Role of Attribution Post -Performance Feedback on Escalation/De-escalation of Conflict Strategies

ABSTRACT

In the context of innovation implementation, we studied the interaction effect of performance feedback with internal and external attribution respectively on the escalation of conflict strategies namely dominating, collaborating and avoiding using the data from 229 Indian managers. 
We found interaction effect of feedback and internal attribution on de-escalation of dominating and avoiding strategy. While we found interaction effect of feedback and external attribution on escalation of collaborating strategy. The overall findings were supportive of results obtained by Staw & Ross (1978) study of attribution post performance feedback on escalation of commitment.
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INTRODUCTION
In our day to day life, we find ourselves involved in making attributions concerning the cause for our own and others’ behavior. And in most of the cases we find that our attributions do not always match the reality. This is because of the presence of the various inherent biases that we are highly prone to and which could ultimately cloud our decision-making capabilities (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). Attribution denotes the causal information credited to a success or failure and attribution theory further deals with how individuals make such interpretations and how this influences their decision-making capabilities (Kelley, 1973). Attribution bias denotes an individual’s inclination to ascribe success to internal or endogenous factors like his/her own abilities and efforts and attribute failure to external or exogenous factors like hard luck or difficulty of the task (Miller & Ross, 1975). However, past literature has demonstrated that this might not always be the case for e.g. there are instances when counter-defensive attributions are made (Bradley,1978). Counter-defensive bias denotes ascribing success to external or exogenous factors and failure to internal or endogenous factors (Lawson & McKinnon, 1999). The main reason cited for this individual difference observed in attributing factors to either internal or external factors after a success or a failure is the disparity in information processing from one individual to another (Staw & Ross, 1978). According to James & Mazerolle (2001), a rational model would consider both endogenous and exogenous factors as probable explanations for performance. On the other hand, biased attributions would consider only one factor i.e. either endogenous or exogenous factor as a probable explanation for performance. There are various factors that influence attribution of a person e.g. individual traits like need for achievement, self-esteem, gender etc. It has been found that individuals high on need for achievement attribute their achievements to internal factors such as hard work and presence of relevant capabilities and setback to external factors like bad luck etc. while individuals low on need for achievement attribute their setback to lack of ability and success to luck or an easy task (Scapinello, 1988). Similarly, individuals with low self-esteem attribute failure to internal factors (Marsh, 1986). Unlike males, females underestimate their capabilities and tend to attribute their success to luck rather than to ability (Bar-Tal, 1978). 
Past research has demonstrated that attribution influences escalation of commitment (Staw & Ross, 1978; Walsh & Henderson, 2001) wherein attribution increases task persistence in the face of a setback (Anderson & Jennings, 1980; Zoeller, 1983). Given the pivotal role played by attribution in escalation of financial investments decisions, it becomes imperative to examine how attributions following performance feedback influences conflict escalation. This question is important to study because by investigating the role played by attribution in conflict escalation, one can think of ways to account for attribution which can help in preventing conflicts from intensifying and consequently hindering the effective working of organizations. Conflict escalation refers to an increase in the intensity of a conflict and the severity of its tactics (Michelle, 2003). The main conditions that lead to conflict escalation include threats to ego, differences in viewpoints and especially when one feels that he/she is personally responsible for the failure (Staw, 1976). Conflict escalation leads to a piquant situation giving way to negative feelings like anger, fear, anxiety etc. It might further lead to poor decision making like entrapment (Brockner, 1981) or escalation of commitment (Staw, 1976) whereby the disputant may spend enormous amounts of time, efforts and resources in order to ‘save face’ because none of the parties involved want to admit they were wrong. They consider total commitment as the only choice getting eventually trapped into an escalatory path of ever-increasing commitment (Rubin, Pruitt & Kim, 1994). Further, it has been found that escalation of commitment has been broadly studied since the last three decades with respect to the crucial decisions relating to financial and resource investments (Lant & Hurley, 1999), new product development (see for a review Krill, 1998), marketing (Lages, 2000), online auctions (Ariely & Simonson, 2003) etc. and keeps on growing as a dynamic area of study. Despite the existence of a large body of research on escalation decisions in investment decisions at the individual level, the literature on both escalation of conflict strategy and how attribution influences conflict escalation is rather scarce. This gap in literature provides for an interesting avenue to explore. 
To address these concerns a 2-stage laboratory study was conducted with 229 managers (acting the role of the CEO) who read a conflict situation within TMT in the context of innovation implementation. The scenario was manipulated with presence/absence financial slack condition, encouraging/discouraging TMT posture. The respondents had to response to the conflict situation by rating their response to  conflict strategies items provided to them in stage I. These managers were provided with an annual performance feedback (either positive or negative) about how the firm performed in the current year after the decision they took in Stage 1. Based on the feedback they received, the participants had to first rate the two items for internal attribution and two items for external attribution that could have contributed to the performance feedback they had received. Then they again had to mark their preference for the same set of twenty- one items measuring the three dependent variables, viz. conflict strategies –dominating, collaborating and avoiding for Stage 2. The results of stage I is not reported here because in this paper we are concerned with the response of the second stage only and Stage 2 response is independent of Stage 1 response. We have considered the interaction effects of performance feedback with internal and external attribution on escalation of conflict strategies. This is in accordance with Staw & Ross’ Study (1978) that explored the role of attribution following performance feedback on escalation of commitment. A proposed relationship between the variables is as shown in Figure 1. 
Insert Figure 1 here 

Hypothesis Development
Escalation of Conflict Strategies: Conflict strategies are the “general tendencies of patterned responses” that a party employs to handle a conflict situation (Putnam & Poole, 1987). The two main approaches for handling conflict are the five-style and three-style models. Five-style model was developed first and is the most widely used model (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Rahim, 1983; Thomas & Kilmann, 1974) The five style model is based on two dimensions: (a) concern for self (assertiveness) and (b) concern for others (co-operative) resulting in five conflict management strategies. These five conflict management strategies were: dominating (high assertiveness-low cooperativeness), collaborating (high assertiveness-high cooperativeness), avoiding (low assertiveness-low cooperativeness), obliging (high cooperativeness-low assertiveness) and compromising (both moderate assertiveness and cooperativeness). The exponents of the three-style model proposed that these five strategies can be further reduced to three main conflict strategies: (a) forcing or dominating; (b) solution-oriented or integrating; and (c) nonconfrontational or avoiding (Putnam &Wilson, 1982).  Further, Oetzel, Ting-Toomey, Yokochi, Masumoto, and Takai (2000) via Q-sort technique and factor analysis revealed the presence of three main underlying factors for conflict behavior-dominating, integrating, and avoiding. DeChurch, Mesmer-Magnus & Doty (2013) in their meta-analysis of 45 independent studies consisting of a total number of 3,218 teams came up with three major conflict strategies namely dominating, collaborating and avoiding as conflict handling approaches within teams. Dominating strategy depicts a desire to gratify one’s own interests without taking into consideration the interest of the other party to the conflict. It can be regarded as the most confrontational strategy of all the five since this strategy makes use of pressure tactics like threats, put-downs, retracting from one’s stand and forcing the other party to admit defeat. Consequently, this tactic results in win-lose dynamics (Cai & Fink, 2002). Collaborating strategy depicts approach by both the parties to engage in a constructive dialogue with the objective of resolving the conflict situation in a mutually beneficially manner. Unlike dominating strategy which is confrontational, collaborating is more assertive yet agreeable to both the parties. Avoiding approach is used when a party does not have concern either for their own self or for the other party to the conflict. It means that the person concerned is aware that a conflict exists but has no desire to resolve it. Rather, he/she tries to withdraw or suppress the conflict. This is the reason why this conflict strategy is also known as “inaction” or “withdrawal”. Avoiding strategy is used when the other party to the conflict is difficult to deal with and highly unlikely to make concessions, and hence it is better to avoid the situation rather than deal with it.  It helps in letting people cool down and regaining perspective (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986). For escalation of conflict, we checked whether there is an escalation in dominating strategy or de-escalation in collaborating and avoiding strategy respectively in the face of negative feedback. While for de-escalation of conflict, we primarily see whether there is a de-escalation in dominating strategy and escalation in collaborating and avoiding strategy in the face of negative feedback. 

Interaction effect of Performance Feedback and Internal Attribution

A feedback is considered to be positive if results exceed expectations and negative if the results fall short of expectation (Bowen & Payling, 1987). Barton, Duchon and Dunegon (1989) revealed that after facing positive conditions of feedback responsible individuals i.e. individuals who attributed success to internal factors chose to escalate more often than those who faced negative conditions of feedback. Walsh and Henderson (1989) pointed out that if an individual attributes positive feedback to internal factors, he is likely to escalate his commitment to the successful course of action. This is because internal attribution following a positive feedback give an impetus to the managers to proceed with their successful projects to reap the profits by completing the project. 

While on the other hand, in the case of negative feedback, if the individual attributes the failure to internal factors i.e. to his own shortcoming like less effort/motivation etc., it suggests that the individual is willing to acknowledge his role in the wrong decision he had initially taken. And in order to rectify his/her mistake he/she de-escalates his commitment to a prior failed course of action. This is referred to as counter-defensive bias whereby the individual reduces his commitment following a negative feedback and at times might even take acceptance of responsibility for the negative outcome so as to maintain his public credibility (Bradley, 1978). 

Thus, it can be said that if the CEO internally attribute a positive feedback, it would result in instilling a greater willingness to continue a successful course of action and therefore the CEO would escalate his/her dominating strategy and de-escalate his/her collaborating or avoiding strategy whereby he would persist with the merits of his previously implemented successful innovation plans, override any resistance by the opposition and carry forward his strategy. While on the other hand, if the CEO internally attribute a negative feedback, it suggests that he considers his role in the failed course of action which will prompt him to rectify his mistakes by de-escalating his commitment to the prior failed course of action and work jointly with the collaboration to find a mutually agreeable solution or totally avoid the situation. Thereby leading to a de-escalation in his/her dominating strategy and escalation in collaborating or avoiding strategy. Therefore, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 1a: Performance Feedback and Internal Attribution will have an interaction effect on the dominating response strategy such that under positive conditions of feedback participants will escalate dominating strategy if he attributes his success to internal factors.

While under negative conditions of feedback participants will de-escalate dominating strategy if he attributes his failure to internal factors.

Hypothesis 1b: Performance Feedback and Internal Attribution will have an interaction effect on the collaborating response strategy such that under positive conditions of feedback participants will de-escalate collaborating strategy if he attributes his success to internal factors.

While under negative conditions of feedback participants will escalate collaborating strategy if he attributes his failure to internal factors.

Hypothesis 1c: Performance Feedback and Internal Attribution will have an interaction effect on the avoiding response strategy such that under positive conditions of feedback participants will de-escalate avoiding strategy if he attributes his success to internal factors.

While under negative conditions of feedback participants will escalate avoiding strategy if he attributes his failure to internal factors.

Interaction effect of Performance Feedback and External Attribution
Staw & Ross (1978) demonstrated via an experiment the role of attribution on escalation of commitment. In this experiment, the participants performed a role play where they had to imagine themselves as a decision maker in the World Bank and were given the duty to allocate resources to a region of their choice out of the many given options. The factors that were being investigated were prior success or failure experience and the attribution for the setback i.e. whether endogenous or exogenous. Both these factors were manipulated. The endogenous-exogenous manipulation of attribution was further sub-divided based on two factors which are the foreseeability and persistence of the cause of failure. The exogenous factor was low in both foreseeability and persistence whereas the endogenous factor was high in both foreseeability and persistence. The example used for exogenous factor in the study was a large amount of rain in the region that they chose. The endogenous factors used in the study were corruption in the area, illiteracy and population not responsive to the work incentives within the region. Results revealed that the interaction between a prior failure and the reason for failure attributed to an exogenous factor resulted in escalation of commitment as opposed to the condition in which the interaction was between a prior failure and the reason for failure attributed to endogenous factors.  This is in accordance to reactance theory (Wortman & Brehm, 1975) which states that if an individual escalates his commitment to a prior course of action after facing a setback in order to prove to self/others that his initial decision was correct, then it is likely that they will attribute the setback to external factors. 
While on the other hand, if an individual attributes the positive feedback to external factors i.e. factor beyond his control like luck, favorable market condition rather than internal factors he is less likely to escalate his commitment (Walsh & Henderson, 1989). This is because external attribution following a positive feedback suggests that the individual is not confident of his abilities and would rather be contended with whatever he has achieved and be less risking. Thus, it can be said that if the CEO attributes his success to external factors – in our case it is the full support from the TMT and favorable market condition, he/she will escalate his collaborating strategy wherein he would work jointly with the TMT to repeat the previously achieved success and de-escalate his dominating strategy because there is no need to dominate in this case. While on the other hand, if the CEO attributes the setback to external factors- in our case little support from the TMT and unfavorable market condition, he/she will de-escalate his collaborating strategy and escalate his dominating strategy in order to over-ride any resistance from the TMT and implement his own strategy of innovation implementation. We don’t expect any changes in the escalation of avoiding strategy because the situation does not warrant for any changes in this variable. Therefore, we hypothesize : 

Hypothesis 2a: Performance Feedback and External Attribution will have an interaction effect on the dominating response strategy such that under positive conditions of feedback participants will de-escalate dominating strategy if he attributes his success to external factors.
While under negative conditions of feedback participants will escalate dominating strategy if he attributes his failure to external  factors.

Hypothesis 2b: Performance Feedback and External Attribution will have an interaction effect on the collaborating response strategy such that under positive conditions of feedback participants will escalate collaborating strategy if he attributes his success to external factors.

While under negative conditions of feedback participants will de-escalate collaborating strategy if he attributes his failure to external factors.

Hypothesis 2c: Performance Feedback and External Attribution will not have an interaction effect on the avoiding response strategy such participants will neither escalate nor de-escalate avoiding strategy following positive/negative feedback attribution.
METHOD
Participants: 229 managers (attending the MDP program at a premier business school) participated (90.0% male) in the study. The average age for the final sample of 229 participants was 36.80 years, SD=8.70 years and total work experience of participants ranged between 3 years to 37 years with Mean = 14.07 years and SD= 8.89 years.
Design: 
We employed a 2 (TMT opposition posture: encouraging versus discouraging) X 2 
(absence of slack versus presence of slack) X 2 (Annual Performance feedback: positive versus negative) between participants’ design. Internal and External Attribution was used as continuous data independent variable with gender, work experience, slack, TMT posture and self-confidence as control variables to seek participant responses on escalation of conflict strategies – dominating, collaborating and avoiding as dependent variables. Slack, TMT posture and self-confidence were considered as control variables because their role on conflict strategies have already been studied in Stage 1. In this study, the new information provided was of performance feedback. Therefore, we were mainly considered with the impact of performance feedback and role of attribution following feedback on conflict escalation strategies. Hence, controlled for all the other variables that might influence conflict escalation.
The Questionnaire: Eight versions of the questionnaire were created. Each version of the questionnaire consisted of two sections. The first section consisted of items seeking their demographic information. The second section consisted of a hypothetical scenario in which the participant played the role of a CEO of large Indian electrical components manufacturing firm. In this role, participants read one episode of CEO’s interaction with the top management team (TMT) regarding the implementation of innovation in the company given the market threats from the entry of new competitors (with similar product).  In each version of the questionnaire, the description of the episodes included the manipulations of the financial condition of the firm (slack) and the TMT opposition posture with respect to the innovation implementation. Based on this information, they had taken their decision in Stage 1 by filling out their preference on a Likert Scale for a set of 21 items measuring the dominating, collaborating and avoiding response strategy. Now, they were further provided with an annual performance feedback (either positive or negative) about how the firm performed in the current year after the decision they took in Stage 1. Based on the feedback they received, the participants had to first rate the two items for internal attribution and two items for external attribution that could have contributed to the performance feedback they had received. Then they again had to mark their preference for the same set of twenty- one items measuring the three dependent variables, viz. escalation of conflict strategies –dominating, collaborating and avoiding for Stage 2.
Measures:

Control Variables: Gender, work experience, self-confidence, slack and TMT opposition posture were considered as control variables for this study. This is because we were interested only in investigating the role played by attribution factors on the escalation of conflict strategies in the face of performance feedback (both positive/negative).
Performance Feedback
Performance feedback was manipulated as either positive or negative. For manipulation of positive performance feedback, four versions of the questionnaire had the statement “ You took your own decision and at the end of the financial year it is found that the company’s annual reports suggest that the company has gained significant profits and has been able to outperform its competitors.”  It also had the summary data as follows:
Summary data from the performance report is as follows

	
	Current year
	Last year

	Market share (in percentage)
	21
	19

	Sales revenue (in Rs crores)
	710
	600

	Profits before Tax ( in Rs crores)
	130
	80

	Market rank
	3
	5


Similarly, for manipulation of negative performance feedback, four versions of the questionnaire had the statement “ You took your decision and at the end of the financial year it is found that the company’s annual reports suggest that the company has made significant losses and its competitors have created a mark for themselves.” It also had the summary data as follows:
Summary data from the performance report is as follows

	
	Current year
	Last year

	Market share (in percentage)
	19
	21

	Sales revenue (in Rs crores)
	600
	710

	Profits before Tax ( in Rs crores)
	80
	130

	Market rank
	5
	3


Internal Attribution: Internal attribution was measured by a 2 item scale. The two items were based on effort/motivation and relevant capabilities. They were asked to rate the content of each of the two item attribution on a 9 point scale. In this way they noted whether low effort/motivation(1) or high effort/motivation(9); absence of relevant capabilities(1) or presence of relevant capabilities(9) was operating. The rating given by the participants on these items were considered for high effort/motivation and presence of relevant capabilities. The scores for both the items were averaged for computing the mean score for internal attribution in case of positive feedback/success. After computing their scores, the content dimensions were recoded, for e.g. high effort/ motivation(1) and low effort/motivation(9); presence of relevant capabilities (1) and absence of relevant capabilities(9). The rating given by the participants on these items were considered for low effort/motivation and absence of relevant capabilities. The scores for both the items were averaged for computing the mean score for internal attribution in case of negative feedback/failure.
External Attribution: External attribution was measured by a 2 item scale. The two items were based on TMT support and market condition. They were asked to rate the content of each of the two item attribution on a 9 point scale. In this way they noted whether little TMT support(1) or full TMT support(9); unfavorable market conditions(1) or favorable market conditions (9) was operating. The rating given by the participants on these items were considered for full TMT support and favorable market condition. The scores for both the items were averaged for computing the mean score for external attribution in case of positive feedback/success. After computing their scores, the content dimensions were recoded, for e.g. full TMT support(1) and  little TMT support (9); favorable  market condition(1) and unfavorable market condition(9). The rating given by the participants on these items were considered for little TMT support and unfavorable market condition. The scores for both the items were averaged for computing the mean score for external attribution in case of negative feedback/failure.

Escalation of Conflict Response Strategy: The three types of conflict strategies namely escalation of dominating, collaborating and avoiding strategies were measured by a 21 item scale consisting of seven items for each of the three response strategy. The participants had to respond to these items on a 9-point scale ranging from strongly disagree (“1”) to strongly agree (‘9”). 
Procedure: The study was conducted in two stages. 229 managers undertook both the studies. Each participant was presented with one of the eight versions of the questionnaire. The participants took about 15-20 minutes to complete the entire questionnaire. They were later debriefed. 
Manipulation Check Variables

Performance feedback was manipulated in the questionnaire, items for manipulation check was also included. For e.g. for performance feedback the item used was “ How profitable is the company’s performance this year compared to last year ?”
Analysis: For analysis, IBM SPSS 19.0 and IBM AMOS 23.0 were used. SPSS enabled preliminary analysis and hypothesis testing through hierarchical step-wise regression. Hierarchical regression allows examining the direct and indirect effects of variables and their interactions on the dependent variables in an incremental manner. 
Results

Preliminary Analysis
Manipulation Testing- Results of manipulation tests showed that on a nine-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Not at all sound”) to 9 (“ Extremely sound”), participants evaluated the performance feedback to be significantly higher in the episode in which the performance feedback was positive i.e. success (M = 7.34, SD =1.19), than in the episode in which the performance feedback was negative i..e. failure (M = 4.89, SD =2.06, t (223) = 10.92, p < .001). 
Reliability 
Internal Attribution: Exploratory factor analysis on the two items of internal attribution showed that both the factors loaded on a single factor and had eigen values greater than .5 and explained 80.62 % variance. Both the Cronbach alpha based on standardized item and Spearman-Brown coefficient for the two-item measure was 0.76. The spearman-brown coefficient is reported here because for a two-item scale it is the most appropriate reliability coefficient (Eisinga, Grotenhuis & Pelzer, 2012). 
External Attribution : For managers’ data, exploratory factor analysis on the two items of external attribution showed that both the factors loaded on a single factor and had eigen values greater than .5 and explained 62.35 % variance. Both the Cronbach alpha based on standardized item and Spearman-Brown coefficient for the two-item measure was 0.42. Ideally, both the Cronbach alpha and Spearman-Brown coefficient of a scale should be above .7. Here the Cronbach alpha value is way too below the specified limit. This is because it is a two item scale and Cronbach alpha is sensitive to the number of items in the scale. And it is common to find low Cronbach Alpha values with short scales (e.g., scales with less than ten items). In that case, it is suggested that the better way to measure reliability is to report the mean inter-item correlation for the items (Clark & Watson. 1995). Briggs and Cheek (1986) recommend an optimal range for the mean inter-item correlation of .2 to .4. While, according to Clark and Watson (1995) “…we recommend that the average interitem correlation fall in the range of .15-.50. . . if one is measuring a broad higher order construct such as extraversion, a mean correlation as low as .15-.20 probably is desirable; by contrast, for a valid measure of a narrower construct such as talkativeness, a much high mean intercorrelation (perhaps in the .40-.50 range) is needed” (p. 316). Therefore, we are reporting here inter-item correlation for testing internal consistency for two items of external attribution which is 0.27. 
Escalation of Conflict-Strategies: Exploratory factor analysis was employed on  twenty-one items of conflict strategy provided in the second stage. Finally, based on the results of the varimax rotation procedure of principal component analysis (with eigen value greater than .45) six items for dominating, five items for collaborating and seven items for avoiding were retained. Three different components obtained from these eighteen items that explained 51.98% of variance. The overall reliability of the escalation of dominating conflict strategy measured by Cronbach’s alpha for dominating is .74, for escalation of collaborating .77 and for escalation of avoiding .77. For each individual, an overall escalation of dominating, collaborating and avoiding strategy was calculated by doing a mean score for the respective set of items of dominating, collaborating and avoiding. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The means and standard deviations of the attribution variables (positive coded) by feedback t-statitistics for the differences between the means shows that there is equivocal evidence of a self-serving attribution bias in all these data (Bradley,1978). Groups that received positive feedback attributed their success to full effort/motivation (M = 7.76) at a significantly higher level (p < .001) than those that received negative feedback (M = 5.70). Similarly, groups receiving positive feedback attributed their success to presence of relevant capabilities  (M = 7.47) at a significantly higher level (p < .001) than those that received negative feedback (M = 5.61 ). However, these groups also attributed their success more to full TMT support (M=7.44) and favorable market condition (M= 6.22) than their counterparts who received negative feedback (full TMT support, M= 5.58; favorable market condition, M= 4.61). All these differences were significant at the .001 levels.  Similarly, groups that received negative feedback attributed their failure to unfavorable market conditions (M = 5.39) at a significantly higher level (p < .001) than those that received positive feedback (M = 3.78). Also they attributed their failure to little TMT support (M = 4.42 ) at a significantly higher level  (p < .001) than those that received positive feedback (M = 2.56). However, these groups also attributed their failure to little effort/motivation (M= 4.30) and absence of relevant capabilities (M= 4.39) than their counterparts who received positive feedback  (little effort/motivation, M= 2.24 ; absence of relevant capabilities, M= 2.53). All these differences were significant at the .001 levels.
Main Analysis : We performed hierarchical regression analysis to test the hypotheses. We report below the results of hierarchical regression analyses for three dependent measures of escalation of conflict strategies  – viz. (a) dominating, (b) collaborating, and (c) avoiding 
Insert Table I about here
Escalation of Dominating Strategy: As Table I indicates, in step 1 control variable gender, work experience, self-confidence, slack and TMT opposition posture were regressed on the criterion producing a non-significant change in R2 of .05, ns. In step 2, feedback (FEED), internal attribution(INAT) and external attribution (EXAT) were regressed on the criterion. The regression coefficient for external attribution was partially significant, B = .11, p <.10 displaying significant main effect of EXAT such that as increase in external attribution leads to escalation of dominating strategy. We did not hypothesize for the main effect of external attribution on escalation of dominating strategy. This was thus an unexpected finding. In step 3, we entered all the two-way interaction terms, the raw regression weight for the FEEDXINAT interaction was partially significant, B = -.24, p < .10. As a follow-up of Hypothesis 1a, we ran simple slope analysis (e.g. Aiken & West, 1991) for each of the two conditions of performance feedback. As per Hypothesis 1a, under positive condition of feedback, the slope for the relation between internal attribution and escalation of dominating strategy was significant, B = -.17, p <.10 (See Figure 2). It was, however, partially significant in the negative performance feedback condition, B = -.13, p <. 10. This suggests under both conditions of feedback, participant’s de-escalates  dominating strategy with increase in internal attribution. This is not completely in accordance to what was hypothesized. We hypothesized that under positive conditions of feedback, increase in internal attribution leads to escalation of dominating strategy. Hypothesis 2a was thus partially supported. The raw regression weight for the FEEDXEXAT interaction was not significant, B = -.19, ns. Hypothesis 2a was thus rejected. 
Insert Figure 2 about here 

Escalation of Collaborating strategy:  As Table I indicates, in step 1 control variable gender, work experience, self-confidence, slack and TMT opposition posture were regressed on the criterion producing a significant change in R2 of .10, p <.01. The regression coefficient for self-confidence was significant, B = .23, p <.01 In step 2, feedback (FEED), internal attribution(INAT) and external attribution (EXAT) were regressed on the criterion. The regression coefficient for internal attribution was partially significant, B = .07, p <.10 displaying significant main effect of INAT such that as increase in internal attribution leads to escalation of collaborating strategy. We did not hypothesize for the main effect of internal attribution on escalation of collaborating strategy. This was thus an unexpected finding. In step 3, we entered all the two-way interaction terms, the raw regression weight for the FEEDX INAT interaction was not significant, B = -.08, ns. Hypothesis 2a was thus rejected. As per Hypothesis 2b, the raw regression weight for the FEEDXEXAT interaction was significant, B = .18 p < .05. As a follow-up of Hypothesis 2a, we ran simple slope analysis (e.g. Aiken & West, 1991) for each of the two conditions of performance feedback. As per Hypothesis 2b, under positive condition of feedback, the slope for the relation between external attribution and escalation of dominating strategy was significant, B = .14, p <.01 (See Figure 3). It was non-significant in the negative performance feedback condition, B = -.01, ns. This suggests under positive condition of feedback, participant’s escalation of collaborating strategy increases with increase in external attribution. This is not completely in accordance to what was hypothesized. We hypothesized that under negative conditions of feedback, increase in external attribution leads to de-escalation of collaborating strategy. It was, however, non-significant in the negative performance feedback condition. Hypothesis 2b was thus partially supported. 
Insert Figure 3 about here 

Escalation of Avoiding strategy: As Table I indicates, in step 1 control variable gender, work experience, self-confidence, slack and TMT opposition posture were regressed on the criterion producing a significant change in R2 of .09, p<.001. In step 2, feedback (FEED), internal attribution(INAT) and external attribution (EXAT) were regressed on the criterion.. None of the variables were significant.  In step 3, we entered all the two-way interaction terms, the raw regression weight for the FEEDXINAT interaction was significant, B = -.34, 
p < .05. As a follow-up of Hypothesis 1c, we ran simple slope analysis (e.g. Aiken & West, 1991) for each of the two conditions of performance feedback. As per Hypothesis 1c, under positive condition of feedback, the slope for the relation between internal attribution and escalation of avoiding strategy was significant, B = -.22, p <.05 (See Figure 4). It was significant in the negative performance feedback condition, B = -.23, p < .01. This suggests under both conditions of feedback, participant’s de-escalates avoiding strategy with increase in internal attribution. This is not completely in accordance to what was hypothesized. We hypothesized that under negative conditions of feedback, increase in internal attribution leads to escalation of avoiding strategy. Hypothesis 2c was thus partially supported. The raw regression weight for the FEEDXEXAT interaction was not significant, B = -.19, ns. Hypothesis 2c was thus supported. 
Insert Figure 4 about here 

Discussion

The role of attribution on conflict escalation has been long overlooked. The study reveals that both internal and external attribution impact the escalation of three conflict response strategies for the managers’ data. The interaction between attribution and the escalation of various conflict strategies present interesting insights which were a bit different from what we hypothesized. The results are discussed further. 
Equivocal results of attribution: Consistent with many findings, the study demonstrated the role of a self-serving or hedonic bias in the data. Individuals receiving positive feedback attribute their success to full effort/motivation and presence of relevant capabilities (internal attribution) while those receiving negative feedback attributed it to low TMT support and unfavorable market condition (external attribution). However, the results are equivocal. Individuals receiving positive feedback also attributed their success to full TMT support and favorable. Similarly, individuals receiving negative feedback also attributed their failure to low effort/motivation and absence of relevant capabilities. But, it is important to mention here that in case of positive feedback, the mean of full effort/motivation was the highest followed by presence of relevant capabilities, full TMT support and favorable market condition. Same pattern was found in the case of negative feedback where the mean of unfavorable market condition was the highest followed by little TMT support, absence of relevant capabilities and low effort motivation. Therefore, it can be said that individuals do give themselves credit for their success but at the same time accept the role of positive external factors. Same goes for negative feedback where they consider both internal and external factors role in their failure. But the means help us give an idea of the importance they attach to the specific component i.e. in case of success they give higher weightage to their own capabilities and in case of failure they put a higher blame on the external factors like unfavorable market conditions and little TMT support. 
Impact of interaction effect of internal attribution and performance feedback: As per hypothesis 1, the two-way interaction of internal attribution X feedback found support only for dominating and avoiding strategy. The results were a bit different from what we hypothesized. We found that in negative condition of feedback of feedback, managers de-escalated  dominating strategy. This is in accordance to Staw & Ross (1978) study wherein once the individuals become aware of their mistake, they try to rectify it which is what is happening in this case. When managers internally attribute the failure, they refrain from dominating since they now feel that persisting on the same course of action would result in more severe losses. However, we also noticed that when managers internally attribute failure, they tend to de-escalate avoiding strategy. This is contradictory to what we hypothesized. We expected that there would be an increase in avoiding. Thus, it can be inferred that the managers accept their responsibility in the blunder that they committed and are willing to find ways to rectify the mistake rather than running away from it ( by avoding) or trying to cover it up (by dominating) preferably by escalating their collaborating strategy with the TMT. However, it is important to mention here that we did not find any interaction effect of external attribution and negative feedback in case of collaborating strategy. But, we did find a weak significant main effect (p =.10) of external attribution on escalation of collaborating strategy which might give some explanation to this finding.  In case of positive feedback too the results were different from what we expected. 

We found that in positive condition of feedback of feedback, managers de-escalated  their avoiding strategy. This is in accordance to Walsh & Henderson (1978) study wherein if the individuals feel that the success was due to their own capacities, they would tend to be more confident of their abilities and would want to repeat the successful performance and thereby, they would be less avoiding. However, we also noticed that when managers internally attribute failure, they tend to de-escalate dominating strategy. This is contradictory to what we hypothesized. We expected that there would be an escalation of dominating strategy since the individual would now persist more with his previous strategy and goals. This, surprising finding can be explained by the modesty effect wherein once the managers become aware that the success is due to them, they become modest of their achievements. Cialdini & DeNicholas (1989) defines “modesty as the underrepresentation of one's positive traits, contributions, expectations, or accomplishments.” (c.f. Wosinska, Dabul, Whetstone-Dion & Cialdini,1999, p.230). This can be considered as a self-presentation tactic used by the Indian managers in order to create a favorable impression on others and increase positive outcomes ( Leary, Robertson, Barnes & Miller, 1986; Shlenker & Leary, 1982). It has been shown that modesty which is the opposite of boasting is characteristed by less dominance over others (Conquergood, 1981). Thus, this explains for de-escalation in dominating strategy when internally attribution a success.  

Impact of interaction effect of external attribution and performance feedback: As per hypothesis 2, the two-way interaction of external attribution X feedback found support only for collaborating strategy and not for dominating and avoiding strategy. The relationship between external attribution and escalation of collaborating strategy was significant only in positive condition of feedback. This is as per hypothesis, wherein we suggested that if the managers feel that the success is due to full support from TMT and favorable market condition, then they would duly acknowledge their contribution by escalating collaborating strategy. Thus, there would be a conflict de-escalation in this case. In case of external attribution following failure we expected escalation of dominating strategy since the CEO blames the TMT for the failure and would try to rectify his mistake by dominating over them. However, we did not get any support for escalation of dominating strategy in case of external attribution following failure. But, we did find a weak significant main effect (p < .10) of external attribution on escalation of dominating strategy which might give some support to the finding that the study did not produce. 

Limitations and directions for future research : The study facilitates understanding of the effects of attribution on the escalation of conflict strategy of the CEO. We found that internal attribution primarily influenced de-escalation of both dominating and avoiding strategy in both conditions of feedback while external attribution primarily  influenced escalation of collaborating strategy only in positive condition of feedback. It is interesting to note that in case of failure we expected conflict escalation by escalation of dominating strategy but neither of the two attribution contributed to conflict escalation. Infact, both play a role in mellowing down the conflict. This presents for an interesting finding. This research suffers from few limitation. First, the use of scenarios of slack, TMT posture and feedback to explain a real world phenomenon is limiting the external validity. However, we believe conflict situations necessitate such scenario based simulations where participants may not feel apprehensive or may give loaded responses. Also a sound and well controlled experiment may stand more robust in drawing conclusions because of high internal validity. Secondly, data gathering with scenario based instruments with CEOs is most difficult. Therefore, we used data from experienced managers who can be considered as a real world approximate of CEO’s. The study has practical implications for the screening and selection of CEOs for their decision biases as revealed by their personality traits.
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Table I :Summary output of the regression analyses for the escalation of three conflict response strategies 

	
	Dominating
	
	
	Collaborating
	
	
	Avoiding
	
	

	Predictors
	 Mode1 

       B
	Model2 

       B
	Model3

       B
	 Model1 

       B
	Model2 

       B
	Model3

       B
	 M1 

    B
	Model2

B
	Model3

     B

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intercept 
	4.90
	4.39
	3.39
	7.45
	6.92
	7.16
	4.00
	3.80
	2.57

	Gender
	.96
	.96
	.95
	.32
	.34
	.36
	-.19
	-.18
	-.18

	Work Ex
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00
	.00

	CONF
	.12
	.08
	.11
	.23***
	.23
	.23
	-.25*
	-.23
	-.19

	SLACK
	-.12
	-.18
	-.13
	.06
	.07
	.05
	-.05
	-.01
	.04

	OPP
	-.16
	-.13
	-.18
	-.09
	-.10
	-.11
	.52**
	.50**
	.43

	FEED
	
	.34
	.11
	
	-.26+
	-.77
	
	-.39
	.05

	INAT
	
	-.04
	.05
	
	.07+
	.10*
	
	.06
	.19

	EXAT
	
	.11+
	.20
	
	.03
	-.04
	
	.01
	.09

	FEEDXINAT
	
	
	   -.24+
	
	
	-.08
	
	
	-.34*

	FEEDXEXAT
	
	
	-.19
	
	
	.14*
	
	
	-.19

	Overall R2
	.05
	,03*
	.04**
	.10
	.03+
	.02
	.09
	.01
	.06**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. †p<.10,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, N=268, B=raw regression coefficient. 

Figure 1 : A Proposed Model showing the relationship between independent, moderator and dependent variables




Figure 2: Showing two-way interaction effect of performance feedback and internal attribution on escalation of dominating conflict response strategy
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Figure 3: Showing two-way interaction effect of performance feedback and external attribution on escalation of collaborating conflict response strategy
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	Figure 4: Showing two-way interaction effect of performance feedback and internal attribution on escalation of avoiding conflict response strategy
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								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.21		3.20		0.00								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.64

								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.64								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.70		0.49

								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.70		0.49								FEED		-0.18		0.14		-0.10		-1.34		0.18

								FEED		-0.18		0.14		-0.10		-1.34		0.18								EXAT		0.07		0.04		0.13		1.80		0.07

								LOWEXAT		-0.07		0.04		-0.13		-1.80		0.07						3		(Constant)		7.49		0.34				22.29		0.00

						3		(Constant)		7.53		0.33				23.07		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.60		0.11

								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.60		0.11								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.16		2.35		0.02

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.16		2.35		0.02								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.20		3.12		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.20		3.12		0.00								SLACK		0.04		0.12		0.02		0.31		0.76

								SLACK		0.04		0.12		0.02		0.31		0.76								OPP		-0.08		0.12		-0.04		-0.68		0.50

								OPP		-0.08		0.12		-0.04		-0.68		0.50								FEED		-1.04		0.46		-0.55		-2.27		0.02

								FEED		0.37		0.31		0.20		1.19		0.24								EXAT		0.00		0.05		0.01		0.09		0.93

								LOWEXAT		-0.00		0.05		-0.01		-0.09		0.93								EXAT_FEED		0.14		0.07		0.53		1.96		0.05

								LOWEXAT_FEED		-0.14		0.07		-0.29		-1.96		0.05						a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

						a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

										COLLABN		COLLN=7.53-0.004*EXAT				7.5224

										COLLABP		COLLP=7.49-1.04+0.004*EXAT+0.14*EXAT				6.45

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		7.54		6.16

						External Attribution				7.53		6.45

								HIGH		7.52		6.73

														Coefficients(a)																				Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients																Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		4.00		0.39				10.28		0.00								1		(Constant)		4.00		0.39				10.28		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.19		0.35		-0.04		-0.54		0.59										GENDERCODED		-0.19		0.35		-0.04		-0.54		0.59

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.25		0.12		-0.13		-2.08		0.04										CONFMEANCEN		-0.25		0.12		-0.13		-2.08		0.04

										SLACK		-0.05		0.21		-0.02		-0.23		0.82										SLACK		-0.05		0.21		-0.02		-0.23		0.82

										OPP		0.52		0.21		0.16		2.48		0.01										OPP		0.52		0.21		0.16		2.48		0.01

								2		(Constant)		3.79		0.53				7.13		0.00								2		(Constant)		4.37		0.47				9.28		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.18		0.35		-0.03		-0.52		0.61										GENDERCODED		-0.18		0.35		-0.03		-0.52		0.61

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.23		0.12		-0.13		-1.93		0.05										CONFMEANCEN		-0.23		0.12		-0.13		-1.93		0.05

										SLACK		-0.01		0.21		-0.00		-0.07		0.95										SLACK		-0.01		0.21		-0.00		-0.07		0.95

										OPP		0.50		0.21		0.16		2.41		0.02										OPP		0.50		0.21		0.16		2.41		0.02

										FEED		-0.39		0.24		-0.12		-1.64		0.10										FEED		-0.39		0.24		-0.12		-1.64		0.10

										INAT		0.06		0.06		0.07		0.99		0.32										LOWINAT		-0.06		0.06		-0.07		-0.99		0.32

								3		(Constant)		2.84		0.58				4.88		0.00								3		(Constant)		5.09		0.50				10.17		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.17		0.34		-0.03		-0.49		0.63										GENDERCODED		-0.17		0.34		-0.03		-0.49		0.63

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.17		-2.67		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.17		-2.67		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.18		0.12		-0.10		-1.57		0.12										CONFMEANCEN		-0.18		0.12		-0.10		-1.57		0.12

										SLACK		0.02		0.21		0.01		0.11		0.91										SLACK		0.02		0.21		0.01		0.11		0.91

										OPP		0.41		0.20		0.13		2.02		0.05										OPP		0.41		0.20		0.13		2.02		0.05

										FEED		2.57		0.86		0.80		3.00		0.00										FEED		-1.77		0.45		-0.55		-3.94		0.00

										INAT		0.23		0.07		0.28		3.03		0.00										LOWINAT		-0.23		0.07		-0.28		-3.03		0.00

										INAT_FEED		-0.43		0.12		-1.07		-3.59		0.00										LOWINAT_FEED		0.43		0.12		0.43		3.59		0.00

								a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING																				a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING

										AVOIDN		AVOIDN=5.09-0.23*INAT				4.63

										AVOIDP		AVOIDN=2.84+2.57+0.23*INAT-0.43*INAT				5.01		5.41

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		5.55		5.81

						Internal Attribution				5.09		5.41

								HIGH		4.63		5.01
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																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		5.24		0.35				15.05		0.00

																FEED		0.44		0.23		0.15		1.94		0.05

																INAT		-0.00		0.06		-0.00		-0.04		0.97

														2		(Constant)		4.62		0.42				10.90		0.00

																FEED		2.42		0.82		0.81		2.96		0.00

																INAT		0.11		0.07		0.15		1.52		0.13

																INAT_FEED		-0.29		0.12		-0.77		-2.52		0.01

														a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

				4.8345

																domp		DOMP=4.62+2.42+0.11*INAT-0.29*INAT				1.51

																DOMN		DOMN=4.62+0.11*INAT				1.95

														FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		4.41		7.31

										Effort/motivation/capabilities				4.62		7.04

												HIGH		4.83		6.77

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								INAT		113		1		9		5.6549		1.95265

								EXAT		113		1		9		5.0973		1.81863

								Valid N (listwise)		113

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		3.44		0.378				9.1		0

																FEED		-0.46		0.245		-0.142		-1.878		0.062

																INAT		0.06		0.061		0.07		0.918		0.36

														2		(Constant)		2.36		0.45				5.234		0

																FEED		3.01		0.871		0.933		3.456		0.001

																INAT		0.25		0.075		0.307		3.301		0.001

																INAT_FEED		-0.51		0.122		-1.239		-4.138		0

														a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING

																avoidp		2.36+3.01+0.25*INAT-0.51*INAT*FEED				1.51

																avoidn		2.36+0.25*INAT				1.95

																		FEEDBACK

																		NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

																ABSENCE		1.87		5.76

														Effort/motivation/capabilities				2.36		5.37

																PRESENCE		2.85		4.98

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		7.581		0.21				36.347		0

																FEED		-0.155		0.14		-0.082		-1.106		0.27

																EXAT		0.08		0.04		0.16		2.156		0.032

														2		(Constant)		7.95		0.26				30.193		0

																FEED		-1.174		0.47		-0.619		-2.492		0.013

																EXAT		0.007		0.05		0.015		0.152		0.88

																EXAT_FEED		0.168		0.07		0.634		2.263		0.025

														a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

																collabp		7.95-1.17+0.01*EXAT+0.17*EXAT				1.57

																collabn		7.95+0.01*EXAT				1.82

																		FEEDBACK

																		NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

																ABSENCE		7.93		6.50

												TMT SUPPORT/MKT CONDITION						7.95		6.78

																PRESENCE		7.97		7.06

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								LOWINATMEANCEN		113		-4.65		3.35		0		1.95265

								LOWEXATMEANCEN		113		-4.1		3.9		0		1.81863

								Valid N (listwise)		113

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								INATMEANCEN		116		-6.62		1.38		0		1.51135

								EXATMEANCEN		116		-5.83		2.17		0		1.56586

								Valid N (listwise)		116
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														Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		5.252		0.137				38.37		0

										FEED		0.413		0.193		0.14		2.145		0.033

										CONFMEANCEN		0.116		0.112		0.067		1.034		0.302

								2		(Constant)		5.267		0.136				38.704		0

										FEED		0.419		0.191		0.141		2.188		0.03

										CONFMEANCEN		0.313		0.146		0.182		2.148		0.033								-0.27

										FEED_CONFMEANCEN		-0.47		0.225		-0.177		-2.09		0.038										-0.8709677419

								a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

												5.69																		5.5400007

														FEEDBACK		FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		5		5.82

										SELF-CONFIDENCE				5.27		5.69

												HIGH		5.55		5.55
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Chart1

		ABSENCE		ABSENCE

		TMT SUPPORT/MKT CONDITION		TMT SUPPORT/MKT CONDITION
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						Coefficientsa

						Model				Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients		t		Sig.

										B		Std. Error		Beta

						1		(Constant)		33.420		.594				56.273		.000

								SLACK		-.524		.799		-.038		-.656		.512

								CONFMEANCEN		2.415		.438		.321		5.513		.000

						2		(Constant)		33.400		.588				56.838		.000

								SLACK		-.358		.793		-.026		-.451		.652

								CONFMEANCEN		3.709		.661		.492		5.614		.000

								SLACK_CONFMEANCEN		-2.271		.875		-.228		-2.595		.010

												33.042

										SLACK

										LOW		HIGH

								LOW		30.02		31.73

						CONF				33.4		33.04

								HIGH		36.78		34.35

												Coefficients(a)

										Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

						Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

						1		(Constant)		32.865		0.531				61.838		0

								CONFMEAN		1.438		0.577		0.202		2.493		0.014

						a. Dependent Variable: DOMINATING

														31.53485

										SLACK

										LOW		HIGH

								LOW		30.14586		31.53485

						CONF				33.458		32.865

								HIGH		36.77		34.19515

						Coefficientsa

						Model				Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients		t		Sig.

										B		Std. Error		Beta

						1		(Constant)		33.458		.584				57.273		.000

								CONFMEANO		3.709		.657		.461		5.646		.000

														30.145863

														Group Statistics

												OPP		N		Mean		Std. Deviation		Std. Error Mean

										COLLABORATING		0		81		7.8621		0.89084		0.09898

												1		67		7.4179		0.85447		0.10439

												SLACK

												ABSENCE		PRESENCE

										Encouraging posture		7.91		7.86

										Discouraging posture		7.86		7.42

								Group Statistics

										OPP		N		Mean		Std. Deviation		Std. Error Mean

								COLLABORATING		.00		65		7.9103		.78510		.09738

										1.00		55		7.8576		.90234		.12167

												Feedback		Feedback

												Negative		Positive

										LOW		5		5.82

								Self-confidence				5.27		5.69

										HIGH		5.55		5.55

												SLACK

												ABSENCE		PRESENCE

										Encouraging posture		7.31		7.60

										Discouraging posture		7.50		7.37

														SLACK

														ABSENCE		PRESENCE

												LOW		6.01		6.31

										SELF- CONFIDENCE		0		6.68		6.58

												HIGH		7.35		6.84

																				SLACK

																				ABSENCE		PRESENCE

																		LOW		6.01		6.31

																SELF- CONFIDENCE				6.68		6.58

																		HIGH		7.35		6.84
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														Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		5.25		0.137				38.37		0

										FEED		0.41		0.193		0.14		2.145		0.033

										CONFMEANCEN		0.12		0.112		0.067		1.034		0.302

								2		(Constant)		5.27		0.136				38.704		0

										FEED		0.42		0.191		0.141		2.188		0.03

										CONFMEANCEN		0.31		0.146		0.182		2.148		0.033

										FEED_CONFMEANCEN		-0.47		0.225		-0.177		-2.09		0.038

								a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

												5.69

														FEEDBACK		FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		5		5.82

										SELF-CONFIDENCE				5.27		5.69

												HIGH		5.55		5.55
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																												Coefficients(a)

												Coefficients(a)														Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

										Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

						Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.				1		(Constant)		4.90		0.37				13.35		0.00

						1		(Constant)		4.90		0.37				13.35		0.00						GENDERCODED		0.96		0.33		0.19		2.92		0.00

								GENDERCODED		0.96		0.33		0.19		2.92		0.00						WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.07		0.28

								WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.07		0.28						CONFMEANCEN		0.12		0.11		0.07		1.07		0.29

								CONFMEANCEN		0.12		0.11		0.07		1.07		0.29						SLACK		-0.12		0.20		-0.04		-0.60		0.55

								SLACK		-0.12		0.20		-0.04		-0.60		0.55						OPP		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.80		0.43

								OPP		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.80		0.43				2		(Constant)		4.73		0.44				10.70		0.00

						2		(Constant)		4.63		0.50				9.29		0.00						GENDERCODED		0.99		0.33		0.20		3.01		0.00

								GENDERCODED		0.99		0.33		0.20		3.01		0.00						WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.08		-1.19		0.24

								WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.08		-1.19		0.24						CONFMEANCEN		0.10		0.11		0.06		0.85		0.39

								CONFMEANCEN		0.10		0.11		0.06		0.85		0.39						SLACK		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.79		0.43

								SLACK		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.79		0.43						OPP		-0.15		0.20		-0.05		-0.75		0.45

								OPP		-0.15		0.20		-0.05		-0.75		0.45						FEED		0.42		0.22		0.14		1.86		0.06

								FEED		0.42		0.22		0.14		1.86		0.06						LOWINAT		-0.01		0.06		-0.01		-0.19		0.85

								INAT		0.01		0.06		0.01		0.19		0.85				3		(Constant)		5.26		0.48				11.06		0.00

						3		(Constant)		3.93		0.55				7.13		0.00						GENDERCODED		1.00		0.32		0.20		3.09		0.00

								GENDERCODED		1.00		0.32		0.20		3.09		0.00						WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.08		0.28

								WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.08		0.28						CONFMEANCEN		0.13		0.11		0.08		1.17		0.24

								CONFMEANCEN		0.13		0.11		0.08		1.17		0.24						SLACK		-0.13		0.20		-0.04		-0.66		0.51

								SLACK		-0.13		0.20		-0.04		-0.66		0.51						OPP		-0.21		0.19		-0.07		-1.10		0.27

								OPP		-0.21		0.19		-0.07		-1.10		0.27						FEED		-0.59		0.43		-0.20		-1.39		0.17

								FEED		2.59		0.82		0.87		3.18		0.00						LOWINAT		-0.13		0.07		-0.18		-1.88		0.06

								INAT		0.13		0.07		0.18		1.88		0.06						LOWINAT_FEED		0.32		0.12		0.34		2.77		0.01

								INAT_FEED		-0.32		0.12		-0.85		-2.77		0.01				a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

						a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

										domn=3.93+0.13*INAT						3.6765

										domp=3.93+2.59+0.13*inat-0.32*inat

																4.67

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		5.52		6.9

						Internal Attribution				5.26		6.52

								HIGH		5.01		6.14

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		3.68		6.9

						Effort/motivation				3.93		6.52

								HIGH		4.18		6.14

																														Coefficients(a)

												Coefficients(a)																Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

										Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients										Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

						Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.						1		(Constant)		7.45		0.23				32.74		0.00

						1		(Constant)		7.45		0.23				32.74		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.58		0.12

								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.58		0.12								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.53		0.01

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.53		0.01								CONFMEANCEN		0.23		0.07		0.21		3.30		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.23		0.07		0.21		3.30		0.00								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.65

								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.65								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.75		0.45

								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.75		0.45						2		(Constant)		7.16		0.29				24.33		0.00

						2		(Constant)		7.81		0.30				26.47		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.31		0.20		0.10		1.53		0.13

								GENDERCODED		0.31		0.20		0.10		1.53		0.13								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.52		0.01

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.52		0.01								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.21		3.20		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.21		3.20		0.00								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.64

								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.64								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.70		0.49

								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.70		0.49								FEED		-0.18		0.14		-0.10		-1.34		0.18

								FEED		-0.18		0.14		-0.10		-1.34		0.18								EXAT		0.07		0.04		0.13		1.80		0.07

								LOWEXAT		-0.07		0.04		-0.13		-1.80		0.07						3		(Constant)		7.49		0.34				22.29		0.00

						3		(Constant)		7.53		0.33				23.07		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.60		0.11

								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.60		0.11								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.16		2.35		0.02

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.16		2.35		0.02								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.20		3.12		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.20		3.12		0.00								SLACK		0.04		0.12		0.02		0.31		0.76

								SLACK		0.04		0.12		0.02		0.31		0.76								OPP		-0.08		0.12		-0.04		-0.68		0.50

								OPP		-0.08		0.12		-0.04		-0.68		0.50								FEED		-1.04		0.46		-0.55		-2.27		0.02

								FEED		0.37		0.31		0.20		1.19		0.24								EXAT		0.00		0.05		0.01		0.09		0.93

								LOWEXAT		-0.00		0.05		-0.01		-0.09		0.93								EXAT_FEED		0.14		0.07		0.53		1.96		0.05

								LOWEXAT_FEED		-0.14		0.07		-0.29		-1.96		0.05						a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

						a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

										COLLABN		COLLN=7.53-0.004*EXAT				7.5224

										COLLABP		COLLP=7.49-1.04+0.004*EXAT+0.14*EXAT				6.45

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		7.54		6.16

						External Attribution				7.53		6.45

								HIGH		7.52		6.73

														Coefficients(a)																				Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients																Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		4.00		0.39				10.28		0.00								1		(Constant)		4.00		0.39				10.28		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.19		0.35		-0.04		-0.54		0.59										GENDERCODED		-0.19		0.35		-0.04		-0.54		0.59

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.25		0.12		-0.13		-2.08		0.04										CONFMEANCEN		-0.25		0.12		-0.13		-2.08		0.04

										SLACK		-0.05		0.21		-0.02		-0.23		0.82										SLACK		-0.05		0.21		-0.02		-0.23		0.82

										OPP		0.52		0.21		0.16		2.48		0.01										OPP		0.52		0.21		0.16		2.48		0.01

								2		(Constant)		3.79		0.53				7.13		0.00								2		(Constant)		4.37		0.47				9.28		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.18		0.35		-0.03		-0.52		0.61										GENDERCODED		-0.18		0.35		-0.03		-0.52		0.61

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.23		0.12		-0.13		-1.93		0.05										CONFMEANCEN		-0.23		0.12		-0.13		-1.93		0.05

										SLACK		-0.01		0.21		-0.00		-0.07		0.95										SLACK		-0.01		0.21		-0.00		-0.07		0.95

										OPP		0.50		0.21		0.16		2.41		0.02										OPP		0.50		0.21		0.16		2.41		0.02

										FEED		-0.39		0.24		-0.12		-1.64		0.10										FEED		-0.39		0.24		-0.12		-1.64		0.10

										INAT		0.06		0.06		0.07		0.99		0.32										LOWINAT		-0.06		0.06		-0.07		-0.99		0.32

								3		(Constant)		2.84		0.58				4.88		0.00								3		(Constant)		5.09		0.50				10.17		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.17		0.34		-0.03		-0.49		0.63										GENDERCODED		-0.17		0.34		-0.03		-0.49		0.63

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.17		-2.67		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.17		-2.67		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.18		0.12		-0.10		-1.57		0.12										CONFMEANCEN		-0.18		0.12		-0.10		-1.57		0.12

										SLACK		0.02		0.21		0.01		0.11		0.91										SLACK		0.02		0.21		0.01		0.11		0.91

										OPP		0.41		0.20		0.13		2.02		0.05										OPP		0.41		0.20		0.13		2.02		0.05

										FEED		2.57		0.86		0.80		3.00		0.00										FEED		-1.77		0.45		-0.55		-3.94		0.00

										INAT		0.23		0.07		0.28		3.03		0.00										LOWINAT		-0.23		0.07		-0.28		-3.03		0.00

										INAT_FEED		-0.43		0.12		-1.07		-3.59		0.00										LOWINAT_FEED		0.43		0.12		0.43		3.59		0.00

								a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING																				a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING

										AVOIDN		AVOIDN=5.09-0.23*INAT				4.63

										AVOIDP		AVOIDN=2.84+2.57+0.23*INAT-0.43*INAT				5.01		5.41

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		5.55		5.81

						Internal Attribution				5.09		5.41

								HIGH		4.63		5.01
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																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		5.24		0.35				15.05		0.00

																FEED		0.44		0.23		0.15		1.94		0.05

																INAT		-0.00		0.06		-0.00		-0.04		0.97

														2		(Constant)		4.62		0.42				10.90		0.00

																FEED		2.42		0.82		0.81		2.96		0.00

																INAT		0.11		0.07		0.15		1.52		0.13

																INAT_FEED		-0.29		0.12		-0.77		-2.52		0.01

														a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

				4.8345

																domp		DOMP=4.62+2.42+0.11*INAT-0.29*INAT				1.51

																DOMN		DOMN=4.62+0.11*INAT				1.95

														FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		4.41		7.31

										Effort/motivation/capabilities				4.62		7.04

												HIGH		4.83		6.77

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								INAT		113		1		9		5.6549		1.95265

								EXAT		113		1		9		5.0973		1.81863

								Valid N (listwise)		113

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		3.44		0.378				9.1		0

																FEED		-0.46		0.245		-0.142		-1.878		0.062

																INAT		0.06		0.061		0.07		0.918		0.36

														2		(Constant)		2.36		0.45				5.234		0

																FEED		3.01		0.871		0.933		3.456		0.001

																INAT		0.25		0.075		0.307		3.301		0.001

																INAT_FEED		-0.51		0.122		-1.239		-4.138		0

														a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING

																avoidp		2.36+3.01+0.25*INAT-0.51*INAT*FEED				1.51

																avoidn		2.36+0.25*INAT				1.95

																		FEEDBACK

																		NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

																ABSENCE		1.87		5.76

														Effort/motivation/capabilities				2.36		5.37

																PRESENCE		2.85		4.98

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		7.581		0.21				36.347		0

																FEED		-0.155		0.14		-0.082		-1.106		0.27

																EXAT		0.08		0.04		0.16		2.156		0.032

														2		(Constant)		7.95		0.26				30.193		0

																FEED		-1.174		0.47		-0.619		-2.492		0.013

																EXAT		0.007		0.05		0.015		0.152		0.88

																EXAT_FEED		0.168		0.07		0.634		2.263		0.025

														a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

																collabp		7.95-1.17+0.01*EXAT+0.17*EXAT				1.57

																collabn		7.95+0.01*EXAT				1.82

																		FEEDBACK

																		NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

																ABSENCE		7.93		6.50

												TMT SUPPORT/MKT CONDITION						7.95		6.78

																PRESENCE		7.97		7.06

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								LOWINATMEANCEN		113		-4.65		3.35		0		1.95265

								LOWEXATMEANCEN		113		-4.1		3.9		0		1.81863

								Valid N (listwise)		113

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								INATMEANCEN		116		-6.62		1.38		0		1.51135

								EXATMEANCEN		116		-5.83		2.17		0		1.56586

								Valid N (listwise)		116





		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		

														Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		5.252		0.137				38.37		0

										FEED		0.413		0.193		0.14		2.145		0.033

										CONFMEANCEN		0.116		0.112		0.067		1.034		0.302

								2		(Constant)		5.267		0.136				38.704		0

										FEED		0.419		0.191		0.141		2.188		0.03

										CONFMEANCEN		0.313		0.146		0.182		2.148		0.033								-0.27

										FEED_CONFMEANCEN		-0.47		0.225		-0.177		-2.09		0.038										-0.8709677419

								a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

												5.69																		5.5400007

														FEEDBACK		FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		5		5.82

										SELF-CONFIDENCE				5.27		5.69

												HIGH		5.55		5.55
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						Coefficientsa

						Model				Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients		t		Sig.

										B		Std. Error		Beta

						1		(Constant)		33.420		.594				56.273		.000

								SLACK		-.524		.799		-.038		-.656		.512

								CONFMEANCEN		2.415		.438		.321		5.513		.000

						2		(Constant)		33.400		.588				56.838		.000

								SLACK		-.358		.793		-.026		-.451		.652

								CONFMEANCEN		3.709		.661		.492		5.614		.000

								SLACK_CONFMEANCEN		-2.271		.875		-.228		-2.595		.010

												33.042

										SLACK

										LOW		HIGH

								LOW		30.02		31.73

						CONF				33.4		33.04

								HIGH		36.78		34.35

												Coefficients(a)

										Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

						Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

						1		(Constant)		32.865		0.531				61.838		0

								CONFMEAN		1.438		0.577		0.202		2.493		0.014

						a. Dependent Variable: DOMINATING

														31.53485

										SLACK

										LOW		HIGH

								LOW		30.14586		31.53485

						CONF				33.458		32.865

								HIGH		36.77		34.19515

						Coefficientsa

						Model				Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients		t		Sig.

										B		Std. Error		Beta

						1		(Constant)		33.458		.584				57.273		.000

								CONFMEANO		3.709		.657		.461		5.646		.000

														30.145863

														Group Statistics

												OPP		N		Mean		Std. Deviation		Std. Error Mean

										COLLABORATING		0		81		7.8621		0.89084		0.09898

												1		67		7.4179		0.85447		0.10439

												SLACK

												ABSENCE		PRESENCE

										Encouraging posture		7.91		7.86

										Discouraging posture		7.86		7.42

								Group Statistics

										OPP		N		Mean		Std. Deviation		Std. Error Mean

								COLLABORATING		.00		65		7.9103		.78510		.09738

										1.00		55		7.8576		.90234		.12167

												Feedback		Feedback

												Negative		Positive

										LOW		5		5.82

								Self-confidence				5.27		5.69

										HIGH		5.55		5.55

												SLACK

												ABSENCE		PRESENCE

										Encouraging posture		7.31		7.60

										Discouraging posture		7.50		7.37

														SLACK

														ABSENCE		PRESENCE

												LOW		6.01		6.31

										SELF- CONFIDENCE		0		6.68		6.58

												HIGH		7.35		6.84

																				SLACK

																				ABSENCE		PRESENCE

																		LOW		6.01		6.31

																SELF- CONFIDENCE				6.68		6.58

																		HIGH		7.35		6.84





Sheet1

		





Sheet2

		



SLACK LOW

SLACK HIGH



Sheet3

		



SLACK LOW

SLACK HIGH



Sheet4

		



SLACK ABSENCE

SLACK PRESENCE



Sheet5

		



Feedback Negative

Feedback Positive



		



SLACK ABSENCE

SLACK PRESENCE



		LOW		LOW

		SELF- CONFIDENCE		SELF- CONFIDENCE

		HIGH		HIGH



SLACK ABSENCE

SLACK PRESENCE

6.01

6.31

6.68

6.58

7.35

6.84



		

														Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		5.25		0.137				38.37		0

										FEED		0.41		0.193		0.14		2.145		0.033

										CONFMEANCEN		0.12		0.112		0.067		1.034		0.302

								2		(Constant)		5.27		0.136				38.704		0

										FEED		0.42		0.191		0.141		2.188		0.03

										CONFMEANCEN		0.31		0.146		0.182		2.148		0.033

										FEED_CONFMEANCEN		-0.47		0.225		-0.177		-2.09		0.038

								a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

												5.69

														FEEDBACK		FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		5		5.82

										SELF-CONFIDENCE				5.27		5.69

												HIGH		5.55		5.55
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																												Coefficients(a)

												Coefficients(a)														Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

										Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

						Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.				1		(Constant)		4.90		0.37				13.35		0.00

						1		(Constant)		4.90		0.37				13.35		0.00						GENDERCODED		0.96		0.33		0.19		2.92		0.00

								GENDERCODED		0.96		0.33		0.19		2.92		0.00						WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.07		0.28

								WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.07		0.28						CONFMEANCEN		0.12		0.11		0.07		1.07		0.29

								CONFMEANCEN		0.12		0.11		0.07		1.07		0.29						SLACK		-0.12		0.20		-0.04		-0.60		0.55

								SLACK		-0.12		0.20		-0.04		-0.60		0.55						OPP		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.80		0.43

								OPP		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.80		0.43				2		(Constant)		4.73		0.44				10.70		0.00

						2		(Constant)		4.63		0.50				9.29		0.00						GENDERCODED		0.99		0.33		0.20		3.01		0.00

								GENDERCODED		0.99		0.33		0.20		3.01		0.00						WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.08		-1.19		0.24

								WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.08		-1.19		0.24						CONFMEANCEN		0.10		0.11		0.06		0.85		0.39

								CONFMEANCEN		0.10		0.11		0.06		0.85		0.39						SLACK		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.79		0.43

								SLACK		-0.16		0.20		-0.05		-0.79		0.43						OPP		-0.15		0.20		-0.05		-0.75		0.45

								OPP		-0.15		0.20		-0.05		-0.75		0.45						FEED		0.42		0.22		0.14		1.86		0.06

								FEED		0.42		0.22		0.14		1.86		0.06						LOWINAT		-0.01		0.06		-0.01		-0.19		0.85

								INAT		0.01		0.06		0.01		0.19		0.85				3		(Constant)		5.26		0.48				11.06		0.00

						3		(Constant)		3.93		0.55				7.13		0.00						GENDERCODED		1.00		0.32		0.20		3.09		0.00

								GENDERCODED		1.00		0.32		0.20		3.09		0.00						WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.08		0.28

								WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.07		-1.08		0.28						CONFMEANCEN		0.13		0.11		0.08		1.17		0.24

								CONFMEANCEN		0.13		0.11		0.08		1.17		0.24						SLACK		-0.13		0.20		-0.04		-0.66		0.51

								SLACK		-0.13		0.20		-0.04		-0.66		0.51						OPP		-0.21		0.19		-0.07		-1.10		0.27

								OPP		-0.21		0.19		-0.07		-1.10		0.27						FEED		-0.59		0.43		-0.20		-1.39		0.17

								FEED		2.59		0.82		0.87		3.18		0.00						LOWINAT		-0.13		0.07		-0.18		-1.88		0.06

								INAT		0.13		0.07		0.18		1.88		0.06						LOWINAT_FEED		0.32		0.12		0.34		2.77		0.01

								INAT_FEED		-0.32		0.12		-0.85		-2.77		0.01				a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

						a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

										domn=3.93+0.13*INAT						3.6765

										domp=3.93+2.59+0.13*inat-0.32*inat

																4.67

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		5.52		6.9

						Internal Attribution				5.26		6.52

								HIGH		5.01		6.14

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		3.68		6.9

						Effort/motivation				3.93		6.52

								HIGH		4.18		6.14

																														Coefficients(a)

												Coefficients(a)																Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

										Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients										Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

						Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.						1		(Constant)		7.45		0.23				32.74		0.00

						1		(Constant)		7.45		0.23				32.74		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.58		0.12

								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.58		0.12								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.53		0.01

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.53		0.01								CONFMEANCEN		0.23		0.07		0.21		3.30		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.23		0.07		0.21		3.30		0.00								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.65

								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.65								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.75		0.45

								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.75		0.45						2		(Constant)		7.16		0.29				24.33		0.00

						2		(Constant)		7.81		0.30				26.47		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.31		0.20		0.10		1.53		0.13

								GENDERCODED		0.31		0.20		0.10		1.53		0.13								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.52		0.01

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.17		2.52		0.01								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.21		3.20		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.21		3.20		0.00								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.64

								SLACK		0.06		0.13		0.03		0.46		0.64								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.70		0.49

								OPP		-0.09		0.12		-0.05		-0.70		0.49								FEED		-0.18		0.14		-0.10		-1.34		0.18

								FEED		-0.18		0.14		-0.10		-1.34		0.18								EXAT		0.07		0.04		0.13		1.80		0.07

								LOWEXAT		-0.07		0.04		-0.13		-1.80		0.07						3		(Constant)		7.49		0.34				22.29		0.00

						3		(Constant)		7.53		0.33				23.07		0.00								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.60		0.11

								GENDERCODED		0.32		0.20		0.10		1.60		0.11								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.16		2.35		0.02

								WORKEX		0.00		0.00		0.16		2.35		0.02								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.20		3.12		0.00

								CONFMEANCEN		0.22		0.07		0.20		3.12		0.00								SLACK		0.04		0.12		0.02		0.31		0.76

								SLACK		0.04		0.12		0.02		0.31		0.76								OPP		-0.08		0.12		-0.04		-0.68		0.50

								OPP		-0.08		0.12		-0.04		-0.68		0.50								FEED		-1.04		0.46		-0.55		-2.27		0.02

								FEED		0.37		0.31		0.20		1.19		0.24								EXAT		0.00		0.05		0.01		0.09		0.93

								LOWEXAT		-0.00		0.05		-0.01		-0.09		0.93								EXAT_FEED		0.14		0.07		0.53		1.96		0.05

								LOWEXAT_FEED		-0.14		0.07		-0.29		-1.96		0.05						a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

						a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

										COLLABN		COLLN=7.53-0.004*EXAT				7.5224

										COLLABP		COLLP=7.49-1.04+0.004*EXAT+0.14*EXAT				6.45

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		7.54		6.16

						External Attribution				7.53		6.45

								HIGH		7.52		6.73

														Coefficients(a)																				Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients																Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		4.00		0.39				10.28		0.00								1		(Constant)		4.00		0.39				10.28		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.19		0.35		-0.04		-0.54		0.59										GENDERCODED		-0.19		0.35		-0.04		-0.54		0.59

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.25		0.12		-0.13		-2.08		0.04										CONFMEANCEN		-0.25		0.12		-0.13		-2.08		0.04

										SLACK		-0.05		0.21		-0.02		-0.23		0.82										SLACK		-0.05		0.21		-0.02		-0.23		0.82

										OPP		0.52		0.21		0.16		2.48		0.01										OPP		0.52		0.21		0.16		2.48		0.01

								2		(Constant)		3.79		0.53				7.13		0.00								2		(Constant)		4.37		0.47				9.28		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.18		0.35		-0.03		-0.52		0.61										GENDERCODED		-0.18		0.35		-0.03		-0.52		0.61

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.19		-2.76		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.23		0.12		-0.13		-1.93		0.05										CONFMEANCEN		-0.23		0.12		-0.13		-1.93		0.05

										SLACK		-0.01		0.21		-0.00		-0.07		0.95										SLACK		-0.01		0.21		-0.00		-0.07		0.95

										OPP		0.50		0.21		0.16		2.41		0.02										OPP		0.50		0.21		0.16		2.41		0.02

										FEED		-0.39		0.24		-0.12		-1.64		0.10										FEED		-0.39		0.24		-0.12		-1.64		0.10

										INAT		0.06		0.06		0.07		0.99		0.32										LOWINAT		-0.06		0.06		-0.07		-0.99		0.32

								3		(Constant)		2.84		0.58				4.88		0.00								3		(Constant)		5.09		0.50				10.17		0.00

										GENDERCODED		-0.17		0.34		-0.03		-0.49		0.63										GENDERCODED		-0.17		0.34		-0.03		-0.49		0.63

										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.17		-2.67		0.01										WORKEX		-0.00		0.00		-0.17		-2.67		0.01

										CONFMEANCEN		-0.18		0.12		-0.10		-1.57		0.12										CONFMEANCEN		-0.18		0.12		-0.10		-1.57		0.12

										SLACK		0.02		0.21		0.01		0.11		0.91										SLACK		0.02		0.21		0.01		0.11		0.91

										OPP		0.41		0.20		0.13		2.02		0.05										OPP		0.41		0.20		0.13		2.02		0.05

										FEED		2.57		0.86		0.80		3.00		0.00										FEED		-1.77		0.45		-0.55		-3.94		0.00

										INAT		0.23		0.07		0.28		3.03		0.00										LOWINAT		-0.23		0.07		-0.28		-3.03		0.00

										INAT_FEED		-0.43		0.12		-1.07		-3.59		0.00										LOWINAT_FEED		0.43		0.12		0.43		3.59		0.00

								a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING																				a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING

										AVOIDN		AVOIDN=5.09-0.23*INAT				4.63

										AVOIDP		AVOIDN=2.84+2.57+0.23*INAT-0.43*INAT				5.01		5.41

										FEEDBACK

										NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

								LOW		5.55		5.81

						Internal Attribution				5.09		5.41

								HIGH		4.63		5.01





		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		5.24		0.35				15.05		0.00

																FEED		0.44		0.23		0.15		1.94		0.05

																INAT		-0.00		0.06		-0.00		-0.04		0.97

														2		(Constant)		4.62		0.42				10.90		0.00

																FEED		2.42		0.82		0.81		2.96		0.00

																INAT		0.11		0.07		0.15		1.52		0.13

																INAT_FEED		-0.29		0.12		-0.77		-2.52		0.01

														a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

				4.8345

																domp		DOMP=4.62+2.42+0.11*INAT-0.29*INAT				1.51

																DOMN		DOMN=4.62+0.11*INAT				1.95

														FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		4.41		7.31

										Effort/motivation/capabilities				4.62		7.04

												HIGH		4.83		6.77

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								INAT		113		1		9		5.6549		1.95265

								EXAT		113		1		9		5.0973		1.81863

								Valid N (listwise)		113

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		3.44		0.378				9.1		0

																FEED		-0.46		0.245		-0.142		-1.878		0.062

																INAT		0.06		0.061		0.07		0.918		0.36

														2		(Constant)		2.36		0.45				5.234		0

																FEED		3.01		0.871		0.933		3.456		0.001

																INAT		0.25		0.075		0.307		3.301		0.001

																INAT_FEED		-0.51		0.122		-1.239		-4.138		0

														a. Dependent Variable: FAVOIDING

																avoidp		2.36+3.01+0.25*INAT-0.51*INAT*FEED				1.51

																avoidn		2.36+0.25*INAT				1.95

																		FEEDBACK

																		NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

																ABSENCE		1.87		5.76

														Effort/motivation/capabilities				2.36		5.37

																PRESENCE		2.85		4.98

																				Coefficients(a)

																		Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

														Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

														1		(Constant)		7.581		0.21				36.347		0

																FEED		-0.155		0.14		-0.082		-1.106		0.27

																EXAT		0.08		0.04		0.16		2.156		0.032

														2		(Constant)		7.95		0.26				30.193		0

																FEED		-1.174		0.47		-0.619		-2.492		0.013

																EXAT		0.007		0.05		0.015		0.152		0.88

																EXAT_FEED		0.168		0.07		0.634		2.263		0.025

														a. Dependent Variable: FCOLLABORATING

																collabp		7.95-1.17+0.01*EXAT+0.17*EXAT				1.57

																collabn		7.95+0.01*EXAT				1.82

																		FEEDBACK

																		NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

																ABSENCE		7.93		6.50

												TMT SUPPORT/MKT CONDITION						7.95		6.78

																PRESENCE		7.97		7.06

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								LOWINATMEANCEN		113		-4.65		3.35		0		1.95265

								LOWEXATMEANCEN		113		-4.1		3.9		0		1.81863

								Valid N (listwise)		113

												Descriptive Statistics

										N		Minimum		Maximum		Mean		Std. Deviation

								INATMEANCEN		116		-6.62		1.38		0		1.51135

								EXATMEANCEN		116		-5.83		2.17		0		1.56586

								Valid N (listwise)		116





		



FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE
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FEEDBACK NEGATIVE

FEEDBACK POSITIVE



		

														Coefficients(a)

												Unstandardized Coefficients				Standardized Coefficients

								Model				B		Std. Error		Beta		t		Sig.

								1		(Constant)		5.252		0.137				38.37		0

										FEED		0.413		0.193		0.14		2.145		0.033

										CONFMEANCEN		0.116		0.112		0.067		1.034		0.302

								2		(Constant)		5.267		0.136				38.704		0

										FEED		0.419		0.191		0.141		2.188		0.03

										CONFMEANCEN		0.313		0.146		0.182		2.148		0.033								-0.27

										FEED_CONFMEANCEN		-0.47		0.225		-0.177		-2.09		0.038										-0.8709677419

								a. Dependent Variable: FDOMINATING

												5.69																		5.5400007

														FEEDBACK		FEEDBACK

														NEGATIVE		POSITIVE

												LOW		5		5.82

										SELF-CONFIDENCE				5.27		5.69

												HIGH		5.55		5.55






