
Supplemental Analyses for “Wise reasoning about the future is associated with adaptive 

interpersonal feelings after relational challenges” 

 

Analyses by wise reasoning subscales (Study 1) 

Participants completed the Situated Wise Reasoning Scale (Brienza et al., 2018). The SWiS scale 

captures five facets: items assessing recognition of limits of one’s knowledge ("Behaved as if 

there may be information to which I did not have access"), the consideration of multiple ways in 

which the situation may unfold ("Looked for different solutions as the situation evolved"); the 

recognition of others’ perspective ("Put myself in the other person's shoes"), the consideration of 

an outsider’s view ("Tried to see the conflict from the point of view of an uninvolved person"), 

and the search for a compromise ("Tried my best to find a way to accommodate both of us"). 

Items were answered on scales from Not at all (1) to Very much (5).  

In addition to analyzing the overall wise reasoning score as presented in the main text, we also 

analyzed the association between individual subscales and outcome variables. Recall that overall 

wise reasoning scores were associated with increased feelings of positivity and closeness after 

the interpersonal conflict had happened, with more process satisfaction, and with finding more 

meaning, but not with more outcome satisfaction. As shown in Table S1 below, the wise 

reasoning facets most consistently linked with these outcomes were intellectual humility, 

recognition of others’ perspectives, and search for compromise. Intellectual humility was the sole 

facet also associated with outcome satisfaction.  

Table S1 

Prospective wise reasoning subscales predicting conflict interaction experience and interpersonal 

outcomes at Time 2 (Study 1). 

  

α 

 

M [95%CI] 

Outcome 

Satisfacti

on 

Process 

Satisfacti

on 

Found 

meaning  

Positivity 

(control T1 

positivity) 

Closeness 

(control T1 

closeness) 

Intellectual Humility .81 3.16  

[3.02; 2.30] 

.15  

p=.041 

.22  

p=.002 

.23 

p=.001 

.25  

p<.001 

.15 

p=.039 

Consider Change .80 3.69 

[3.57;3.81] 

-.004 

p=.956 

.11  

p=.129 

.13 

p=.077 

.09  

p=.223 

.17  

p=.020 

Recognize Other's 

Perspectives 

.83 3.53 

[3.39;3.67] 

.10  

p=.148 

.21  

p=.004 

.28 

p<.001 

.30  

p<.001 

.19  

p=.009 

Search for 

Compromise 

.83 3.75 

[3.62;3.97] 

.09  

p=.226 

.13  

p=.061 

.17 

p=.019 

.19  

p=.010 

.15  

p=.036 

Consider an 

Outsider’s View 

.89 3.05 

[2.89;3.21] 

-.02 

p=.765 

.04  

p=.540 

.07 

p=.351 

.14  

p=.059 

.09  

p=.196 

Note. N = 196. Coefficients presented are Pearson r coefficients.  



Moderation analysis: Conflict Importance (Study 1) 

In Study 1, participants also rated the importance of the anticipated interpersonal conflict 
situation on scales from Not important at all (1) to Extremely Important (5). On average, 
participants reported the events being important to them (M = 3.98 95%CI[3.84;4.12]).  

 
In exploratory analyses, we examined whether perceived conflict importance moderated the 

association between overall wise reasoning and the outcome variables. 
 
Regression analyses (PROCESS, Hayes, 2018; Model 1 with 5000 bootstrapped samples) with 

wise reasoning, conflict importance, and their interaction term as predictor variables, and 
positivity or closeness at Time 2 as outcome variable (controlling positivity and closeness at 

Time 1, respectively) did not show any significant interaction terms (see effects below).  
 
Outcome variable:  Positive feelings (T2), controlling positive feelings (T1) 

Predictor variables:  Wise Reasoning B = 0.50 95%CI[0.14;0.86], t = 2.74, p = .007 
Conflict Importance  B = 0.27 95%CI[-0.003;0.54], t = 1.95, p = .053 
Interaction term  B = 0.11 95%CI[-0.18;0.40], t = 0.74, p = .461 

 
Outcome variable:  Closeness to person (T2), controlling closeness (T1) 

Predictor variables:  Wise Reasoning B = 0.36 95%CI[0.03;0.68], t = 2.15, p = .033 
Conflict Importance  B = 0.20 95%CI[-0.05;0.45], t = 1.60, p = .111 
Interaction term  B = 0.14 95%CI[-0.12;0.41], t = 1.08, p = .282 

 
 

Regression analyses (PROCESS, Hayes, 2018; Model 1 with 5000 bootstrapped samples) with 

wise reasoning, importance, and their interaction term as predictor variables, outcome 
satisfaction, process satisfaction, and meaning made did not show any significant interaction 

terms (see output below). 
 

Outcome variable:  Meaning made from conflict (T2) 
Predictor variables:  Wise Reasoning B = 0.41 95%CI[0.03;0.14], t = 3.01, p = .003 

Conflict Importance  B = 0.05 95%CI[-0.16;0.25], t = 0.45, p = .651 
Interaction term  B = 0.11 95%CI[-0.11;0.33], t = 0.98, p = .328 

 
Outcome variable:  Process Satisfaction (T2) 
Predictor variables:  Wise Reasoning B = 0.49 95%CI[0.08;0.90], t = 2.34, p = .020 

Conflict Importance  B = 0.03 95%CI[-0.28;0.34], t = 0.20, p = .846 
Interaction term  B = 0.02 95%CI[-0.32;0.35], t = 0.10, p = .922 

 

Outcome variable:  Outcome Satisfaction (T2) 
Predictor variables:  Wise Reasoning B = 0.23 95%CI[-0.20;0.66], t = 1.05, p = .293 

Conflict Importance  B = -0.03 95%CI[-0.36;0.29], t = -0.21, p = .834 
Interaction term  B = -0.03 95%CI[-0.38;0.32], t = 0.19, p = .848 

 

  



Analyses by wise reasoning subscales (Study 1) 

Participants completed the Situated Wise Reasoning Scale (Brienza et al., 2018). The SWiS scale 

captures five facets: items assessing recognition of limits of one’s knowledge ("Behaved as if 

there may be information to which I did not have access"), the consideration of multiple ways in 

which the situation may unfold ("Looked for different solutions as the situation evolved"); the 

recognition of others’ perspective ("Put myself in the other person's shoes"), the consideration of 

an outsider’s view ("Tried to see the conflict from the point of view of an uninvolved person"), 

and the search for a compromise ("Tried my best to find a way to accommodate both of us"). 

Items were answered on scales from Not at all (1) to Very much (5).  

In addition to analyzing the overall wise reasoning score as presented in the main text, we also 

analyzed the association between individual subscales and outcome variables. Recall that overall 

wise reasoning scores were associated with increased feelings of positivity and closeness after 

the interpersonal conflict had happened, with more process satisfaction, and with finding more 

meaning, but not with more outcome satisfaction. As shown in Table S2 below, the wise 

reasoning facets most consistently linked with these outcomes were recognition of others’ 

perspectives, and search for compromise. Intellectual humility was the sole facet also marginally 

associated with outcome satisfaction and process satisfaction.  

Table S2 

Prospective wise reasoning subscales predicting conflict interaction experience and interpersonal 

outcomes at Time 2 (Study 2). 

  
α 

 
M [95%CI] 

Outcome 
Satisfacti

on 

Process 
Satisfacti

on 

Perceived 
process 
fairness 

Found 
meani

ng  

Positivity 
(control 

T1 
positivity) 

Closeness 
(control T1 
closeness) 

Intellectual 

Humility 

.84 3.21 

[3.08;3.34] 

.13 

p=.054 
 

.12 

p=.079 

.25 

p<.001 

.18 

p=.006 

.01 

p=.883 

.08 

p=.258 

Consider Change .76 3.76 

[3.65;3.87] 

.06 

p=.341 
 

.03 

p=.692 

.16 

p=.016 

.24 

p<.001 

.10 

p=.148 

.09 

p=.195 

Recognize Other's 

Perspectives 

.87 3.58 

[3.45;3.71] 

.10 

p=.142 
 

.06 

p=.413 

.25 

p<.001 

.24 

p<.001 

.16 

p=.014 

.15 

p=.024 

Search for 
Compromise 

.85 3.84 
[3.73;3.95] 

.04 
p=.601 
 

-.02 
p=.726 

.122 
p=.001 

.21 
p=.001 

.22 
p=.001 

.17 
p=.012 

Consider an 
Outsider’s View 

.92 3.19 
[3.04;3.34] 

-.05 
p=.485 

 

-.09 
p=.200 

.05 
p=.460 

.07 
p=.333 

-.02 
p=.797 

.08 
p=.224 

Note. N = 234. Coefficients presented are Pearson r coefficients. 

 



Means by construal condition (Study 2) 

In Study 2, participants completed a thought exercise intended to induce either abstract or 
concrete mindsets (Freitas, Gollwitzer & Trope, 2004),  Participants in the abstract construal 
mindset condition were asked “why” they would maintain a goal (health improvement), and 

participants in the concrete construal mindset condition were asked “how” they would maintain 
this goal. This manipulation was unsuccessful in that it did not significantly affect wise 

reasoning. The analyses in the main text therefore collapse across conditions. Below we report 
means (with 95% confidence intervals in brackets) for all outcome variables by condition and 
report the corresponding test of mean differences by condition.  

 

Construal condition showed an effect on only one variables: participants assigned to the abstract 

construal condition at Time 1 reported more meaning found in the conflict situation at Time 2 
than participants who had been assigned to the concrete construal condition at Time 1.  
 

Table S3  
Descriptive statistics by Construal Level Condition 

  Concrete 

Construal 
Condition 

Abstract 

Construal 
Condition 

Difference test 

t, p 

T1 Prospective Wise Reasoning 3.42[3.27;3.57] 3.62[3.48;3.75] 1.90, .059† 
 Positivity  3.73[3.38;4.08] 3.97[3.60;4.35] 0.94, .351 

 Closeness  4.13[3.75;4.51] 4.42[4.03;4.81] 1.05, .294 
     

T2 Outcome satisfaction 4.10[3.71;4.48] 4.56[4.15;4.97] 1.62, .108 
 Process satisfaction 3.86[3.47;4.25] 4.27[3.86;4.67] 1.42, .158 
 Perceived process fairness 2.88[2.66;3.10] 3.12[2.88;3.36] 1.43, .155 

 Found meaning  4.44[4.18;4.70] 5.08[4.83;5.32] 3.47, .001* 
 Positivity  4.17[3.77;4.56] 4.61[4.21;5.01] 1.55, .122 

 Closeness  3.98[3.58;4.39] 4.38[3.99;4.77] 1.39, .167 
 Retrospective Wise Reasoning 3.37 [3.23;3.51] 3.48 [3.34;3.62] 0.99, .321 

Note. Values presented are M and 95% Confidence Interval [LL;UL]. T1 = Time 1; T2 = Time 2 
Wise reasoning and perceived process fairness measured on 5-point scales, all other variables 

measured on 7-point scales.  

  



Analyses controlling for construal condition (Study 2) 

 

In exploratory condition we also conducted all analyses reported in the main text while 
controlling for construal condition (coded as 0 = concrete mindset, 1 = abstract mindset). All 

results held: wise reasoning remained associated with increases in positivity and closeness, with 
more perceived process fairness, and with more meaning found when controlling for the 
construal condition participants had been assigned to at Time 1 of the study. The indirect effect 

also held: effect were in the same direction and of the same significance level when controlling 
for construal condition.  

 

Table S4 

Regression coefficients for regressions while controlling for condition (Study 2) 

 

 Predictor  Outcome B 95%CI[LL;UL] 

 Wise Reasoning Positivity  0.43 [0.11;0.75]* 

 Wise Reasoning Closeness  0.26 [-0.03;0.54]† 
 Wise Reasoning Perceived Process Fairness 0.35 [0.14;0.56]* 

 Wise Reasoning 
 

Meaning Found 0.36 [0.14;0.58]* 

 Indirect Effect of Wise Reasoning 

via Perceived Process Fairness  

Positivity 0.16 [0.01;0.33]* 

 Indirect Effect of Wise Reasoning 

via Perceived Process Fairness 

Closeness 0.17 [-0.03;0.39] 

 Indirect Effect of Wise Reasoning 
via Meaning Found 

Positivity  0.17 [0.001;0.36]* 

 Indirect Effect of Wise Reasoning 
via Meaning Found 

Closeness  0.13 [0.01;0.26]* 

    

Note. * p < .05 † p < .09 All analyses are based on only participants who reported actually 
experiencing the conflict interaction. Positivity = Positivity towards person involved in conflict 
situation at Time 2, controlling for positivity towards that person at Time 1.  Closeness = 

Closeness with person involved in conflict situation at Time 2, controlling for closeness with that 
person at Time 1.   

 

 

 



Cross-lagged structural equation models in AMOS (Study 1) 

We cross-validated the results obtained in regression analyses via cross-lagged structural equation models in AMOS. In these analyses 

we control for the second measurement of wise reasoning about the conflict situation assessed at Time 2. Coefficients presented in the 

figure are standardized coefficients.  

 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at Time 1 

on feeling positive about the person involved in 

the conflict situation at Time 2 was significant 

when controlling for feelings at Time 1 and wise 

reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.23, B = 0.61 

[0.29;.0.93], p < .001. 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at Time 1 

on feeling close to the person involved in the 

conflict situation at Time 2 was significant when 

controlling for closeness at Time 1 and wise 

reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.15, B = 0.42 

[0.11;0.72], p = .006. 



 

 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at 

Time 1 on feeling satisfied with the way the 

interaction unfolded at Time 2 was 

significant when controlling for wise 

reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.19, B = 0.50, 

SE = 0.19, p = .008. 

 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at 

Time 1 on finding meaning in the interaction 

at Time 2 was significant when controlling 

for wise reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.24, B 

= 0.40, SE = 0.12, p < .001. 

 



Cross-lagged structural equation models in AMOS (Study 2) 

We cross-validated the results obtained in regression analyses via cross-lagged structural equation models in AMOS. In these analyses 

we control for the second measurement of wise reasoning about the conflict situation assessed at Time 2. Coefficients presented in the 

figure are standardized coefficients.  

 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at Time 1 

on feeling positive about the person involved in 

the conflict situation at Time 2 was significant 

when controlling for feelings at Time 1 and wise 

reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.16, B = 0.45 

[0.15;0.75], p = .004. 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at Time 1 

on feeling close to the person involved in the 

conflict situation at Time 2 was significant when 

controlling for closeness at Time 1 and wise 

reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.11, B = 0.29 

[0.01;0.57], p = .041. 



 

 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at 

Time 1 on perceived fairness of the 

interaction at Time 2 was significant when 

controlling for wise reasoning at Time 2, 

beta = 0.20, B = 0.29, SE = 0.10, p = .003. 

 

The effect of wise reasoning assessed at 

Time 1 on finding meaning in the interaction 

at Time 2 was significant when controlling 

for wise reasoning at Time 2, beta = 0.24, B 

= 0.41, SE = 0.11, p < .001. 

 

Note.  

“Procedural Justice” = scale assessing Perceived 

Process Fairness  

 


