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F(1, 71) = .05, p = .83, R2 = .001). These results indicate that when the 
conflict partner was a friend or sibling, there was no impact of self-con-
strual on preference for the opportunity for cooperation, possibly due 
to a ceiling effect. However, there was an effect of self-construal when 
the conflict partner was a stranger. In this situation, higher levels of in-
terdependent self-construal were associated with a greater interest in 
opportunities for cooperation.  

Compromising on the Outcome 

Next, we examined preferences for whether the process provided oppor-
tunities to compromise on the outcome. The results indicated that the 
overall model was significant, F(5, 233) = 6.03, p < .001, R2 = .12; how-
ever, there were no significant interaction terms. There was a signifi-
cant main effect of interdependent self-construal on preferences for the 
opportunity to compromise (b = .52, t = 3.69, p < .001). Although there 
was no significant interaction, we still plotted the simple slopes for each 
condition of relationship (stranger, friend, and sibling; see Figure 2b). 

Examining the simple slopes in separate regression equations for 
each condition of relationship, the results indicated that there was a 
significant slope for the Stranger condition (b = .52, t = 3.74, p < .001; 
overall model: F(1, 85) = 13.95, p < .001, R2 = .14) and the Friend condi-
tion (b = .49, t = 3.45, p < .001; overall model: F(1, 77) = 11.92, p < .001, 
R2 = .13) but not for the Sibling condition (b = .20, t = 1.10, p = .27; overall 
model: F(1, 71) = 1.21, p = .27, R2 = .02). These results indicate that when 
the conflict partner was a sibling, there was no impact of self-construal 
on preference for the opportunity to compromise on the outcome, pos-
sibly owing to a ceiling effect. However, there was an effect of self-con-
strual when the conflict partner was a stranger or friend. In those con-
ditions, higher levels of interdependent self-construal were associated 
with a greater interest in opportunities to compromise.     

Opportunities for Conversation Between the Parties 

Then, we examined the interaction between interdependent self-con-
strual and the relationship between the conflict parties on preferences 
for processes that allow for conversation between the parties. The re-
sults indicated that the model was significant, F(5, 233) = 6.34, p < .001, 
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R2 = .12, and there was a significant interaction between interdependent 
self-construal and one of the Relationship Dummy coded variables (Re-
lationship D2: b = _.38, t = _1.96, p = .05). To further explore this interac-
tion, we again plotted the simple slopes of the interaction for each con-
dition of the relationship (stranger, friend, and sibling; see Figure 2c). 

Examining the simple slopes in separate regression equations for 
each condition of relationship, the results indicated that there was a 
significant slope for the Stranger condition (b = .51, t = 4.20, p < .001; 
overall model: F(1, 85) = 17.63, p < .001, R2 = .17) and the Friend condi-
tion (b = .47, t = 3.27, p = .002; overall model: F(1, 77) = 10.672, p = .002, 
R2 = .12) but not for the Sibling condition (b = .13, t = .85, p = .40; overall 
model: F(1, 71) = .72, p = .40, R2 = .01). These results were the same as 
those for preferences for an opportunity to reach a compromise. When 
the conflict partner was a sibling, there was no impact of self-construal 
on preference for the opportunity to have a conversation, again possi-
bly due to a ceiling effect. However, there was an effect of self-construal 
when the conflict partner was a stranger or friend. In those conditions, 
higher levels of interdependent self-construal were associated with a 
greater interest in opportunities to have a conversation with the con-
flict partner. 

Process Flexibility 

The final analyses for collaborative process features focused on prefer-
ences for process flexibility. The results indicated that the model was 
significant, F(5, 233) = 3.21, p = .01, R2 = .07, and there was a signifi-
cant interaction term between interdependent self-construal and one 
of the Relationship Dummy coded variables (Relationship D2: b = _.68, t 
= _2.64, p = .01). To further explore this interaction, we plotted the sim-
ple slopes of the interaction for each condition of relationship (stranger, 
friend, and sibling; see Figure 2d). 

Examining the simple slopes in separate regression equations for 
each condition of relationship, the results indicated that there was a 
significant slope for the Stranger condition (b = .63, t = 3.46, p < .001; 
overall model: F(1, 85) = 11.98, p < .001, R2 = .12), but not for the Friend 
condition (b = .22, t = 1.11, p = .27; overall model: F(1, 77) = 1.24, p = .27, 
R2 = .02) or Sibling condition (b = _.06, t = _.31, p = .76; overall model: 



Vo t r u b a  e t  a l .  i n  P s yc h o lo gy,  P u b l i c  P o l i c y,  a n d  L aw,  2 0 2 2      29

F(1, 71) = .10, p = .76, R2 = .001). These results indicate that when the 
conflict partner was a friend or sibling, there was no impact of self-con-
strual on preference for process flexibility. However, there was an effect 
of self-construal when the conflict partner was a stranger. In this situa-
tion, higher levels of interdependent self-construal were associated with 
a greater interest in process flexibility compared with low levels of in-
terdependent self-construal.   

Self-Determination and Third-Party Neutral Involvement 

Finally, we also examined regression models including the interaction 
terms with the relationship between the parties for the process charac-
teristics of self-determination and whether there was a third-party neu-
tral. There were no significant interactions between self-construal and 
the relationship between the parties for these process characteristics 
(all p . .05) and the overall models were not significant (Self-Determi-
nation: F(5, 233) = 1.01, p = .41, R2 = .02; Third-Party Neutral: F(5, 232) 
= 1.13, p = .34, R2 = .02). 

The Influence of Interdependent Self-Construal on Process Goals 

We performed another series of simple linear regressions in which in-
terdependent self-construal predicted specific process goals including 
the desire to reduce hostility, restore the relationship, and have process 
control. Following best practices (Cohen et al., 2013), we ensured that 
the assumptions of a simple linear regression were met. The results of 
these regression analyses are reported in Table 6. As hypothesized, in-
terdependent self-construal was a significant predictor of the outcome 

Table 6 Results of the Simple Linear Regression Models With Interdependent Self-Construal Predicting Process Goals

Outcome variable  Predictor  b  b 95% CI  t  p  F  df  p  R2

Reducing hostility  (Overall model)      25.42  1, 237  <.001  .10
 Intercept  3.45  [2.36, 4.54]  6.23  <.001
 Interdependent SC  0.51  [0.31, 0.71]  5.04  <.001
Maintaining the relationship  (Overall model)      20.96  1, 237  <.001  .08
 Intercept  3.64  [2.56, 4.71]  6.69  <.001
 Interdependent SC  0.45  [0.26, 0.65]  4.58  <.001
Process control  (Overall model)      0.83  1, 237  .36  .004
 Intercept  4.88  [3.55, 6.20]  7.26  <.001
 Interdependent SC  0.11  [_0.13, 0.35]  0.91  .36
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goals of reducing hostility, F(1, 237) = 25.42, p < .001, R2 = .10, and re-
storing the relationship, F(1, 237) = 20.96, p < .001, R2 = .08. The regres-
sion coefficients indicated that for every one-unit increase in self-con-
strual (on the 7-point scale) there was a .51 unit increase in the outcome 
goal of reducing hostility and a .45 unit increase in desire for restoring 
the relationship (both on 7-point scales). However, interdependent self-
construal was unrelated to the goal of having process control, F(1, 237) 
= .83, p = .36, R2 = .004. 

The Interaction of Interdependent Self-Construal and Relationship 
on Process Goals 

The next set of analyses further examined the relationship between in-
terdependent self-construal and process goals by examining the moder-
ating influence of the relationship between the parties. To examine the 
moderation effect, we ran a series of multiple regression models which 
included the interaction and first-order terms (main effect). In these 
models, we accounted for the three-level relationship manipulation by 
generating two Dummy coded variables, as previously described. The 
results of the regression analyses are reported in Table 7. 

Reducing Hostility 

Investigating the process goal of reducing hostility, the results indicated 
that the model including the interaction terms was significant, F(5, 233) 
= 7.45, p < .001, R2 = .14, and there was a significant interaction term 
between interdependent self-construal and the Relationship Dummy 
coded variable D2 (Relationship D2: b = _.72, t = _2.99, p = .003). To fur-
ther explore this interaction, we plotted the simple slopes of the inter-
action for each condition of relationship (stranger, friend, and sibling; 
see Figure 3a). 

Examining the simple slopes in separate regression equations for 
each condition of relationship, the results indicated that there was a 
significant slope for the Stranger condition (b = .82, t = 5.58, p < .001; 
overall model: F(1, 85) = 31.12, p < .001, R2 = .27) and for the Friend con-
ditions (b = .46, t = 1.97, p = .05; overall model: F(1, 77) = 3.86, p = .05, 
R2 = .05). However, there was not a significant slop for the Sibling con-
dition (b = .10, t = .78, p = .44; overall model: F(1, 71) = .61, p = .44, R2 
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= .01). When the conflict partner was a sibling, there was no impact of 
self-construal on the process goal of reducing hostility, due to a ceiling 
effect. However, there was an effect of self-construal when the conflict 
partner was a stranger or friend. In those conditions, higher levels of in-
terdependent self-construal were associated with more support for the 
process goal of reducing hostility. 

Relationship Restoration 

We also examined a regression model including interaction terms for 
the process goal of relationship restoration. The results indicated that 
the model was significant, F(5, 233) = 13.70, p < .001, R2 = .23, and there 
was a significant interaction term between interdependent self-construal 
and one of the Relationship Dummy coded variables (Relationship D2: 
b = _.55, t = _2.45, p = .02). To further explore this interaction, we plot-
ted the simple slopes of the interaction for each condition of relation-
ship (stranger, friend, and sibling; see Figure 3b). 

Table 7 Results of the Linear Regression Models With Interdependent Self-Construal and Relationship Predicting Process Goals

Outcome variable  Predictor  b  b 95% CI  t  p  F  df  p  R2

Reducing hostility  (Overall model)      7.45  5, 233  <.001  .14
 Intercept  6.19 [5.99, 6.38]  62.37  <.001
 Interdependent SC  0.82 [0.51, 1.14]  5.15  <.001
 Relationship D1 –0.03  [–0.31, 0.26] –0.18  .86
 Relationship D2  0.20 [–0.09, 0.49]  1.35  .18
 Interdependent SC 3 D1 –0.36 [–0.84, 0.11] –1.50  .14
 Interdependent SC 3 D2  –0.72 [–1.20,–0.25] –2.99  .003
Maintaining the relationship  (Overall model)      13.70  5, 233  <.001  .23
 Intercept  5.72 [5.54, 5.91]  62.56  <.001
 Interdependent SC  0.65 [0.36, 0.94]  4.41  <.001
 Relationship D1  0.45  [0.19, 0.71]  3.42  <.001
 Relationship D2  0.83 [0.56, 1.09]  6.09  <.001
 Interdependent SC 3 D1 –0.34 [–0.78, 0.10] –1.53  .13
 Interdependent SC 3 D2 –0.55 [–0.98,–0.11] –2.45  .02
Process control (Overall model)      0.55  5, 233  .74  .01
 Intercept  5.61 [5.37, 5.85]  45.60  <.001
 Interdependent  SC  0.10 [–0.29, 0.49]  0.52  .61
 Relationship D1 –0.15 [–0.50, 0.20] –0.85  .39
 Relationship D2 –0.23 [–0.59, 0.13] –1.28  .20
 Interdependent SC 3 D1 –0.03 [–0.62, 0.56] –0.10  .92
 Interdependent SC 3 D2  0.13 [–0.46, 0.72]  0.43  .67
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Examining the simple slopes in separate regression equations for 
each condition of relationship, the results indicated that there was a 
significant slope for the Stranger condition (b = .65, t = 4.06, p < .001; 
overall model: F(1, 85) = 16.52, p < .001, R2 = .16), but not for the Friend 
condition (b = .31, t = 1.63, p = .11; overall model: F(1, 77) = 2.66, p = .11, 
R2 = .03) or Sibling condition (b = .10, t = .87, p = .39; overall model: F(1, 

Figure 3 Simple Slope Graphs for the Interaction of Interdependent Self-Construal and 
Relationship on Process Goals 
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71) = .76, p = .39, R2 = .01). These results indicate that when the conflict 
partner was a friend or sibling, there was no impact of self-construal on 
support for the process goal of restoring the relationship. However, there 
was an effect of self-construal when the conflict partner was a stranger. 
In this situation, higher levels of interdependent self-construal were as-
sociated with a greater interest in restoring the relationship compared 
with low levels of interdependent self-construal.   

Process Control 

Finally, we examined a regression model for the process goal of hav-
ing process control, which was predicted to have no significant effects. 
Our hypotheses were supported. There were no significant interaction 
terms (all p . .05), and the overall model was not significant, F(5, 233) = 
.55, p = .55, R2 = .01. 

Model Testing: Parallel Mediation Analyses 

The final set of analyses explores a parallel mediation model as depicted 
in Figure 1. This model allows for the exploration of the underlying psy-
chological mechanisms that explains the observed relationship between 
interdependent self-construal and preferences for collaborative process 
features. In this case, we explored the process goals of relationship resto-
ration and animosity reduction as mediators. In parallel mediation mod-
els, more than one mediator can be included simultaneously in the model 
allowing us to compare the size and strength of those mechanisms rela-
tive to each other (Hayes & Rockwood, 2020). We ran these analyses us-
ing Hayes (2018) PROCESS 3.2 in SPSS using model 4. This macro pro-
vides a method for examining indirect effects that is more powerful than 
traditional causal steps and minimizes bias from non-normal sampling 
distributions by using bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals. We 
ran the same model for all four of the collaborative process features of 
interest. In these models, interdependent self-construal was entered as 
the predictor (X) variable, the preference for collaborative processes was 
entered as the outcome variable (Y), and relationship restoration (M1) 
and animosity reduction (M2) were entered as the mediators. 

The first mediation model examined preferences for processes that 
provide opportunities for cooperation and is depicted in Figure 4a. The 
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Figure 4 Parallel Mediation: Process Goals Mediating the Relationship Between In-
terdependent Self-Construal and Process Feature Preferences (* p < .05 ; ** p < .01)
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results indicate that interdependent self-construal was related to pref-
erences for cooperative processes through its relationship with the pro-
cess goal of relationship restoration, but not through the process goal of 
animosity reduction. Specifically, the summary test of the statistical sig-
nificance of the indirect pathway linking interdependent self-construal 
to preferences for cooperative processes through the process goal of re-
lationship restoration (ab1 = .10) resulted in a 95% confidence inter-
val over zero (95% CI [.04, .17]). The same was not true for the process 
goal of animosity reduction (ab2 = .03; 95%CI [_.01, .09]). 

Similar results were observed for preferences for the process features 
of compromising on the outcome, having a conversation, and process 
flexibility. Specifically, the indirect pathway through the process goal of 
relationship restoration was significant for compromising on the out-
come (ab1 = .08; 95% CI [.02, .15]; see Figure 4b), having a conversation 
(ab1 = .06; 95% CI [.01, .12]; see Figure 4c), and process flexibility (ab1 
= .08; 95% CI [.005, .17], see Figure 4d), whereas the indirect pathway 
through the process goal of animosity reduction was not significant for 
compromising on the outcome (ab2 = .00; 95% CI [_.07, .08]), having a 
conversation (ab2 = .02; 95% CI [_.03, .09]), or process flexibility (ab2 
= .05; 95% CI [_.02, .14]).   

Discussion 

Summary of Findings 

The purpose of this study was to provide insight into what influences 
people’s preferences for particular dispute resolution processes, with a 
focus on the features common in collaborative processes. Several inter-
esting, impactful findings emerged. First, as hypothesized, increased in-
terdependent self-construal—the extent to which one’s sense of self in-
volves connection to others—was associated with increased preferences 
for processes that involved collaborative process characteristics includ-
ing whether the process provided opportunities for cooperation, com-
promising in the outcome, having a conversation, and process flexibility. 
This effect was moderated by the relational closeness of the conflict par-
ties. When the conflict partner was close (e.g., a sibling), there was no im-
pact of self-construal on preference for the opportunity for cooperation. 
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This was likely attributable to a ceiling effect—a scale attenuation effect 
in which the values of a variable approach the scale’s upper limit. In this 
case, preferences for collaborative process characteristics were high re-
gardless of the amount of interdependent self-construal. However, there 
was an effect when the conflict partner was a stranger. In this situation, 
higher levels of interdependent self-construal were associated with a 
greater interest in opportunities for collaborating. These findings are 
consistent with (and build upon) work by Shestowsky (2016) finding 
that preferences for party control increased when participants valued 
a future relationship with their conflict partner. 

This study also sought to explore the psychological mechanisms that 
account for this effect. Why do individual differences in interdependent 
self-construal influence preferences for collaborative dispute resolution 
process features? To answer this question, we tested a parallel mediation 
model and found that higher levels of interdependent self-construal in-
creased the importance of the process goal of restoring the relationship 
which, in turn, increased preferences for collaborative process charac-
teristics. Although the literature suggests that the process goal of reduc-
ing animosity is associated with higher interdependent self-construal, 
that variable did not mediate the relationship between interdependent 
self-construal and preferences for collaborative process characteristics. 
This is likely because animosity reduction is more closely related to be-
haviors associated with giving in or avoiding conflict.   

Implications 

This study builds upon work by Shestowsky (2016) that focuses on 
specific dispute resolution process features to provide insights into 
process preferences. By focusing on the features, we were able to dis-
entangle specific features that commonly co-occur in dispute resolu-
tion processes. For example, mediation is often associated with col-
laborative process characteristics, as well as self-determination and 
third-party neutral involvement. We found that interdependent self-
construal was associated with increased preferences for collabora-
tive process characteristics such as cooperation, but not with process 
characteristics such as self-determination. We were only able to de-
tect these differences because we focused specifically on process fea-
tures. Continuing work focused on process characteristics, rather than 


