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Abstract

FORGIVENESS, INDIVIDUALISM, AND COLLECTIVISM
By Joshua N. Hook, B. S.

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of
Science at Virginia Commonwealth University

Virginia Commonwealth Univérsity, 2007

Major Director: Shawn O. Utsey, Ph. D., Associate Professor, Department of Psychology

Although the scientific study of forgiveness has flourished in recent years, thé study of
the effects of culture on forgiveness has been minimal. The present thesis reviews the
literature examining the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness. In
Study 1, four scales are created that are hypothesized to relate to the study of culture and
forgiveness. Evidence for the reliability and validity of these scaies are presented. In.
Study 2, the effects of individualism and collectivism are empirically tested.
Collectivistic forgivers understand forgiveness within the context of reconciliation, social
harmony, and relational repair. Collectivistic forgiveness priniariiy involves a decision to
forgive, but this decision often does not result in the reduction of negative emotions

associated with unforgiveness.



Chapter 1

A Introduction

The scientific study of forgiveness has intensified in recent years (for edited
collections and reviews, see Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000; Enright & North, 1_998;
McCullough, Pargament, & Thoresen, 2000; Worthington, 1998a; Worthington, 2005a).
Many advances have been made to understand the definition of forgiveness, the
measurement of forgiveness, the relationship between forgiveness and religion, the costs
and benefits of forgiveness, and the‘bést ways to promote forgiveness (W orthington,
2005b). |

Although thefe have been signiﬁcant developmenfs in many areas of forgiveness
research, one area of forgiveness research that has not been examined in detail is the
relationship between culture and forgiveness. In a recent review of the literature, Sandage
and Wiiliamson (2005) admit that there is not a “well-developed coherent body of
research on forgiveness and culture” (p. 46). Indeed this lack of interest of culture does
not-seem to be limited to the study of forgiveness; it has affected most areas of positive
psychology (Lobez etal, 2005). This avoidance of the study of culture in research oh
forgiveness is unfortunate, especially giv¢n the recent encouragement from the American
| Psychological Association (APA) for psychologists to becomé more competent in
understanding the specific cultural contexts that affect individual’s behévior (APA,
2003). | |

A further problem in the research of culture and forgiveness is that the existing

research on the relationship between culture and forgiveness has generally been non-

1



2
systematic and has not build upon a broad theoretical base. I work toward correcting this

-preblem by conceptualizing cultural differences in forgiveness within the broad
theoretical framework of individualism and collectivism (Oyserman, Cdon, &

- Kemmelmeier, 2002; Triandis, 1995). Individualism and collectivism has been the most
widely used model of organizing cultural 4differences. In this thesis, I review the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness in Chapter 2. In Chapters 3 and 4, I report
two studies that together examine the effects of individualism and collectivism on
forgiveness. Specifically, in Chapter 3, I create and validate four new measureé of
forgiveness that are expected to relate to individualism and collectivism. In Chapter 4, 1
examine the effects of individualism and collectivism on dispositional and state
forgiveness, specific mechanismé by which individualism and collectivism affect
for'gi‘veness, aﬁd the contextual‘understarmding of forgiveness. In Chaptér 51 provid¢ a

general discussion of the two studies in the context of the extant literature.



Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
The Effects of Individualism and Collectivism on Forgiveness: A Qualitative Review of
the Literature

Forgiveness as a scientific study has intensified in recent years. Once |
conceptualized in purely religious terms, over the last 20 years psychologists have
developed a more intensive interest in the scientific study of forgiveness (for edited -
collections and reviews, see Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000; Enright & .North, 1998;
McCullough, Pargament, & Thoresen, 2000; Worthington, 1998a; Worthingfon, 2005a).
The definitions and measurement of forgiveness have grown more p‘re\cbiyse; the predictors,
benefits, and limitations of forgiveness have been examined; the role of forgiveness in
therapy hss been discussed; and interveﬁtions to promote forgiveness have been
developed, implemented, and studied empirically. This is indeed an exciting time for
forgiveness research.

.Although many areas of forgiveness have been explored in depth, the study of the
effects of culture on forgiveness has been minimal (Sandage, Hill, & Vang, 2003). Tﬁis is
not a problem unique to the study of forgiveness, but seems to be one that plagues many
of the areas of study in positive psychology (Lopez et al., 2005). Because all individuals
exist in a cultural context, psychologists are encouraged to explore the meaning of these
contexts on one’s behavior (American Psychological Association [APA], 2003)._

Psychologists understand that people with different cultural worldviews may understand



and practice forgiveness differently. I posit that one’s cultural background is very
influential inkdetermining how one will understand and practice forgiveness.

The extant research on the effects of culture and forgiveness has generally not
been theoretically guided. In their brief review of the existing empirical and theoretical
literature on cultiire and forgiveness, Sandage and Williamson (2005) édmit that the
current body of research on forgiveness and cuiture is not well-developed. Thus, in the
present review, I theorize that the cultural dimensions of individualism and collectivism
are a way to orgaiiize énd discuss the literature of the effects of culture on forgiveness.

- After discussing the method of my review, I define forgiveness, culture, individualism,
and collectivism. Then I provide some theoretical bases for the effects of individualism
and collectivism on forgiveness. After providing a theoretical base, I review the existingi
literature examining the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness. I
conclude by discussing the meaning of the findings and providing a research agenda for
the study of the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness.

Method of the Review

I reviewed all journal articles addressing the effects of individualism and
collectivism on forgiveness. On November 15, 2005, I searched PsychINFO
(Psychological Abstracts) pairing the key words culture, cultural, individualism,
individualisﬁc, collectivism, collectivistic, and self-construal with forgiveness, forgive,
forgiven, and forgivingness. I found 12 articles, 2 book chapters, aind 3 dissertations that
addressed the effects of individuailism and collectivism on forgiveness. I then reviewed

 the discussion and reference sections of the 17 articles, chapters, and dissertations. I
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found 9 additional articles that addressed the effects of individualism and collectivism on

forgiveness. On November 15, 2005, I searched for articles in Social Scienées Citation
Index (SSCI). By searching for articles that had cited my main articles, I found 2
. additional article; that addressed the effects of individualism and collectivism on

forgiveness. On November 16, 2005, I searched the Dissertation Abstracts International
. database pairing the same keywords as the PsychINFO search. I found no additional
diséertations addressing the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness.
Finally, I looked at the tables of contents from the last three years (January 2002-
November 2005) of the four journals that contained the most articles addressing the
effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness (Journal of C'dhﬂict Resolution, -
Intemational Journal of Psychology, Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, Counseling
Psychologist). 1 found no additional arﬁ§13s addressing the effects of individualism and
collectivism on forgiveness.

I found a total of 28 articles and dissertations that addressed the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness. These studies can be divided into three
groups. Two studies presented a theoretical framework of the effects of individualisrh and
collectivism on forgiveness and suggested hypothesized differences. Thirteen studies
described forgiveness in a collectivistic culture. These studies approached the disg:uSsion
of forgiveness from two perspectives. Some studies discussed the unique aspects of
forgiveness in a particular collectivistic culture,}\.avhereas other studies tried to see
whether a theory of forgiveness proposed in the United States generalized to a

collectivistic culture outside the Uﬁited States. Thirteen studies compared individualistic
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and collectivistic forgiveness, generally in two ways. Some studies compared participants

from an individualistic culture with participants from a collectivistic culture and studied
differences in forgiveness, whereas other studies directly measured individualism and
colle@tiv’ism and their effects on forgiveness. The articles considered in the present
review are listed in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

Deﬁning the Main Constructs
Forgiveness

Consistent definitions are important becausé they allow scientists to ensure that
they are discussiﬁg the same construct (e.g., forgiveness) when they use the same
language (e.g., “forgiveness™) (McCullough et al., 2000). Reachiﬁg é. éénsensus on one
definition of forgiveness, however, has historically been difficult.

Although psychologists have disagreed about what it meaﬁs to forgive, the field
appears to be reaching a near consensus (Worthington, 2005b). For example, most
psychologists agree on what forgiveness is not. Forgiveness is usually thought to be
distinct from pardoning, condoning, excusing, justifying, and forgetting (Enright &
Fitzgibbons, 2000). Fofgiveness is also usually thought to be distinct from reconcilia;tion
(Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2000; Worthington & Drinkard, 2000).

Also, definitions of forgiveness that appear to contradict one another may be
resolved by accepting that there are several different types of forgiveness (Worthington,
2005b). For example, forgiveness can be viewed as an intrapsychic phenomenon, a
change that occurs within a person, or an interpersonal phenomenon, a change that occﬁrs

within an interpersonal dyad. Forgiveness can be viewed as something that occurs only



Table 1

‘Theoretical Framework ofthe Effects of Individualism and Collectivism on Forgiveness

Study Factor v Theoretical Difference

Sandage & Wiens (2001) View of self I-Independent, Self-reflexive; C-Interdependent, Social, Relational
View of relationships I-Exchange/Contractual; C-Communal/Covenantal
Primary face concern I-Self-face; C-Other-face and Self-face
Self-forgiveness I-Vital; C-Implausible
Forms of forgiveness I-Personal insights & skills, Professional techniques; C-Communal narratives, Rituals,

, Symbols '
Sandage & Williamson View of self I-Independent, Self-reflexive; C-Interdependent, Socially embedded
| (2005) View of relationships I-Exchange/Contractual; C-Communal/Covenantal

Primary face concern I-Self-face; C-Other-face and Self-face
Forgiveness and reconciliation | I-Sharply distinct; C-Closely related
Value of self-forgiveness I-High; C-Low
Central goal of forgiveness I-Personal well-being; C-Social well-being
Primary tools for forgiveness I-Professional psychotherapy, Self-help resources, and Individual coping skills; C-

Communal mediators/healers, Narratives, Rituals, and Symbols

Note. 1 = Individualistic worldview; C = collectivistic worldview.




Table 2

Descnptzon of Forgzveness in a Collectivistic Culture

Measurement

Study Type Participants General Findings
Callister& Wall' | D 47 Japanese CS; 85 | Recall last dispute; Record steps | Forgiveness, Apology, Empathy used in Japanese med1auon
(1997) Japanese mediators ,
Fu, Watkins, & 1D 27 Chinese scholars; | Semistructured interviews; Chinese forgive because of social circumstances (save face,
Hui (2004) " | 144 Chinese CS; 761 | Mullet et al’s. (1998) preserve harmony).
Chinese CS & forgiveness questionnaire; Religious beliefs have little influence on forgiveness.
teachers Chinese-Mullet forgiveness Forgiveness positively correlated with relationship
questionnaire; Rosenberg self- orientation, harmony, and face.
esteem scale; CPAI-2 (Face, Forgiveness not correlated with self-esteem.
' Relationship, Harmony, ‘
Anxiety)
Huang & Enright | A 60 Taiwanese adults | Objective scale of forgiveness Cross-cultural support for Enright et al.’s (1989)
(2000) .(Enright et al., 1980); Anger developmental theory of forgiveness.
expression scale (Johnson et al., | No difference between Level 4 and Level 6 forgivers on
1980); Felt and masking smiles; | anger expression scale.
Casting down the eyes; Blood Level 4 forgivers had more res1dual anger than Level 6
pressure forgivers as measured by increased masking smiles, casting
down of eyes, and blood pressure.
Hui & Ho (2004) | A 121 Chinese HSS Psychoeducational forgiveness Forgiveness can be taught in a collectivistic culture.
intervention; Self-esteem scale Participants showed a moderately high level of forgiving
(Rosenberg, 1965); Children’s (comparison of experimental and control group not
hope scale (Snyder et al., 1997); | compared)
Conceptual forgiveness Program did not affect self-esteem or hope.
questions (Kanz, 2000); Enright | Program did increase the understanding of forgiveness.
forgiveness inventory (Enright, :
1994); Program evaluation
questionnaire '
Kim, etal. (1993) | D 190 South Korean Recall last dispute; Record steps | Forgiveness, Apology, Empathy used in South Korean
mediators . mediation.
Park (1999) A 394U.S.; 326 Enright Forgiveness Inventory EFI reliable and valid in Korea, Taiwan.
' Korean; 339 (Enright, 1994) Some differences found.
Taiwanese CS and
parents
Park & Enright A 30 Korean junior Understanding forgiveness Cross-cultural support for Enright et al.’s (1989)




(1997) high students and 30 | interview; Restoring friendship | developmental theory of forgiveness.
’ : Korean CS scale; Degree of forgiveness Age was positively correlated with one’s understandmg of
scale forgiveness.
Undelstandmg of forgiveness was positively correlated with
' , degree of forgiveness and reconciliation.
Rique (2000) 200 Brazilian CS Brazilian-Portuguese version of | Evidence for the reliability and validity of the Brazilian- -
and their same-sex Enright Forgiveness Inventory Portuguese version of the EFI.
parents (Enright, 1994)
Sandage, Hill, & Hmong culture; Case | Describe culture; Describe case | Forgiveness is described in Hmong culture.
Vang (2003) study-couple - study Differences in benefits of forgiveness, understanding of
forgiveness, face, social harmony, family systems, and third-
: v party mediation. .
Sigmund (1999) Hawaiian culture Describe Ho’o Ponopono: Ho’o Ponopono involves a 5-step process including
traditional reconciliation practice | meditation/prayer, visualization, forgiveness, dlscusswn, and
) restitution.
Temoshok & 52 Indians living Interviews included a special Family members find it difficult to forgive PLWHA.
Chandra (2000) with HIV/AIDS focus on forgiveness PLWHA are often unable to forgive family members.
More blamed God or family than sexual partner.
‘Women were unforgiving of situations; Men were
unforgiving of the self.
Wall & Blum 100 mediators in Recall last dispute; Record steps | Forgiveness, Apology, Empathy used in Chinese mediation.
(1991) PRC
| Wall & Callister 179 Malaysian Recall last dispute; Record steps | Forgiveness, Apology used in Malaysian mediation.
(1999) mediators :
Watkins & Regmi 218 Nepalese CS NEO-Five factor inventory Correlations between the forgiveness scale and the five NEO-
(2004) * ‘ (Costa & McCrae, 1998); FFI scales were all statistically nonsignificant.
Modified forgiveness Did not support McCullough et al.’s (2001) findings that
questionnaire (Mullet et al., linked forgiveness with agreeableness and emotional
1998) stability.

Forgiveness in Nepal may not be related to individualistic
personality variables.

Note. D = Describes unique aspects of forgiveness in collectivistic culture; A = Applies individualistic theory of forgiveness to collectivistic culture; CS
= College students; HSS = High school students; PLWHA = people living with HIV/AIDS




Table 3

‘Comparing Individualistic and Collectivistic Forgiveness

Taiwanese CS and their

Study Type Participants Measurement General Findings '.
Azar & Mullet C | 240 Lebanese adults; 474 Mullet et al.’s (1998) Overall propensity to forgive-Lebanese = Frenc
(2002) French adults forgiveness questionnaire Two forgiveness items-Lebanese > French
Callister & Wall | C 111 Thai mediators; 111 Recall last dispute; Record steps | Request forgiveness-Thai > U.S.
(2004) U.S. mediators Call for apologies-Thai > U.S.
Fukuno & C 193 American CS; 186 Scenarios-different accounts; Forgiveness-No difference based on account
Ohbuchi (1998) Japanese CS Emotional alleviation; Justification-Americans > Japanese
Impression improvement; Apology-Americans = Japanese
Forgiveness
Kadiangandu, C 322 Congolese adults; 474 | Mullet et al.’s (1998) Propensity to forgive-Congolese > French
Mullet, & French adults forgiveness questionnaire Gender differences in forgiveness greater in France
Vinsonneau ‘ than Congo . ,
(2001) Religious differences in forgiveness greater in France
than Congo
Leung, ét al. C 116 Japanese CS; 59 Dispute; Participants ranked how | Harmony-enhancing-Collectivistic cultures >
(1992) Spanish CS; Comparison to | likely they were to use 8 conflict | Individualistic cultures
previous study (Leung et al., | resolution strategies Confrontational-Collectivistic cultures < Individualistic
1990) examining cultures
participants from Canada &
the Netherlands
Neto & Mullet M 192 Portuguese CS Forgivingness questionnaire Propensity to forgive with Independence-r =-.15
(2004) (Mullet et al., 2003); Self- Propensity to forgive with Interdependence-r = .23
_ construal scale (Singelis, 1994) | Enduring resentment with Independence-r = .24
. : : | Enduring resentment with Interdependence-r = -.05
Ohbuchi & C 98 U.S. CS; 94 Japanese CS | Recall conflict; Record strategies | Direct bilateral-U.S. > Japanese
Takahashi (1994) used to resolve conflict and Indirect bilateral, Avoidance-Japanese > U.S.
outcomes Covert conflicts-Japanese > U.S.
Large difference between Japanese desired and
. executed strategies
Park, Lee, & C. 237 U.S. CS; 287 Korean Credibility of apology; Intention | Credibility of apology-Koreans > U.S.
Song (2005) CS to use apology; Normality of Intention to use apology-Koreans > U.S.
' apology Normality of apology-Koreans > U.S.
-| Park (1999) C 394 U.S.; 326 Korean; 339 - | Enright Forgiveness Inventory Forgiveness-U.S. > Korea, Taiwan

(Enright, 1994)




same sex parents

Rique (2000) C 200 Brazilian CS and their | Brazilian-Portuguese version of | Forgiveness- Differences between Brazilians and
same-sex parents Enright Forgiveness Inventory Americans not found.
(Enright, 1994) .
So (2004) M 229US.CS Forgiveness scale (Rye, 2001); Forgiveness with Individualism-r =-.10
Individualism/Collectivism scale | Forgiveness with Collectivism-r = .16
(Triandis et al., 1986)
Sugimoto (1997) | C 200 U.S. CS; 181 Japanese | Scenario requiring apology; Request for forgiveness-Japanese > U.S.
Cs Participants wrote what the Apology-Japanese > U.S.
offender’s response would be :
Takaku (2000) C 52 U.S. CS; 52 Japanese CS | Conflict scenario; Apology-Japanese > U.S. -
: Appropriateness of account Justification-U.S. > Japanese
Takaku, Weiner, | C | 102 U.S. CS; 77 Japanese Conflict scenario; Cognitions Justice motive-U.S. > Japanese
& Ohbuchi Cs : (locus, controllability, stability); | Relationship motive-Japanese > U.S.
(2001) : Emotions (positive, negative); Path models of forgiveness different. Controllablhty is
Behavior (forgiveness) more important for U.S. whereas stability is more
: ‘ important for Japanese.
Wall & Blum C 100 mediators in PRC Recall last dispute; Record steps | Mediation is' more common in PRC than in U.S.
(1991)

Note. C = Compares individuals from an individualistic culture with individuals from a collectivistic culture; M = Measures individualism and
collectivism and its effects on forgiveness; CS = College students; PRC = People’s Republic of China.

11
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between two people (Enright, Freedman, & Rique, 1998), or it may include the

forgiveness of self (Tagney, Boone, & Dearing, 2005) and even the forgiveness of
uncontrollable situations (Thompson et al., 2005).

Furthermore, the differences in definitions of forgiveness are not usually due to
outright disagreements améng psychologists on the nature of forgiveness. Rather,
psychologists usually choose to focus on a particular aspect of forgiveness. Worthington
(2005b) explains that the majority of psychologists agree thgt forgiveness involves a
proSocial transformation of cognition, emotion, motivation, and behavior. Psychologists’
simply focus on one or two aspects. For example, McCullough, Fincham, and Tsang
(2003) focus on motivation, and define forgiveness as the set o‘f rﬁoti\;a;ional changes

‘where a person becomes decreasingly motivated toward revenge and avoidance, and
incfeasingly motivated by conciliation toward the offender. Worthington and Scherer
(2004), on the other hand, define forgiveness as an emotion-focused coping strategy and
view forgiveness within an individual and involving emotional ekperiences. Enright et
al.’s (1998) definition incorporates affect, cognition, and behavior. They define
forgiveness asa willingnéss to abandon resentment, negative judgment, and indifferent
behavior towar&.the offender, while at the same time acting with compassion, generosity,
and even love toward fhe offender.

My view of forgiveness most closely aligns with Worthington’s (2005b) model of
forgiveness as involving both a decisional and emotional process. In decisional
forgiveness, a person makes a behavioral intention statement to reduce or eliminate

negative behavior toward the offender, and to restore positive behavior toward the
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 offender if the relationship will continue. Emotional forgiveness is more of an ongoing

‘process and involves the reduction of negative emotions such as anger toward the
offender and the restoration of positive emotions such as compassion and love toward the
offender. This definition of forgiveness parallels the forgiveness models of Enright
(Enright & Coyle, 1998) and Worthington (1998b), both of which involve a decision
(Enright & Coyle, 1998) or commitment (Worthington, 1998b) to forgive followed by a
work phase (Enright & Coyle, | 1998) or maintenance phase (Worthington, 1998b). | -

Forgiifeness ’occurs, according to most researchers, at the intrapersonal level.
However, forgiveness is cléaljly contextualized within interpersonal and societal
environmenté. Namely, usually a transgression occurs within é tv;'o-rﬂe;nber dyad.
Whether one will forgive, depends on the way the transgression is construed in dyadic
and cultural/societal context. | |

For example, consider the dyadic context. Forgiveness or lack of forgiveness
depends on how the parties in the dyad act subsequently. Whether the “victim” (and

- typically, both parties consider themselves victims to some extent) will experience

decisional or emotional forgiveness (that leads to merely reduction in negative

experiences or reduction of negative experiences and replacement to the level of net
positive gain) can depend on the sequence of interactions. A victim’s requests for
explanations (called reprpaches) for the reason for the offender’s éctions-which can be
harsh demands or pleading-can be met with various accounts (i.e., denials, justifications,
excuses, and concessions; Schonbach, 1990). The various accounts can be in turn met

with continued blame, continued reproaches, responses like retaliation or revenge,
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responses like avoidance, or more benevolent responses that foster reconciliation or

conciliation. The victim might or rﬁight not privately grant forgiveness and might or
might not communicate that he or she has forgiven, producing a 2 x 2 set of possibilities.
Baﬁmeister, Exline, and Sommer (1998) called no granting and no communicating, no
forgiveness. They called granting but not communicating forgiveness, silent forgiveness.
They called communicating but not privately granting forgiveness, hollow forgiveness. If
both granting and communicating forgiveness occurred, this was considered total
forgiveness. Even after the victim offers forgiveness, though, the offender might or might
not accept it, or might accept it without gratitude or with sarcasm or grudgingly. Each of
these rﬂoves within the dyadic interaction (a) affects the experience of forgiveness and
(b) (importantly for the present review) is conditioned by society and cultural

} ¢xpectations. |

The societal interactions around forgiving are similarly complex. Dyads are

contextualized within families, work groups, leisure and civic groups, churches,
communities, states, and nations. Observers usually watch the interactions around
forgiving and the person’s (victim’s and offender’s) behavior. Observers’ eXpectatiohs
are culturally determined as well as determined by the group dynamics at the level of
smaller groups and the personal experiences with offenses by each observer. The
complex interactions among personal beliefs of people involved, relationship networks,
and cultural web of worldviews creates an environment in which participants who might
experience a transgression are imbedded and which shape their actions.

Culture
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Although culture has been defined in many ways, there is agreement that culture

consists of shared elements that provide the standard for percéiving, believing,
evalﬁating, communicating, and acting (Triandis, 1996). This definition is important
because it moves beyond defining culture simply in terms of race or ethnicity. Race and
ethnicity may influence culture, but this definition of cuiture fOCuses‘ on the shared
elements that influence people’s beliefs, thoughts, and behavior. A pattern of shared
attitudes, beliefs, categorizations, self-definitions, norms, role definitions, and values that
is organized around a particular theme is called a cultural syndrome ‘(l"lriandis, 1996).
Two such cultural syndromes that are important to the present review are individualism
and collectivism. |
Individualism and Colleétivism

Cultural research that contrasts sbcieties and individuals based on differences in
individualism and collectivism can be traced back to the work of Geert Hofstede (1980).
Hofstede ranked 39 nations on their level of individualism (which he conceptualized to
be the opposite of collectivisms. Hofstede’s work was important because he organized
cultui‘al differences in overarching patterns that could be easily understood, studied, énd
replicated by other psychologists. Since 1980, research on individualism and collectivism
and“ its effects on various psychological processes have been extensive (for reviews, see
Mgrkus .& Kitayama, 1991; Oysefman et al., 2002; Triandis, 1995).

The terminology used to describe individualism and collectivism takes several
different forms. Individualism and collectivism may be uged to describe an individualistic

or collectivistic worldview at either the individual or societal level. Markus and Kitayama
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(1991) introduced the terms independent and interdependent self-construal to describe

| v',indivi_dualism and collectivism at the individual level. Likewise, Triandis (1995) used the
terms idiocentrism and allocentrism to describe individualism and collectivism at the
individual level. Individualism and collectivism at the individual level, independent and
interdependent self-construal, and idiocentrism and ailocentrism are essentially
equivalent in meaning, and in the present review the terms will be used in the form they
appeared in the original study.

The basic tenet of indiv_idualism is that individuals are independent from one
another, whereas the basic tenet of collectivism is that grohps bin_d and mutually obligate
individuals (Oyserman et al., 2002). Trianids (1995) defines individualism and
collectivism using four major characteristics. First, individualists are loosely linked to -
one ‘another and see themselves as indebendent from the groups or collectives in which
they are members, whereas collectivists are closely linked to one another and see
themselves as connected with the groups or collectives in which they are members. This
characteristic of individualism and collectivism is often defined as the independent versus
interdependent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Second, individualiste are |
primarily motivated by their own preferences, needs, rights, or contracts they have made
with others. Collectivists, on the other hand, are primarily motivated by the social norms
of collectives and the duties these collectives require of them. Third, individualists place
more irnportanee on personal goals than the goals of one’s group or collective, whereas
collectivists place more importance on the goals of one’s group or collective than

personal goals. Fourth, individualists view relationships as contractual, and often analyze
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the costs and benefits of associating with others. Collectivists, on the other hand, place

‘more importance on the relationships themselves and will often stick with a felationship
even when the costs outweigh the beneﬁts. The main characteristics Vof individualism and
collectivism are summarized m Table 4.

- As scientists have moved toward a more precise definition of individualism and
collectivism, one issue that has yet to be resolw)ed is the relationship between the |
constructs of individualism and colleqtivism. Psychologists have historically
conceptualized individualism and collectivism as opposite ends of a continuﬁm (e.g.,
Hofstede, 1980; Hui, 1988). Following this line of thinking an individual who is high in
individualism would also be low in collectivism, and vice versa. In recent years,
however, psychologists have begun to conceptuélize individualism and collectivism as
orthogonal constnicts that are related but distinct (Oyserman et al., 2002). Following tlﬁs
line of thinking an individual who is high in individualism may or may not be low in
collectivism.

The measurement of individualism and collectivism has generally taken three
main approaches (Oyserman et al., 2002). One approach uses Hofstede’s country-levél :
ratings of individualism as proxies for individualism and collectivism rather than
measuring individualism and collectivism directly. For example, a resear¢her may
compare Japanese and U.S. students on some dependent measure and assume that the
Japanese students are high in collectivism and low in individualism whereas the U.S.
students are high in individualism and low in collectivism. A second approach directly

measures individualism and collectivism at the individual 1evel and correlates these
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Main Characteristics of Individualism and Collectivism (Triandis, 1995)

18

. Characteristic Individualistic, Independent, Collectivistic, Interdependent,
. Idocentric Allocentric
View of self Independent from groups in Connected with the groups in
: which they are members which they are members
Primary motivation Own preferences, needs, rights, Social norms of collectives and
and contracts they have made duties of collectives
with others ' '
Goals Personal goals more important Group goals more important
than group goals than personal goals
View of relationships Contractual, analyze costs and Communal, greater importance

benefits

on relationship
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measures with a dependent variable. For example, a researcher may assess individualism

‘and collectivism using the Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 1994), and correlate these
measures with levels of depression‘ or some other construct. A third approach is to use an
expériment that primes individualism and collectivism and measures its effect on a
dependent variable. For example, a researcher may ask participants to describe the ways
they are similar to or different from their family and friends (e.g. Trafimow, Triandis, &
Goto, 1991). The first question primed collectivism. The second question primed
individualism.

There are advantages and disadvantages to each approach. The country-level
rating of individualism and collectivism is the simplest approach. No measures of
individualism or collectivism need to be taken. This approach makes several
assﬁmptidns, however, that may not be Valid. Reséarchers using this approach assume
that the mean country-levels of individualism and collectivism as measured by Hofstede
(1980) are accurate across different life domains, are stable over time, and are relevant to
individual-level assessment (Oyserman et al., 2002). Researchers also often assume that
Eufopean Americans are higher in individualism than their comparison group. The direct
test of individualism and collectivism avoids the assumptions required to use the country-
level ratings of individualism and collectivism, but it has its own limitations as well.
First, this approach assumes that Aone’_s cultural worldview is a form of declarative
knowledge, such as attitudes and b¢1iefs, that respondents can feport, ;ather than subtle

“and implicit practices and social structures that respondents cannot report because these

practices are so deeply a part of everyday life (Oyserman et al., 2002). Also, this
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approach assumes cross-cultural equivalence in the meaning assigned to response choices

(such as “vefy much agree”) and to questions that are asked to assess ﬁnderlying
dimensions of individualism and collectivism (Oysermén et al., 2002). The priming
approach avoids measurement problems by experimentally creating differences in
individualism and collectivism. There is not much data comparing results across
measurement techniques, however, which has caused ambiguity in the validity of
findings across different measurements of individualism and collectivism (Oyserman et
al., 2002).

The research on the effects of individualism and collectivism has been extensive.
Individualism and collectivism have been found to have far-reaching effects on
individual’s cognition, emotion, motivation (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), self-concept,
well-being, attribution, and relationality (Oyserman et al., 2002). The present review
'analyzes the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness. I now explain some
of the theoretical bases for the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness.

Theoretical Bases for the Effects of Individualism and Collectivism on Forgiveness
Self-Constfual .

Individualists generally have an independent construal or view of self (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). People with an independent view of self view themselves as separate
frqm others and»act accordiﬁg to their own thoughts, feelings, and actions rather than
reférenciﬁg the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others (Markus .& Kitayama, 1991). In
contrast, collectivists generally have an interdependent construal or view of self (Markus

& Kitayama, 1991). People with an interdependent view of self see themselves as
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fundamentally connected with others and act in ways that are determined by one’s
vre,lationshib with others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
Goals

The personal goals of individualists are sometimes inconsistent with the goals of
the groups in which they belong. When conflict exists between the individualist’s
personal goals and the goals of his or her group, the individualist pursues his or her own
goals and ignores or minimizes the goals of the group (Tﬁandis, 1995). The personal
goals of collectivists, on the other hand, generally are consistent with the goals of the
groups to which they belong. When conflict exists between the collectivist’s personal
goals and the gbals of his or her groupb, the collectivist will ignore or minimize his or her
own goals and follow the goals on the group (Triandis, 1995).
Socfal Harmony |

Collectivistic societies generally have group norms that promote sbcial harmony
(Caﬂister & Wall, 1997; Fu, Watkins, & Hui, 2004; Wall & Blum, 1991). Collecﬁvists
often avoid conflict (Ohbuchi & Takahashi, 1994), and when conflict does arise they are |
expected to resoive the conflict quickly. Individualistic societies, on the other hand, do
not have strong group norms that promote social harmony. Individualists are also
genérally more comfortable with competition and conflict (Callister & Wall, 2004).
Face

Faceb is defined as the claimed sense of favorable social self-worth that a person
wants others to have of him or her (Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998). Facework, then,

according to Ting-Toomey and Kurogi (1998), refers to a set of communicative behaviors
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that people use to regulate their social dignity and to support or challenge the other’s

social dignity. Facework is often applied to conflict situations because conflict situations
often lead to one’s face being attacked or threatened and the need to defend one’s own
face or save another’s face (Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998). Cross-cultural research has
generally shown that individualists tend to use more self-oriented face-saving strategies
wh_ereas collectivists tend to use more other-oriented face-sa\}ing strategies and face-
honoring strategies (Cocroft & Ting-Toomey, 1994; Ting-Toomey et al., 1991).
Attribution
- Attribution theory describes how people explain and predict the behavior of

others Individualists and collectivists explain and predict social behavior in different
ways. Individuaiists generally focus on the dispositions and internal attributes of peéple
(Oyserman et al., 2002). Ifa person trahsgresses, the individualist may reason that this is
because the person is a bad persqﬁ. Collectivists, on the other hand, generally focus on
the context and the situation (Oyserman et al., 2002) and internal attributes are
understood as specific to the sitliation,' and therefore they may be unreliable (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). If a person transgresses, the collectivist may reason that this is because
the person perhaps had a bad day.

Perspective-Taking and Empathy

Individualists énd collectivists differ in how other-focuséd they are in their

erﬁotioﬁs. Othel: focused emotibns are 'embtions that have another person as the target of
the emotion. Markus and Kitayama (1991) report that collectivists will more often

experience other-focused emotions such as empathy than individualists will. These other-
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focused emotions result from being sensitive to others, taking the perspective of others,

and trying to promote interdependence.
Review of the Empirical Literature

The review of the literature‘of the effects of individualism and collectivism on
forgiveness will be organized into two sections. First, I will discuss the approaches used
to study the. effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness. Second, I will
discuss the actual findings of the effects of individualism and collectivism on
forgiveness.
Approaches to Studying the Effects of Individualism and Collectivism on Forgiveness

Researchers have primarily used three approaches in studying the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness. First, researchers built a theoretical
framéwork to discuss the effects of indiVidualism and collectivism on forgiveness.
Second, rcscarcheré described the nature of forgiveness in a collectivistic culture. Of
these studies, some described the unique aspects of forgiveness in a collectivistic culture.
Others attempted to take an individualistic theory of forgiveness and apply it to a
collectivistic culture in the hopes of gaining cross-cultural support of the theory. Third,
researchers compared individualistic and collectivistic forgiveness. Of these studies,
some compared forgiveness of people in an individualistic cultur¢ with forgiveness of
pedple in a collectivistic culture. Others directly measured individualism vand collectivism
axid their effectsv on forgivenesé. The three approaches will be discussed, and examples

from the literature will be given.
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Theoretical framework. Only two papers, both by the same author, presented a

‘theoretical framewerk from which the effects of individualism and collectivism on
forgiveness could be discussed. Thjs is probably because the empirical investigation of
the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness is in its infancy. Sandage and
Wiiliamson (2005) organize the differences between individualism and collectivism and
their respective effecte on forgiveness into seven categories.

First, people who hold an individualistic werldview view the self as independent
and self-reflexive. People who hold a collectivistic worldview view the self as
interdependent and socially embedded. Individualistic forgivers emphasize personal
boundaries and self-definition. Collectivistic forgivers emphasize social connections and
group norms.

| Second, people who hold an individualistic worldview view relationships as
cont;'actual. People who hold a coilectivistic worldview view relationships as covenantal.
Individualistic forgivers view forgiveness as a personal choice. Collectivistic forgivers
view forgiveness as a social duty rather than a personal choice.

Third, the primary face concern of people who hold an individualistic worldview
is self-face. The primary face concern of people who hold a collectivistic worldview is
both other-face and self-face. Individnalistic forgivers might forgive to heal a loss of self-
esteem. Collectivistic forgivers that seek forgiveness demonstrate a valuing of other-face
concem.(Sandage & Wiens, 2001). Collectivistic forgivers nlight also extend forgiveness

in order to save the face of the one who seeks forgiveness.
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Fourth, the constructs of forgiveness and reconciliation are sharply distinct for

_people who hold an individualistic worldview, but are closely relatedv for people who hold
a collectivistic worldview. Indeed, Western psychological models of forgiveness tend to
be individualistic and often make a sharp distinction between fbrgiveness and
reconciliation (Sandage & Wiens, 2001). Individualistic forgivers may vigw forgiveness
as a way to self-heal from relational injuries without a recommitment to the relationship.

| Collectivistic forgivers may,view forgiveness. as a pathway toward reconciliation bécause
of the strong emphasis of group harmony and family cohesion in collectivistic cultures.

Fifth, people who hold an individualistic worldview place a high value on self-
forgiveness. People who hold a collectivistic worldview place a low value on self-
forgiveneés. Iﬁdividualistic forgivers view the forgiveness of self as vital in promoting
self-heaiing and self-esteem (Sandage & Wiens, 2001). Collectivistic forgivers view the
forgiveness of self as relatively implausible because the self is socially defined and
sustained.

Sixth, the central goal for people who hold an individualistic worldview is
pefsonal well-being. The central goal for people who hold a collectivistic worldview is
social well-being. Individualistic forgivers may forgive others because they receive
personal benefits, such as increased happiness or decreaéed guilt. Collectivistic forgivers
may forgive others to restore social harmony.

N f‘inally, ﬁe primary tools for forgiveness differ for people who hold an
individualistic and collectivistic worldview. Individualistic forgivers mainly use tools

such as professional psychotherapy, self-help resources, and individual coping skills in
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order to forgive. Collectivistic forgivers mainly use tools such as third party mediators

“such as family or clan leaders, healers such as priests or clergy, narratives, rituals,‘ and
symbols which provide shared meaning in order to forgive.
Even though these factors may over-simplify the relationships between
individualism and collectivism and forgiveness, Sandage and Williamson’s (2005)
- organization of the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness is an
important first step in understanding the relationship between these constructs. Although
| the authors admit that the proposed cultural differences related to forgiveness are
hypothetical and based on theory rather than empirical data (Sandage & Wiens, 2001),
this model is an important starting place for the study of the effects of individualism and
collectivism on forgiveness.

Description of forgiveness in a collectivistic culture. A total of 13 studies
described forgiveness in a collectivistic culture, usually in two ways. First, some
researchers focused on the unique aspects of forgiveness in a‘palticular collectivistic
culture. Tht;y discussed constructs such as social harmony and face-éaving techniques.
An underlying assumption in these studies was that people in collectivistic cultures |
understand and practice forgiveness and forgiveness-related constructs in ways that are
different from people in individualistic cultures. For example, Fu_ et al. (2004) analyzed |
forgiveness in the People’s Republic of China. They first interviewed 27 scholars,
teaghers, and postgraduate students from universities or research institutes in the PRC.
They asked questions focusing on the participants’ view of forgiveness, the factors

influencing their decision to forgive, and the impact of Chinese culture on their
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perception of forgiveness. Fu et al. (2004) then had 336 college students and 432 teachers

‘complete quéstiqnnaires that assessed self-esteem, face, felationship orientation,

harmony, and the propensity to forgive. Fu et al. (2004) found that cultural variables such
as face, relationship orientation, and harmony were better predictors of the propensity to
forgive than was the individual variable of self-esteem. An advantage of this method is
that it provides rich quantitative and qualitative data about the understanding and practice
of forgiveness in a collectivistic culture. A disadvantage of this method is the lack of a
comparison or control group. This lack of comparison group makes it difﬁcult to
conclude that the collectivism of the culture studied leads to the distinct understanding or
practice of forgiveness in that culture.

A second method used to describe forgiyeness in a collectivistic culture ta;kes a
theory about forgiveness developed in an individualistic culture such as the United States |
and applies it to a collectivistic culture. The goal in these studies is different from the
studies described above. These studies do not try to demonstrate different or unique .
aspects of forgiveness in the collectivistic culture, but instead try to see whether an
existing theory of forgiveness will generalize to a collectivistic culture to show the cross-
cultural validity of that theory. For example, Park and Enright (1997) attempted to
validate Enright’s developmental model of forgiveness, which posits that the reasoning
about forgiveness develops with age, in a population in Korea. If participants in Korea
dt;,velop their re;:lsoning about forgiveness according to Enright’s theory, some generality
of the construct of forgiveness can be assumed. Park and Enright (1997) assessed 'the

reasoning about forgiveness in 30 junior high students and 30 college students in Korea.
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Participants were given a moral dilemma and were asked questions about forgiveness in

‘this situation. The questions were designed to assess whether participants understood
forgiveness to be revengeful (pattern 1), external (pattern 2), or internal (pattern 3).
Enﬁght, Santos, and Al-Mabuk (1989) have shown that as children develop their |
understanding of forgiveness progresses from pattern one to pattern three. Consistent
with Enright et al.’s (1989) theorizing, Park and Enright (1997) found that participants’
understandmg of forgiveness was positively correlated with age, and college students had
a siéniﬁcantly higher understanding of forgiveness than did junior high students. An
advantage of this method is that it can show ‘how certain parts or tﬁmﬁes of forgivcness
are similar across cultures. A disadvantage of this method is that rtizher rh(;dels Or measures _
used in one cultural cohtext may not have similar meanings when used in another cultural
context (Sandage & Williamson, 2005).

Comparing forgiveness between individualists and collectivists. A total of 13
studies attempted to compare forgiveness between individualists and collectivists.
Researchers compared forgiveness between individualists and collectivists in two ways.
First, the vast majority of studies compared forgiveness and forgiveness-related
constructs from an individualistic culture and a collectivistic culture. For example,
Kadiangandu, Mullet, and Vinsonneau (2001) compared forgiveness in an individualistic
cu,lture (France) with a collectivistic culture (Congo). Participants (N = 322) from the
Congo and participants (N = 474) from France completed a questioﬁnaire that measured
propensity to forgive. The questionnaire consisted of 27 sentences that measured one’s

hypothetical willingness to forgive across various situations. Participants from the Congo
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had significantly higher scores on propensity to forgive than did participants from France.

‘The main advantage of this method is that it allows for a direct comparison of forgiveness
between people from an individualistic and collectivistic culture. A disadvantage of this
method is that the measures used in one culture may not have similar meahings when

used in another culture (Sandage & Williamson, 2005). Also, cultures may differ on other
variables besides indjvidualism and collectivism, making it difficult to draw a direct link
between individualism and collectivism and forgiveness.

A second method used to compare forgiveness between individualists and
collectivists directly measured levels of individualism and collectivism of participants in
a single culture and examined the relationships between levels of individualism and
collectivism and forgiveness; For.example, Neto and Mullet (2004) examined the
relationship between independent self-construal, interdependent self-construal, and

~ forgiveness in a monocultural sample of Portuguese college students. Portuguese cbllege
students (N = 192) completed the Forgivingness questionnaire (Mullet et al., 2003),
which measures propensity to forgive, as weli as the Self-Construal Scale (Singelis,
1994), which measures independent and interdependent self-construal. Neto and Muliet
(2004) found a positive relationship between interdependence and propensity to forgive,
and a negative relationship between independence and propensity to forgive. The main
advantage of this method is that it specifically measures individualism and collectivism
and the relationships between these constructs and forgiveness. Using a monocultural
sample controls for cultural variables other than individualism and collectivism that may

affect forgiveness.
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Empirical Findings of the Effects of Individualism and Collectivism on Forgiveness

"I now organize and discuss the results of the empirical findings of the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiyeness. The empirical findings of the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness are discussed in the following areas: the
unique aspects of forgiveness in a particular collectivistic culture, the relationship
between personality and forgiveness, reasoning about forgiveness, level of forgiveness,
the measurement of forgiveness, interventions to promote forgiveness, the relationship
between forgiveness and religion, and findings from forgiveness related constructs such
as apologies, conﬂict,_ and mediation. The empirical findings of the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness are summarized 1n T ables 5a-h.

The unique aspects of forgivene;s in a particular collectivistic culture. Three
studies (Sandage et al., 2003; Sigmund, 1999; Temoshok & Chandra, 2000) described the
unique aspects of forgiveness in a particular collectivistic culture. For example, Sigmund
(1999) describes the process of Ho’o Ponopono, which is a traditional Hawaiian practice
for setting relationships right. Ho’o Ponopono is a five-step process that involves
meditation or prayer, visualization, forgiveness, a statement of the problem with |
diséu'ssioh by each participant, and mutual restitution. Ho’o Ponopono emphasizes the
iﬁterpersonal nature of forgiveness and the close ties between forgiveness and
reconciliation in collectivistic cultures. It is difficult to make conclusive statements about
the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness from descriptions of unique

aspects of forgiveness in a collectivistic culture, because there is no comparison group.



Table 5a

The Unique Aspects of Forgiveness in a Particular Collectivistic Culture

General Findings

Study Participants Measurement -

Sandage, Hill, & | Hmong culture; Describe culture; Describe case | Forgiveness is described in Hmong culture. _

Vang (2003) Case study-couple. | study Differences in benefits of forgiveness, understanding of forgiveness,
face, social harmony, family systems, and third-party mediation.

Sigmund (1999) | Hawaiian culture { Describe Ho’o Ponopono: Ho’o Ponopono involves a 5-step process including meditation/prayer,

traditional reconciliation practice | visualization, forgiveness, discussion, and restitution.

Temoshok & 52 Indians living | Interviews included a special Family members find it difficult to forgive PLWHA.

Chandra (2000) with HIV/AIDS focus on forgiveness PLWHA are often unable to forgive family members.
More blamed God or family than sexual partner.
Women were unforgiving of situations; Men were unforgiving of the
self.

Note. PLWHA = people living with HIV/AIDS _
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Table 5b

The Relationship Between Personality and Forgiveness

Study Participants Measurement General Findings
Fu, Watkins, & Hui 761 Chinese CS & Chinese-Mullet forgiveness Forgiveness more correlated with other-oriented personality
(2004, Study 3) teachers ' questionnaire; Rosenberg self- variables (face, relationship orientation, harmony)
‘ esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965); | Forgiveness less correlated with self-oriented personality variables
CPAI-2 (Face, Relationship, (self-esteem, anxiety)
Harmony, Anxiety subscales;
Cheung & Leung, 1998) :
Watkins & Regmi 218 Nepalese CS NEO-Five factor inventory Correlations between the forgiveness scale and the five NEO-FFI
(2004) (Costa & McCrae, 1998); scales were all statistically nonsignificant.
Modified forgiveness Did not support McCullough et al.’s (2001) findings that linked
questionnaire (Mullet et al., forgiveness with agreeableness and emotional stability.
1998) Forgiveness in Nepal may not be related to individualistic
personality variables.

Note. CS = College students.
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Table 5¢
Reasoning about Forgiveness

Study Type. Participants Measurement General Findings
Huang & A 60 Taiwanese adults | Objective scale of forgiveness Cross-cultural support for Enright et al.’s (1989)
Enright (2000) (Enright et al., 1980); Anger developmental theory of forgiveness.
expression scale (Johnson et al., | No difference between Level 4 and Level 6 forgivers on anger
1980); Felt and masking smiles; | expression scale.
Casting down the eyes; Blood Level 4 forgivers had more residual anger than Level 6
pressure forgivers as measured by increased masking smiles, castmg
down of eyes, and blood pressure.
Park & Enright | A | 30 Korean junior Understanding forgiveness Cross-cultural support for Enright et al.’s (1989)
(1997) high students and 30 | interview; Restoring friendship | developmental theory of forgiveness.
Korean CS scale; Degree of forgiveness Age was positively correlated with one’s understanding of
scale forgiveness. -
Understanding of forgiveness was positively correlated with
degree of forgiveness and reconciliation.

Note. CS = College students.
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Table 5d

Level of Forgiveness
Study Participants Measurement General Findings
Azar & Mullet | 240 Lebanese adults; | Mullet et al.’s (1998) ‘Overall propensity to forgive-Lebanese = French
(2002) 474 French adults forgiveness questionnaire Two forgiveness items-Lebanese > French
Kadiangandu, 322 Congolese adults; | Mullet et al.’s (1998) Propensity to forgive-Congolese > French
Mullet, & 474 French adults forgiveness questionnaire Gender differences in forgiveness greater in France than Congo
Vinsonneau Religious differences in forgiveness greater in France than Congo
(2001)
Neto & Mullet | 192 Portuguese CS Forgivingness questionnaire Propensity to forgive with Independence-r =-.15
(2004) (Mullet et-al., 2003); Self- Propensity to forgive with Interdependence-r = .23
construal scale (Singelis, 1994) | Enduring resentment with Independence-r = .24
‘ Enduring resentment with Interdependence-r = -.05
Park (1999) 394U.S; 326 Enright Forgiveness Inventory Forgiveness-U.S. > Korea, Taiwan
Korean; 339 (Enright, 1994)
Taiwanese CS and
their same sex parents .
So (2004) 229U.S.CS Forgiveness scale-(Rye, 2001); Forgiveness with Individualism-r =-.10
Individualism/Collectivism scale | Forgiveness with Collectivism-r =.16
(Triandis et al., 1986)

Note. CS = College students
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Table Se

The Measurement of Forgiveness

Study

Participants

Measurement

General Findings .

Azar & Mullet (2002)

240 Lebanese
adults; 474 French
adults

Mullet et al.’s (1998)
forgiveness questionnaire

CFA on raw data-Mullet et al.’s (1998) 4 factors were a poor fit for data.

EFA on raw data-2 factors (obstacles to forngeness revenge v.
forgiveness).

Fu, Watkins, & Hui 144 Chinese CS Mullet et al’s. (1998) EFA on raw data-2 factors (revenge v. forgiveness, personal and social
(2004, Study 2) forgiveness questionnaire | circumstances).
Personal and social circumstances factor confounded with negative
wording and was dropped.
Kadiangandu, Mullet, 322 Congolese Mullet et al.’s (1998) EFA on raw data-2 factors (revenge v. forngeness personal and social
& Vinsonneau (2001) adults; 474 French forgiveness questionnaire | circumstances).
adults
Neto & Mullet (2004) 192 Portuguese CS | Forgivingness CFA on raw data-3 factors (blockage to forgiveness, personal and social
_ questionnaire (Mullet et circumstances, revenge v. forgiveness).
al., 2003) ‘
Park (1999) 394 U.S.; 326 Enright Forgiveness EFI reliable and valid in Korea, Taiwan.
Korean; 339 Inventory (Enright, 1994) | Some differences found.
Taiwanese CS and
their same sex
v parents
Rique (2000) 200 Brazilian CS Brazilian-Portuguese Evidence for the reliability and validity of the Brazilian-Portuguese
.and their same-sex | version of Enright version of the EFL '
parents Forgiveness Inventory
(Enright, 1994) »
Watkins & Regmi - 218 Nepalese CS Modified forgiveness 2 factors (revenge v. forgiveness, personal and social circumstances).
(2004) ' questionnaire (Mullet et | Dropped personal and social circumstances factor because of problems
al.,, 1998) during pilot testing.

Note. CS = College students; EFA = Exploratory factor analysis; CFA = Confirmatory factor analysis; EFI = Enright forgiveness inventory.
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Table 5f

Interventions to Promote Forgiveness

Study Participants Measurement General Findings
Hui & Ho (2004) | 121 Chinese HSS | Psychoeducational forgiveness | Forgiveness can be taught in a collectivistic culture.
intervention; Self-esteem scale Participants showed a moderately high level of forgiving (comparison

(Rosenberg, 1965); Children’s
hope scale (Snyder et al., 1997);
Conceptual forgiveness
questions (Kanz, 2000); Enright
forgiveness inventory (Enright,
1994); Program evaluation
questionnaire

of experimental and control group not compared)
Program did not affect self-esteem or hope.

Program did increase the understanding of forgiveness.

Note. HSS = High school students.
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Table 5g

Forgiveness and Religion
Study , Participants Measurement General Findings

Fu, Watkins, & Hui 27 Chinese scholars Semistructured interviews | Religious beliefs have little influence on forgiveness.

(2004, Study 1)

Kadiangandu, Mullet, | 322 Congolese adults; | Mullet et al.’s (1998) Belief in God had a positive effect on propensity to forgive.

& Vinsonneau (2001) | 474 French adults forgiveness questionnaire; | Church attendance had a positive effect on propensity to forgive.
Belief in God; Church Difference in forgiveness scores based on church attendance larger in
attendance ’ France than in the Congo.

9
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Table 5h

- Forgiveness-Related Constructs

General Findings

Study Construct Participants Measurement
Fukuno & Apology 193 American CS; 186 Scenarios-different accounts; Justification-Americans > Japanese
Ohbuchi (1998) Japanese CS Emotional alleviation; Apology-Americans = Japanese
Impression improvement;
’ Forgiveness
Park, Lee, & Apology 237 U.S. CS; 287 Korean | Credibility of apology; Intention | Credibility of apology-Koreans > U.S.
Song (2005) Cs to use apology; Normality of Intention to use apology-Koreans > U.S.
apology - Nommality of apology-Koreans > U.S.
Sugimoto Apology 200 U.S. CS; 181 Japanese | Scenario requiring apology; Request for forgiveness-Japanese > U.S.
(1997) Cs Participants wrote what the Apology-Japanese > U.S.
' ‘ offender’s response would be
Takaku (2000) | Apology 52 U.S. CS; 52 Japanese Conflict scenario; Apology-Japanese > U.S.
CS Appropriateness of account Justification-U.S. > Japanese
Leung, et al. Conflict 116 Japanese CS; 59 Dispute; Participants ranked how | Harmony-enhancing-Collectivistic cultures >
(1992) Spanish CS; Comparison | likely they were to use 8 conflict | Individualistic cultures
to previous study (Leung resolution strategies Confrontational-Collectivistic cultures <
et al., 1990) examining Individualistic cultures
participants from Canada
& the Netherlands '
Ohbuchi & Conflict 98 U.S. CS; 94 Japanese Recall conflict; Record strategies | Direct bilateral-U.S. > Japanese
Takahashi Cs used to resolve conflict and Indirect bilateral, Avoidance-Japanese > U.S.
(1994) outcomes Covert conflicts-Japanese > U.S.
Large difference between Japanese desired and
' executed strategies
Takaku, Conflict 102 U.S. CS; 77 Japanese | Conflict scenario; Cognitions Justice motive-U.S. > Japanese
Weiner, & Cs (locus, controllability, stability); | Relationship motive-Japanese > U.S.
Ohbuchi (2001) Emotions (positive, negative);
Behavior (forgiveness)
Callister & Wall {.Mediation | 111 Thai mediators; 111 Recall last dispute; Record steps | Request forgiveness-Thai > U.S.
(2004) U.S. mediators . Call for apologies-Thai > U.S.
Callister & Wall | Mediation | 47 Japanese CS; 85 Recall last dispute; Record steps | Forgiveness, Apology, Empathy used in Japanese
(1997) Japanese mediators mediation.
Kim, et al. Mediation | 190 South Korean: Recall last dispute; Record steps | Forgiveness, Apology, Empathy used in South
| (1993) mediators Korean mediation.

8¢



Wall & Blum Mediation | 100 mediators in PRC Recall last dispute; Record steps
(1991) . , : v ‘ v

Forgiveness, Apology, Empathy used in Chinese
meédiation. : ‘ '

(1999)

Wall & Callister | Mediation | 179 Malaysian mediators | Recall last dispute; Record steps

Forgiveness, Apology used in Malaysian mediation.

Note. CS = College students; PRC = People’s Republic of China.

6¢
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Rich qualitative data, however, is important for developing questions and making'

predictions about thé effects of individuali‘sm and collectivism on forgiveness.

The relationship between personality and forgiveness. Two studies (Fu et al.,
2004; Watkins & Regmi, 2004) examined the relationship between personality and
forgiyeness in a collectivistic culture. Fu et al. (2004) studied the relationship between
personality and forgiveness in the People’s Republic of China. Chinese college students
(N=1336) and Chinese teachers (N = 432) completed questionnaires that assessed self-
esteem (Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; Rosenberg, 1965), anxiety, face, relationship
orientation, harmony (Chinese Personality Assessment Inventory-2; Cheung & Leung,
1998), and the propensity to forgive (Chinese Qersion of Mulle‘t’s“forg‘i\;eness
questionnaire; Mullet, Houdbine, & Laqmonier, 1998). Fu et al. (2004) found that other-
oriented personality variables such as face, relationship orientation, and harmony were
more significantly correlated with the propensity to forgive than were individually
oriented personality variables such as self-esteem and anxiety. Watkins and Regmi
- (2004) studied the relationship between personality and forgiveﬁess in Nepal. Nepalese
college students (N = 218) completed the NEO-Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI, Césta
& McCrae, 1992) and a modified ﬂ/ersion of Mullet’s forgiveneSs questionnaire (Mullet et
al., 1998). The correlations between the forgiveness scale and all five personality
subscales were not significant. This did not support the findings of McCullough (2001)’
who found significant correlations between forgiveness and the personality variables of
neuroticism and agreeableness in a college sample from the United States. The studies

seem to show that the relationship between individual personality variables and
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forgiveness may not be as strong in collectivistic cultures as in individualistic cultures.

'Individualists may forgive because they want to, and they may forgive for personal
beneﬁts. Collectivists, on the other hand, may forgive more because of cultural social
norms for group harmony and the resolution of conflict. They may decide to forgive even
when they do not have a forgiving personality or feel forgiving.
Reasoning about forgivenes&. Two studies (Huang & Enright, 2000; Park &

Enright, 1997) attempted to validate Enright ef al’s (1989) theory that people reason
about forgiveness in different ways, and that this reasoning about forgiveness (a)
develops with age and (b) affects emotions associated with forgiveness and
unforgiveness. Park and Enright (1997) assessed the reasoning» al;ouf fefgiveness in 30
junior high students and 30 college stud_ents in Korea. Participants.were given a moral
dilemma and were asked questions about forgiveness in this situation. The questions were
designed to assess whether participants understood forgiveness to be revengeful (pattern
1), external (pattern 2), or internal (pattern 3). Enright et al. (1989) has shown fhat as
children develop their understanding of forgiveness progresses from pattern one to |
pattern three. Consistent with Enright et al."s (1989) theorizing, Park and Enright (1997)
found that participants’ understanding of forgiveness was positively correlated with age,
and college students had a significantly higher understanding of forgiveness than did
junior high students. Huang and Enright (2000) compared the effective stetes of 60 adults
in Taiwan while they told about an interpersonal conflict in which they had forgiven the
offender. To assess participants’ reasoning about forgiveness, they were given a moral

dilemma and were asked questions about fOrgiveness in this situation. Thirty partieipants
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forgave because forgiveness follows the expectations of the law and religion (Lawful

| ‘Expectational Forgivenéss). Thirty participants forgave because it promotes a true sense
of love (Forgiveness as Love). The groups did not differ in self-reported anger. However,
nonverbal behavior suggested that residual negative affect regarding the interpersonal
conflict was higher in the Lawful Expectational Forgiveness group than in the
| Forgiveneés as Love group. Participants in the Lawful Expectational Forgiveness group
| showed more masking smiles, looked down more, and had higher blood pressure when
talking about the interpersonal conflict. These two studies providé evidence that
collectivists may reason about forgiveness similarly to individualists. One’s reasoning
about forgiveness devélops with age, and those who reason ab(»>utﬂ fofgi{;eness at a higher
level show less residual anger than thos¢ who reason about forgiveness at a lower level.
These studies do not, however, compare individualists and collectivists on reasoning -
about forgiveness. Collectivists and individualists may still reason about forgiveness
differently. Collectivists may think more about group norms of sociai‘ harmony, whereas
individualists may think more about the personal benefits of forgiving. This may lead
collectivists to forgive decisionally but not emotionally, which may have éonsequences
such as the residual anger shown by Huang and Enright (2000). On the other hand,
individualists may decide to forgive only when they plan on following that decision with
the process of emotional forgiveness.
Level of forgiveness. Five studies (Azar & Mullet, 2002; Kadiangandu et al.,

2001; Neto & Mullet, 2004; Park, 1999; So, 2004) examined participants’ level of

forgiveness. Three studies (Azar & Mullet, 2002; Kadiangandu et al., 2001; Neto &
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Mullet, 2004) measured forgiveness with modified versions of a similar questionnaire

that measures what Mullet and colleagues have termed propensity to forgive. Although
not well defined, the construct of propensity to forgive seems to measure one’s general
tendency to forgive others across time and situations. Azar and Mullet (2002) compared a
sample of 240 particiﬁants from Lebanon with a Sample éf 474 participants from France
that was gathered in a previous study (Mullet et al., 1998). Participants completed the
forgiveness questionnaire (Mullet et al., 1998). The questionnaire was translated into
Arabic for the Lebanese participants. They found sithilar levels of the propensity to
forgive between the collectivistic Lebanese participants, and the individualistic French
participants. -

A very similar study was conducted by Kadiangandu et al. (2001). The authors
measured the propensity to forgive in a sainple of Congolése adults, and compared these
results With the same data previously gathered by Mullet et al. (1998) in France.
Parﬁcipants from the Congo (N = 322) and participﬁnts from France (N = 474) completed
the forgiveness questionnaire (Mullet et al., 1998), although the version for the
Congolese participants was shortened. In this study, the means for the propensity to
forgive were different. The people from the collectivist country of the Congo teponed
muéh higher propensity to forgive scores than did people from the individualist country
of France.

This difference in results is i_hteresting, because both studies compare propensity
io forgive between an individualist culture and a collet;:tivist culture. Both have similar

methodological problems; the data from the individualistic culture and the collectivistic
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culture were collected two years apart, so history effects such as war or economic

“hardship could be problématic. The study by Azar and Mullet (2002) also suffers from
prdblems with the tré.nslatioﬁ of material, because the Lebanese sample completed the
questionnaire in Arabic, while the French sample completed the questionnaire in French.
The study by Kadiangandu et al. (2001) probably does not suffer from as many problems
with the translation of material, because both the Congolese and French sample
corﬁpleted the questionnaire in French, although just because people from two cultures
speak the same language does not mean they necessarily will understand a questionnaire
in the same way. One difference between the two studies that I believe may account for
the differences in the ﬁndin.gs is the historical context of Lebaﬁoﬁ af the time of the
study. Azar and Mullet (2002) measure the propensity to forgive among Lebanese
following the end of a series of bloody conflicts between Moslem and Christian
Lebanese. Although it is interesting to study forgiveness. in individuals following a civil
war, the comparison with the French sample is problematic because the authors
essénﬁally compare forgiveness in a peaceful society with forgiveness in a society stuck
in a violent cycle of civil wai'. I hypothesize that the presence of social unrest and civil
war may account for forgiveness scores among collectivistic Lebanese that are not higher
than forgiveness scores among the individualistic French. A second difference between
the two studies that is problematic is that different materials were used. The French
participants and Lebanese participants completed 46-item questionnaires. The
questionnaire for the Congolese pat;ticipants was reduced to 27 items, and thus

comparisons are only made for the 27 items. No explanation was given for which items
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were removed from the questionnaire. To the extent that the items given to the Congolese

‘participants were different from the items omitted, this difference in questiorinaires could
account for some of the difference in the two studies.

Neto and Mullet (2004) also examined the propensity to forgive, but they did so
in a monocultural sample. Portuguese college students (N = 192) completed the
Forgivingness questionnaire (Mullet et al., 2003), as well as the Self-Construal scale
(Singelis, 1994), which measures independent and interdependent self-construal. Neto
and Mullet (2004) found that independence was negatively correlated with propensity to
forgive, and interdependence was positively correlated with propensity to forgive. The
results from this study seem to support the findings from Kadlangandu Vet al. (2001) that
collectivists report higher propensity to forgive than do individualists.

| Two studies (Park, 1999; So, 2004) measured the forgiveness of a specific
offender. Park (1999) had 326 participants from Korea and 339 participants from Taiwan
complete the Enright Forgiveness Inventory [EFI]. Park (1999) then compared these
results with a sample of 394 participants from the United States. The EFI measures one’s
forgiveness of a ﬁaﬂicular offender. It includes cognitive, affective, and behavioral items.
U.S. participants reported higher levels of forgiveness than both Korean and Taiwanese
participants. Park (1999) suggested that either Asians are less forgiving or they are more
reserved or modest in their responses. So (2004) also measured thev forgiveness of a
specific offender. U.S. college students (N = 229) completed the Forgiveness Scale (Rye
et al., 2001) and the Individualism/Collectivism scale (Triandis et al., 1986). The |

Forgiveness Scale measures one’s forgiveness of a particular offender. It includes
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cognitive, affective, behavioral, and motivational items. The Individualism/Collectivism

scale measures one’s levels of individualism and collectivism. Similar to the findings of
Neto and Mullet (2004), So (2004) found thét independence was negatively correlated
with forgiveness and interdependence was positively correlated with forgiveness,
although the relationship between independence and forgiveness was modest.

The effect of individualism and collectivism on one’s level of forgiveness is far
from conclusive. When participants were asked to report their propensity to forgive,
.collectivists rated themselves as more forgiving than individualists. Does this méan that
collectivists are always more forgiving than individualists? Not necessarily. In fact, when
asked to rate their forgiveness of a particular offender, one study (So, 2004) found that
collectivists were sli ghtly more forgiving than individualists, but another study (Park,
i999) found that individualists were more forgiving than collectivists. Collectivists may‘
score higher on propensity to forgive because propensity to forgive is a general measure -
of one’s willingness to forgive across time and situations. Each question specifically
mentions forgiveness in a particular situation. People in collectivistic cultures may
implicitly define forgiveness differently than do people in individualistic cultures. In -
collectivistic cultures, there may be pressure to say one has forgiven and to act as if one
has forgiven, hence, higher propensity to forgive. In individualistic cultureé, there is not
n‘eéessarily a reqnirernent to say one has forgiven or act that way. The focus in
individualistic cultures is i)n having forgiving feelings or forgiving thoughis. So even
though collectivists may iepoi't i)eing more forgiving across times and situations, they

may not experience forgiveness in a specific situation at a higher level as reported by a
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measure such as the EFI that taps into their thoughts and feelings. Collectivists may

decide to forgive at a higher level than do individualists, but may not experience
emotional forgiveness at a higher level than do individualists.

The measurement of forgiveness. Two studies (Park, 1999; Rique, 2000)
examined the reli#bility and validity of the Enright Forgiveness Inventory in a collectivist
culture. Rique (2000) developed the Brazilian-Portugese version of the EFI, and Park
(1999) used the EFI in Korea and Taiwan. Rique (2000) found that the EFI in Brazil
exhibited strong evidence of internal consistency and construct validity by being
associated with a separate measﬁre of forgiveneés. Park (1999) found that the EFI in both
Korea and Taiwan exhibited strong evidenée of internal consistency and construct
validity by being associated with a separate measure of forgiveness.

Five studies (Azar & Mullet, 2602; Fu et al.,, 2004; Kadiangandu et al., 2001;
Neto & Mullet, 2004; Watkins & Regmi, 2004) used modified versions of Mullefs
forgiveness questionnaire (Mullet et‘ al., 1998; Mullet et al., 2003) in collectivistic
cultures. All five studies had major problems adapting Mullet et al.’s (1998, 2003) 7
questionnaire an_d factor structure to their collectivist sample. Mullet et al. (1998)
originally proposed four factors for their forgivencss scale that measured propensity to
forgive: revenge versus forgiveness, personal and social circumstances, obstacles to
forgiveness, and forgiveness block. None of the five studies in a collectivist culture
replicated this factor structure. Azar and Mullet (2002) performed a confirmatory factor
analysis on the data from their Lebanese sample and found that the data fit Mullet et al.’s

(1998) four-factor model poorly. They subsequently performed an exploratory factor
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analysis and found that the data fit a two-factor model. They named their factors

" ‘ol;s_tacles to forgiveness, and revenge versus forgiveness. Kadiangandu et al. (2001)
started with an exploratory factor analysis on the data from their Congolese sample and
found that the data fit into two different factors, revenge versus forgiveness, and perscnal
and social circumstances. Neto and Mullet (2004) performed a conﬁnnatcry factor
analysis and found that the data fit a three-factor model, revenge versus forgiveness,
personal snd social circumstances, and forgiveness block. Fu et al. (2004) found two
distinct factors in theit Chinese sample that were similar to those found by Kadiangandu
ct al. (2001). However, Fu et al. (2004) found that the second factor (personal and social
circumstances) confounded negatively worded forgiveness items and those about
personal and social circumstances. They dropped all items in this second factor. Watkins -
and Regmi (2004) also had problems with the second factor during pilot testing with their

| Nepalese participants, _and dropped all items in the second factor. |

Thus, researchers have had difficulty replicating the factor structure found by
Mullet et al.’s (1998) forgiveness scale. This may be because collectivists and

- individualists understand forgiveness in different ways. I propose that when collectivists
read an item asking their propcnsity to forgive, they understand this as making a decision
to forgive. Individualists, on the other hand, may understand propensity to forgive as the
emotional process of forgiving. This difference in understanding may result in different
factor structures on forgiveness scales based on cultural worldview. I temper this
somewhat, however, because Mullet et al.’s (1998) forgiveness scale has not been

rigorously tested psychometrically. Indeed, little more than exploratory factor analysis
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has been done to lend evidence for the reliability and validity of this measure. Since the

Enrlght Forgiveness Inventory, whose reliability and validity has been tested extensively
had high reliability and validity in two collectivistic cultures, the poor reliability findings
of Mullet et al."s (1998) forgiveness questionnaire in collectivistic cultures may be
caused by the psychometric problems of the scale itself.

Interventions to promote forgiveness. One study examined a psychoeducational
intervention to prorhote forgiveness in a collectivistic culture. Hui and Ho (2004)
implemented a classroom program to promote forgiveness in Chinese adolescents in
Hong Kong. Four classes of students were randomly divided intq two experimental
groups (n = 63) who were given the forgiveness program, and two control groups (n =

- 58) who were given an environmental protection program. The program was short (8

sessions over 4 weeks) and taught Enright’s process model of forgiveness. Participants

completed the Conceptual Forgiveness Questionnaire (Kanz, 2000), the Self-Esfeem

Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), and the Children’s Hope Scale (Snyder et al., 1997) before and -

after the intervention. Participants completed the EFI (Enright, 1994) after the

intervention only. The program helped students gain knoWledge ’about forgiveness and
helped to challenge misconceptions about forgiveness. Students generally responded
positively to the program. Although the study reported some changes in participants’
concepts of forgiveness after the program, participants’ self-esteem and hope were not
affécted. This intervention meets some of the standards for psychoeducational
interventions as outlined in Worthington, Sandage, and Berry (2000). The intervention

used a treatment manual, had a true control group, and had two groups per condition.
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However, the choice of dependent measures was suspect. Participant’s level of

forgiveness was measured at post-test only, so changes in forgiveness caused by the
intervention could not be measured. Also, to measure the understanding of forgiveness,
Hui and Ho (2005) use a yes-no scale that has not been extensively tested
psychometrically. Thus, although it seems plausible to use a psychoeducational
intervention to promote forgiveness in a collectivistic culture, the research in this area is .
minimal.

Forgiveness and religioﬁ. Two étudies (Fu et al., 2004; Kadiangandu et al., 2001)
briefly addressed the relationship between individualism, collectivism, and religion, and
their effects on forgiveness. Fu et al. (2004) interviewed 27 scﬁoiaré, féé.chers, and
postgraduate students from universities and research institutions in the People’s Repubiic
of China. The semistructured interviews focused on exploring the participant’s view of
forgiveness, the factors influencing their decision to forgive, and the influence of Chinese
culture on their perception of forgiveness. All interviews were audiotaped and transcribed
for daté analysis. All but one participant felt that religious belief had little influence on
their decision to forgive. Kadiangandu et al. (2001) compared propensity to forgive
between members from an individualistic culture (France) and a collectivistic culture
(Congo). Congolese participants (N = 322) and French participants (N = 474) completed
a version of Mullet et al.’s (1998) forgiveness questionnaire which measures propensity
to forgive. Participants were also asked if they believe in God and if they attended church \
on a regular basis. Kadiangandu et al. (2001) found a main effect for religious belief and

religious practice. That is, people who believed God and attended church regularly had



51
higher scores on propensity to forgive than people who did not. The authors also found a

*significant interaction between religious practice and culture. The difference in

forgiveness scores between people-attepding church and people not attending churcil was
gfeéter for members of an individualistic culture (France) than members of a
collectivistic culture (Congo).

This finding may indicate that religious commitment may have a more profound
effect on forgiveness for individualists than collectivists. Perhaps individualists who
atténd church regularly have more social support and are more interdei)endent, so they
are more forgiving. Collectivists, on the other hand, may have social support and be
interdependent whether they attend church or not. The effects éf erlig‘i(;n, individualism,
and collectivism on forgiveness are probably different in different countries depending on
the.religious culture of that country. The finding by Fu et al. (2004) shows that at least
the collectivist culture of the PRC, religion plays little if any role in forgiveness. In
collectivist cultures in which religion is more important, religion will probably have a
greater effect on forgiveness. For example, Thai Buddhism encourages individuals to
forgive others in order to express tolerance and compassion (Callister & Wall, 2004).
Also, religion is not a unitary construct. Different types of religion my have different
effects on forgiveness. For example, Callister and Wall (2004) speculate that in contrast
with Thai Buddhism which is very collectivistic, the three main reli\gi‘ons in the United
Stafes (Protestantism, Catholicism, Judaism) all have an adversarial oyertone rather than
one of harmony. For example, evil is viewed as the enemy of good, and members of these

religions are expected to oppose evil and gain victory over evil. Religion that promotes a
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sense of harmony would be expected to promote forgiveness, whereas religion that does

“not promote harmony would not be expected to promote fdrgiveness as much.

Forgiveness-related constructs. Apology has been linked to forgiveness because it
- is related to the development of more positive affect toward the offender (Worthington &
Wade, 1999). Four studies (Fukuno & Ohbuchi, 1998; Park, Lee, & Song, 2005;
Sugimoto, 1997; Takaku, 2000) examined differences in the use of apologies in
individualistic and collectivistic cultures. The findings were generally consistent. People
from collectivistic cultures preferred apologies and thought that apologies were more
appropriate than people from 1nd1v1dua11st1c cultures did. For example Takaku (2000)
had 52 U.S. college students and 52 Japanese college students read a scenario where a
transgresslon has occurred, followed by four types of accounts: an apology, an excuse, a
justification, and avoidance. Participants were asked to rate how appropriate it would be
to give each account. Japanese participants indicated that apology was significantly more
appropriate than did U.S. partlclpants U.S. participants, on the other hand, mdlcatcd that
| justification was significantly more appropriate than did Japanese partlclpants If
members of collectivistic cu}nnes believe that apologies are more appropriate than do
members of individuaiistic cultures, they may be more apt to use apologies when
resolving conflicts. The increased use of apologies may contribute to forgiveness among
rﬁembers of collectivistic cultures.

Conflict resolution is related to forgiveness because conﬂict is oﬁeh a precursor to
forgiveness. Three studies (Leung, Au, Fernandez-Dols, & iwawaki, 1992; Ohbuchi &

Takahashi, 1994; Takaku, Weiner, & Ohbuchi, 2001) examined differences in the way
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conflicts are handled in individualistic and collectivistic cultures. For example, Leung et

'al.’(1992) compared the conflict resolution preferences of two collectivistic cultures
] ai)an and Spain) with two individualistic cultures (Canada and the Netherlands) from a
previous study (Leung, Bond, Carment, Krishnan, & Liebrand, 1990). Compared with the
| two individualistic cultures, the two collectivistic cultures endorsed hanhony—enhancing
procedures such as negotiating and complying more, and endorsed confrontational
procedures such as threatening and accusing less. This conclusion shoiild be viewed as
tentative because Leung et al. (1992) did not perform the necessary statistical tests to
evaluate this conclusion. Although this study did not explicitly study forgiveness,
forgiveness may bé viewed as a harmony-enhancing conflict résoiutionn--procedure that
may be more likely to be endorsed in cqllectivistic rather than individualistic societies.
Mediation is a technique used’to resolve conflict that involves the‘ use of a third
party to facilitate the conflict resolution process (Callister & Wall, 1997). Mediators have
bee_n used to set up negotiations, separate parties, advise parties, offer proposals, serve as
sounding boards, and protect the disputants (Wall & Blum, 1991). One study compai'ed
mediation and mediation techniques related to forgiveness in individualistic and
_collectivistic cultures. Callister and Wall (2004) compared the mediation approaches of
Thai and U.S. community mediators. Thai mediators (N =111) and U.S. mediators (N =
111) completed-a structured interview. The interviewer asked the mediator to recall the
last dispute that he or she had mediated. Participants were asked to describe the nature
and context of thé dispute, and the people 'involve(i. Next, the mediators were asked to

recall the specific steps they took to assist or resolve the dispute, as well as the final
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outcome of the mediation. Thai mediators more frequently requested forgiveness and

“called for apologies than did U.S. mediators. Since the formal mediation of disputes

~ reflects the §vay members of that culture resolve conflict, this study may indicate that
forgiveness as a conflict resolution technique is more highly valued and practiced in the
collectivist Thai cultufe than in the individualistic U.S. culture.

Four studies (Callister & Wall, 1997; Kim, Wall, Sohn, & Kim, 1993; Wall &
Blum, 1991; Wall & Callister, 1999) examinedmediatioh and mediation techniques
related to forgiveness in a collectivistic culture. For example, Kim et al. (1993) studied
mediation in Sdu‘th Korea and found that mediators used techniques such as calling for
forgivéness, apologies, and empathy. The mediation literature is helpfui because it
describes the ﬁse of forgiVeness-related»techniques in the conflict resolution process in
_ collectivistic cultures. Most studies on mediation, however, do not give much information
about the differences between individualistic and collectivistic cultures because mdst
studies lack a control or comparison group. The one exception (Callister & Wall, 2004)
- was very interesting becausé it showed differences between the approaches of Thai and
U.S. community mediators.

Discussion

Since the research of the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness
is in its infancy, any conclusions and generaiizations made in the present review are
tentative at best. Thcreforé, I proceed cautiously.

Relatively little theory about the effects of individualism and collectivism on

forgiveness has been presented by psychologists. Theory drives systematic research, and
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the lack of a theoretical base has caused the research on the effects of individualism and

_collectivism bn forgiveness to be disorganized at best. I applaud the attempts to provide a
theoretical framework for studying the effects of individualism and collectivism on
forgiveness (Sandage & Wiens, 2001; Sandage & Williamson, 2005) and view them as a
step in the ﬁgﬁt direction. Further research can systematically study the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness to support or refute this theory.

The review of the empirical literature shows that the study of the effects of
indiv‘idualism and collectivism on forgiveness is in its beginning stage. Empirical studies
are not always driven by theory. Enipirical findings are sometimes inconsistent and have
not been well replicated. These problems with the empirical literature may also be due to
differ.ent cultural understandings of the concept of forgiveness.

| Individualistic and collectivistic> cultures shape the perceptions and

- understandings of concepts like forgiveness. In research to date, psychometﬁcally énd

unsophisticated measures of forgiveness have been used, or forgiveness has been treated
as é unitary concept.

Propensity to forgive, which has been the general measure employed by Mullet
and his colleagues has been operationalized using items that &o not clearly define
forgiveness. Worthington and his colleagues (Exline, Worthington, Hill, & McCullough,
2003; WonMngton & Scherer,’ 2004) have differentiated decisional forgiveness (a
decision about behavioral intentions toward an offender) and emotional forgiveness (an
experience of reduced negative emotional valence associated with reduced avoidance and

revenge motivations and increased conciliatory and benevolent motivations).
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The theoretical differences between decisional and emotional forgiveness do a

“good job of explaining the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness.
Because of the social norms in collectivistic cultures to preserve group harmony and
avoid conflict, it may be that collectivistic cultures have cultural norms that promote
decisional forgiveness. Even though collectivists have made the decision to forgive, and
may report this decision, their internal experience of emotional forgiveness may typically ‘
lag behind that decision.

Individualistic cultures may not have the same social norms to preserve group
harmony and avoid conflict. In fact, norms might be more heavily weighted toward
internal consistency with outward behavior (which could insta'nti'éter réciuction of
cognitive dissonanée by emotionaliy fo;giving if oﬁe is induced to decisionally forgive)
or could motivate emotional forgiveness because one is seeking to do what is beneficial
for one’s own psyche. Thé tempdral sequence of decisional and emotional forgiving may
be different.

For those who forgive in collectivistic cultures, I predict quick decisional
forgiveness followed by slow or even no emotional forgiveness. Emotional forgiveness
may not be valued, but decisional forgiveness may be highly valued. For those who
forgive in individualistic cultures, I predict emdtional forgiveness to be more valued and
for emotional and decisional forgiveness to be more related to each other tcmporaily and
in correlation.

Itis difﬁcu]t to interpret the empirical findings of the effects of individualism and

collectivism on forgiveness when the measurement and understanding of forgiveness in
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collectivistic cultures is not precise. It is imperative that when researchers ask

individualists and collectivists about their experiences of forgiveness, individualists and
collectivists are referring to the same, well-defined construct.

Although the study of the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness
has begun to progress, it is interesting to survey the topics in this area of research that
have yet to be broached. First, no empirical research has been conducted on the effects of
individualism and coliectivism on the forgiveness of self, although it has been theorized
about (Sandage & Wiens, 2061; Sandage & Williamson, 2005). Second, no research has
been conducted on the effects of individualism and collectivism on fofgifleness in
different types of relationships, such as marriage or families. For ‘ex;a»nf)le, individualism
and collectivism may have different effects on forgiveness in different types of marriages
(e,.‘g-., Ripley, Worthington, & Bron.lley,» 2005). Third, no research has been conducted on
‘the genetic or biological aspects of forgiving in individualists and collectivists. Fourth, a
burgeoning area of forgiveness research lately has been the relationship between
forgiveness and health. No empirical research has directly studied the effects of
individualism and collectivism on the relationship between forgiveness and physicai and
mental health. ﬁnally, no empirical research has studied the effects of individualism and
colleétivism on forgiveness in a therapeutic setting.

Research Agenda

With these questions in mind, I offer the following directions for future research.

My hope is that psychologists will treat these questions as a roadmap when conducting

research on the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness.
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1. The research on the effects of individualism and collectivism should be driven

by theory and carried out systematically. The research done thus far on the effects of
individualism and collectivism on forgiveness has been too disorganized. I offer Sandage
and Williamson’s (2005) organization of the effects of individualism and collectivism on
forgiveness as a good starting point.

2. Systematic research must be conducted examining the similarities and
differences of the understanding of forgiveness.in individualists and collectivists. In what
specific ways do i)eople from individualistic and collectivistic cultures think about and
understand forgiveness in similar ways? Conversely, in what specific ways do people
from individualistiq and collectivistic cultdres think about and understand forgiveness
differently?

3. How do individualists and collectivists forgive? Are the processes of
forgiveness similar or different? Are the mediators and moderators of forgiveness similar
or different for individualists and collectivists? Do individualists and collectivists differ
in decisional forgiveness? In emotional forgiveness?

4. Do individualists and collectivists have different reasons for forgiving others?

5. What are the effects of individualisﬁl and collectivism on the relationship
between forgiveness aﬁd reconciliation?

6. More research must be conducted examining the differences in the propensity
to forgive in individualists and collectivists. Do collectivists really forgive more? Do they

forgive more in all situations or only in specific contexts? Furthermore, how is
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“propensity to forgive” related to different types of forgiving, such as emotional versus

‘decisional forgiveness?

7. Methodological issues should be studied more exténsively. Culture has often’
been used as a proxy for individualism and collectivism. Does such an assumption
accurately assess differences in individualism and collectivism? Or do other cultural
 variables such as reli gion, socioeconomic status, or other subcultural differences
confound this relétionship? Experiments that assess the effects of individualism and
collectivism on forgiveness by priming individualist and collectivist cognition could be
used to studyv the relationship. Are individualistic measures of forgiveness reliable and
valid when used for collectivists? Are forgiveness measures measunngthe same
construct when used across cultures?

8. Whaf is the relationship between religion aﬁd forgiveness for individualists and
collectivisté? Do religious beliefs, values, and comthitment affect forgiveness in similar
or different ways across cultures? Do different types of religion affect forgiveness
differently?

9. What tools (e.g., psychotherapy, self-help resources, communal mediators,
rituals) do individualists and collectivists use to help themselves forgive? Are they
similar or different?

10. What are the effects of individualism and collectivism on the forgiveness of
self?

11. What are the effects of individualism and collecﬁvism on forgiveness in

different types of relationships, such as marital and family relationships? What is the
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effect of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness in different types of marriages

and different types of families?

12. What are the effects of individualism and collectivism on the genetic and
biological aspects of forgiveness?

13. What are the effects of individualism and collectivism on the relationship
between forgiveness and physical and mental health? Perhaps the physical and mental
health benefits of forgiveness are greatef for individualists than for collectivists, because
individualists may experience greater emotional forgiveness than collectivists.

14. What are the effects of individualism and collectivism on forgiveness in
therapy? Can forgiveness be used in therapy in the same way fnr collécﬁﬁsw as it has
been used for individualists? Or must fqrgiveness in therapy for collectivists be alt&ed to
~ reflect differences in the understanding and practice of forgiveness?

15. Can interventions developed in the United States be used effectively for
collectivists? Or should they be altered to reflect differences m the understanding and
practice of forgiveness by collectivists? How should they be adapted to different
collectivist cultures? Are adaptations td local difference (e.g., incorporating local Filipino
constructs in a forgiveness intervention in the Philippines) more important that
* emphasizing generic collectivist constructs?

Altogether the study of the intersection of cultural constructs such as
individualism and collectivism and the experience and expression of forgiveness is
rudimentary. In the cross-cultural and multicultural context of the twenty-first century, an

aggressive research agenda is called for.



| Chapter 3
" Study 1: Psychometric Research On Non-Validated Forgiveness Measures

In Chapters 3 and 4, I report two systematic studies that explore the relationships
among measurement issues, individualism versus collectivism, and processes that occur
after people experience transgressions. In Chapter 5, I provide a general discussion of the
studies in the context of the extant literature.

Statement of the Problem
"'The process of improving the available measures for studying forgiveness is an
| important task for the field of forgiveness. Although some aspects of forgiveness seem to
be adequately assessed by existing measures, there are many aépécts of ‘forgiveness that
canﬂot be studied properly because imMents to assess them have not yet been
developed (Hoyt & McCullough, 2005; McCullough, Hoyt, & Rachal, 2000)'. In the
present study, I create and evaluate the psychometric properties of four new measures of
forgiveness.
Decisional and Emotional Forgiveness

The first two measures disﬁnéuish between decisional and emotional forgiveness
for a specific transgression. Worthington and colleagues (Exline et al., 2002; |
Worthington & Scherer, 2004) have differentiated decisional forgiveness from emotional
forgiveness.

Decisional forgiveness occurs when people make a sincere behavioral intention

statement (either silently to themselves or aloud to someone else) to eliminate their
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negative behavior in non-continuing relationships and also to restore positive behavior in

“continuing close relationships (Worthington, 2005b). Decisional forgiveness is a
behavioral intention statement that one will seek to behave toward the transgressor like
oné did prior to a transgression (W orthington & Scherer, 2004) to the extent that it is safe
to do so. One decides to release the transgressor ﬁom the debt (Baumeister et al., 1998;
DiBlasio, 1998). A decision to forgive is sincere (as much as a person can beata
particular time). One might grant decisional forgiveness and still be emotionally upset,
cognitively oriented toward angry, anxious, or depressive rumination, and niotivationally |
oriented toward revenge or avoidance (Worthington & Scherer, 2004).

Emotional forgiveness is rooted in emotions, which aré nécess;a;ily tied to
motivations (Worthington & Scherer, 2004). It is both (1) a process and (2) an emotional
or affective state. Unforgiveness is a complex combination of delayed negative emotions
toward a person who has transgressed personal b-oundaries (Worthington & Scherer, ‘
2004; Worthington & Wade, 1999). As a process, emotional forgiveness occurs by the

‘process of emotionally juxtaposing positive other-oriented emotions (empathy, sympathy,
compassion, or love; Worthington, Berry, & Parrot, 2001; Wade & Worthington, 2002)
against negative unforgivenesé, which eventually results in neutralization or replacement
of all or part of those negative emotions with positive emotions (Worthington & Wade,
1999). As an emotional or affective state, emotional forgiveness is a net reduction in
negativity (relative to a previous point). The end-point of “complete” emotional
forgiveness is either a net neutral emotion (usually when the offender is a stranger; see

Worthington, 2005b) or a net positive emotion toward the transgressor (usually when the
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offender is a valued friend or loved one). Whereas the experience of some positive

‘emotions is necessary to neutralize unforgiveness, thé person may or may not have a net
final positive emotion toward the trans gressor. The forgiveness might be partial (reduced

~ unforgiveness) or complete (resulting in a net neutral or even net positive emotion toward
the transgressor; Worthington & Scherer, 2004).

To date, decisional and emotional forgiveness have only been evaluated by single-
item measures (Worthington, 2004). Therefore, the present study extends the ability to
measure decisional and emotional forgiveness by developing a scale to measure these
constructs. Participants think and write abo.ut a specific transgression, and then complete
a series of items that indicate whether they have experienced declsmnal and emotional
forgiveness toward the offender. I will then refine the scale and test its validity.

| Forgiveness within an Intrapersonal or Interpersonal Context

The third measure that I develop and report in the ﬁresent chapter evaluates
whether participants believe that forgiveness occurs primarily within an intrapersonal
context or an interpersonal context (for articulation of these as they pertain to 7
forgiveness, see Freedman, Enright, & Knutson, 2005; Worthington & Scherer, 2004; cf.
Rusbult, Hannon, Stocker, & Finkel, 2005). People’s understanding of the context of
forgiveness is important in order to study different cultural understandings of forgiveness.
People who undérstand forgiveness as occurring primarily within an intrapersonal context
see forgiveness as internal or achieved individually through discussion with a third party .
(e.g., counselor, friend). It is not thought to be necessary for a forgiver to express

decisional or emotional forgiveness to the transgressor—even if the transgressor is
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readily available—but one’s forgiveness might possibly be expressed to the third party

(Worthington, 2005b).

Others may understand forgiveness as occurring primarily within an interpersonal
context (Rusbult et al., 2005). This understanding of forgiveness necessarily includes. the
interpersonal expression of either a decision to forgive or an experience of emotional
forgiveness if the transgressor is available. Without the expression of forgiveness to an
available transgressor, forgiveness is not deemed to be complete. If a transgressor is not
available or has died, forgiveness within an interpersonal context is considered to require
the willingness to express forgiveness if the transgressor had been ayeil_able. Forgiveness
within an interpersonal context can fherefore involve a series of interactions surrounding
a transgression, which include (a) the transgression, (b) accommodation processes by
either party, (c) private or stated attributions (e.g., of blame by the victims or of
~ justification by the offender), (d) reproaches (i.e., requests that a perpetrator explain the
reasons for his or her actions, (€) accounts Aby the offender, (i) seeking forgiveness by the
offender, (g) rejecting the need for forgiveness by the offender, (h) a victim’s decisions
~ about forgiveness, (i) a victim’s expresSione of emotional forgiveness, (j) acceptance of
forgiveness by the offender, and perhaps (k) self-forgiveness by the offender. In society,
such dyadic interactions surrounding transgressions occur within historical, in-group/out-
group, and social normative (or legal) contexts that affect interprefation of events (see
Cairns, Tam, Hewstone, & Niens, 2005; Staub, 2005). Individuals witness and are
affected by social transgressions, so individuals not directly involved in a transgression

might still be considered able to forgive.
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To date, there are no measures that assess one’s understanding of fotgiveness as

occurring primarily within an intrapersonal or interpersonal context. Therefore, the
present study is an important step in accurately asseSsing people’s unders-fanding of
: forgi?eness. Participants indicate their agreement or disagreement of statements that
concéptualize forgiveness as either occurring within an intrapersonal or interpersonal
context. I will then refine the scale and test its» validity.

Attribution of the Cause of the Transgression

The fourth measure that I develop and report in the present chapter distinguishes
whether people think that the cause of a specific transgression is due to the personal
characteristics of the offender or due to the context of the simaﬁoﬁ. f’édi)le make causal
attributions about why the transgressor hurt or offended. They might rely on internal or
external explanations. People who make an internal attribution about the cause of a
tranisgression thmk that the cause of the transgression is due to the personal
characteristics of the offender. Their causal reasoning in decontextualized. They think
that the cause of the transgression was due to factors such as the personality or
dispositional characteristics of the offender. Aﬁﬁbuﬁon effects within thg assessment of
forgiveness have been emphasized by F incham, Paleari, and Regalia (2002).

People who make an external attribution about the cause of a transgression, on the
other ﬁand, think that the cause of the transgression is due to the context of the situation.
Their causal reasoning is contextualized and situated. They think that the cause of the
transgression was due to factors such as social circmhstances, society, or perhaps the

victim.
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To date, there are no measures that assess one’s attribution of the cause of a

‘'specific transgression. There have béen some measures that assess one’s general
attribution style focusing on criminals (Gudjonsson & Singh, 1989; Loza & Clements,
1991) and couples (Fincham & Bradbury, 1992). Coded free response methods are also
widely used to study attribution (e.g., Morris & Peng, 1993; Shweder & Bourne, 1982).
Forgiveness researchers have measured attributions with self-report items (e.g.,
McCullough, Fiﬁcham, & Tsang, 2003). Therefore, the present study extends the ability
to measure the attribution of a cause of a specific transgression by introducing a scale to
measure this construct. Participants think about a specific transgression, and then
complete a series of items that indicate whether they think the -cal‘lsbeA c;f "that transgression
wasA‘due to the personal characteﬁétics of the offender or to the context of the situation. I
will then refine the scale and test its validity.
Present Studies

The purpose of the following studies reported in the present chapter is to create
and refine four new measures of forgiveness and to evaluate their psychometric
properties. In the first study (Study 1A), I create four scales to measure four distinct
constructs: (a) decisional forgiveness, (b) emotional forgiveness, (c) the understaﬁding of
forgi\.reness as occurring primarily within an intrapersonal or interpersonal context, and
(d) Athe attribution of the causerovf a specific transgression. I will refine the four
forgiveness scales through expert ratings, and through exploratory and confirmatory
factor analysis on a large sample. Initial validity testing will also be conducted. In the

second study (Study 1B), I use the refined versions of the four forgiveness scales to test



67
the construct validity of the scales. I also measure the three-week temporal stability of the

refined scales. In the third study (Study IC), I use a between-subjects experimental
design to further test the construct validity of the Decisional Forgiveness Scale (DFS) and
the Emotional Forgiveness Scale (EFS). I use ego depletion as a behavioral measure of
decisional and emotional forgiveness. Baumeister and colleagues (Baumeister,
Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998) have shown
that the self expends some limited resource, similar to energy or strength, when it
engages in deliberate actions, and one deliberate action can have a detrimental effect on a
subsequent deliberate action. bThinki‘ng positive thoughts about an offender whom a
participant has not forgiven should induce ego depletion, and éauée reduced performance
ona subsequent task. The three studies will test the two following general hypotheses.
First, the four forgiveness scales should have strong psychometric properties, with good
estimated internal cohsistency, and strong estimated temporal stability. Second, the four
scales should also show evidence of construct validity, as measured against other criteria

that include other questionnaires and behavioral measures.
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Study 1A-Scale Refinement and Initial Validity Testing

Study 1A-Method
Participants

The sample for this study consisted of 400 undergraduate students from a large
Mid-Atlantic urban university. Participants were recruited from undergraduate classes
and participated as part of a course requirement or in exchange for a émall amount of
class credit. Demographic data are summarized in Table 6.

Design
This study used a cross-sectional, correlational design.
| Measures

Demographic Data Sheet

A data sheet was used to collect demographic information from participants.
Participaﬁts indicated their age, sex, ethnicity, religious orientation, and marital status
- (see Appendix B). |
Forgiveness Measures Under Investigation

Decisional and emotional forgiveness. Items to measure decisional and emoﬁonalv
forgiveness were created for the present study (see Appendix A). The items measure a
person’s level of decisional and emotional forgiveness in one specific situation. I predict
two scales will emerge, one that measures decisional forgiveness and one that measures
emotional forgiveness. I also predict that for each scale, two subscales will emerge, one

that measures positive items and one that measures negative items. Participants report



~ Table6 ‘

Descriptive Data for Demographics of Participants in Each Study -

Demographic Study 1A Study 1B Study 1C Study2

N 400 179 100 298

| Age (years)
M (SD) 19.7 (3.0) 23.6 (6.0) 19.6 (3.3) 19.2 (2.9)
Median 19.0 22.0 18.0 180
Range 18.0-43.0 18.0-55.0 18.0-43.0 17.0-46.0
Ethnicity
Black/African-American 245 274 22.0 22.8
Asian/Asian-American 16.3 12.3 13.0 13.9
White/Caucasian ‘ 50.5 52.0 - 53.0 54.1

/| Latino 3.5 5.6 1.0 4.1
Other (or did not report) - 5.3 2.8 11.0 5.1
Gender ‘ '
Female 63.8 85.5 72.0 71.4
Male | 36.3 14.5 28.0 - 28.6
Religious orientation
Christian 67.0 73.7 69.0 68.5
Muslim- 4.0 2.8 3.0 24 -
Buddhist 2.8 .6 3.0 1.0
Hindu 2.8 1.7 1.0 1.4
Jewish 2.3 1.1 0.0 0.7
None 17.3 15.6 18.0 15.0
Other (or did not report) 4.0 4.5 6.0 10.8
Marital Status i _
Single 97.0 84.9 98.0 95.9
‘Married 2.8 13.4 2.0 3.4
Divorced 3 1.7 0.0 7

Note. Ethnicity, gender, religious orientation, and marital status are reported as a percentage of the total sample size for that study.

69
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their current behavioral intentions and emotions by indicating their agreement with items

briva, 5-point Likert scale from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.
Understanding of forgiveness. Items to measure the understanding of forgiveness

were created for the present study (see Appendix A). The items measure whether a

person believes that forgiveness occurs primarily within an intrapersonal context or an

interpersonal context. I predict two subscéles will emerge, one that measures a person’s

understanding of forgivenesé as occurring primarily within an intrapersonal context, and |

one that measures a person’s understanding of forgiveﬁess as occurring primarily withiﬁ

~ an interpersonal context. Participants report their current beliefs about forgiveness by

indicating their agreement with items on a 5-point Likert scale- ﬁ—ém 1‘ = Strongly

disagreé to 5 = Strongly agree.

Attribution of the cause of a transgression. Items to measure the attribution of a
transgression were created for the present study (see Appendix A). The items measure
whether a person makes an internal attribution or an external attribution for the cause of a
specific transgression. I predict two subscales will emerge, one that measures a persqn’s
level of internal attribution for the cause of a specific transgression, and one that
meaéures a person’s level of external attribution for the cause of a specific transgression.
Participants report their current beliefs about the cause of the specific transgression by
indicating their agreement with items on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = Strongly
disagree to 5 = Strongly agree.

Measures Used to Assess Construct Validity of Decisional and Emotional Forgiveness
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Single item measure of forgiveness. Participants indicated the extent to which they

had forgiven their offender on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = No forgiveness to 5 =
Complete forgiveness (see Appendix B). Similar items have been used in psychometric
research on forgiving by McCullough, Worthington, and Rachal (1997) and Subkoviak et
al. (1995).

Single item measure of decisional forgiveness. Participants indicated the extent to
wliich.they had granted forgiveness or decided to forgive their offender on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 = No forgiveness to 5 = Complete forgi&eness (see Appendix B). This
measure has been used in research on forgiving by Cooke (2006).

Single item measure of emotional forgiveness. Particip#nté iriciiéé.’ted the extent to
which they feel that their emotions have become less negative and more positive toward
théir offender on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = No forgivehess to 5 = Complete
forgiveness (see Appendix B). This measure has been used in research on forgiving by
Cooke (2006).

Rye Forgiveness Scale (Rye et al., 2001). The Rye Forgiveness Scale (see
Appendix B) consists of 15 items that measure forgiveness toward a particular offender.
Participants are instructed to think about how they have responded to the person who
wronged or mistreated them, and indicate their agreement with each item on a 5-point
Likert scale from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. Higher scores indicate
more forgiveness. Factor analytic investigation by Rye et al. (2001) found that the items
loaded on two factors, the absence of negative thoughts, feelings, and behavior toward

the offender, and the presence of positive thoughts, feelings, and behavior toward the
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wrongdoer. The Forgiveness Scale had Cronbach’s alphas of .87 for the entire scale, .86

for the absence of negative subscale, and .85 for the presence of positive subscale (Rye et
al., 2001). There is evidence for two-week estimated temporal stability, with scores of .80
for the entire scale, and .76 for both the absence of negative and presence of positive
subscales (Rye et al., 2001). The scale shows evidence of constrﬁct validity, and was
found to be positively correlated with other measures of forgiveness, religiousness, hope,
spiritual well-being, and negatively correlated with anger (Rye et al., 2001). For the
current samplé, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .88.

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory (TRIM; McCullough
etal, 1998). The TRIM (see Appendix B) consists of 19 items ‘thé‘tt ihéééure motivations
toward a particular offender. Participants are instructed to write a short summary about
the most hurtful transgression they can remember. They rated its hurtfulness and
estimated the time since its occurrence. Participants then reported their motivations
toward the person who wounded them by indicating their agreement with each item on a
5-point Likert scale from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree. Higher scores
indicated higher motivations. The TRIM consists of three subscales; one measures
avoidance motivations, one measures revenge motivations, and one measures
benevolence motivations. The TRIM had Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .84 to .93 for
the avoidance and revenge subscales (McCullough et al., 1998) and .86 to .96 for the
benevolence subscale (McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). Estimated three-week temporal
stability in a sample of people who had difficulty forgiving ranged from .79-.86 for the

avoidance and revenge subscales (McCullough et al., 1998). Estimated eight-week
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temporal stability in a sample of recent victims ranged from .44-.53 for the avoidance and

Tevenge subscales (McCullough et al., 1998). The scale shows evidence of construct
validity, and was found to be po§itive1y correlated with other measﬁres of forgiveness,
relationship satisfaction, and commitment (McCullough et al., 1998). For the current
sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .88 for the revenge subscale, .93 for the
avoidance subscale, and .94 for the benevolence subscale.

Trait Forgivingness Scale (TFS; Berry, Worthington, O'C’onnor, Parrott, &
Wade, 2005). The TFS (see Appendix B) consists of 10 items that measure dispositional
forgiveness, the tendency to forgive across times and situations. Participants are
iﬁstructed to indicate their agreement with each item on a 5-poinf leert scale from 1 =
Strongly disagree to 5 = Sirongly agree. The TFS had Cronbach’s alphas ranging ﬁ'om
.74 to .80 (Berry et al., 2005). The scale shows evidence of construct validity, and was
found to be positively correlated with agreeableness, empathic concern, and perspective
taking, and negatively correlated with anger, rumination, and hostility (Berry et al.,
2005). For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .66.

State Ang_er Scale (SAS; Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane, 1983). The SAS
(seé Appendix B) consists of 10 items that measure the current level of anger the
participant is experiencing. Participants indicate their current feelings on a 4-point Likert
scale from 1 = Not at all to 4 = Very much so. Higher scores indicate higher levels of
anger. The SAS had Cronbach’s ‘alphas ranging from .88 to .95 (Spielberger et al., 1983).

- The scale shows evidence of construct validity, and was found to be positively correlated
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with state anxiety, neuroticism, and psychoticism (Spielberger et al., 1983). For the

‘cuirent sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .90.

Intrusiveness subscale of the Impact of Event Scale (IES; Horowitz, Wilner, &
Alvarez, 1979). The intrusiveness subscale of the IES (see Appendix B) consists of seven
items that measure rumination about intrusive thoughts, affects, and imagery related to a
parﬁcular offense. Pgrticipants reported how frequently they experienced each of the
intrusive experiences by indicating their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert
scale from 1 = Not at all to 5 = Often. The intrusiveness subscale had Cronbach’s alphas
ranging from .79 to .92 across multiple studies (Sundin & Horowi'tz; 2002). The scale
shows evidence of construct validity, and was found to be posifi\}ély c;,di;related with
anxiety, depression, and general psychological symptoms (Sundin & Horowftz, 2002).
For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .90.

Affective empathy (Coke, Batson, & McDafis, 1978; Toi & Batson, 1982). The
affective empathy measure used by Batson and colleagues (see Appendix B) consists of
eight affect adjectives. Pa.rticipants reported the degree to which they felt each affect
toward their offender on a 6-point Likert scale from 0 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely. 'ihe
empathy measure had Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .79-.95 (Batson, O’Quin, Fultz,
Vanderplas, & Isen, 1983; Coke et al., 1978; Toi & Batson, 1982). The scale shows
evidence of ‘construct validity, and was found to be positively correlated with measures of
dispositional empathy, perspective taking, and helping behavior (Batson, Bolen, Cross, &
Neuringer-Benefiel, 1986; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987). For the current sample, the

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .94.
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Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988).

The PANAS (see Appendix B) consists of 20 adjectives that measure positive and
negative affect. Participants indicate how much they are experiencihg each feeling on a 5-
point Likert Scale from 1 = Very slightly or not at allto 5 = Extre)nely. The PANAS had

| Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .86 to .90 for the positive affect subscale and .84 to .87
for the negative affect subscale (Watson et al., 1988). The PANAS had a wide range of
estimated eight-week temporal stability with scores ranging from .47 to .68 for the
positive affect subscale and .39 to .71 for the negative affect subscale; Watson et al.,
1988). The scale shows evidence of construct validity, and was found to be related to
measures of genéral distress and dysfunction, depression, and én);iety‘- ({?Valson etal,
1988). For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .89 for positive
affect and .85 for negative affect.

Religious Commitment Inventory-10 (RCI-10; Worthington et al., 2003). The
RCI-10 (see Appendix B) consists of 10 items that assess one’s dedication to a specific
religion. Panicipénts rate their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert scale from 1
= Not at all true of me to 5 = Totally true of me. The RCI-10 consists of 6 items that
measure one’s intrapersonal i‘eligious commitment. For exaxﬁple, participants indicate the
degree to which their religious beliefs lig behind their whole approach to life. The RCI-10
also consists of 4 items that measure one’s intefperéonal'religious commitment. For
example, participants indicated the degree to which they enjoy working in the activities
of their religious organization. There is some evidence that the two subscales of the RCI-

10 measure somewhat different constructs, but since the two subscales are highly



76
correlated, Worthington et al. (2003) suggest that using a one-factor model is preferable

until additional evidence shows the usefulness of two sub-scales. Worthington et al.
(2003) found acceptable estimated inter-item reliability for the RCI-10, with Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients ranging from .88 to .98 for the entire scale, .92-.94 for the intrapersonal
subscale, and .87-.92 for the interpersonal subscale. These estimates of reliabilities were
tested in a variety of populations. Estimates of témpdral stability (3 week and 5 month)
were reported as .84-.v87 for the entire scale, .86 for the intrapersonal subscale, and .83 for
the interpersonal subscale. Worthington et al. (2003) also reported evidence for construct
validity. Participants who endorsed salvation as one of the top 5 values on Rokeach’s
Value Survey scored significantly higher on the RCI-10 than parficipéﬁfs who did not
endorse; salvation as one of the top 5 values (Worthington et al., 2003). The RCI-10 was
significantly and positively correlated with a single-item measure of religiosity, the
frequency of attendance of religious activities, and self-rated spiritual intensity.
Furthermore, when comparing Buddhists, Christians, Hindlis, Muslims, and nonreligious
pmiciﬁants on the RCI-10, the nonreligious group scored significantly lower on the RCI-
10 than all religious groups (Worthington et al., 2003). For the current sample, the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .95.

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).
The MCSDS (see Appendix B) consists of 33 items that measure the need for social
approval. Participants read statements concerning vpersonal attributes and traits, and
indicate whether each statement is true or false for them personally. The MCSDS had a

Kuder-Richardson coefficient estimate of .88 (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). Estimated
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one-month temporal stability was .89. The scale also shows evidence of construct

validity, and was positi\?ely related to another scale measuring social desirability (Crowne
& Marlowe, 1960). The MCSDS is- also rﬁore highly correlated with‘ the validity
subscales of the MMPI than with the clinical subscales of the MMPI (Crowné &
Marlowe, 1960). Béretvas, Meyers, and Leite (2002) conducted a récent reliability
generalization study in which they assessed the internal consistency and test-retest
| reliability of the MCSDS in all studies since 1960 that reported sample-specific reliability
) estimates. Using a mixed-effects model for the meta-analysis of internal consistency
reliability coefficients, Beretvas et al. (2002) found a predicted score reliability of .797
for women and .704 for men. The number of studies reporting ésﬁmatéci temporal
stability was very small, and the values of test-retest coefficients ranged from a very low
.'38.(aSSOciated with a test-retest interval of 2 to 4 weeks) to .86 (test-retest interval of
- more than 1 month). Although the MCSDS has been the most widely used measure of
social desirability (Beretvas et al., 2002, found a total of 1069 articles and dissertations
* that have used the MCSDS since 1960), recent evidence has questioned the validity of the
MCSDS. For example, recent efforts to replicate the factorial structure of the MCSDS
have not been successful (e.g., Leite & Beretvas, 2005). For the current sample, the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .77.
Measures Used to Assess Construct Validity of the Understanding of Forgiveness
| Single item measure of the understanding of forgiveness. Participants indicated
the extent to which they believe forgiv_eness. to be a process that happens inside one

person or a process that happens between two or more people. Participants indicated their
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belief on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = Completely intrapersonal to 5 = Completely

interpersonal (see Appendix C).

Narrative test of the understanding of forgiveness. Participants read four
scenarios, which were baéed on scenarios creafed by Berry, Worthington, P_arrott,
O’Connor, & Wade (2001). All four scenarios deséribed a transgression and some level
of forgiveness of that transgression. In two scenarios, forgiveﬁess was expressed to the
offender. In two scenarios, forgiveness was not expressed to the offender. For each
scenario, participants indicated how much forgiveness they believe took place in the
scenario on a 5-point Likert scale, from 1 = No forgiveness to 5 = Complete forgiveness
(see Appendix C). .

Measures Used to Assess Construct Validity of the Attribution of the Cause of a
Transgression

| Single item measure of the attribution of the cause of the transgression.
Participants thought about a specific transgression, and indicated thether they thought
the cause of the trénsgression was due to the personal characteristics of the offender or to
the context of the situation. Participants indicated their attribution on a 5-point Likert
scale from 1 = Completely due to personal characteristics of the offender to 5 =
Completely due to the context of the situation (see _AppendiX D).

Narrative test of the attribution of transgressions. Participants read four scenarios,
which were baséd on scenarios created by Berry ét al. (2001). All four scenarios
déscribed a transgression and some level of forgiveness of that transgfession. For each

scenario, participants indicated whether they thought the cause of the transgression was
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due to the personal characteristics of the offender or to the context of the situation.

Participants indicated their attributions on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = Completely due
to personal characteristics of the offender to 5 = Completely due to the context of the
situation (see Appendix C).

The Attribution of Blame Scale (ABS; Loza & Clements, 1991). The ABS (see
Appendix D) consists of 24 items that describe causal attributions of blame. Participants
indicate their agreement with itemé on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 = Strongly agree to 6
= Strongly disagree. The original scale consisted of four subscales, victim blame,
offgnder blame, alcohol blame, and societal blame, although later investigations on the
ABS found that two subscales, external attribution and intemai a&ribﬁtibn, were a better
fit for the data (Di Fazio, Kroner, & Forth, 1997). The ABS had a Cronbach’s alpha of
.75 for the entire scale (Loza & Clements, 1991). Estimated one-week temporal stability
was .77 (Lozé & Clements, 1991). The scale shows evidence of constrﬁct validity, and
the external attributioh subscale was found to be positively correlated with alcohol abuse,
the peréeption of external control, and psychopathy (Di Fazio et al., 1997). For the
current sample, the Cronbach’s alphé coefficient was .82.

Locus of Control Scale (LOCS; Rotter, 1966). The LOCS (see Appendix D)
consists of 29 items that meésure the extent to which individuals believe they can control
events that affect them. Individuals with a high internal locus of control believe that
events result primarily from their own beliefs and actions. Individuals with a high
external locus of control believe that events result primarily from others, fate, or chance.

For each item, participants read two sentences and pick the sentence that best describes



80
their beliefs. The Locus of Control Scale had Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .69 to .73

(Rotter, 1966). The scale had eight-month estimated temporal stability of .55 (Zerega,
Tseng, & Greever, 1976). The scale shows evidence of construct validity, and was found
to be positively correlated with other measures of internal and external locus of control
(Goodman & Waters, 1987). For the current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
was .62.

Specific Relationship Attribution Measure (based on Fincham & Bradbury,
1992). The Relationshiﬁ Attribution Measure was adapted for the present study. The
Spéciﬁc Relationship Attribution Measure (see Appendix D) consists of six items that
measure causal and responsibility attributions for a specific o,ffenée; l;é&icipants are
iﬁstructed to think about the offense and the person who hurt them, and indi-cate' their
agreement with each item on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 = Disagree strongly_ to6=
' Agree strongly. The original Relationship Attribution Measure had Cronbach’s alphas
ranging from .63 tov.90 (Fincham & Bradbury, 1992). The original scale also shows
evidence of construct validity, and was found to be positively correlated with anger and
negatively correlated with marital satisfaction (Fincham & Bradbury, 1992). For the
-current sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .74.

| Procedure

Items for the four forgiveness measures under investigation were created by the
present author with participation and concurrence of a post-Ph.D expert in forgiveness.
Each of the forgiveness scales were sent to three or four expert raters. Expert raters all

had published articles in peer-reviewed journals on the topic of forgiveness. Expert raters
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rated each item on the degree of fit that they thought it shows to its construct on a 5-point

Likert scale from 0 = No fit to 4 = Excellent fit. The degree of fit of each scale item to its
construct was also examined using Latent Semantic Analysis. Latent Semantic Analysis
is a statistical method that can be used to assess the similarity of meaning of words and
passages by the analysis of large text corpora (Landauer, Foltz, & Laham, 1998). In the
current study, Latent Semantic Analysis was used to assess the degree of fit of each scale
item with the overall meaning of each construct as described in a paragraph. Scale items
that did not show good or excellent fit from expert raters (i.c., mean ratings between 3
and 4) or from LSA analyses were removed from the scales. In pérticular, to winnow
items, I summed the expert ratings. Items that totaled less than> eiéht (ﬁiéan = 2) were
eliminated. Items that totaled less than twelve (mean = 3) aild were rejected by the LSA
analyses were also eliminated. The LSA analyses usually agreed with the expert raters.
The revised measures were then given to the current sample (see Appendix A).
Participants were recruited from undergraduate classes and participated as part of
a course requirgment or in exchange for a small amount of class credit. Participants were
briefed, and the study’s procedures were explained. After being briefed, participants were
given the opportunity to ask qugstions and seek clarification regarding the study’s
procedures. Participants then signed a consent form agreeing to participate in the study.
Participants were instructed to think about someone who has hurt or offended
them, and write a short summary of the transgression. They rated its hurtfulness and
estimated the time since its occurrence. After thinking about and writing about the-

particular transgression, participants completed a series of questionnaires. These
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questionnaires included the four measures that were the focus of the psychometric

'ini;est'i‘gétion and a seriés of other measures that were used to test the construct validity of
the four main scales. After completing the questionnaires, participants were debriefed and
allowed to ask any additional questions regarding the study. Pé.rticipants received course
credit for their participation.

| Study 1A-Hypotheses and Planned Analyses

Factor Analyses

Hypothesis #1

Statement. There will be a 2-factor structure for initial items of decisional
fdréivcness, émotional forgiveness, the understanding of forgiveness and the attribution
of the cause of a transgression, using ex_ploratory'factor analysis (EFA) for the first 60%
of the sample. | |

Justification. Preliminary judgments by experts and analysis of text using Latent
Semantic Analysis (Landauer et al., 1998) suggest two factors for each measure.
However, EFA of the responses of ﬁarticipants do not always agree with expert ratings;

Analysis. On each of the four measures, the number of factors will be determined
by the eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the scree test (Cattell, 1966). After the number
of factors has been determined, I will conduct an EFA with principal components
analysis (PCA). PCA was used because it yields one or more composite variables that
capfure much of the information contained in a larger set of items (DeVellis, 2003). PCA
is often used for data reduction (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). The factors will then be

rotated. Rotation helps achieve clarity by seeking factors that result in items loading
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substantially on only one factor (DeVellis, 2003). For each scale, I will first examine the

factor loadings with orthogonal varimax rotation, and second w1th oblique promax
rotation. If factors are correlated above .32, I will retain the oblique rotation (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007). If factors are correlated less than .32, I will retain the orthogonal
rotétion. Items will be dropped from the scales using statistical, theoretical, and practical
criteria. First, items will be dropped using statistical criteria. I will try to retain items that
load high on one factor but low on all other factors. Thus, items that do not load at .45
and above on their highest factor will be dropped from the scale. Items with factor
loadings of .45 (20% overlapping variance) are considered fair (Comrey & Lee, 1992),
and thus this cutoff wés chosen as the minimum. Items that do not l‘c;a"d;t» least .15 less on
their next highest factor will also be dropped from the scale. However, factor analytic
results provide information, not answers or solutions (Clark & Watson, 1995). Theory is

‘important when using factor analytic techniques (Clark & Watson, 1995). Thus, items
will also be dropped based on theoretical and practical criteria. Items that do not align
theoreticall).' with their primary factor will be dropped from the scales. If two items |
appear to be redundant with each other, one will be dropped from the scale to avoid
creating a scale that is overly narrow. An adequate number of items will be retained in
each subscale to ensure adequate reliability coefficients. In order to ensure that the scales
are useful in research and clinical practice, items will be dropped so that the scales will
be bﬁef, concise, and balanced (e.g., even number of items in each subscale, adequate
number of reverse coded items in each scale, etc.).

Hypothesis #2
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Statement. On the remaining 40% of the sample, a confirmatory factor analysis

(CFA) will result in a good fit of the data to the two-factor model on each measure.

Justification. Refinement from the analyses on the first 60% of the sample
suggests that replication should be warranted.

Analysis. A CFA will be performed. I seek a CFI of .9 or hjgher, an NFI of .9 or
higher, a GFI of .9 or higher, and an RMSEA of .08 or lower.

Construct Validity Analyses

The two silbsamples will be combined. For each of the four measures, I will
compute scores for the final items making up the scales and subscales.
Hypothesisb #3

Statement. The Decisional Forgiveness Scale (DFS) and the Emotional
Forgiveness Scale (EFS) Will correlate positively and strongly with other measures of
‘ intcrpersdnal forgiveness.

Justiﬁcatioh. The DFS and EFS measure interpersonal forgiveness. To the extent
that this scale actually measures this construct, the DFS and EFS should correlaté
positively and strongly with other measures of interpersonal fofgivenéss.

Analysis. The Pearson product moment correlation will be conducted between the
DFS, EFS, and each pf the other measures of interpersonal forgiveness.

Hypothesis #4 -
Statement. The DFS and EFS will correlate more strongly with other measures of

state forgiveness of others than with measures of dispositional forgiveness of others.
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Justification. The DFS and EFS are measures of state forgiveness of others, the

‘forgiveness of one specific offender. To the extent that this scale accurately measures this
construct, the DFS and EFS should correlate more strongly with otﬁer measures of state
forgiveness of others (TRIM; McCullough et al., 1998; RFS; Rye et al., 2001) than with

" other measures of dispositional forgiveness of others (TFS; Berry et al., 2005) which
measure one’s tendency to forgive others across time and situations.

Analysis. The Pearson product moment correlation will be conducted between the
DFS, EFS, and each of the other measures of state forgiveness of others. The Pearson
product moment correlation will beb conducted between the DFS, EFS, and a measure of
dispositional forgiveness of others. | .

Hypothesis #5

Statement. The DFS and EFS will correlate positively with empathy, religious
commitment, and positive emotion, and will correlate negatively with state anger,
rumination, and negative emotion.

Justification. Forgiveness has been shown to correlafe ppsitively with empathy
(McCullough et al., 1998; McCullough et-al., 1997), religious involvement (McCullough
& Worthington, 1999), and positive affect (McCullough et al., 1998; Thompson et al.,
2005). ForgiVeness has been shown to correlate negatively with state anger (Rye et al.,
2001), rumination (Berry et al., 2005), and negative affect (McCullough et al., 1998;
Thompson et al., 2005). To the extent that thé DFS and EFS measure the construct of

forgiveness, the DFS and EFS should correlate with these measures.
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Analysis. The Pearson product moment correlation will be conducted between the

DFS, EFS, and each of the above measures.
Hypothesis #6

Statement. The DFS and EFS will be uncorrelated with the Marlowe-Crowne
Social Desirability Scale.

Justification. Participants may report that they forgiVe the person who hurt them
because forgiveness is a socially desirable behavior. To the extent that thé DFS and EFS
measure forgiveness and not simply the tendency to self-report socially desirable
behavior, the DFS and EFS should be uncorrelated with the MCSDS.

Analysis. The Pearson product moment correlation will be conducted between the
DFS, }EF:S, and the MCSDS. |
H)pothesis #7 |

Statement. The Interpersonal Context subscale of the Forgiveness Underst_énding
Scale (FU S-Inter) will correlate positively with the single-item measure of the
understanding of forgiveness. The Intrapersonal Context subscale of the Forgiveness
Understanding Scale (FUS-Intra) will correlate negatively with the single-item measure
of the understanding of forgiveness. The FUS-Inter will correlate positively with the two
itéms of the narrative test of the understanding of forgiveness that display forgiveness
expressed to the offender, and will cbrrelate negatively with the two items of the
narrative teét of the understanding of forgiveness that do not display forgiveness
expressed to the offender. The FUS-Intra will cdrrelate positively will all four items of

the narrative test of the understanding of forgiveness.
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Justification. To the extent that the FUS measures the understanding of

vfo}givér‘less as occurring primarily within an interpersonal or intrapersonal context, the
subscales should be related to a single item that measures the same construct.
Fufthermore, when participants who view forgiveness as occurring primarily within an
interpersonal context read a scenario that describes the expression of forgiveness to the
offender, they should report that forgiving has occurred. However, when those
participants read a scenario that does not describe the expression of forgiveness to the
offénder, they should report that forgiving has not occurred. Participants who view
forgiveness as occurring primarily within an intrapersonai context should report that
forgiving has occurred both when the forgiveness is expressed and when the forgiveness
~ is not expressed. |
Analysis.v The Pearson product moment cofrelation will be conducted between

each subscale of the FUS and the single-item measure of the understanding of
forgiveness. The two items of the narrative test of the understanding of forgiveness that
display forgiveness expressed to the offender will be summed, and the two items that do
not. display forgiveness expressed to the offender will be summed. The Pearson product
moment correlation will be conducted between each subscale of the FUS and each
summed score of the narrative test of the understanding of forgiveness. -
Hypothesis #8 -

| Statement. The Internal Attribution subscale 6f the Transgression Attribution
Questionnaire (TAQ-I) will correlate negatively with the single-item measure of the

attribution of the cause of the transgression. The External Attribution subscale of the
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Transgression Attribution Questionnaire (TAQ-E) will correlate positively with the

‘single-item measure of the attribution of the cause of the transgression. The TAQ-I .i;vill
correlate negatively with the total score of the narrative test of the attribution of
transgressions, and the TAQ-E will correlate positively with the total score of the
narrative test of the attribution of transgressions. The TAQ-I wili correlate positively with
the internal }subscale of the Attribution of Blame Scale (ABS; Loza & Clements, 1991)
and negatively with the external subscale of the ABS. The TAQ-E will correlate
pbsitively with the external subscale of the ABS and negatively with the internal subscale
of the ABS. The TAQ-I will correlate negatively with the Locus of Control Scale (LOC;
Rotter, 1966). The TAQ-E will correlate positively with the LOCi Thé 'i‘AQ-I will
correlate positively with the caiusal attribution subscale of the Specific Relationship
Attritiution Measure (based on Fincham'& Bradbury, 1992). The TAQ-E will correlate
negatively with the causal attribution subscale of the Specific Relationship Attribution
Measure. The TAQ will correlate more strongly with ihe causeil attribution subscale of
the Speciﬁc Relationship Attribution Measure than w1th the résponsibility attribution_
subscale of the Specific Relationship Attribution Measure. |
Justification. To the extent that the TAQ measilres the external or internal
attribution of the cause of a transgression, the subscales should be related to a single-item
thai measures the same construct. Furthermore, participants who make more external
attributions for a specific transgression as measured by.the TAQ-E are likely to make
more external attributions across time and situations, as measured by the narrative test of

the attribution of transgressions. Participants who make more internal attributions for a
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specific transgression as measured by the TAQ-I are likely to make more internal

‘atfributions across timekand situations, as measured by the narrative test of the attribution
of transgressions. The Attribution of Blame Scale (ABS; Loza & Clements, 1991)
describes the causal attributions of blame. Although this scale focuses on the internal and
external attributions for criminals, it still should tap into the same construct. The Locus of
Control Scale (LLOC; Rotter, 1966) measures the extent to which individuals believe that
they can control events that affect them. If participants do believe they can control events
that affect them, they should make ﬁmre internal attributions about a transgression
because the offender could control his behavior. If, however, partiéip_ants do not believe
that they can control events that affect them, they should makeA m&é éﬁemal attributions
about a transgression because the offeqder may not have been able to control his
behavior. The Specific Relationship Attribution Measufe (based on Fincham & Bradbury,
1992) measures causal and responsibility attributions. The TAQ also measures sausal
attributions. To the extent that the TAQ measures the construct of causal attribution, it
should correlate slore strongly with the causal attribution subscale of the Specific
Relationship Attribution Measure than with the responsibility attribution subscale of the
Specific Relationship Attribution Measure.
Analysis. The Pearson product moment correlation will be conducted between

each subscale of the TAQ and the single-item measure of the attribution of the cause of
the transgression, the total score of the narrative test of the attribution of transgressions,

each subscale of the ABS (Loza & Clements, 1991), the LOC (Rotter, 1966), and each



subscale of the Specific Relationship Attribution Measure (based on Fincham &

‘Bradbury, 1992).
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Study 1A-Results

Factor Analyses

Decisional Forgiveness

Scores on all 15 decisional forgiveness items were assessed for missing data,

- normality, and the presence of outliers. One case with missing data was removed from
the analysis. Eight variables showed slight deviations in normality (e.g., skewness or
kurtosis values slightly above one). However, exploratory factor analyses are relatively
robust against violations of normality (Gorsuch, 1983). Thus, I did not choose to
transform non-normal data. There were no outliers.

.Use of the Eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the screé teét (Ca&ell, 1966)
revealed that two factors best described the data. Thus, all items were analyzed using an
exploratory fa;étor analysis (EFA) with priﬁcipal components analysis (PCA) constrained
to two factors on 60% of the overall sample (n = 239). I first examined the factor loadings
with orthogonal varimax rotation, and second with oblique promax rotation. The factors
correlated with each other .46, thus, the solution with oblique rotation was retaiﬁed. Items
were dropped from the scale if (a) they did not load at .45 or above on their highest factor
or (b) they did not loéd at least .15 less on their next higﬁest factor. Further items were
drbpped (a) if they did not align theoreticallvaith their primary factor and (b) to create a
scale that was brief, concise, and balanced (e.g., édequate number of iteins in each
subscale, adequate number of reverse coded items). The factor loadings of each item are
reported in Table 7. Eight of the initial 15 items were retained, and comprise the

Decisional Forgiveness Scale (DFS). The DFS has two four-item subscales. One subscale



Table 7

 Items, Factor Loadings, Item Means, and Standard Deviations for the decisional forgiveness items (Study 14)

Item Factor Loading 1 Factor Loading 2 M SD
1.1 will not talk with him .88 =21 3.30 1.40
or her.* : :
2. I'will not try to avoid | 35 -.13 3.40 1.28
him or her.
3. I will not try to help .67 15 3.54 1.35
him or her if he or she
needs something.*
4.1If there is an .09 T2 3.99 1.09
opportunity to get back .
at him or her, I will take
it.* :
5. If I see him or her, I 12 12 3.50 1.25
will act friendly. ‘
6. I will commit to spend .86 -.15 2.66 1.38
time with him or her.
7. I will try to act toward J5 -.13 2.98 1.32
him or her in the same
way I did before he or
she hurt me. .
8. I will try to put this 56 15 3.88 1.05
behind us. :
9. I will not seek revenge -.03 J3 4.11 1.10
upon him or her.
10. I have decided to 67 .20 3.52 1.21
forgive him or her.
11. I will not try to cause -.02 .70 425 1.01
him or her harm. .
12. T will not try to get -12 g7 -4.07 1.13
even with him or her.
13. I have decided never to .66 23 4.11 1.11
forgive him or her.*
14. T will try to get back -.07 85 4.37 .87
at him or her.* :

6




15.1 intend to try to hurt

| him or her in the same

way he or she hurt me.*

-.05

76

4.46

87

Note. * Item reverse scored. Values in boldface type are factor loadings at or above the minimum statistical criteria for |
selection. Items in boldface type comprise the Decisional Forgiveness Scale (DFS). Factor loadings: 1 = Prosocial Intention; 2
= Inhibition of Harmful Intentlon Each item is rated as 1 = Strongly Dlsagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 =

Strongly Agree.

N=
w
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measures Prqsocial Intentions, and one subscale measures the Inhibition of Harmful

Intentions.

The coefficient alphas for the new DFS and subscales were .81 for the full scale,
.80 for Pro'social Intentions, and .80 for Inhibition of Harmful intentions. A Pearson
correlation coefficient was calculated to determine the subscale intercorrelation. Prosocial
Intentions was moderately correlated with Inhibition of Harmful Intentions, r (238) = .40,
p<.0l.

Scores on the final eight items of the DFS were then analyzed using confirmatory
factor analysi; (CFA) on the other 40% of the overall sample (n = 160). A CFA that used
maximum-likelihood analysis tested the extent to which a two;faétdr fn;)del fit the data
well. The Chi-square statistic was significant, X (19) = 56.74, p < .001. However, the
Chi-square test is sensitive to sample size and does not necessarily reflect a poor fit to the
data (Bollen, 1989). Three additional fit indices suggested a good fit (comparative fit
index [CFI] = .97; normed fit index [NFI] = .95; goodness of fit index [GFI] = .93),
howévcr, one additional fit index suggested a poor fit (root mean squared error of
approximation [RMSEA] = .10).

Emotional Forgiveness

Scores on all 37 emotional forgiveness items were assessed for missing data,
normality, an(i the presence of outliers. There was no missing data. Eighteen variables
showed slight deviations in normality (e.g., skcwhess or kurtosis values slightly above

one). However, exploratory factor analyses are relatively robust against violations of
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normality (Gorsuch, 1983). Thus, I did not choose to transform non-normal data. There

‘were rio outliers.

- Use of the Eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the scree test (Cattell, 1966)
revealed that two factors best described the data. Thus, all items were analyzed using an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) wifh principal components analysis (PCA) constrained
to tWo factors on 60% of the overall sample (n = 240). I first examined the factor loadings
with orthogonal varimax rotaﬁon, and second with oblique promax rotation. The factors
correlated with each other .50, thus, the solution with oblique rotation wes retained. Items |

“were dropped from the scale if (a) they did not load at .45 or above on their highest factor
or (b) they did not load at least .15 less on their next highest faeter. Fﬁﬁher items were
dropped (a) if they did not align theoretically with their pﬁmary factor and (b) to create a
scale that was brief, concise, and balanced (e.g., adequate number of items in each
suﬁscale, adequate number of reverse coded items). |

| The factor loadings of each item are reported in Table 8. Eight of the initial 37
item_s were retained, and comprise the Emotional Forgiveness Scale (EFS). The EFS has

two four-item subscales. One subscale measures the Presence of Positive Emotion, aﬁd ,
one subscale meesures the Reduction of Negative Emotion.

| The coefficient alphas for the new EFS and subscales were .81 for the full scale,
.85 for the Presence of Positive Emotions, and .79 for the Reduction of Negative

Emotions. A Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated to determine the subscale

intereorrelation. Presence of Positive Emotions was moderately correlated with

Reduction of Negative Emotions, r (239) = .30, p <.01.



Table 8

Items, Factor Loadings, Item Means, and Standard Deviations for the emotional forgiveness items (Study 14)

Item Factor Loading 1 Factor Loading 2 M SD
1. I feel compassion toward -17 .86 2.78 1.30
him or her. :
2. 1 feel angry toward him.or .58 .16 245 1.15
her.*
3.1don’t want to get even. 26 .13 3.95 1.09
4. When I think about him 44 -.10 442 92
or her, I feel afraid.*
5. When he or she is .53 A1 3.29 1.37
mentioned in conversation, I
"| feel tense.*

6. I want to get even.* 31 .19 4.10 1.08
7. I’ve given up any need to 30 14 3.94 1.18

| get revenge.
8. Compared to the moment .81 -.02 3.42 1.29
I was hurt, my anger has

| gone to almost zero.
9. Compared to the moment g7 -.03 3.55 1.23
I was hurt, my hostility has

|_gone to zero.
10. Compared to the .80 -.04 3.17 1.31
moment I was hurt, my :
bitterness has gone to zero. .
11. I feel stressed when I 81 -.44 2.85 1.34
think about what
happened.*
12. Compared to the .70 11 3.15 1.28
moment I was hurt, my
resentment has gone to
almost zero.
13.1 feel love toward him -.29 90 2.85 1.45
or her.
14. I feel sympathy toward -.03 .70 2.87 1.25
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him or her.

1.24

15. I understand why he or .08 36 2.11
she did what he or she did. : .
16. Compared to the ‘ 12 -06 3.62 1.26
moment I was hurt, my fear '
or anxiety has gone to
almost zero. '
17. When I think about him 42 46 2.46 1.18
or her, I feel at peace.

| 18. I replay what he or she .65 -.26 2.82 1.22
did in my mind.* '
19. I don’t usually get angry 52 .26 3.14 1.23
when I think about him or-
her.
20. I feel negatively toward .33 56 3.02 1.20
him or her.*
21. I like him or her. -.14 .89 2.98 1.34
22.’m mad about what .60 -.08 2.35 1.17
happened.*
23.Iamnot at all : .00 72 3.10 1.31
sympathetic toward him or .
her.*
24. When I think about him 38 43 2.49 1.07
or her, I feel calm.
25. I’'m afraid of him or 43 -.08 4.37 .95
her.* B
26. He or she owes me for 43 .00 3.51 1.26
what he or she did.*
27.1 care about him or =22 97 3.20 1.40
her.
28. I've given up any desire 24 13 3.68 1.22
to pay back him or her.
29. I hate him or her.* 33 42 4.04 1.18
30. I no longer feel upset .70 14 3.03 1.25
when I think of him or
her.

L6




31. I feel empathy toward .00 .61 2.80 1.12
‘| him'or her. ' ‘ e = ' ‘ ’ '

32.1 resent what he or she 53 .06 - 239 1.12

did to me.* : : '

33. I feel hostile because of .70 07 343 1.15

what he or she did to me.*

34. I’m bitter about what 17 .00 ' 3.07 1.20

he or she did to me.* '

35. 1 feel positively toward .19 73 2.85 1.27

him or her. .

36. He or she puts a bad 34 49 3.35 1.31

taste in my mouth* v

37. Compared to the ‘ .60 23 3.50 1.28

moment I was hurt, my hate '

has gone to almost zero.

Note. * Item reverse scored. Values in boldface type are factor loadings at or above the minimum statistical criteria for
selection. Items in boldface type comprise the Emotional Forgiveness Scale (EFS). Factor loadings: 1 = Reduction of Negative
Emotion; 2 = Presence of Positive Emotion. Each item is rated as 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree,
5 = Strongly Agree.

\©
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Scores on the final eight items of the EFS were then analyzed using confirmatory

factor analysis (CFA) on the other 40% of the overall sample (n = 160). A CFA that used
- maximum-likelihood analysis tested the extent to which a two-factor model fit the data
well. The Chi-square statistic was significant, X* (19) =45.74, p < .001. However, the
Chi-square test is sensitive to sample size and does not necessarily reflect a poor fit to the
data (Bollen, 1989). Three additional fit indices suggested a good fit (comparative fit
index [CFI] = .97; normed fit index [NF I} = .95; goodness of fit index [GFI] = .93),
‘however, one additional fit index suggested a boor fit (root mean squared error of
approximation [RMSEA] =.09).

Undersfanding of Forgiveness

Scores on all 39 understanding of forgiveness items were assessed for missing
data; normality, and the presence of outliers. Five cases with missing data were removed
from the analysis. Three variables showed slight deviations inv normality (e.g., skewness
or kurtosis values slightly above one). However, exploratory factor analyses are relatively
robust against violations of normality (Gorsuch, 1983). Thus, I did not choose to
transfomi non-noﬁnal data. There were no outliers.
Use of the Eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the scree test (Cattell, 1966)

‘revealed that two factors best described the data Thus, all items were analyzed using an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal components analysis (PCA) constrained
to two factors on 60% of the overall sample (n = 235). I first examined the factor loadings
with orthogonal varimax rotation, and second with oblique promax rotation. The factors

correlated with each other -.50, thus, the solution with oblique rotation was retained.
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Items were drbpped from the scale if (a) they did not load at .45 or above on their highest

factor or (b) they did not load at least .15 less on their next highest factor. Further items
were dropped (a) if they did not align theoretically with theif primary factor and (b) to
create a scale that was brief, concise, and balanced (e.g., adeciuate number of items in
each subscale). The factor loadings of each item are reported in Table 9. Twelve of the
initial 39 items were retained, and comprise the Forgiveness Understanding Scale (FUS).
The FUS has two six-item subscales. One subscale measures intrapersonal Understanding
of Forgiveness, and one subscale measures Interpersonal Understanding of Forgiveness.

The coefficient alphaé for the new FUS and subscales were .45 for the full scale,
.78vfor the Intrapersonal Understanding of Forgiveness, and .70 for thé interpersonal
Understahding of Forgiveness. A Pearson correlation cbefﬁciént was calculated to
determine the subscale intercorrelation. Intrapersoﬁal Understanding of Forgiveness was
negatively correlated with Interpersonal Understanding of Forgiveness, r (238) = —.35,Lp
<.0l. |

Scores on the final twelve items of the FUS were then analyzed using
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the other 40% of the overall sample (n = 160). A
CFA that used maximum-likelihood analysis tested the extent to which a two-factor
model fit the data well. The Chi-square statistic was not significant, X? (53) = 67.30, p >
.05. Additional fit indices also suggested a good fit (comparative fit index [CFI] = .98;
normed fit inde;( [NFI] = .91; goodness of fit index [GFI] = .94; root mean squared error
of approximation [RMSEA] = .03).

Attribution of the Cause of a Transgression



Table 9 :

Items, Factor Loadings, Item Means, and Standard Deviations for the understanding of forgiveness items (Study 14)

i

Item

Factor Loading 1

Factor Loading 2

M

SD

1. Forgiveness is a decision
one must wrestle with alone.

.18

52

T 3.48

1.18

2. Forgiveness must
involve acting more
positively toward the
offender.

.65

44

3.50

97

3. Forgiveness is a choice
made by the victim alone.

15

.61

3.48

122

4. Forgiveness is a process

hurt goes through.

that the person who has been

17

- .50

3.99

.99

5. An offender’s sincere

offer of restitution is an

important part of
forgiveness.

34

3.92

1.00

6. Offender’s apology is an
important step in
forgiveness.

.66

.36

4.11

92

7. Forgiveness happens
within the skin of a person.

.14

21

3.34

1.06

8. Forgiveness is an
interpersonal process (as
long as the offender is alive
and able to be talked to).

32

-09

3.17

1.11

9. Forgiveness is not an
intrapersonal process.

-12

-.04

2.67

1.09

10. Forgiveness is

something a person does
himself or herself.

.07

S3

3.58

99

11. Forgiveness must
involve both a choice by the
victim and the response of
the offender.

S5

-11

3.23

1.14

101




12. Forgiveness is a dyadic
(two-person) process. -

48

-.30

3.11

111

13. Forgiveness must
involve acting less
negatively toward the
offender.

36

3.72

93

14. Forgiveness does not .
have to involve acting less
negatively toward the
offender.

-17

58

3.22

1.18

15. A person can forgive
someone without ever
talking to that person

| again.

-22

3.71

1.06

16. The offender’s
acceptance of the victim’s
forgiveness is an important
part of complete
forgiveness.

-.07

3.36

1.20

17. Forgiveness without
reconciling is incomplete
| forgiveness.

-18

3.06

1.11

-18. I think forgiveness is
something that happens
solely within one person.

3.13.

1.13

19. Forgiveness without
reconciliation is false
forgiveness.

-15

2.65

1.03

20. The purpose of
forgiveness is to heal the
relationship between two
or more people.

17

343

1.15

21. An important part of
forgiveness is the
communication of the

forgiveness.

-.07

341

1.04

o
(=3
N




22. Forgiveness does not
have to involve both the
person hurt and the
offender.

-26

343

1.03

23. A person can forgive -
someone without ever
telling that person.

-.01

3.83

95

24. A person can forgive
someone who has died.

.26

4.21

75

25. An important part of
complete forgiveness is
restoring the damaged
relationship. :

72

.09

3.34

1.10

26. If a relationship is not
healed, forgiveness is not
complete.

S5

-12

2.76

1.10

27. Forgiveness must
involve interactions between
victim and offender.

-29

2.78

1.09

28. Forgiving someone is
different from
reconciliation.

.01

33

3.66

.88

29. Forgiveness is
something that the person’
who was hurt and the
offender must work through
| together. '

.56

-.27

2.97

- 1.15

30. Seeking forgiveness by
the offender is an
important aspect of
forgiveness.

S7

-.03

3.11

1.14

31. Forgiveness is
completely an internal
process.

45

3.17

1.12

32. Complete forgiveness
does not require that one
tells the wrongdoer one

-.08

57

3.34

1.02

€01




has forgiven (if the
wrongdoer is available).

33. Forgiveness is

something that must happen

between two or more
people.

15

2.68

1.07

34. One can foréive without
communicating it directly to
the offender.

-.01

.60

3.70

99

35. Forgiveness involves
both the person hurt and the
offender.

.65

-13

3.07

1.13

36. A person cannot forgive

someone if he or she is not

present to receive the
forgiveness.

32

=30

2.30

1.07

37. A person can
completely forgive another
without telling him or her.

.02

.63

3.58

1.12

38. The act of forgiving
does not involve the
offender.

-11

2.94

~

1.00

39. A person can forgive
someone and not desire to
resume a friendship with
that person.

.06

44

4.06

.88

Note. Values in boldface type are factor loadings at or above the minimum statistical criteria for selection. Items in boldface

- type comprise the Forgiveness Understanding Scale (FUS). Factor loadings: 1 = Interpersonal Understanding; 2 =

Intrapersonal Understanding. Each item is rated as 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly

Agree.
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Scores on all 44 causal attribution items were assessed for missing data,

'ndfrnality, and the presence of outliers. There was no missing data. Twenfy-eight
variables showed slight deviations in normality (e.g., skewness or kurtosis values slightly
above one). However, exploratory féctor analyses are relatively robust against violations
of normality (Gorsuch, 1983). Thus, I did not choose to transform non-normal data. |
There were no outliers.

Use of the Eigenvalue rule (Kaiser, 1960) and the scree test (Cattell, 1966)
revealed that two factors best described the data. Thus, all items were analyzed using an
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with principal components analysis (PCA) constrained
to two factors on 60% of the overall sample (» = 240). I ﬁrsi exammed ihe factor loadings
§vith orthogonal varimax rotation, and s¢cond with oblique promax rotation. The factors
correlated with each other .00, thus, t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>