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ABSTRACT

Side-taking is a main reaction of third partiesnterpersonal conflicts. This study focused on
third-party side-taking decisions and how they aruenced by subjective power and

personal characteristics (individual moral orieiotat and individual power distance

orientation). An experimental study with 46 studeatticipants investigated the effect of
these variables on side-taking motives. The reshitsved that low subjective power had an
effect on reward-approaching side-taking motivegiHsubjective power had no effect on a
side-taking preference in this study. The assumedenating effects of moral orientation and
power distance orientation could not be confirmadditional analyses showed interesting
results: low subjective power and Machiavellianigrteracted in moral-based side-taking
motive and Ethical Reasoning moderated the relsiignbetween high subjective power and
reward-approaching motive. The results are discussgh regard to explanations and

implications.
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INTRODUCTION

In daily life people are often confronted with cliets. In occupational life, for example,
conflicts arise if not all team members have thaesanotivation or pursue the same goal in a
project. Or in private life, conflicts often occifithe members of a sports team cannot agree
on the strategies they will play. Every conflicinetsts of two sides. On the one side are the
conflicting parties, also called disputants, whe directly involved in a conflict with each
other because they perceive a divergence of interas they believe that their current
aspirations cannot be achieved simultaneously (Rubiuitt, & Kim, 1994). On the other
side are parties who are not actively involvedha tonflict - the third parties. Third party
refers to a person who is confronted with an irgespnal conflict as an outsider and has no a

priori preference on how to handle the problem &006).

In this study the focus is on the third party. Ehare different possible ways for a third
party confronted with an interpersonal conflictreact. A third party can try to avoid the
conflict, help the disputants to solve the probleorshelp to mediate between the disputant
parties so as to achieve a win-win situation (P&iCarnevale, 1993). A third party can also
support one of the disputants in their positiompfa coalition with one disputant party and
take side (Van de Vliert, 1997). This reactiongferred to as side-taking, which is one of the
main responses of third parties in reaction torpgesonal conflictGlasl, 1980; Van de
Vliert, 1981).

Side-taking means that the third-party intervenesthie conflict by supporting one
disputant and turning against the other and itlmamdicated by the degree to which a third
party prefers one disputant over the other (Yangn \de Vliert, & Shi, 2009). Until now,
research on side-taking by third parties has recklitle attention in the literature of conflict
management. Among some exceptional studies (BH@®3; Murray, 1975; Yang, Van de
Vliert, Shi, & Huang, 2008), the topic examineddses mainly on the effect of cross-national
differences on side-taking, as well as on the &fexd individual differences. As can be
imagined, many other factors, especially thosevegie to situational factors, can have an
influence on the side-taking decision of the thgedty (Yang, 2006). In this study the focus is

on how subjective power of third parties influentesir motive for side-taking.

Subjective power is a psychological state which @sala person feel powerful or

powerless. Subjective power arises when an indalidiperception is based on individual
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differences and power as a situational variablerawts with personal variables (Chen, Lee-
Chai, & Bargh, 2001). People’s behavior is stimediathrough their subjective power. High
subjective power means accepting less interferdrm@m others and leads to approach-
oriented behavior. In contrast, low subjective poweans being more dependent on others
and leads to more inhibited behavior (Keltner, Gfakl, & Anderson, 2003). Previous
research has indicated that power influences thawer of others in interpersonal conflicts
and the preference of supporting one side (PruitC&nevale, 1993). In this paper, it is
expected that subjective power may stimulate thadies to take sides in a conflict.

To further elaborate the relationship between siivje power and third parties’ side-
taking preferences, individual differences are daa@n into account: moral orientation and
power distance orientation. Individual moral oregidn reflects the justice principles of a
person (Proios, 2010). Earlier studies have diggayat personal characteristics in general
affect their motives for conflict handling and sidéing motives (Yang, Li, Wang, &
Hendriks, 2011). It is already shown that morakotation has an impact on side-taking
preference (Yang, et al., 2009). This study wantisave a look if the effect can be approved
for the relationship between subjective power antk-taking. Individual power distance
orientation defines the extent to which individuatept hierarchy or inequality in society.
Previous research had ascertained that power destasd a moderating effect on decision-
making processes (Brockner, et al., 2001). In skusly it should be revise if power distance
has also an impact on side-taking motives.

The aim of this study is to examine the joint efffet subjective power and individual
differences in terms of moral orientation and powléstance orientation on third party
preferences for side-taking. The research questiohow does subjective power have an
impact on a third party’s decision about side-tgkitdow is this relationship further adjusted
by individuals’ moral orientation and individualpower distance orientation? It should be
noted that this study assumes that both disputaritep have the same level of power and

hierarchy.

By answering these questions the study makes st feeee contributions to the current
studies on side-taking and power. First, it com@eta the previous studies in which only the
effects of individual differences were examinedy(erang, et al., 2011). This extends the
knowledge about how a situational characteristicsubjective power of third parties —

influences their side-taking motive. Second, thetjoeffect of subjective power and
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individual difference variables (moral orientatioand power distance orientation)
demonstrates how a state characteristic and aichebaracteristic of third parties play a role
in shaping their preference for side-taking. It \pdes an insight into understanding
complicated side-taking process. Third, as a bypegdhis study provides extra evidence for

the validity of the scales of side-taking prefemnc

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Side-taking motives

Side-taking is one of options for a third partyréact to an interpersonal conflict. Before
the third party takes side with one of the coniligtparties, he or she will collect information
to come to a decision. Interests play a key rolé¢henr decision-making because they create
motivation. These kinds of interests are labeledna®d™ or ‘motive (Van de Vliert &
Mastenbroek, 1998). In the literature on conflicamagement three types of side-taking
motives are distinguished: the moral-based mothe relationship-based motive and the self-
interest-based motive, with the last motive beingdeéd into the sanction-avoidance motive

and the reward-approaching motive (Yang, et all120

Moral-based motiveThe moral-based motive for side-taking is devetbpdth a view to
taking a fair and morally acceptable decision. bind so, the third-party has to weight
information and decide which party is right and evhis wrong. The decision-making is
based on the degree to which the activities ottmdlicting parties are perceived as "the right
thing to do™ and to what extent societal well-beimgromoted effectively (Suchman, 1995).
The extent to which the arguments of a party arelasive and logical so that they acquire
greater plausibility also plays a role (DiMaggioR®well, 1991). In general the decision is
based on legitimacy relating to a generalized peiae that the actions of a person “are
desirable, proper, or appropriate within some dlgc@nstructed system of norms, values,
beliefs and definitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574; Gfoss, Mason, & McEachern, 1958;
Ginzel, Kramer, & Sutton, 1992; Nielson & Rao, 19&2rrow, 1970). It should be noted in
this connection that legitimacy or justice is rabia the moral values of each person, thus

people perceive fairness in different ways (Tyl€90).

Relationship-based motivéAn essential point for a coalition with one parsyhis/her
relation with the interaction partner. Hence a dhparty’s side-taking decision is also
determined by whether or not the third party has@unvalent relation to both conflict parties.
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Normally, there is a stronger and more intensivati@ship with one party, so that this

person wins the support of the third party (PréittCarnevale, 1993). Individuals make

distinctions between those with whom they haveeletations and those to whom they have
no relational commitment (Gelfand & Cai, 2004). @eferring the closer party, a third party
faces the risk that he/she concentrates more ontanging the relations than on the subject
(Thompson, Peterson, & Brodt, 1996).

Self-interest-based motivié.goes with saying that every person needs te take of their
own interests in building an active or passive itioal. When this tendency is reflected in
side-taking, it is characterized by third partieaximizing their own benefits. According to
rational choice theory this kind of selection i® ttundamental logic of action (Hernstein,
1990). This motive is distinguished in two direao sanction-avoidance motive and reward-
approaching motive. Sanction-avoidance motive méaatsthe third party strives to minimize
the loss and to avoid punishment (Gross, et ab8l9Reward-approaching motive means
that the third party strives to maximize his or bemn benefit and increase the possibilities of

obtaining rewards.

In this paper, third parties’ side-taking is regefto as their reaction in support of one of

the disputants and siding against the other.

Impact of subjective power on side-taking

Power is a fundamental concept in social sciencgedlsas a central aspect of daily social
life, because power is the primary mode of socillence (Rusell, 1938; Cartwright, 1959).
Power is defined as “the capacity to influence eoxtrol the behavior of others” (Galinsky,
Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003, p. 454). In this study thcus is on subjective power. Subjective
power is determined through individual perceptiomkich can be based on actual power or
on a fiction (Lokshin & Ravallion, 2005).

Power has a fundamental impact on how individuabalwe. Studies have shown that
power affects the way action-oriented individuais ge.g. Galinsky, et al., 2003), how they
perceive other people (e.g. Fiske & Dépret, 1996inGe, 2007a; Overbeck & Park, 2001),
and how likely they are to behave in line with thaispositions (e.g. Chen, et al., 2001). A
recent study by Lammers and Stapel (2009) has lexi#laat subjective power influences the
way people think and judge about morality and diteas, like a side-taking dilemma. In a

side-taking dilemma the third party has to judgeatb fair. The arguments of the disputants
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have to be weighted and finally the third party taschoose one side among the two
disputant parties. Thus, the third party has twiioog choosing to side with party A or party
B. The decision leads to different consequencesttier conflict parties (Velasquez &
Rostanowski, 1985). Side-taking by the third pattgngthens one disputant but weakens the
other party. The subjective power of the third panfluences the side-taking decision and

whether the third party is aware of the importaotcthe decision for the conflicting parties.

People with high or low subjective power act andawe in different ways when they are
confronted with a side-taking dilemma. According tte situated focus theory of power
(Guinote, 2007a; 2010) the effect of power on judgtrand behavior is context-dependent.
The theory distinguishes two kinds of effects ofvpo on cognitive processes. On the one
hand power influences the individual’'s goal systnthe basic cognitive level, stimulating
selective and flexible attention. On the other hpoder affects the mind-set at the higher
cognitive level determining which information gaiagention and how this information gets
processed. Both effects result in more situatedymehts and situated behaviors for high
power individuals than for low power individual$r bther words, high power stimulates
individuals to cognitively process the informatiaich is only relevant to the respective
situation. As a result, high power patronizes tbleievement of desired outcomes and draws
individuals’ attention directly to their needs agoals. Some researchers describe this
phenomenon as “powerful people are independenthef® in obtaining outcomes” (Dépret &
Fiske, 1993; Fiske & Berdahl, 2007; Keltner, Gruaf & Anderson, 2003) or “they control
processes and decisions” (Smith & Bargh, 2008).

Overall, thesituated focus theory of pow@Buinote, 2007a; 2010) states that power leads
people to have fewer demands and that they onlg baprocess little information from the
environment. As a result, through power they caus$aheir attention better on the core issue
under discussion and have more cognitive resoume®lect the important aspects, which
further leads to faster reactions (Guinote, 20@ifig) consequently to faster and more focused
judgment and behavior. In addition, power also ptas flexibility, because these people
have the necessary resources to be flexible at loaginition level and thus possess greater
flexibility in attention. Without a clear demandofn situation, people with power favor
economic information processes and allow defaulicggses to guide their judgment and
behavior. Powerful people can then direct theierdibn better than powerless people and

perform in accordance with the situation. All thedtects contribute to the fact that power
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leads to a strong sense of control. In summarysitated theory of powdfGuinote, 2007a;
2010) means that powerful people adjust betteh¢osituations and show strong flexibility

and selectivity in information processing.

Regarding the side-taking dilemma, it can be cateduthat power leads people to act
according to the expectancies and goals imposeditoiation. They concentrate on the
conflict and on the arguments of the disputantsabse people with high subjective power
focus on the core issues of the situation. The s8e@e of an interpersonal conflict is the
subject of the conflict and the arguments for aaiasft the subject. Who the disputant parties
are is a secondary issue. Thus people with higjestiNee power ignore the relationships with

the disputant parties because they are not reldoatite situation.

The auto-motive-model of Bargh (1990) implies ttiet cognitive activation of a construct
automatically activates other concepts and behalviendencies which are associated with
the construct. In applying this model to the resleatomain of power, several studies have
shown that when power is activated, people havedtitg to act fairly and legitimately.
People with high power, like managers, feel obligedact according to universal ethical
norms, even when these lead to an inner-stateiconfl their own beliefs (Weber, 1990).
High power people are concerned more about whaghs or wrong and pay less attention to
pleasure, pain or consequences. Proios (2010)gubout that for the powerful, it is important
to fulfill their duties and judge in line with s@&tal rules. Further, an empirical study
conducted by Lammers and Stapel (2009) supportsdatigument by showing that high
subjective power stimulates moral thinking on tlesib of rules and norms. Overall, it can be
concluded that high power people choose their &kEg motive on the grounds of moral
rules. Thus, they act according to social expemtatiand norms, which give them the

possibility of stabilizing their high power positioThis leads to the following expectation:

Hypothesis 1The subjective feeling of being powerful leadsgle to a moral-based side-

taking decision.

In contrast to powerful people, powerless people @bout the consequences of their
actions and are attentive to threats, punishmemtsiafairness (Keltner, et al., 2003; Smith &
Bargh, 2008; Anderson & Berdahl, 2002). Keltneralei2003) found out that reduced power
activates inhibition-related tendencies. Inhibitioeans that people are attentive to threats,

have negative emotions and systematic controllegniton, and display inhibited
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situationally constrained behavior. The authors gara this with an alarm-threat system,
because inhibition is activated by punishment, ah@nd uncertainty. Once activated, the
system triggers affective states such as anxigtyidance and response inhibition (Anderson
& Berdahl, 2002). That is why powerless people olesé¢heir powerful opponents so that
they can negotiate successful cooperation and ioestips to reduce their anxiety
(Chance, 1967). To achieve this, powerless peopleat mention whether they think an
action is right or wrong. They are more sensitigeetvaluations and constraints of other
people (e.g. Fiske, 1993), because they are mkedylto be the victim of aggression.
Through this they are only interested in the conseaqes of their actions and their judgment
is based on this. They strive to promote pleasuark avoid pain (Proios, 2010). Moreover,
most people have only a shared understanding mfgaatcording to social norms and values,
as well as a shared respect for conventions and (avg. Blasi, 1980). This distinguishes
powerless people from the powerful. Powerless edpl not think about morality, ethical
norms or social rules. In contrast to high poweopbe, the powerless see no sense in
decisions which satisfy collective needs (TurneayliBg, Epitropaki, Butcher, & Milner,
2002). Primarily they attend to their own well-bginVhen they have to decide on a side,

powerless people consider which outcome is inwitk their self-interest.

Hypothesis 2 The subjective feeling of being powerless leaégeopbe to a sanction-

avoidance side-taking decision (2a) or a reward@gphing side-taking decision (2b).

Moderating effect of moral orientation on high subgctive power and moral-based
side-taking

Moral orientation refers to the predominant mortitiede of a person to one or more
points in time (Lifton, 1985). It explains an indiual’s style of acting based on the principles
of justice and weighting of consequences (Proi@4,02 In other words, moral orientation
prepares individuals to fulfill fair expectationscato ward off unfair ones (Gross, et al.,
1985). Researchers agree that internalized stam@aal principles are part of an individual's

moral orientation. This means that every individuas$ a different moral orientation.

There is, however, disagreement on how to evalirdésiduals’ moral orientation.
Researchers believe that moral orientation playsngortant role in influencing individuals’
moral judgments and decision-making (Blasi, 1980)is shows that people differ in their
decision making because of their justice principesl that it influences their reaction on

conflicts as well. As mentioned before personalratizristics such as moral orientation
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interact with power (Chen, et al., 2001). Therefdhe attitude towards morality affects the
feeling of power. Individuals with a high moral emtation evaluate information on the basis
of inner ethical principles, which goes along witie moral-based side-taking motive.
Consequently, high moral orientation increasesptiobdability that a side-taking decision of
an individual is based on fair and moral reasonaldements (Yang, et al., 2009). Because of
this description and the findings of previous reskeahat moral orientation influence side-
taking preference (Yang, et al., 2009) it leadshi® prediction that people with high power
may even have a stronger preference for moral-bsigedtaking if their moral orientation is

high than if their moral orientation is low.

Hypothesis 3 Third parties’ moral orientation will strengtheéhe positive relationship

between high subjective power and moral-basetlve for side-taking.

Moderating effect of power distance orientation orlow subjective power and sanction-
avoidance side-taking

Individual power distance orientation refers to tlegree to which people agree that power
is unequally shared (Carl, Gupta, & Javidan, 208duse, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman,
2002; Hofstede, 2001). People with a low poweratlisé orientation see power differences
between people as unfair and expect equal decmaking. By contrast, people with a high
power distance orientation legitimate hierarchichfferences and inequalities among
individuals (Kim & Leung, 2007).

In relation to decision making, people with a hgdwer orientation see hierarchy as fair:
high power people make the decisions and low popswple follow the instructions.
Individuals with a high power distance orientatime thus afraid of disagreeing with their
supervisors and dare not question authority in ggri€mith & Hume, 2005). In contrast, low
power distance orientation is characterized byikdlig} inequalities between hierarchy levels
and believes that status differentials and powequilities should be minimized. It thinks
that in making decisions, subordinates in the lokeeel of hierarchy should be consulted by
those at higher levels and that the ideal leadkevss power resides in the people (Kim &
Leung, 2007; Smith & Hume, 2005; Paulus, Bichelmgalopinsky, Pereira, & Rastogi,
2005). This description shows that power distara® &n influence on subjective power as
well as on decision-making. People with high or Igpewer distance orientation see
themselves automatically as powerless or powelfukads to the expectation that power

distance orientation affects subjective powerldbandicates that power distance orientation
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is related to the individual's beliefs about statasthority, and power (Kirkman, Chen, Farh,
Chen, & Lowe, 2009). In decision-making, people iowpower distance are accustomed that
they are not consulted. However, if they have tmedo a decision they getting unsure and
nervous while people high in power distance arel tigeand can act more relaxed. A study of
Brockner, et al. (2001) point out that power distaias a moderating effect on decision-
making processes. Other studies also found a miugreffect of individual power distance
(e.g. Kirkman, et al., 2009).

With the characteristics of power distance origaatatiescribed above, it is expected that
power distance may adjust the relationship betweenpower and self-interest based side-
taking. The low power parties who have stronger grodistance orientation may be even
more susceptible for one-way, top-down directiammfrthe powerful and thus try to avoid the
possible negative consequences as far as posHifieleads to the expectation:

Hypothesis 4 Third parties’ power distance orientation willresigthen the positive

relationship between low subjective power and sanavoidance motive for side-taking.

METHOD
Participants

A student sample was recruited and used to exatinénknk between subjective power and
side-taking motives as well as the moderating éftd@cindividual moral orientation and
individual power distance. In total, 46 student.286 male, 47.8% female) participated in
the study. They were recruited from the ‘UniversifyTwente’ and the ‘Saxion Universities
of Applied Sciences’ in Enschede. The average &ffeecstudents was 19.6, ranging from 17
to 28. The nationality of all respondents is WdatHopean (97.8% Dutch, 2.2% German).
Their studies covered six fields: Electrical Engineg, Mathematics and Computer Science
(39.1%), Behavioral Science (17.4%), Management @oglernance (6.5%), Science and
Technology (2.2%), Engineering Technology (2.2%) ather studies (32.6%). Moreover,
85% of them are studying for a Bachelor's degres Hso for a Master’'s degree. 69.6% of

the participants had part-time work experience.

Procedure

The students were recruited from academic coursaagiwhich they could answer the
questionnaires. Participation in the study was m@wy. It is explicitly mentioned that
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participation in the study was irrelevant to couesaluation. The study was conducted at two
separate times. The temporal separation of onedomeeks between the two measures was
necessary to avoid method biases between questiennaeasures (individual moral
orientation and individual power distance oriem®a}iand priming of the power. In the first
round the participants answered statements abeirtitidividual moral orientation and their
individual power distance. Two weeks later (in thecond round), a study of power
manipulation was performed. In this study the reslemts were asked to remember a past
experience to manipulate their subjective power &ndlly to fill in the side-taking
questionnaire. Three conditions were arranged inipogating the subjective power: high
subjective power, low subjective power and a cdrgroup (without manipulating power).
The students were allocated at random to one oftlihee conditions. Both parts of the

questionnaire were handed out in paper-pencil-wersi

The participants were asked to enter their studeniber on both questionnaires so that
their answers to both questionnaires could be redic®nly completed and matched records
from both data collection sets were used for dat@yais. The study is thus based on 46
questionnaires. 17 participants were exposed to damangement with high power
manipulation, 18 students to low power manipulagorangement and eleven students were

in the control group.

To ensure that the order of the side-taking motisest biased by the order in which they
are presented in the questionnaire, the items ifte-taking were randomized. The two

experimental groups received two different ordérhe motives.

The questionnaire was handed out to the studenBuinh. As the questionnaires were
evaluated in English, the conventional transladod back-translation technique was used to
ensure linguistic equivalence. Moreover, resporsl@rdre assured that their answers would

be treated confidentially and used for scientifisgarch purposes only.

Measures

Side-taking motivesTo measure the dependent variable - the sidegakiotive of the
participants - a 22-item list was used and thei@pants answered questions about their
agreement on a 5-point Likert-scale (from &trongly disagredo 5 =strongly agreg The
instrument of Yang, et al. (2011) consists of iteaddressing the moral-based motive (e.g. “I

tend to stand for the side whose arguments sowkph), the relational-based motive (e.g. “I
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give priority to the disputant who is my friend"Zéthe self-interest-based motive. The last
motive distinguishes between the reward-approachiogve (e.g. “I care about what | can
gain when choosing which side to support”) and ghaction-avoidance motive (e.g. “My
side-taking decision is influenced by whether gdiant can cause me trouble”). Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient was .52 (standardized items)tiier five items measuring the moral-based
side-taking motive, .80 for the six items of théatenship motive, .78 for the six reward-

approaching items and .68 for the five items maeaguhe sanction-avoidance motive.

Subjective PowerThe participants were asked to describe a pastrexe where they
have been in a position of high or low power (chliGsky, et al., 2003). Previous research
showed that the sense of power is anchored in exp&s and that it can be activated when
past experiences with power are recalled (Galinekg]., 2003; Chen, et al., 2001). This task
was not assigned to the control group. The instinstwere the same for both experimental
groups, except for the words referring to a highowor level of power. The pre-test showed
that it is helpful for the participants to give example what kind of experience is meant. The

instruction for the high power group was as follows

Please recall and write down a situation in whichu yhad power over another individual or
individuals what give you good feelingof control. By power we meaan situation in which you
had control over someone or were in a position tovaluate someoneFor example, a situation
where you were the team leader of a sport teamresearch team or a situation where you could
evaluate the work of another student. Because efpthwer that you had, you managed things

successfully. Please describe concretely what hegaband what the successful outcomes were.

Individual Moral Orientation Two scales were used to measure the individualaimo
orientation: the Honesty-Humility part of the HEX@OPersonality Inventory (Lee & Ashton,
2004) and the Ethical Reasoning Inventory (Page &leB 1980). The sixteen Honesty-
Humility items (of the 100-item-version of the HERXO-PI-R) are measured on a five-point
Likert-scale, from 1 =strongly disagrego 5 =strongly agree This frequently used scale
measures the tendency to be fair and honest iindeaith others, to cooperate and not to be
set on revenge, even if you feel used. The Hondstyility domain is composed of four
facets, each with four item&incerity measures the tendency to be honest in interpdrsona
relationships, e.g. “l wouldn't use flattery to geataise or promotion at work, even if | thought
it would succeed”. The facefairness looks at the tendency to avoid corruption and
deception, e.g. “I would never accept a bribe, evenwere very large“.Greed avoidance

shows the non-interest in possessing lavish welaixiury and symbols of high social status,
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e.g. “Having a lot of money is not especially imjamt to me*“. Modesty measures the
tendency to be modest and unpretentious, e.g. tildn want people to treat me as though |

were superior to them”. Cronbach’s alpha coefficfenthe total 16 items in this study is .81.

The Ethical Reasoning Inventory (ERI) of Page & 80d980) is a multiple-choice
measure of moral reasonirgnd constructed from Kohlberg's worRhe 20 item-scale is
measured on a five-point Likert-scale from 1strongly disagreeto 5 = strongly agree
Thirteen items are poled in the positive directifor, instance “It is unacceptable to call in
sick in order to take a day off, even if only dame&ce or twice a year” and seven items are
poled negatively, e.g. “It is acceptable to reasdhmail messages and faxes of other workers,

even when not invited to do so”. Cronbach’s alpbefficient is .69.

Individual Power DistanceThe individual power distance orientation waseased with
two scales as well. First, the power distance sohlearley and Erez (1997) which measures
power distance at the individual level was adogtédBrockner, et al., 2001; Kim & Leung,
2007; Kirkman, et al., 2009). This scale consigteight items such as, “In most situations,
team leaders should make decisions without comgullieir subordinate team members”. The
original scale measures the acceptance of uneqmakrpdistribution in organizations.
Because the participants in this study were stgiéheé term “managers” was replaced with
the term “team leader” and the term “employee” weyslaced with “team member”. The
answers were given on a five-point Likert-scalegrag from 1 =strongly disagredo 5 =
strongly agreeCronbach’s alpha coefficient is .68.

Second, the Mach-1V scale of Christie and Geis Q)¥bnsisting of twenty items about
Machiavellianism measuring individual differences the tendency of deception, cynical
behavior and absence of conventional moral was. usenl items refer to Machiavellianism
and Non-Machiavellianism respectively. Responsesevggven on a five-point Likert-scale
ranging from one to five (1 strongly disagree5 =strongly agreg The twenty statements
on the Mach-IV scale are classified into three srédine items concern opinions about
human natureviews, e.g. “Most people are basically good and kingitye items describe
duplicity tactics facticy, e.g. “It is wise to flatter important people’hdtwo items concern
themes of abstract moralitynprality), e.g. “All in all, it is better to be humble ambnest
than important and dishonest”. The Mach-IV scalethe most used scale for testing

Machiavellianism, so validity and reliability of éhinstrument are thoroughly verified
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(e.g. Fehr, Samsom, & Paulhus, 1992). In this sttisynbach’s alpha coefficient is .69 for all

twenty items.

RESULTS
Influence of item order on participants’ response ¢ side-taking

First, it was tested whether the order of the sakéng items had an influence on the
respondent’s answers. As mentioned, the order efitie-taking motives varied in the two
experimental groups. Some participants answered statements about the side-taking
motives in the original order as described in tierument of Yang, et al. (2011). This order
starts with the moral-based side-taking motivelpfeéd by the relationship-based motive. It
ends with the reward-approaching motive as weltha&s sanction-avoidance motive. Other
participants answered the motives the other wayratoOne-way ANOVA showed that there
is no significant difference in response on thessale of the moral motivé=(; 44y = 1.93;n9)
and the sanction-avoidance moti¥g: 44y = .37;n9). In contrast, a significant difference was
shown on the subscale of the relationship-basedven@ 1 44y = 7.10; p < .05) and the
reward-approaching motivé& ¢ 44)= 5.49;p < .05). As the focus of this study is on the moral
based and sanction-avoidance side-taking motihesgtresults imply that the different order
in presenting items had no effect on participamealuation for their moral-based and
sanction-based side-taking motives.

Check of the manipulation

It was also checked whether respondents had uonddrahe task correctly. Of the
participants who were arranged in either a high growanipulation or a low power
manipulation group, some participants produced itaisie answers to the power
manipulation task in order that these questionsairere useless for analysis. For example, in
the high power manipulation task one female panaict reported, “If | am in such a situation
(with high power), | will always try to do sometlgirto make it different. | will come to an
outcome that makes both parties satisfied”. Appérethis participant did not recall a past
experience in which power gave her control over gheation. This check resulted in 35
participants who reported the experience in accwmeavith the intended purpose of the
manipulation task being left for further analysigm example of the experience reported by
one participant is: “I was president of a studembn for one year. In this function | was often
in the situation that | had to come to a decisiaw Ithings should be done. The other

members of the executive board did what | told th€hat leads to an effective organization.”
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(High power manipulation). Another student desatibés experience as follows: “I had such
an experience in my earlier studies during my mgbip in the second year. The relation
between me and my supervisor was bad. | did nottiorethings on which | had another
opinion because | was afraid to influence my sugervin his evaluation. After the

evaluation, which was worse than | thought, | peltverless.{Low power manipulation).

Descriptive statistics

Table 1 shows means, standard deviations and abore$ of the relevant variables used in
the study. Ethical Reasoning Inventory (ERI) catedl positively with the moral-based
motive ¢ = .20;p < .10), whereas the Honesty-Humility domain hadegative correlation
with the sanction-avoidance motive £ -.32;p < .05). The power distance scale showed a
positive relationship with the moral-based motive=(.22;p < .10) and the Mach-IV scale

had a positive relationship the sanction-avoidanoéve { = .31;p < .05).

The individual difference variables showed someredations with the two other side-
taking motives as well. ERI was correlated with teéationship-based motive & .32;
p < .05) and with the reward-approaching motive=(.52; p < .01). Honesty-Humility was
correlated negatively with reward-approaching nmmtfv= -.40;p < .01). Also, the reward-
approaching motive was correlated with both powstadce variables: negatively with Power

Distance Scaler (= -.28;p < .10) but positively with Machiavellianism € .24;p < .10).

Further, there was a positive correlation betwdentivo self-interest motives sanction-
avoidance and reward-approaching(.23;p < .10). Likewise the sanction-avoidance-motive
had a positive correlation with the relationshigdh motive { = .26;p < .10) as well as the
moral motive { = .27; p < .10). Moreover, there was a negative correlabetween the
Honesty-Humility and ERIr(= -.58;p < .01) as well as Machiavellianism scate=(-.62;

p <.01). ERI was correlated positively with the Mewvellianism scaler(= .50;p < .01) but

negatively with power distance scate=(-.34;p < .05).

In addition, age was correlated negatively with powistance scaleg & -.29;p < .10),
whereas gender was correlated negatively with Magthanism ¢ = -.30;p < .05), but was
correlated positively with Honesty-Humility & .35;p < .05). This means women scored

lower on Machiavellianism but men scored higheHamesty-Humility.
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Table 1 Means, Standard Deviations and Correlationsdievant variables
My  SDy M, sD. Mc S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Side-taking motive
1 Moral 395 .63 3.88 .32 3.85 35 - '27-06 .06 .06 20 22 14 .01 -.04 19
2 Relationship 335 .87 3.40 67 3.53 54 - 21t26"  -09 32 -08 .15 -.14 .09 A1
3 Reward-approaching 354 50 285 .77 327 .42 -238  -40 52 -28 24 .04 -.05 .02
4 Sanction-avoidance 249 56 2.29 72 2.45 .59 - -372" .19 .08 31 .07 .06 -.02
Moral Orientation
5 Honesty-Humility 330 .71 - 55 351 .39 - 58  -04 -62 -04 35 .09
6 ERI 3.04 .39 - 44 2.79 31 - 34 50 .01 -.19 -.10
Power Distance Orientation
7 Power Distance Scale - .68 2.57 .65 2.59 .23 - 14 -29 -.18 13
8 Mach-IV - 40 2.79 .37 2.62 40 - .04 30 .11
Control Variables
9 Age 20.5 2.98 1950 257 1855 1.13 - .18-.22"
10 Gender 1.29 .50 1.44 51 1.82 40 - 6-1
11 Work experience 1.35 49 1.28 A7 1.27 A7 -

Note MyandSD; refer to the means and standard deviations ihitffepower group.
M, andSD refer to the means and standard deviations itotligoower group.
McandSDx refer to the means and standard deviations icahé&ol group.
*p=.01.

**p=.05.

tp = .10.
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Test of the Hypotheses

The procedure suggested by Aiken und West (1994)tdsting the hypotheses was
followed. Multiple regression analyses were perfedmThe dependent variables were the
side-taking motives. The independent variables wargjective power, individual moral
orientation (ERI and Honesty-Humility) and indivelupower distance (power distance and
Machiavellianism). The independent variables wetendardized Z-scorey before the
interaction term was calculated. The varigideverwas included as a dummy variable (in the
low-power condition: control group = 0, low powerlsin the high-power condition: control
group = 0, high power group = 1). In the first sapthree predictors were entered in the
equation and in the second step their two-way actesns were followed. Three demographic
variables — age, gender, and work experience —camgprised in the analysis as control

variables.

Table 2 The impact of high subjective power and mor#&ntation on side-taking motives

Moral Sanction Reward Relationship
Control Variables
Age .04 .09 -.002 .05
Gender -.08 .06 .06 .04
Work experience .16 -.06 .08 217
Predictors
Power -.07 -.13 .13 -.16
Honesty-Humility 21 -.09 -.21% .23
ERI .23t 32%* .06 42%%
Two way interactions
Honesty-Humility * Power -.13 -.07 12 -31
ERI * Power -.10 -22 .28** .13
F .59 1.63%1 1.97* 1.54%
R 20 41 45 39
Note Regression coefficients shown are unstandardiz¢a weights in step 2.
*pn=.01.
*E p =.05.
tp =.10.

Hypothesis 1 predicts a main effect of high sulbjecpower on the moral-based side-
taking motive. Hypothesis 2 predicts a main eftgddbw subjective power on the self-interest
motives: the sanction-avoidance (2a) or the revagploaching motive (2b). The results
showed that in both the high power and the low pogreup, the moral-based side-taking
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motive was the most preferredlighpower= 3.95;Mowpower = 3.88). Sanction-avoidance side-
taking was the least chosen optidfu(ghpower= 2.49;Miowpower= 2.29). The same pattern was
also applied to the control grouMyoramotive = 3.85, Msanctionmotive = 2.45). There was no
significant difference across the three groupesponse to the moral motivie{43)= .18;n9
and to the sanction-avoidance moti¥g 43 = .51;n9). For the reward-approaching motive,
however there was a significant difference betwtenlow power group and the control
group €43 = 5.64;p < .01), as well as between the high and low pogeyups
(F2,.43 = 5.64;p < .01). The results in Table 2 and Table 3 indidatit by comparison with
the control group, subjective power did not havg significant effect on either the moral-
based side-taking motiveB (= -.07; ng or on the sanction-avoidance side-taking motive
(B = -.04;ng). But low subjective power had a negative effactreward-approaching side-
taking motive = -.24;p < .05). Thus, Hypotheses 1 and 2a were not suggday data, but

Hypothesis 2b was well supported.

Table 3  The impact of low subjective power and podistance on side-taking motives

Moral Sanction Reward Relationship
Control Variables
Age .06 -.09 -.09 -14
Gender .06 .28** -.09 221
Work experience .02 .02 -.15 .02
Predictors
Power .001 -.04 -.24** .03
PDS A1 -12 =27t .09
Mach-1V .05 .34* .07 .16
Two way interactions
PDS * Power -.07 .30 -.15 -.19
Mach * Power =117 -.004 .03 .10
F 73 1.14 1.65% 73
R 23 31 .40 23
Note: Regression coefficients shown are unstandardizéal weights in step 2.
*p=.01
**p=.05.
tp =.10.

Hypothesis 3 states an interaction effect of irdlial moral orientation and high subjective
power on moral-based side-taking motive. By congmariwith the control group, the results

indicated that the construct was similarly relev@anboth groups. A closer look on both scales
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separately showed higher scores of the controlgfouHonesty-Humility Muighpower= 3,30;
Mcontroicroup= 3,51). For ERI the finding was reversed. Ressittswed that the high power
group scored higher on this scaM(ghpower= 3,04;Mcontroicroup= 2,79). For both scales the
means of the two groups differed non-significantlyhe two groups were thus not
significantly different in either the Honesty-Huityl domain €,30) = .86; ng) or the ERI
(Fa,30) = 2.49;n9). Regarding their influences on the moral-basee-saking motive, firstly
the Honesty-Humility domainf(= .21;n9) did not show any significant effect on the moral
side-taking intention, while ERB(= .23;p < .10) did. Secondly, both the interaction between
high subjective power and Honesty-Humilify € -.13;ns) and the interaction between high
subjective power and ERB (= -.10; ng) did not show any significant effect on moral side

taking motive. Thus, Hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Hypothesis 4 expects that the link between low exxtbje power and sanction-avoidance
side-taking motive would be stronger for individualith a power distance orientation. A
comparison with the control group showed that thaestruct is equally important to both
groups. This is indicated by the results of the &oWistance ScaleM owpower = 2,57;
Mcontroigroup = 2,59) as well as the Machiavellianism scal®l ogpower = 2.79;
Mcontrolcroup = 2,62). The results of the Power Distance Scadeewearly equal while the
responses on Machiavellianism indicated a minimutferénce. This finding suggests that
there is no difference between the low power grand the control group regarding the
dimension of the Power Distance Scdtg ¢4)= .02;ns) as well as for the Machiavellianism
scale F(1,32) = 2.01;n9). As regards their impact, the results in Tabledcate a significant
positive main effect of Machiavellianism on the d&#m-avoidance side-taking motive
(B =.34;p <.01). Likewise, there was a positive main effgfogender on the motive € .28;

p < .05). Neither were the interaction effects bemeower distance measures (power
distance and Machiavellianism) and low subjectiog/g@r on the sanction-avoidance motive
significant (for power distance scalfe= .30;ns for Machiavellianism scalgd = -.004;ns).

Hypothesis 4 is not confirmed.

Additional analysis

Additional analysis was performed for the other tside-taking motives. The high power
did not reveal any significant main effect on thbeo three types of side-taking motives
(Brelationship= --16; Breward = .13; Psanction= -.13; ns for all). Regarding the moral orientation
variables, a main effect of Honesty-Humility on sedrapproaching motivep (= -.21,
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p < .10) and a main effect of ERI on relationshigdzh motive § = .42; p < .05) and
sanction-avoidance motivy & .32; p < .05) were observed. Furthermore, one interaction
effect between high subjective power and ERI orarevapproaching motive turned out to be
significant ¢ = .28;p < .05).

3,607 © ERI
3,507 . —Low
. * = High

3,40
3,30

3,20

reward-receiving
motive

3,101

3,00

T T
control group high power group

situation

Figure 1 Moderating effect of Ethical Reasoning Invegt(ERI) on relationship
between high subjective power and reward-approgcige-taking motive.

The results for the low power condition in Tablan8icate that the low power had a
significant main effect on reward-approaching meti = -.24; p < .05). Moreover, a
significant interaction effect between low subjeetipower and Machiavellianism on the
moral-based side-taking motive was obsenfed (.11;p < .10). However, the overall model
was not significantK = .73;ns), which limits the confidence for concluding thmiwer and

power distance have a significant impact on mads-saking preference.

Two subscales of Honesty-Humility and Machiavelikam are taken into account in the
additional analysis as well. In the Honesty-Humilitomain, greed avoidance had a positive
effect on the moral-based motie £ .30;p < .10), and the fairness had a negative impact on
the reward-approaching motivg@ € -.57; p < .01). Sincerity §f = .31; p < .05), fairness
(B = -.56; p <.05), and modestyp(= -.38; p < .10) all had a significant effect on the
relationship motive. Interestingly, the interactieffiect of greed avoidance and power had an

effect on the relationship motived (= .40; p < .10); the corresponding F-Test was also
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significant £ = 1.97;p < .10). In the Machiavellianism domain, only tastshowed a main
effect on the relationship-based motife=(.24;p < .10).

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to identify the effect of subjeetipower on preference for side-taking
motive. Additionally it examined the joint impach ahis decision of subjective power
together with individual moral orientation and wittdividual power distance orientation. The
empirical results support the hypothesis that labjective power has a significant impact on
preference for reward-approaching side-taking,nmiton the sanction-avoidance motive. The
impact of high subjective power on moral-based-itteng motive is not confirmed: neither
is the interaction effect between high power artividual moral orientation verified. Despite
the disappointing hypothesis testing, some additidimdings are quite informative. For
example Ethical Reasoning showed a main effect orakibased side-taking motive, and
Machiavellianism a positive main effect on sanctimoidance side-taking motive. Besides,
the additional findings showed an interaction dffexf low subjective power and
Machiavellianism on moral-based side-taking andirdaraction effect of high subjective
power and Ethical Reasoning on reward-approachingven Built on the disappointing
findings from hypothesis testing and the interegtiimdings from additional analysis, four

points are elaborated further.

First, a closer look was taken at the connectiat®/é&en subjective power and side-taking
motives. Some studies (e.g. Lammers & Stapel, 280gpest that high power stimulates
moral thinking and acting according to rules andmws The present study could not verify
this argumentation. The empirical results did nwdve that high subjective power led to a
moral-based side-taking decision. On this poirttas to mention that the reliability of the
moral items was very low what leads to an underedton of coherence between the two
variables. Thus, it can be that this important @ffis undetected in the study. Likewise,
previous studies (e.g. Lammers & Stapel, 2009) sigmest that low subjective power leads
to decision-making based on self-interest. The ifigsl from this study supported this
prediction well: low subjective power led to thipaties taking sides based on the rewards
they can receive from disputants. All in all, tetsdy confirms the function of low power for
decision-making, but fails to demonstrate the fiomctof high power in decision making
processes. Earlier research on coalition formaf@g. Zartman & Touval, 1985) has shown
the importance of self-interest for third partiasdahow this influences their side-taking
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motive. For third parties it is important to actaaling to their self-interest and to advance
this through their side-taking. Based on this argntnone might reason that low power may
stimulate people to look at rewards. This studywsd that the low power group actually
reported less reward-approaching motivation thanctimtrol group. The effect of low power
seems opposite to the expectation. Indeed, thenfisdf this study are more in line with the
classic assumption of powerlessness (cf. Keltrtea).£2003), according to which it leads to
inhibition. It is assumed that powerless peopleabehin inhibited fashion because of
uncertainty. They are more sensitive to evaluatiohthers and aware of threats and
punishments from more powerful people. Without otkecial constraints on power (for
example legitimacy), powerlessness may inhibit peedem taking any action, also in terms

of approaching benefits. Certainly this finding slibbe investigated further and replicated.

Second, some connections between side-taking nsotwel the individual difference
variables should be pointed out. Although ERI andnésty-Humility both measure
individuals’ moral orientation, the findings showtidht only ERI, not Honesty-Humility, has
a positive effect on moral-based side-taking motiden Honesty-Humility is divided into
the four dimensions, the results showed that ges@idance — one of the subscales — has a
positive effect on moral-based side-taking motileus, it seems that the Honesty-Humility
scale was too general for this research. FutureareB should use a domain-specific
instrument for measuring moral orientation. The diings also showed that only
Machiavellianism but not the power distance scade lan effect on sanction-avoidance
motive. The main effect of Machiavellianism suggdstat people with a strong orientation to
Machiavellianism prefer taking sides based on auagidanctions. People with high scores on
Machiavellianism believe that most people are ardypcerned with their own well-being.
They also believe that the best way to get by isde deception, promises, and flattery to
manipulate others to reach one’s own goals (ChrigtiGeis, 1970). Thus, the link between
Machiavellianism and sanction-avoidance motiveside-taking is quite self-evident. Further
studies on side-taking should certainly take acto@ithe third party’s personality in terms of

Machiavellianism.

Third, the results of the interaction hypothesesha be considered. In this study, none of
the proposed interaction effects has been confirtezin be suspected that this failure may
have something to do with the broad concept of po@ebjective power manipulated in this

study can be based on real power or fictional pqvekshin & Ravallion, 2005; Lammers &
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Stapel, 2009). In this study the participants wasked to recall power in connection with a
past personal situation. This way of manipulatiogver may be too limited. This can explain
why the empirical study showed no significant iat#ion effect of power and moral
orientation on moral-based side-taking motive ardpower and Machiavellianism on
sanction-avoidance motive. Another reason for tf@sure may be the fact that the
participants were students. Studies have shownagathas a crucial influence on moral
decisions (e.g. Ruegger & King, 1992). The olderplersons, the less they are influenced by
self-interest and the more they are capable ohtpla moral decision (Dahl, Mandell, &
Barton, 1988). In this study only student particigzsawere sampled. It might be the case that
the young students participating in this study act (yet) at the age of find out the
importance of acting according to their own morelidfs. However, this expectation is not
actually supported by the additional results: morantation has a positive influence on self-
interest motives. Rather, the positioned theorynoabe proved by this study. Results showed
that moral orientation has an influence on sidéaaklecision in general, but not simply on
moral-based side-taking motive. Future analysisightake a closer look at the joint impact

of moral orientation on side-taking decision.

The study also failed to detect the interactior@fiof powerlessness and power distance
orientation on self interest-based side-taking.sTimay be due to the manipulation of the
powerless and conceptualization of power distamsmtation. The manipulation used in this
study primes participants as subordinates to takeip the decision-making process. If the
decision making process is democratic, both subatds and supervisors may value it highly
(Hwang & Francesco, 2010). Then this would rule ¢l effect of power distance

orientation.

In conclusion, some findings of the additional gses have to be addressed. The
additional analysis on the subscales of Honesty-{klyndepicts a significant negative
interaction effect of high power and modesty onri@al motive for side-taking, which is in
line with Hypothesis 3. This suggests that the tbioal prediction of the joint impact
between the moral orientation and high subjective’gy and moral-based motive for side-
taking is not totally wrong, but it should certairive refined in the future study. Another
interesting finding is that a significant interacti effect of powerlessness and
Machiavellianism on moral-based motive is detecldds suggests that the powerless party

may interpret the sanctions from their supervisortarms of right or legitimacy. It then
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triggers an interesting question about how the plase view and interpret power. It might
the case that their interpretation of power is doectly opposite to the powerful, but

completely different from the powerful.

Limitations

When interpreting the results of this study sometéitions should be note#Hirst, it has to be
considered that the sample in this study consistetusively of students. It is not ensured
that students had enough experience of handlimgpeatsonal conflicts. Likewise, the sample
is quite small so that the results are not reptesign. Second, the study assumes that when
participants filled in the side-taking scales, tegre confronted with a conflict in which both
disputants have the same level of power and hieyarn practice this is rarely the case.
According to Ury, Brett, and Goldberg (1993), thewmer of the disputants could have a

strong effect on the side-taking preference.

Third, in this study the subjective power is araugough a manipulation task. This task
predetermined the participants’ answers in the -&lmg scales. However, one cannot
exclude the possibility that their remembrance dpacific situation may actually have a

broader influence on the overall side-taking petioep

The fourth point concerns the side-taking motives convenient to divide the motives in
to different facets in order to achieve clarificati However, in practice all motives are
interconnected and related. It might be the casg# Hoth moral motive and sanction-

avoidance motive work simultaneously in shaping@agrless party to take side.

Implications

The results of the study show implications for firactice of conflict management. In
conflict the disputants aim to reach a coalitiothvé third party to acquire support. The study
shows that power and individual differences maittepredicting side-taking because they
influence the third party’s decision. Conflict peippants seeking support from a third party
should first take a look at the power and personalharacteristics to form an efficient
coalition. The more powerless people feel, the they are concerned about rewards. For a
potential coalition partner, this means that thiedtiparty expects no or only a small fair
return. The same is true for honest and humblelpe®pey act in a more altruistic way. Thus
it is easier for a disputant to gain support framahspeople. However, people who are looking
at ethical reasons are only willing to support theputant if the latter's case is morally
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acceptable and compatible with their conscienceyMill prefer to support closer friends or

colleagues.

Conversely, people who only pursue their own welhlg and power position want to
avoid punishments as effectively as possible. Trakes a coalition delicate. As a minimum,
the third party expects consideration from the wligpt he/she will support. But if the
interests of the two coalition partners are the esatine disputant can be sure that the third
party will do his/her very best to be the winnethe conflict. The potential coalition partner
has to decide what characteristic is more import@attim/her in the conflict and which third

party personality can support him/her best in tierpersonal conflict.
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