Contempt (anger + disgust), as a secondary emotion, is like a molecule, the 
constituents of which exert their influences in a manor unique to that molecule. 
E.g., water is composed of hydrogen and oxygen, both of which, on their own, are 
highly unstable, but when combined, form a molecule with unique stable 
properties. There are simple and complex secondary emotions, just as there are 
simple and complex molecules. So, disgust, as an element of contempt, is bound 
within the contempt "molecule", and may also be present as a separate element of 
indignation. Thus, one should not leave out contempt—^as a secondary emotion, 
with its unique attributes—from a list of the constituents of indignation, simply 
because indignation already includes anger and disgust in their primary forms. 
Although similar, the coping behaviors for contempt are unique to contempt (as 
contempt is a discrete emotion) and not simply the additive result of the coping 
behaviors for anger and disgust. Likewise, the coping behaviors for indignation 
are not simply the additive results of the coping behaviors of anger, disgust, 
contempt and resentment. Rather, as indignation is considered a discrete emotion, 
its coping behaviors are unique to indignation. 

2. Resentment is associated with the sensing of ill will and the expression of 
negative criticism. 

3. One way of studying an emotion is to examine the ways the emotion is described 
by a population in terms of their common language usage. When someone says 
that one emotion is the opposite of another (e.g., joy and sadness), this does not 
mean that there is a I to - I correlation, nor does it mean that the emotions should 
necessarily be located on a bipolar continuum. Watson and Tellegen's (Watson, 
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Watson & Tellegen, 1999) position that models of affect 
and (discrete) emotion are best represented as monopolar constructs applies to 
when they are represented in two dimensions. They argue that disagreement about 
issues of mono-/bipolarity stem from considering affect and emotion two-
dimensionally rather than three-dimensionally. Their model includes a third axes 
of positive and negative activation, so that opposites (if they are to make sense in 
terms of being in opposition) must be configured in terms of a three-dimensional 
space. A forth dimension including an axes of mobilizing and immobilizing 
activation (Pribram & McGuinness, 1975; 1992) may also be necessary to truly 
map an emotional continua. Is it any wonder why emotion theory is so messy, and 
why definitive statements are so elusive? 

4. For Study 1, a mean of 3.00 or lower on the three-item ITM scale designated 
44.2% (n = 115) of the participants as incremental theorist. A mean between 3.00 
and 4.00 designated 30.3% of the participants as neutrals (n = 79), and a mean of 
4.00 and above designated 25.5% of them as entity theorists (n = 66). 
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ENDNOTES Continued 

5. The fear measure was included more to answer a research question regarding its 
possible presence and/or role in the process of offense-taking, rather than for any 
expected or hypothesized role it might have as a possible constituent of 
indignation. Since fear was found to have neither a distinguishable presence nor a 
discemable impact, its measure was dropped from the analysis. 

6. In terms of Extremity, group means could be statistically different through a 
combination of occurrences: a) if both Negative Affect and Positive Affect were 
significantly different; b) if Negative Affect but not Positive Affect was 
statistically different; c) if Positive Affect but not Negative Affect was statistically 
different; or even if, d) neither Positive Affect nor Negative Affect were 
statistically different 

7. Neither quality alone, i.e., predictability nor unpredictability, should necessarily 
be valenced as negative or positive—or thought of as undesirable or 
desirable—^when out of context. However, in reference to specific instances of 
negatively valenced behavior issuing from an acquaintance, it would seem 
reasonable to assume that such unpleasant and offensive behavior, when 
perceived as an expected or predictable occurrence, would be undesirable and 
hence, negatively valenced. Thus, it was reverse coded. 

8. Pretest Attribution was run as a continuous variable, however, in order to simplify 
and clarify the visual presentation, the graphs in Figures 3,4, & 5 are shown with 
5 levels of implicit attribution style rather than 15. 

9. There is a possibility, at least for some of these seven participants, that their mean 
values are more a reflection of haste in completing the two surveys rather than their 
true scores. 

10. The same sort of extreme scores on the opposite end of the ITM scale were not 
found among those comprising the High Entity theory group (n=10) representing 
15% of the total incremental theorists (n =66). Of these, none had a mean of 6.0 
(one had a mean of 5.67, four had means of 5.33, and five had means of 5.00). 
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