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ABSTRACT

In this research | examine how people respondedittiosureof an anti-social
behavior. Specifically, | study how the emotionpdisy by a person confessing to a
harmful behavior influences technigues used by mss to redefine the situation. Using
vignette data, | find support for the notion thatividuals engage in strategies to ensure
smooth interaction. When the actor’'s emotion issggient with emotion norms,
observers redefine the situation, making accountthe actor’s behavior and/or emotion.
However, when the actor displays a socialppropriateemotion following admitting
to a harmful behavior, observers make errors ialliag the details of the event. Though
both accounts and recall errors are strategieettefining a situation, accounts only are
used to manage another’s identity. These findingsige insight into the conditions
under which people work to manage other’s idemtitidditionally, | demonstrate that

emotions play an important role in recalling events
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Oftentimes in social interaction people are regluteedisclose information that
may damage their identities. Whether it is adngttio cheating on an exam, confessing
to being unfaithful to one’s partner, stealing @m from one’s workplace, or even
something as minor as holding an unpopular opirtioese disclosures do occur in social
interaction. With all of the interactions requirisgme type of potentially stigmatizing
disclosure, how is it possible to maintain posiitkentities? One way identities may be
maintained is through the redefinition of the sitola Emotion display is an important
component of interaction, and this research seeksaswer how emotion displays shape
the ways we manage definitions of the situation.

Those engaged in social interaction and those wvibgginteraction both utilize
strategies of identity management and reshapimyerfts. Individuals are motivated to
maintain predictable interaction, so they ofterpoe®l to the disclosure of a harmful act
with identity management techniques to mitigatedamage done to the discloser’s
identity. When a potentially damaging disclosuresloccur, observers are compelled to
“save face” and avoid social embarrassment (Goffir#59). Symbolic interactionists
argue that the reason for this is to maintain blstdefinition of the situation and ensure
that interaction continues predictably. Many samidts have examined the ways in
which individuals manage their own identities (lBaample, Goffman 1959; Burke 1991;
Stets 2006), but have paid less attention to thes\ea observer may manageother’s
identity (Cahill and Eggleston 1994; Francis 19Pd97; Goffman 1955; Maynard 1996;

Katovich and Hintz 1997; Thoits 1996).



This paper fills gaps in the identity managemert e sociology of emotion
literature by addressingowpeople manage the identities of othevly they choose to
do this, and how themotion displayf the social transgressor affects the identity
management technique used. | argue that anothmotan display serves as a signal
about the nature of her identity, which guides eftorts to protect that person from a
“spoiled” identity (Goffman 1963). An attempt tok identity management and emotion
is not completely novel; prior research has exathihe ways emotions are involved in
the management of one’s own identities (Hochsct®d9, 1983; Robinson, Smith-Lovin
and Tsoudis 1994, Robinson and Smith-Lovin 199%ifB2004). Less is known,
however, about the role of emotion in the identitignagement adthers

Recently, Rogalin, Robinson, and Smith-Lovin (20f@dnd that emotions also
play a key role in shaping our efforts to manadet’ identities through deference
behavior. In that study, male undergraduate stsdsatked on a collective task with a
partner that they thought was a mathematics gradsiatient. Before the task, the
participant inadvertently saw his partner, actuatlyaccomplice in the study, being
insulted by another experimenter. The researchgrsrinentally manipulated whether
the partner appeared sad or angry immediatelyviatig this insult. They found that
students deferred more to partners who appearedft®deing insulted, compared to
those who appeared angry after being insulted.alitieors used Affect Control Theory
to explain how emotion displays change the natbithevidentity work to be done on
someone else’s behalf.

The present paper elaborates this theoretical eaptan and links these findings

to earlier work on emotion and identity by focusonga classic form of identity



maintenance — account-making (Scott and Lyman 1968)ggest that individuals
respond to the disclosure of bad behavior by emggaigi tactics of identity management
for the social transgressor and by reshaping theiden of the situation. Unlike much
of the previous research, my focus is on how od&idual may help another individual
maintain a positive identity and hence a stablend®in of the situation. Individuals who
witness a person disclosing a harmful behaviorevtiisplaying culturally appropriate
emotions will (1) like those individuals more thdmose who confess to a harmful
behavior but show no remorse and accordingly (#)pnovide more identity work on the

behalf of individuals who display culturally appréggite emotions.



CHAPTER 2
BACKGROUND
Definition of the Situation

The notion that actors strive to maintain a stalelfenition of the situation is a key
feature of symbolic interactionism (Goffman 195Bring interaction, individuals
reflexively create a definition of the situationhieh in turn provides individuals with
information about what to anticipate and how toia& setting. Affect Control Theory's
(Heise 1979, 2007; Smith-Lovin and Heise 1988; Maokn 1994) underlying
assumption is that individuals act to maintain colegce between fundamental
sentiments and transient sentiments. Fundamentah@ts are enduring, affective
meanings whereas transient sentiments are more ntarggHeise 2002). As Heise
(1989:11) explains, when events occur that do reohtain the equilibrium between
fundamental and transient impressions, an indivithles reparative actions to illustrate
that the event itself was abnormal but the de@nitof the situation is stable.
Alternatively, an individual can abandon that digifim of the situation and accept a new
one. One may do this through re-labeling componefiise event.

Goffman’s notion of face-work is a general methdédhaintaining a definition of
the situation when a social transgression has ocad{1955). A definition of face-work
first requires a definition of face. Face, as dedily Goffman (1959), is the positive
social value a person claims for him or herselbtigh social interaction. Face-work,
then, is the “actions taken by a person to makeeviea he is doing consistent with face”
(1959:12). Individuals are motivated to maintaimatual working definition of the

situation to maintain face for themselves and shedace of others from potential



embarrassment. Goffman believed that individuastdly emotionally with others and
their feelings which motivates them to “go to cerangths to save the feelings and the
face of others” (1959:10). This is face work.

Strategies for restoring the definition of the atian are diverse and have many
names including “vocabularies of motive” (Mills 1®4 “techniques of neutralization”
(Sykes and Matza 1957), “realigning actions” (Ga&mmL959), “quasi-theories” (Hall
and Hewitt 1970, Hewitt and Hall 1973), “remediank’ (Goffman 1971), and
“aligning actions” (Stokes and Hewitt 1976). Allthiese techniques of identity
management occafter the discrediting everitin addition to these strategic means for
redefining situations, social cognition researdmfithe experimental psychology
literature suggests that once a socially disrupivent is behind us our imperfect
memories may serve to help us realign social megartimough systematic forgetfulness.
Below | review research from each of these tradgiand then develop predictions about
how emotion displays after a social transgressi@hmnfluence both the strategic

process of account making and non-strategic praxfesscial recall.

Y In contrast to these techniques, Hewitt and St¢k&85) conceptualized a form
of identity management that is used immediapegcedingan event one believes will be
discrediting. Hewitt and Stokes call this typeagntity management disclaimers which
are used “to define forthcoming conduct as notveaié to the kind of identity-challenge
or re-typification for which it might ordinarily see as the basis” (1975:3). In this paper |
focus specifically on thantecedentechnique of account-making conceptualized by

Scott and Lyman (1968).



Accounts

Account-making is a classic way of restoring tkeérdtion of the situation.
Generally, accounts are described as statements foldmving an unexpected act. The
importance of accounts lies in their ability todgre the gap between what is expected in
a situation and what actually occurs in a situafeeott and Lyman 1968:46). Accounts
differ from explanations, according to Scott anaian, because the implications of
explanations are not often of the magnitude of ant®(1968). Individuals may offer
explanations for particular political preferencies,example, but accounts are reserved
only for more consequential events.

There are two types of accounts: excuses andigadtifns. Each type of account
may be used as a result of similar situations. ®his say that one type of account does
not appear more likely depending on the naturé@tbiehavior. Justifications occur when
an individual accepts responsibility for an act denies the offensive nature of the act.
For example, an individual may admit stealing alkitgan from a store but dismiss the
idea that it was “wrong” because he believes thmpamy “steals” from him each time he
buys its over-priced products. Excuses, howeveryioawhen an individual admits that an
act was inappropriate or bad, but does not acespbnsibility for that action (1968:47).
For instance, an individual may purposely tripiarfd resulting in the friend falling. He
may admit what he did was wrong, but deny that Banhany harm or injury to the
friend. Specifically, “excuses are socially apprdwecabularies for mitigating or
relieving responsibility when conduct is questioh@®68:47). Excuses and

justifications both reduce the magnitude of soirahsgressions.



Individuals go to great lengths to maintain stat@énitions of the situation
(Goffman 1959), even if that means interveningaimedy another’s damaged identity.
Carter, Robinson, and Smith-Lovin (2007) note thate are a variety of restorative acts
available to an observer at a particular time,tbatdecision process individuals use
when choosing among alternatives remains uncle@e.tgpbe of restorative act involves
redefining an event. Generally, any part of thenewan be redefined to create a stable
definition of the situation.

Recent research by Nelson (2006) demonstratedbéheviors are reidentified
more commonly than actors or objects. Nelson emptafurther that identities are
viewed as more enduring and accurate than lab@ishatd to behaviors (2006: 225). In
his study, Nelson distributed one of six questiam@ato ninety-six undergraduates. Each
guestionnaire contained six somewhat unusual evBatsicipants were told that each of
the events may be incorrect in a number of waysidicg exaggeration, mistakes in
remembering, misconceptions, or biases. The paaints were instructed to read each
event and replace ongneword to “correct” the event. Nelson used simulagiguided
by Affect Control Theory to classify how sociallyappropriate (or, deflecting) each
event was. Nelson found that behavior words wdadeded most frequently regardless
of whether the event was considered to be higbwrih overall deflection. A tendency
to relabel a behavior over an actor is plausibleesthe actor seems a highly salient part

of interaction and is unlikely to be relabeled asmamembered.



Cognition

Whereas account making is viewed as a typicalhscious, motivated process,
we may have less overt and intentional methodalfering events to achieve situational
realignment. Social cognition research suggestsiinasystematic patterns of attention
information storage and recall each serve to craate coherence in our mental
representations of events and categories (Fiskd ayldr 1984; Higgins and Bargh
1987). Cognitive researchers use the term schemedeoto the knowledge structures in
which we store organized sets of information alemaints (or people, or social
categories, or other concepts). Numerous studiesatehat we are better able to recall
information that is consistent with existing scherttaan information that is either
inconsistent, or has no schema as a referent éseawin Bransford 1979 . For example,
we are more likely to recall an actor’s social betws when they are consistent with our
perception of his or social traits than when thesyiaconsistent with them (Rothbart,
Evans, and Fulero 1979). Furthermore, inconsistéoitmation and irrelevant
information is remembered poorly, in comparisogdasistent information (Cantor and
Mischel 1977; Markus 1977; and Hamilton 1979). Fingeople often falsely recall
information consistent with a schema, even if thiirmation was never present
(Tsujimoto 1978; Tsujimoto, Wilde, and Robertsomr89Nisbett and Ross 1980; Taylor
and Crocker 1981; Fiske and Taylor 1984; Markuszangjonc 1985; Stephan 1985; and
Cantor and Mischel 1977).

Individuals rely on cognitive schemas to make seriseformation and
interactions. The use of schemas, while generalisedul, efficient strategy, can often

lead to systematic errors (Tversky and Kahnemad1%7ne example of this type of



error is an error in recalling previously experiedor accessed information. Recall
errors are considered to be a type of “cold cognit{Abelson 1963), that is an error in
cognition due to cognitive load.

Research in the 1970s (Loftus 1975, 1977, 1979pdstrated that individual's
memories can be altered if they are presentedimgtinsistent information following an
event. It seems likely that a similar cognitive ggss may occur when individuals
observe (or read about) an actor who admits talaabion but does not display sadness
about her action. In the time between viewing éading) the event and recalling the
event, individuals are likely to misremember infatman. This misreporting of what they
saw (or read) is a result of using schemas to oategthe memory. It is unlikely that an
individual often witnesses the confession of a tbeeld in conjunction with the absence
of an emotional response, so it is likely thatitigividual will not remember the event in
this manner. In essence, individuals may rely @t paperiences and schemas when

recalling the event, which results in misinformatabout the current event.

Emotion Cultures and Defining Situations

Emotion and memory may be connected by emotion sioEmotion norms are
cultural scripts that indicate the appropriateragsarticular emotions at a given time.
According to Gordon (1989a, 1989b, 1990), emotioltuces are comprised of rules, or
emotion norms, indicating what feelings and expoessare acceptable in a given
culture, as well as beliefs regarding emotions. #onacultures are learned through
socialization and become patterned over time. Hdulis(1983) similarly describes

emotion cultures as containing feeling rules angression rules indicating the
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appropriateness of an emotion within a given celt@y extension, Thoits (1990) argues
that continual failure to uphold the emotion cudtigtandards results in emotional
deviance and the labeling of that person as devianbtion is evidently an important
component of social interaction. Instability isdli to occur when norms aren't followed.
Heise and Calhan (1995) found that prescriptivensosf emotion do exist and
that individuals agree about what emotions shoeldehl in response to particular events.
These findings illustrate the imperative functidremotions in creating and maintaining
a consistent definition of the situation. Throughogions’ role in saving face, we can see
how emotion norms are used to create a mutualidefirof the situation. One way
emotions may be used is through the strategicalispil emotion (Francis 1994).
Emotional displays indicate to observers the chiarasf an individual in the situation of
interest. Mutually accepted definitions of one’sucdcter are a key component of the

definition of situation.

Emotions and Identity Management

Smith-Lovin (1990) suggested that emotional displegn serve as confirmation
or disconfirmation of an identity. Displaying cullly inappropriateaffect during
interaction damages the shared definition of theadbn and one’s perception of the
character of her interaction partner. Displayinfually appropriateaffect during
interaction, however, can solidify the definitiohtbe situation and enhance the character
evaluation of an interaction partner.

A 1987 study by Lazowski examined how the expressioemotion may

moderate listeners’ reactions to negative selfldgae. Lazowski distributed vignettes
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with manipulated information about the emotion thgpd by the main character. She
found that displaying sadness after disclosingadd@rm led to a decrease in
unfavorable reactionby listeners, but displaying sadness did not teadisteners to
decrease their perceptionstddmeworthinessd.azowski concluded that “Expressing
negative emotion while disclosing undesirable beraus therefore likely to
communicate to the perceivers that the speakemadkdges the undesirability of the
behavior and views it as discrepant from his ordadirimage” (1987: 11). She suggested
that to understand fully others’ perceptions redeens must study the emotion displays
speakers make while disclosing information. Thiskyarovides the basis for my paper.

Some research has explored the protective rolei@nsatay serve when
individuals behave in bad or unexpected ways. kample, Robinson et al. (1994:182)
confirmed Affect Control Theory’s prediction “thah actor’'s emotional response to his
or her own malevolent behavior influences behavi@sponses of others by prompting
them to reassess the character of the guilty gafitie authors collected experimental
data and found support for the hypothesis thawiddals who do bad acts but show
remorse for those acts are rated higher in charteie others with that identity are
typically rated. Similarly, Robinson and Smith-Lo\i1999) found that displaying
emotions affectively congruent with a behavior oashuce damage to an identity, even if
the behavior is unfavorable and displaying incoegtiemotions may damage an
identity, even if the behavior is positive.

Tsoudis and Smith-Lovin (1998) extended the deaggd by Robinson et al.
(1994) to the judicial setting, and they found that only does thperpetrator's(actor’s)

emotional display matter in criminal sentencingt, e victim’s (object’s) emotional
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display also matters. Victims who display positeéraotions when discussing their
victimization appear to be confirming the idenutiyvictim and someone deserving of the
transgression, while those who display negativetemadfter the act disconfirm the
negative identity.

As alluded to previously, individuals do not engagelentity management with
only self-interest in mind. Carter et al. (2007)aged evidence for altruistic identity
management. The authors found that when a panticgdaserved an individual's identity
being damaged, the observer tended to defer tdahmged individual on a cooperative
task, despite the fact the observer reported vigwhe individual as less powerful
following the damage to his identity. This demoasts that individuals do not only
cognitively but also behaviorally manage the emwtiof others. For example, Rogalin et
al. (2007) found that research participants magguently manage the compromised
identity of insulted others who display normativaeations (in this case, sadness and
distress) than those who display anger. In pagiguésearch participants deferred to
insulted others who were sad or distressed moes @ an influence task than to those
who were angry.

The present research explores whether the apprempess of emotional displays
shape our efforts to manage others’ identitiesradéfine situations. | specifically
examine how account-making and recall errors mayaed to emotions that vary in

their appropriateness.
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CHAPTER 3
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Identity management, definition of the situatiemotion, accounts and recall
errors all have sociological ties to symbolic iationism. The symbolic interactionism
tradition in sociology states that objects in sbicigeraction develop meaning only
through being defined symbolically (Mead 1964a)c©these objects have been defined
symbolically, individuals behave in ways that sup@md reinforce the meaning. Not
only is Mead known for his work on the symbolic udesymbols, but he also argued that
individuals develop a sense of a “generalized 6tinat helps us determine what is
appropriate in a situation. Once individuals depedosense of a generalized other, they
are able to evaluate themselves from an outsigerspective (Mead 1934, 1964b). This
ability enables individuals to maintain predictalpigeraction and stable definitions of the
situation, much like a consistency motive (McHu§68).

Psychologists developed early theories explofegconsistency motive. This
interest quickly spread to other disciplines whaees theories developed. The most
relevant of these theories are perception corttemty (Powers 1973) and by extension
Carver’s (1979) cybernetic model of self-attenaocesses, self-consistency theory
(Lecky 1945), cognitive dissonance theory (Festii@b7, 1958), and balance theory
(Heider 1958). Not only do all of these theorieggest that people attempt to maintain
consistent beliefs and attitudes, but they alsdyirtimat inconsistency produces a general
state of discomfort.

Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance (19958) and Affect Control

Theory are most closely related. The theory of @ogndissonance states that cognitive



14

dissonance occurs when an individual holds twonmuatible thoughts at the same time.
When cognitive dissonance occurs, the individuahidl to search for a new thought (or
framing of the current thought) to reduce the dohBletween cognitions. The intensity of
dissonance felt by an individual is a result of headient the cognitions are to the person.
Affect control theory relies on a related but soretdifferent model of
maintaining consistency. Festinger’s theory of dggmdissonance suggests an internal
motivation to respond cognitively and behavioratiyvays to reduce dissonance
(Festinger 1957, 1958), while individuals areially motivated to reduce dissonance
under Affect Control Theory. Furthermore, the cqoiae deflection refers to
inconsistenaffectbetween two affective states (fundamental andstean), and
deflection can result in either positive or negatmotion. Most distinctively, Affect
Control Theory’s treatment of deflection emphasieesiback and control, which is

noticeably absent in Festinger’s theory and otlmeila theories (MacKinnon 1994).

Affect Control Theory

Affect Control Theory (Heise 1979; 2007, Smith-iroand Heise 1988,
MacKinnon 1994) is a generative theory createdkpdagn and predict social interaction.
The strength of the theory lies in its ability tegdict the ways individuals will react in
particular situations (Robinson and Smith-Lovin @08 pecifically, researchers are able
to test how people interepret and create everdsder to maintain fundamental
meanings (Smith-Lovin and Heise 1988)

Scope conditions reflect the conditions which nhesinet for a theory’s

predictions to apply (Cohen 1989). First, Affectn@ol Theory applies only when a
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social behavior occurs between an actor and arpgrson. Second, an observer must
be part of the identified language culture. Finalhe theory can only be applied to
behaviors that are observed or interpreted (Rohi28@6). Robinson and Smith-Lovin
(2006) provided useful examples. They explain &fégct Control Theory could not
predict the response of a man whose fly was undipfp@ugh children were laughing at
it, unless the man realized his fly was unzippedthermore, they explain that
unintended consequences of behavior, such as enoskatic shock while kissing, are
also outside the scope of the theory (RobinsonSanith-Lovin 2006).

Sentiments, impressions, and a mathematical coptiratiple are the three main
components of Affect Control Theory. The theorympes under the assumption that all
concepts possess culturally relative meanings meisions of goodness, powerfulness,
and liveliness that comprise the affective meamingentimentgRobinson and Smith-
Lovin 2006). Specifically, Affect Control Theorysearchers measure the degrees of
evaluation, potency, and activityr each concept using semantic differential messu
The universal dimensions were created by Charlge@band others (Osgood, Suci, and
Tannenbaum 1957; Osgood, May, and Miron 1975). &®edgnts are asked to rate words
on a scale of -4 to 4 on how bad-goeudluation) weak-powerfulpotency) and quiet-
lively (activity) the word is. Ratings are recorded in a seriebreetnumbers profiles for
each concept, and to date there are “dictionanyesitreporting the EPA values of
hundreds of identities, actions, emotions, andnggttin a variety of cultures and
languages including the United States, CanadanJ&xmany, China, and Northern

Ireland (Robinson and Smith-Lovin 2006).
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Impressions, on the other hand, are more contéxédlalhan sentiments. They are
specified meanings created and conveyed throughlsoi@raction. Impressions, then,
are more contextual than sentiments. Impressiandtion equations are used in Affect
Control Theory to predict changes in evaluatioriepoy, and activity values that are
caused by the social interaction (Robinson andIshotvin 2006). Since sentiments
provide a reference level for cultural meaning,e&tfControl Theory works to minimize
the difference between the evaluation, potency,atigtity of sentiments and the
evaluation, potency, and activity of impressiomfemred to as deflection. Simply stated,
the mathematical control principle works to minimtifferences between impressions
and sentiments.

Another strength of Affect Control Theory is itghly mathematical nature.
Deflection can be measured mathematically as tharsd distance between evaluation,
potency, and activity of sentiments and evaluatmmency, and activity of impressions.
Events that are highly deflecting are also predittebe highly unlikely. Heise and
MacKinnon elaborate “Event likelihoods arise inegff control theory because a key
premise of the theory is that events are constiustbeas to minimize deflection of
transient feelings from fundamental sentiments,abéhavior that so minimizes
deflections is the expected or intended behavite-tikely behavior — in the
circumstances” (1987: 135). Heise and MacKinnor8{d@lemonstrated that the impact
of deflection is cumulative, and deflection is matesult of word choice or sentence
structure as suggested by Gollob (1974). Finalliskl and MacKinnon (1987) indicate
that the relationship between deflection and elikelihood is enhanced when people act

in roles that are standard and institutionalizext. éxample, when an actor’s identity does
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not fit clearly into an institution such as familggal, sports, or therapeutic, the ability of

deflection to predict likelihood is decreased.

Propositions

As noted, Affect Control Theory rests upon the agstion that individuals strive
to maintain a stable, consistent definition of sit@ation. When definitions become
unstable, individuals engage in behaviors like mgkiccounts or misremembering
information to restore consistency. This paper migeexisting arguments in the literature
about the relationship between emotion displaytaednanagement of others’ identities
to the more traditional symbolic interactionist damof account making and aligning
actions. | extend this literature by making uselagsical symbolic interactionist ideas
and arguments from Affect Control Theory to devegtogdictions about the
circumstances under which we use accounts to mahagdentities of people who are
describing discrediting events. Heise and Thom@8{Lmade predictions about the
creation of social identities from combinationseafotion and identity meanings and
found that that the main effects of emotion evadurst and identity evaluations affect
identity-emotion combinations as does an interactffect between emotion evaluation
and identity evaluation. Below | briefly preseny propositions and their theoretical
justification.

First, | expect to show the pattern that individuaho display emotion
appropriate to their actions, in this case, sadfedesving a bad behavior, will be
evaluated more highly than those who display notemaer anger following a

similar behavior. This hypothesis comes direattynf Affect Control Theory and
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has been tested in earlier papers (Heise 1989¢teid Thomas 1989; Lazowski
1987; Robinson et al.1994; Tsoudis and Smith-Ld@88; Robinson and Smith-
Lovin 1999; Tsoudis 2000, 2002; Tsoudis and Smibkih 2001).

Heise (1989) describes appropriate emotion as &chimey of emotion
with the kinds of evaluative outcomes produced\mnés” (1989: 18). When a
person behaves in a negative way and creates aveegapression of herself, a
negative emotion display by that person is appad@riand expected). People
who display positive, appropriate affect are chiemazed positively while people
who display inappropriate affect are stigmatizedigid 1989:18). The
implication, as Heise states, is that “an actorhtnexert quite a bit of control
over the way in which he is characterized if heem® manipulate his emotional
expressions” (1989: 18). As such, | predict:

Proposition 1: When individuals behave badly arsgidiy

appropriate emotions, they will be evaluated magélly than

when they behave badly and display inappropriatetiem

It seems logical for people to account for the badreof those who
display appropriate emotion. In fact, research bgdtin et al. (2007) found that
individuals who display appropriate emotion wilMeamore restorative work
done by others to remedy their identities. Spedlifyc the authors found that
students made more efforts to manage the iderftép ansulted task partner
when that partner appeared sad or distressedtladt@nsult. In this paper |
attempt to extend this finding by showing how tlessic strategy of restoring
identities, account-making, is used to managedéetities of individuals we

evaluate positively. This account-making can bever as d&ot cognitive error
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where individuals have a motivated interest in cattimg the error (Keren 1996:
176). Therefore:

Proposition 2: When actors display appropriate @nef observers
will make more accounts for them.

Coming directly from Affect Control Theory and saognition
literature regarding schemas, the final proposit&sts upon the assumption that
highly deflecting events (e.g., displaying inappraje emotion) indicate a low
likelihood of occurrence in social life. Individgastore information about
familiar encounters in cognitive schemas. Whenrarsual event occurs,
individuals are not typically equipped with a scleetm deal with the situation
and are cognitively unable to sensibly remedy tisensistency between
behavior and emotion. Alternatively, the individaahay rely on non-applicable
schemas. The result is an increase in errors gg¢oall information. This type
of error is acold cognitive error because it assumed to be an unatet,
unconscious mistake (Keren 1996: 176).

Since high deflection indicates a low likelihoodaof event, and events
that are unlikely often do not have schemas atthtthéhem, | predict the
following:

Proposition 3When actors display inappropriate affect following

a bad behavior, observers will recall the evenhgiteater error
than when actors display appropriate emotion.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODS
Procedures

Forty-six females and fifty-five males in lower-@ion sociology classes

volunteered to participate in a study about “Ineggonal Communication”. Individuals in
classrooms were given a packet including instrusti@ transcript, and a set of questions.
Experimental instructions explained that the passeas transcribed from a videotape
recorded during a communications workshop. Insivastspecifically asked participants
to use the transcript to form a clear picture efspeaker. Upon reading the passage,
participants completed a questionnaire of scafestand then recalled qualitatively
information about the actor, her behavior, anddmeotions. Actors in the transcripts
were always female. Data were collected usingsc@n@ario) X 3 (emotion: sad, angry,

neutral) factorial design with the intention ofleplsing across scenario.

Vignette Transcripts

| used a paradigm developed by Lazowski (1987)hicivnonverbal cues are
embedded within the transcripts of videotapes. Soapts depicted the disclosure of a
harmful act and contained nonverbal cues suggeatirgmotion display by the speaker.
These cues used to manipulate the speakers’ enmareaiaken from Ekman and
Friesen’s (1978) Facial Action Coding System anavey emotion by using the
speaker’s eyes or mouth. Other cues embedded texhsuggest one’s overall demeanor
(e.g., shoulders slouched). There were six trgmscanditions. Each transcript involved

the disclosure of one of two negative acts: (Cooifl) Forgetting to keep a promise to a
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friend or (Condition 2) Lying about a roommate. kit each transcript nonverbal cues
were embedded indicating one of three emotionsaiigjer, (2) sadness, or (3) neutral or
no emotion. Similar nonverbal cues and transchptge been used by Lazowski (1987),
Robinson et al. (1994), and Robinson and Smith+h.¢¥999). Below are examples of

three of the transcripts

Condition 1: Sad/Forgetting to keep a promise faend
(Sad/unhappy, sits with eyes downcast, frowning,ead
leaning on hand, voice is low monotone) And soinetklse
about myself....well, this is kind of private...l{gbftly) I think
my friend might get fired. Um.... the other nidistopped by
the store where she works and she asked me tooftirtpe
bank deposit for the store because she had a Aatewas
leaving | ran into this guy I've been seeing andweat out for
a drink. Well, I didn't make the deposit and didwen realize
it until the next afternoon. By then the store agar had
missed the receipts for the deposit (pause),d. hanwas really
upset (corners of the mouth pulled downward), neis h
hassling her all the time, and (eyes downcast, deaah) he
says he's thinking of firing her.

Condition 5: Angry/Lying about a roommate
(Angry/annoyed, sits with eyebrows pulled tighthgether,
fists clenched, lips tight) And something elsewtbo
myself....well, this is kind of private....but (f&fully) my
roommate's friends don't trust her anymore. | ko
because the other day, for example, we were &ihgl
um....some of my friends and me, and | told theaissstolen
things from lzard's before and gotten away withTihe whole
thing was a complete lie (pause)... but (jaws died¢, now
they don't trust her at all, (crosses arms tightlises chin)
sometimes even in fairly unimportant matters.

Condition 6: No affect/Lying about a roommate
(Relaxed facial expressions, sits with arms restimghair
arms, makes eye contact) And something else about

2 All transcripts can be found in Appendix A.
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myself....well, this is kind of private....but (centrating) my
roommate's friends don't trust her anymore. | ko
because the other day, for example, we were &ihtl
um....some of my friends and me, and | told theaissstolen
things from lzard's before and gotten away withlihe whole
thing was a complete lie (pause)... but (tiltingdh¢o the left),
now they don't trust her at all, (makes eye contasts arms on
chair arms) sometimes even in fairly unimportantters.



23

CHAPTER 5
MEASURES
Manipulation Checks

To ensure that the nonverbal cues embedded imahscripts adequately
conveyed the desired emotion, respondents answegegliestions “In your opinion, how
sad/unhappy was the speaker?” and “In your opirhion; angry/annoyed was the
speaker?” Additionally, the respondent rated hik@rimpression of how happy-
unhappy a speaker appeared. This item was a Lskale ranging from -5 to 5, recoded
throughout the analysis so that higher scoresatdia higher impression of the speaker’s
happiness.

As common with self-report data, some items indtele had missing values. To
maintain a constant sample size without deletingcases, | chose to use item mean
substitution to input data for the missing valugs.opposed to person mean substitution
where an individual's average response for theessamputed into the item with
missing data, this method of mean substitution tsesverage item score for all
respondents as the new value. Researchers (Dowdeyiag 1995; King, Fogg, and
Downey 1998) have demonstrated that this is a moneervative approach than person
mean substitution because it does not inflatebidilva estimates. Nine total values were
missing, distributed across five cases. This repmssless than one-half of a percent of

missing data.
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Evaluation

Respondents further reported impressions of thekgpdased on a fourteen-item
trait scale composed of adjectives from Andersé8s (1968). This scale is adapted
from Lazowski (1987) and Robinson and Smith-Lovifg9) and includes eleven-point
bi-polar scales that consistently loaded on a sipgihciple factor representing
“goodness” in previous studies. This scale is therationalization of the evaluation
component of evaluation, potency, and activity. fherscale, the trait anchors were fair-
unfair, agreeable-disagreeable, open-minded-closaded, trusting-not trusting,
humble-conceited, warm-cold, genuine-phony, opesetl, sensitive-insensitive, honest-
dishonest, trustworthy-untrustworthy, friendly-uafrdly, adjusted-maladjusted, and
kind-unkind. Again, missing data was imputed lgyritmean substitution, as suggested
by Downey and King (1995) and King et al. (1998he Cronbach’s alpha for this scale

was .918.

Accounts and Recall Errors

Respondents were also given several open-endetiapsewith their vignette.
These questions include: (1) How would you descwhat the person did to her friend?
(2) How would you describe she felt about it? (avkind of person would you think
she was, after hearing her tell about what happzaead (4) If you were with someone
who told you this story (as described in the vidge), how would it make you feel?
These questions are useful for assessing how melliduals remember the vignette

information.
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Two researchers coded accounts and recall errmrstiie open-ended responses.
Recall errors included omissions, additions, angfarmations of the information
presented in the transcript. The two main typeodll errors recorded are (1) behavior
recall errors and (2) emotion recall errors. Addhtllly, negative recall errors, errors that
are not in favor of the actor, and residual reealbrs, errors that were not categorized
otherwise, were coded. Examples include:

“I thought it was quite a shady thing to suddeniynton someone
for trivial shoplifting.” (Condition 5: Angry/Lyingabout a
roommate) (Behavior recall error: She lied aboutrbemmate
shoplifting; she didn’t shoplift.)

Similarly, accounts were coded as present iftidévidual made an
excuse or justification regarding the behaviorha ¢ motion displayed in the
transcript. Examples include:

“She accidentally forgot to do something that mayehlost
her job. It was irresponsible, but then again hientl should
have been making the deposit herself because,adlftérwas
her job.” (Condition 2: Angry/Forgetting to keep@mise to
a friend) (Behavior excuse: Negative value is plaoe the
behavior, but the actor is relieved of respongiili

There were no justifications found in any of thepenses to open-ended
guestions; however, this is not altogether sunpgisOther researchers have noted a
similar pattern. McLaughlin, Cody, and O’Hair (1988und that following a social
transgression, 175 of 278 subjects reported usiogses but only 60 reported using
justifications. It seems that justifications areretrisky” to an actor because they

involve acknowledging the bad nature of one’s axtidndividuals may be unprepared to

justify events that are so blatantly negative.
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Computer simulations

INTERACT (Heise 2005) is a computer program usesinaulate social
interactions as characterized by Affect ControldiiygHeise 2007). Within the
program, individuals define interactants, situagicend events, and analyze the
events to simulate resulting behavior and affesing INTERACT, | am able to
test the proposition that emotion display influenegaluation. | find support for
the proposition.

To simulate these events, | defined the vignet@agos in language
already available in INTERACT. For condition 1,dfthed the situation as
“Friend neglects friend.” For condition 2, | defthéhe event as “Roommate
maligns roommate”.

Simulations showed that displaying no emotion feiltg the negative
events of “Roommate maligns roommate” and “Frieadlects friend” produces
more deflection than displaying sadness or angertte event “Friend neglects
friend”, anger and sadness displays produce ndalgame amount of
deflection, however, displaying sadness is predithebe more deflecting than
anger in the event “Roommate maligns roommate”. Tadxde 1 for specific

deflection predictions comparing each event with twltural dictionaries.
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CHAPTER 6
HYPOTHESES

While propositions are general knowledge claintsteel to a particular theory,
hypotheses are more specific, predictive obsematibat allow a researcher to
empirically test theoretical statements (Cohen 19Bfpositions guide research, but
hypotheses link the substantive issues to the &apsetting. Below | expand upon my
propositions by including specific hypotheses.

Recall, proposition 1 stated/hen individuals behave badly and display
appropriate emotions, they will be evaluated maghly than those who display
inappropriate emotionErom this proposition and earlier research, | léexeloped the
following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1a: Actors who display sadness follovarzad behavior will be evaluated
more highly than actors who display no emotion.

Hypothesis 1b: Actors who display sadness followartgad behavior will be evaluated
more highly than actors who display anger.

Proposition 2 statedVhen actors display appropriate emotions, obsearvel
make more accounts for thehpredict the following.

Hypothesis 2a: Observers will make more accoumtsadtors who display sadness
following a bad behavior than for actors who digpta emotion following a bad
behavior.

Hypothesis 2b: Observers will make more accountadtors who display sadness

following a bad behavior than for actors who digmager following a bad behavior.
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Proposition 3 states thahen actors display inappropriate affect followiadpad
behavior, observers will recall the event with gexaerror. More specifically:
Hypothesis 3a: When actors display no emotion, vese will recall the event with
greater error than when actors display sadness.

Hypothesis 3b: When actors display anger, obsew#rsecall the event with greater

error than when actors display sadness.
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CHAPTER 7
ANALYTIC STRATEGY

Logistic Regression

| used binary logistic regression to test my higgses that emotion displays
predict the occurrence of recall errors and acuntrecent years, logistic regression
has been the analysis of choice when the deperdaable is dichotomous (Pampel
2000, DeMaris 1995; Walsh 1987). As Michael S. lse®eck explains in the Foreword
of theLogistic Regression: A Primdry Fred C. Pampel, “Logistic regression has pretty
much come to replace ordinary least squares regneas the data analytic tool of choice
when the equation to be estimated has a dichotoohepsndent variable” (2000:v).
Ordinary Least Squares regression is not apprepiaatanalysis with a dichotomous
dependent variable because variables of this natolee the assumption of normality,
the assumption of homoscedasticity, and the eeron violates the assumption of
homoscedasticity (Pampel 2000). With binary logistigression, | am able to estimate
the occurrence of account-making or recall erracsiaterpret the findings in terms of
either probabilities or odds. Demaris elaborat&aetiicted probabilities are perhaps
most useful when the purpose of analysis is toctstethe probability of an event, given
a set of respondent characteristics. If, as is rofien the case, one is merely interested
in the impact of the independent variables, colmglor other effects in the model, the
odds ratio is the preferred measure” (DeMaris 1982).

One drawback of logistic regression is the lackaisensus surrounding the r-
square statistic. In logistic regression, the rasqudoes not indicate the amount of

variance explained by an independent variables #i case in Ordinary Least Squares
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regression, but instead indicates the predictifieagly of the model. Additionally, there
are numerous measurements of this predictive ef#fidaut the most common are Cox
and Snell's R-square (Cox and Snell 1989), Nag&ekB®-square (Nagerkerke 1991), and
McFadden R-square (McFadden 1974).

As suggested by Menard (2000, 2002), | report tieEddden R-square for the
logistic regressions. The McFadden R-square hagrder of advantages over other
measures. First, this measure of association nwstlyg reflects the proportional
reduction in measurement similar to the r-squat@riginary Least Squares regression.
Second, this measure is not dependent upon thepiapof cases with the attribute
being studied. Finally, McFadden’s R-square iswisadt only for dichotomous
dependent variables but also for ordinal and nohdiependent variables (Menard 2002:
27). Furthermore, logistic regression allows fesessing the significance of model fit
against a constant only model or when enteringtmhail independent variables. This is

often referred to as the chi-square improvementRzmpel 2000: 46).

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

Because my measure of emotion is categorical ancheasure of evaluation is
continuous, | use of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)éxplore the relationship. ANOVA
is a widely used statistical test for experimemaalysis of variance explores the
variation of means within groups and between grolippugh ANOVA is related to
regression, ANOVA differs because it determinestiwiean independent variable can

have an effect on a dependent variable that isizkydhat could be attributed to chance
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(Iversen and Norpoth 1976). Regression, on ther ditied, measures the fit between
variables.

Pairwise comparison tests can be used to make ¢c@mopa within ANOVA. In
my paper, | use the multiple, pairwise comparisnovin as Tukey HSD. Tukey HSD is
the most conservative pair-wise test because kbéhood of Type | errors is low
(Klockars and Sax 1986). A modified Tukey HSD tdstkey 1953; Games and Howell
1976) is the recommended technique for pairwisepasison of means. This test is
conservative against Type | errors and maintaimsrobeven with unequal sample sizes
and unequal pairs (Klockars and Sax 1986; KessemdrRogan 1978). Further, the test

is applicable even when variances are unequal fmss, Games, and Rogan 1979).
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CHAPTER 8
RESULTS

Manipulation checks

See Tables 2-4 for statistical comparisons. Maaiguh checks indicated that the
in-text cues to emotion were sufficient. Emotiomdivion influenced how happ¥,
(5,101) = 4.095, p < .0¥phow sad/unhapp¥ (5,101) = 13.039, p < .001, and how
angry/annoyed; (5,101) = 35.528, p <.001, a speaker appe&peakers seemed more
happy in the neutral condition than the sad coodi{fp < .05) and more happy in the
neutral condition than in the angry condition (@05). Additionally, speakers seemed
more unhappy in sad condition than the neutral itomd(p < .001) and more unhappy in
the angry condition than the neutral condition (61). Furthermore, speakers in the
angry condition seemed angrier than those in tecsadition (p < .001) and than those
in the neutral condition (p < .001). Taken togethieese findings suggest that
parenthetical statements about an actor’'s emotere wnderstandable and clearly

recognizable by respondents.

Collapsing across gender and scenario

Adequate cell size is an important consideratioemising small samples.
Having the ability collapse cells for analyses tfseiacreases one’s statistical power.
Chi-square tests of significance suggest that tivere no gender differences in the
amount of accounts or recall errors made by paditis. The lack of a statistical

interaction between gender and my variables ofastesuggests the ability to collapse

% All predictions, unless otherwise noted, were dizd hypotheses. As such, all hypothesis testsrare
tailed unless otherwise noted.
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conditions across gender, increasing cell sizetl@ghower of the analysis. Additionally,
ANOVA analyses and logistic regressions demonsthatewhile there is a main effect
for scenario in predicting goodness, recall erransl accounts, there is not a significant
interaction effect for scenario and the actor’s gomo This suggests that, though the
scenarios may be marginally different, it is acabf to collapse them. Thus, final

analyses are collapsed across scenario.

Evaluation

| find support for hypothesis 1. Analysis of vaganANOVA) results show that
the emotion display of an actor significantly patdihow highly a participant evaluated
the actorf (5,101) = 8.029, p <. 001, (one-tailed). As Aff€xintrol Theory predicts
and Tukey HSD pair-wise tests (Tukey 1953; GamesHmwell 1976) confirms, sad
actors are evaluated significantly more posititeégn neutral actors (p < .01, one-tailed),
however there is no evaluative difference betwesrnral and angry actors, again a
prediction from Affect Control Theory. Appropriayethen, sad actors are evaluated more

positively than angry actors (p < .01, one-tailed).

Accounts

Table 7 presents the results of logistic regressiche dependent variable
accounts. Emotion display is used to predict thmiogence of account-making. Actors
who display sadness are over two times more liteelyave an account made for them
than actors who display no emotion (p < .05). Addally, actors who display anger (p <

.01) and no emotion (p <.05) instead of sadnessignificantly less likely to have an
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account made for them following the disclosure bhd act. The chi-square model test
indicates that including emotion display into thedul significantly improves the fit}
=8.361, p <.01) of the model. In other words, gamodisplay appears a viable way to
predict account-making.

Table 7 includes the evaluative variagteodnessincluding goodness in the
model increases predictive efficacy of the modehdgated by the r-square statistic.
Adding emotion display and goodness improves thef he model over the constant-
only model §* = 17.994, p < .01), and adding goodness to a nsigieificantly improves
the predictive power of a model with only emotidspday as predictors (bloci =
9.632, p <.01). Actors who display anger instefadooemotion are less likely to have
accounts made for them (p < .10). Predictably, tdeplaying anger instead of sadness
also leads to a decreased rate of accounts (p)<kidally, a one-unit increase in positive
evaluation of an actor increases the log-odds ddimgean account for that actor by
1.034. All of this evidence indicates support fgpbthesis 2. Actors who display
emotions appropriate to the situation have morewwus made for them by observers,

presumably because the observers believe the faeterbadly about his action.
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Figure 1. Accounts and Recall Errors by Emotion
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The analysis of recall errors differs some fromamglysis of accounts because
recall errors were broken down in to four typesemfall errors. Some types of recall
errors are better predicted by emotion display thtéers, so | conduct multiple analyses
to explore this issue. First, | examine behaviaaleerrors alone. Then | examine all
recall errors together. Finally, | examine negatwe emotion recall errors separately.

In table 8 | examine the effect of emotion orradall errors. Though the model
itself is not significant, | still find a significa main effect by emotion. Specifically,
individuals who display no emotion (neutral) arg@ @mes (p < .05) more likely to have
some recall error made than individuals who disglgness, the appropriate emotion
(one-tailed test). The strength of association,dw@x, remains quite low (McFadden r-

square = .021). Overall, this still indicates suppar hypothesis three.
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Exploratory analysedMotivated by Nelson’s (2006) findings that indiuals
more frequently re-identify behaviors than othemponents of interaction, in Table 9 |
explore the possibility of emotion influencing osebility to remember theehaviorof
an individual. Logistic regression reveals no défeces by emotion. The strength of
association between emotion display and behaveailrerrors is quite weak (McFadden
r-square = .033). Further, the chi-square modealifegince test is not significant,
indicating that emotion does not adequately pretiietoccurrence of behavior recall
error. This is in opposition to emotion’s ability predict accounts

Table 10 includes negative recall errors — thagrisyrs that are not in favor of the
actor. In other words, these types of recall ercars be seen as a way to punish the actor
for an abnormal social interaction. Though the nhagleot significant nor is emotion
display, individuals who display the unexpected eoms of anger and neutrality are over
two times more likely to have negative recall esrorade for them than a person who
displays sadness.

Finally, | examine emotion recall errors in table The chi-square model test is
statistically significant at the p < .01 levgl< 9.278, two-tailed). Furthermore, people
who display no emotion are significantly more likéd have emotion recall errors made
for them than for those who display sadness. Ify facne displays no emotion she is
almost six times (5.921) more likely to have an gsomorecall error made for her if she

had displayed sadness.
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CHAPTER 9
DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The analysis presented here illustrates the impoe of emotion display for
managing identities and maintaining a definitiorired situation. | find support for the
notion that emotion displays determine not adhipeasures are taken to manage an
identity but alsovhat measures are taken to manage an identity. Moafisadly,
whether an account or recall error is used dependshat emotion is displayed by an
actor following a behavior. When the definitionao$ituation is unstable and an
interaction partner displays a culturally approfgi@amotion, people use accounts to
manage her identity and consequently redefineithat®n. If the definition of the
situation is unstable and the interaction partimgpldys inappropriate affect, however,
people make errors in recounting the event. Indage, recall errors are one strategy to
restore the definition of the situation and maymaty not benefit the actor. | reason that
accounts are used in this situation because wenideeiduals who display appropriate
emotions (even when their behavior is bad), arglhilgh evaluation leads us to put more
effort into managing the actor’'s damaged idenfityerefore, individuals generally make
excuses and justifications in this situation.

In line with Affect Control Theory, it seems thdisplaying sadness following a
negative disclosure disconfirms the identity of #lttor as someone who would commit
such an act, leading observers to evaluate her pasigvely. Similarly, as Lazowski
(1987) speculated, displaying no emotion followihg disclosure of a social harm
communicates that the person is unaffected byd¢heraand that she is, indeed, the type

of person who would do such an act.
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The person disclosing an anti-social behavior jusithis emotion, may influence
the way others respond and how the situation isfieeld. As Hollander suggested (1958;
Hollander and Julian 1969), individuals with higlséatus or perceived higher status may
be given more social leeway and may be forgiverentoan lower status others who
commit the same anti-social behaviors. If thigugf then, not only does emotion display
effect way observers respond, mdtois displaying the emotion also influences
responses. This suggests that high status indisidoay be able to display culturally

inappropriate affect and suffer less identity daendman their low-status counterparts.

Limitations and Future Directions

While this research illustrates the importancetofiging emotional display as it
relates to the definition of the situation and tilyrmanagement, it is important to note
the limitations of the data. All of the behavionsthhe scenario are bad behaviors.
Robinson and Smith-Lovin 1999 demonstrate the effetemotion display on identity
inferences using positive behaviors, but futurelissishould address whether recall
errors and account-making widely differ by situati€urrently, Affect Control Theory
does not currently make any predictions about tteetbd nature of emotions. | suspect
that the direction of emotions, for example, ardjszcted at self or other, is related to
one’s perception of accepting blame or not. Thesspns remain to be addressed.
Furthermore, it would be useful to know whetheruseas and justifications are made for
one’s behavior or one’s emotion. Research mentie@aelier by Nelson (2006) suggests
that behavior is more frequently reidentified tlaabor or object. Finally, future studies

should replicate this research with a larger, ngemeralizable sample.
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Implications

Empirically, this paper is important because it ba extended to include specific
settings where emotion display can be strategicafd to mitigate identity damage such
as in a courtroom or during eye-witness testimdihys topic, though already studied
(Robinson et al. 1994; Tsoudis 2000, 2002; Tsoadis Smith-Lovin 1998), may be
underdeveloped. Emotions are not only importawtiminal justice settings; emotion
display may affect how one reacts toward medicedqo®al following news of a serious
illness or how a teacher treats a student who teglyaviolates emotion norms. It is
within these institutions that | find the studyeshotions most interesting.

Furthermore, this paper offers theoretical insight specific ways individuals
manage others’ identities. This paper adds to koagnition literature by implying that
emotion display, net of all other factors, may bihone’s ability to recall a situation.
Most importantly it bridges social psychologicabtight on emotion and accounts with
social cognition literature on recall to provideanplete picture of the role of emotions

in redefining situations.
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Table 1. INTERACT simulations of deflection by yedrdata collection

Deflection Resulting fror

Event Events by year of
1978 2003

Roommate maligns roommate 6 10
Angry roommate maligns roommate 1 3

Sad roommate maligns roommate 3 3

Calm roommate maligns roommate 6 10
No emotion roommate maligns roommate 4 5

Friend neglects friend 30 44
Angry friend neglects friend 12 17
Sad friend neglects friend 11 15
Calm friend neglects friend 22 40
No emotion friend neglects friend 16 24

Accessed April 4, 2007. Java Interact 2. copyrifiil, 2005. David Heise.
http://www.indiana.edu/~socpsy/ACT/interact/Javatatt.htmi

Table 2. Means (standard deviations) by EmotiompRisfor Study Variables

Measure Emotion Display Range
Sad Angry Neutral Total
Goodness 81.512 67.029 67.123 71.935 18-125
(20.891) (19.246) (23.940) (22.286)
Recall errors
Behavior recall errors 147 .059 .061 .089 0-1
(.360) (.239) (.242) (.286)
Emotion recall errors 118 441 273 277 0-1
(.327) (.504) (.452) (.450)
Negative recall errors .088 .206 182 158 0-1
(.288) (.410) (.392) (.367)
All recall errors .384 .588 485 485 0-1
(.493) (.500) (.508) (.502)
Accounts .618 412 273 436 0-1
(.493) (.500) (.452) (.498)
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Table 3. Means (standard deviations) by EmotiompRisfor
Manipulation Check Variables

Measure Emotion Display Range
Sad Angry Neutral Total
Angry 3.677 7.849 3.618 5.020 1-11
(2.128) (2.612) (2.462) (3.098)
Sad 8.265 7.061 5.261 6.860 1-11
(1.797) (2.783) (2.606) (2.709)
Table 4. ANOVA for How Sad was the Actor
Source SS df MS F
Corrected Model 163.901 5 32.780 5.462***
Intercept 4757.331 1 4757.331792.695***
Scenario 0.088 1 0.088 0.015
Actor Emotion 156.507 2 78.253 13.039***
Scenario * Emotion 8.434 2 4,217 0.703
Error 570.139 95 6.001
Total 5487.060 101
Corrected Total 734.040 100

*p <.05, *p<.01, ** p<.001
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Table 5. ANOVA for How Angry was the Actor

Source SS df MS F
Corrected Model 427.949 5 85.590 15.284***
Intercept 2569.870 1 2569.870 458.896***
Scenario 0.483 1 0.483 0.086
Actor Emotion 397.924 2 198.962 35.528***
Scenario * Emotion 35.099 2 17.549 3.134*
Error 532.011 95 5.600

Total 3505.000 101

Corrected Total 959.960 100

*p < .05, * p < .01, ***p < .001

Table 6. ANOVA of the Effect of Emotion on Percalv&oodness

Source SS df MS F
Corrected Model 20365.054 5 4073.011 13.206***
Intercept 526041.484 1 526041.484  1705.582***
Scenario 15442.240 2 15442.240 50.068***
Actor Emotion 4952.426 1 2476.213 8.029***
Scenario * Emotion 251.247 2 125.624 0.407
Error 29300.231 95 308.423

Total 572309.388 101

Corrected Total 49665.285 100

*p < .05, ** p < .01, ** p < .001



Table 7. Logistic Regressions on Accounts with Biesrd Goodne:!

Model 1 Model 2
Standar Odds Standar Odds
Coefficient d Error Ratio Coefficient d Error Ratio
Independent Variabl
Angry -1.460** 527 232 -1.150* .55¢ 317
Neutra -.836* .49¢ 43¢ -41¢ 537 .66(
Perceived Goodne .033** .011 1.03¢
Constant .480 .353 1.615 -2.183 .988 113
R-square McFadden .060 McFadden .130
Chi-square model test  8.361** 17.994**
n=101

reference category is sad
all tests are one-tailed
'n<.10,*p <.05, ** p<.01
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Table 8. Logistic Regressions on All Recall Errors

All Recall Errors

Coefficient Standard Error Odds Ratio

Independent Variabl

Angry A41¢ 49¢ 1.52(

Neutra .836’ 49¢ 2.30¢
Constant -.480 .353 .619
R-square McFadden .021
Chi-square model test  2.906
n=101

reference category is sad
all tests are one-tailed

Tp< 10,*p<.05 *p<.01

Table 9. Logistic Regressions on Behavior Recalbisr

Behavior Recall Errors

Coefficient Standard Error Odds Ratio

Independent Variables

Angry -.983 .876 374

Neutral -1.015 .875 .363
Constant -1.758 484 172
R-square McFadden .033
Chi-square model test 1.988
n=101

reference category is sad
all tests are two-tailed

Tp< 10,*p<.05 *p<.01

53



Table 10. Logistic Regressions on Negative Reaqabr&

Negative Recall Errors

Coefficient Standard Error Odds Ratio

Independent Variabl

Angry .83: 75t 2.29¢
Neutral .985 .739 2.679
Constant -2.015 532 133
R-square McFadden .024
Chi-square model test 2.119
n=101

reference category is sad
all tests are two-tailed

Tp< 10,*p<.05 *p<.01

Table 11. Logistic Regressions on Emotion Recalbisr

Emotion Recall Errors

Coefficient Standard Error 0Odds Ratio

Independent Variabl

Angry 1.034 .660 2.812
Neutral 1.779** .635 5.921
Constant -2.015 532 133
R-square McFadden .078
Chi-square model test  9.278**
n=101

reference category is sad
all tests are two-tailed

Tp< 10,*p<.05 *p<.01
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APPENDIX A

VIGNETTES

Condition 1: Sad/Forgetting to keep a promise faend

(Sad/unhappy, sits with eyes downcast, frowning,fead leaning on hand, voice is low
monotone) And something else about myself....wlei, is kind of private...but (softly) |
think my friend might get fired. Um.... the othmght | stopped by the store where she
works and she asked me to drop off the bank defordibe store because she had a date.
As | was leaving | ran into this guy I've been sgeand we went out for a drink. Well, |
didn't make the deposit and didn't even realizmiil the next afternoon. By then the
store manager had missed the receipts for the ti¢passe),.... and he was really upset
(corners of the mouth pulled downward), now hessshiag her all the time, and (eyes

downcast, head down) he says he's thinking ofgfiher.

Condition 2: Angry/Forgetting to keep a promisatfriend

(Angry/annoyed, sits with eyebrows pulled tighthgéther, fists clenched, lips tight)

And something else about myself....well, this isdkof private...but (forcefully) I think

my friend might get fired. Um.... the other nidlgtopped by the store where she works
and she asked me to drop off the bank deposihéstore because she had a date. As |
was leaving | ran into this guy I've been seeing)\ae went out for a drink. Well, |

didn't make the deposit and didn't even realizmtil the next afternoon. By then the
store manager had missed the receipts for the ti¢passe),.... and he was really upset
(jaw clenched), now he's hassling her all the tiamel (crosses arms tightly, raises chin)

he says he's thinking of firing her.
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Condition 3: No affect/Forgetting to keep a proenis a friend

(Relaxed facial expressions, sits with arms restimghair arms, makes eye contact)

And something else about myself....well, this isdkof private...but (concentrating) |

think my friend might get fired. Um.... the oth@ght | stopped by the store where she
works and she asked me to drop off the bank defordibe store because she had a date.
As | was leaving | ran into this guy I've been sgeand we went out for a drink. Well, |
didn't make the deposit and didn't even realizmiil the next afternoon. By then the
store manager had missed the receipts for the ti¢passe),.... and he was really upset
(titing head to the left), now he's hassling hiéthee time, and (makes eye contact, rests

arms on chair arms) he says he's thinking of fineg

Condition 4: Sad/Lying about a roommate

(Sad/unhappy, sits with eyes downcast, frowning,fead leaning on hand, voice is low
monotone) And something else about myself.... i, is kind of private....but (softly)
my roommate's friends don't trust her anymorenadvk this because the other day, for
example, we were all talking, um....some of myrfde and me, and | told them she's
stolen things from lzard's before and gotten awdly iv The whole thing was a
complete lie (pause)... but (corners of the moutled downward), now they don't trust

her at all, (eyes downcast, head down) sometimess evfairly unimportant matters.

Condition 5: Angry/Lying about a roommate
(Angry/annoyed, sits with eyebrows pulled tighthgéther, fists clenched, lips tight)

And something else about myself....well, this isdkof private....but (forcefully) my
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roommate's friends don't trust her anymore. | kitim& because the other day, for
example, we were all talking, um....some of myrfde and me, and | told them she's
stolen things from lzard's before and gotten awdly iv The whole thing was a
complete lie (pause)... but (jaws clenched), naay on't trust her at all, (crosses arms

tightly, raises chin) sometimes even in fairly upontant matters.

Condition 6: No affect/Lying about a roommate

(Relaxed facial expressions, sits with arms restimghair arms, makes eye contact)
And something else about myself....well, this isdkof private....but (concentrating) my
roommate's friends don't trust her anymore. | ktio/because the other day, for
example, we were all talking, um....some of myrfde and me, and | told them she's
stolen things from lzard's before and gotten awdly iv The whole thing was a
complete lie (pause)... but (tilting head to tHg Jewow they don't trust her at all, (makes

eye contact, rests arms on chair arms) sometiness iaviairly unimportant matters.



