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ABSTRACT

ROAD TO FORGIVENESS: THE INFLUENCE OF INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES,
APOLOGY AND PERSPECTIVE TAKING

By

Ruchi Sinha

The present study examined dispositional predictors (empathy, rumination and
negative affectivity) and processual predictors (apology and perspective taking) of
interpersonal forgiveness in the aftermath of a negative interpersonal event. Both the
direct and moderating effects of individual difference variables were examined. Those
high on trait empathetic concern and trait perspective taking were found to be less likely
to engage in retaliatory behavior and more likely to forgive. Apology predicted self-
reported forgiveness, such that those who received apology were more likely to forgive.
The effect of apology on forgiveness was also found to be greater for those individuals
who were low on trait perspective taking. The effect of the perspective-taking
intervention on forgiveness was greater for those individuals who were high on trait
empathetic concern. On the whole the results have practical organizational implications.
Organizations/managers who seek to reduce retaliatory behavior and seek to encourage
forgiveness should train and mentor employees in the art of apology giving. Perspective-
taking training can also be designed to encourage employees to overcome negative

thoughts and cognitions in the aftermath of a negative interpersonal event.
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INTRODUCTION

As organizational psychologists we need to understand not only the antecedents
and consequences of injustice and transgressions at the workplace but also the
mechanisms and dynamics through which damaged relationships can be restored. In
today’s workplace reports of offensive co-worker actions are becoming common. Jones
and Burdette (1994) found that nearly 19% of employees reported having been betrayed
by a colleague at work. In another study on 460 industrial workers, 7% of the employees
reported being exposed to acts such as repeated ridicule, verbal abuse, gossip and harmful
teasing on a weekly basis (Einarsen & Raknes, 1997). Offensive interpersonal
experiences at the workplace may take various forms such as insulting remarks, repeated
ridicule, harmful teasing, bullying, breach of trust and confidentiality, badgering or being
ostracized by one or many fellow workers (Einarsen & Skogstad, 1996; Leymann, 1990;
Tripp & Bies, 1997). These negative interpersonal workplace experiences present a
serious threat to the well-being of organizations and their employees (Robinson &
Bennett, 1995).

When employees are subjected to offensive acts they experiénce negative
emotions like anger and resentment (Tripp & Bies, 1997). If these negative emotions are
not handled constructively they may interfere with performance and productivity of
people who need to work interdependently (Dutton, Ashford, Weirba, O’neill, & Hayes,
1997; Heimer, 1992). In today’s business world it is becoming moré and more important
to be able to work interdependently and to co-operate with one’s co-workers and team
members. If the employees are unable to resolve their negative emotions in the aftermath

of interpersonal conflict and continue to harbor negative cognitions of revenge and



avoidance, it can lead to breakdown of work relationships. Cropanzano, James, and
Konovsky (1993) have argued that low organizational commitment is the consequence of
negative affective experiences at work. Individuals who feel anger and resentment
towards co-workers are more likely to have lower organizational commitment and
increased turnover intentions (Cropanzano et al., 1993). In a longitudinal field study by
Pelled and Xin (1999) it was found that negative mood states predicted subsequent
turnover.

In a recent survey of the Canadian workforce, interpersonal conflict at work was
ranked as the third most important source of work-related stress (Williams, 2003). Many
other studies have shown that stress and negative interpersonal experiences at work are
significant irritants for working people (Grandey, Tam, & Brauburger, 2002; Harvey &
Keashly, 2003; Tannock, 2001). Frone (2000) found that interpersonal conflicts
experienced at work accounted for lower job satisfaction and organizational commitment
and an increased intention to leave the job for young workers. He also found that
interpersonal conflict with coworkers is positively correlated with reports of negativity
like depressed mood and somatic symptoms as well as decreased sense of self-esteem.

Research on interactional justice has shown that employees expect to be treated
with respect, dignity and honesty by organizations/supervisors (Janssens, Sels, & Van
den Brande, 2003; Kickul & Liao-Troth, 2003). Perceptions of interactional injustice play
a crucial role in the determination of employees' emotions, work attitudes and behaviors
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Yee Ng, 2001).
When employees perceive interactional unfairness they are more likely to appraise the

situation negatively, which in turn elicits negative emotions (Spector & Fox, 2002). Such



negative emotions can induce reactions such as job dissatisfaction, distress, and
aggressive acts.

On the whole, research on adult workers has shown that negative interpersonal
events at work are positively related to symptoms of stress and unfavorable work
attitudes (e.g., Jex & Spector, 2002; Peters, Buunk, & Schaufeli, 1995; Spector, 1987;
Spector, Dwyer, & Jex, 1988). This calls for attention to examine affective experiences at
work and discover ways in which negative emotions can be reduced to prevent stress,
unfavorable attitudes and withdrawal behaviors.

Response to Negative Work Events

Research has shown that people may respond to negative interpersonal
experiences at work with a range of active, passive, direct, and indirect coping behaviors.
Responses range from forgiveness to ignoring the event, avoiding the person who caused
the negative event, threatening the person who caused the hostile situation, taking
revenge or having revenge fantasies, private confrontation, doing nothing, social
withdrawal, feuding, leaving the organization or taking sick days (Bies & Tripp, 1996;
Keashly, 1994). Most of the above mentioned coping responses to negative events,
except for forgiveness, involve some form of breakdown of co-operation after the
negative event. People who choose to respond to negative events by avoiding the
transgressor or taking revenge may be closing the door for future co-operation and
relationship repair opportunities. On the contrary forgiveness opens the door towards
reconciliation.

There is empirical support that forgiveness is an adaptive method of coping (e.g.,

Rasmussen & Lopez, 2000), and that it is related to psychological well-being (e.g.,



Mauger et al., 1992; Subkoviak et al., 1995; Witvliet, 2001). Studies on marital quality
and relationship repair have found that forgiveness helps to restore relationship closeness
and positive interactions following negative interpersonal transgressions (e.g., Fincham,
2000; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight, 1998). Gordon and
Baucom (1999) found that partners who forgave their spouse for an ihterpersonal
transgression had more adaptive marital functioning.

Forgiveness as an alternative response to negative interpersonal experiences at
work has been largely ignored in management and psychological research (Kurzynsky,
1998). More research examining the antecedents of forgiveness is required.
Understanding the factors that facilitate forgiveness can help organizations/managers
better manage negative interpersonal situations at work.

The Present Study

The purpose of the present study is to examine and understand the variables that
could facilitate forgiveness as a response to a negative interpersonal event. In this study I
examine the influence of apology and perspective taking on forgiveness. I also examine
the role of dispositional variables (characteristics of the victim) such as empathy,
rumination and negative affectivity on forgiveness. This study does not advocate that
forgiveness is the best response to all negative interpersonal experiences at work.
Studying whether forgiveness is the most effective response would require studying the
different relationship outcomes of forgiveness which is beyond the scope of this study.

In the next few pages I will review the literature on forgiveness including some of
the conceptualizations of the forgiveness construct. I will then present a description of the

variables and the hypotheses I plan to test, followed by my conceptual model.



Literature on Forgiveness

There is a large body of research in the area of workplace incivility, counter-
productive behavior and revenge that seeks to understand employee’s reactions to
negative interpersonal events in the workplace. A majority of research in this area has
focused on negative reactions like revenge, retaliation, aggressive behaviors, sabotage,
theft, interpersonal violence etc (Bies & Tripp, 1996; Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997,
Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg, 1990, 1993, 1997; Morrison, 1997; Robinson &
Bennett, 1997; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997; Skarlicki, Folger,
& Tesluk, 1999; Wanberg, Bunce, & Gavin, 1999). Research studies have provided us
with good insights about the antecedents of negative reactions such as revenge,
retaliation, aggressive behaviors, sabotage, theft, interpersonal violence etc. However,
only a few empirical studies have examined the antecedents and consequences of
restorative coping responses like forgiveness in the workplace setting.

In the organizational behavior literature scholars have now begun to study
forgiveness and related concepts in the workplace setting. Most of these studies have
stemmed from a traditional justice perspective (Cropanzano et al, 2001; Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg & Cropanzano, 2001 etc). Studies have looked at
retribution and revenge (e.g., Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2001; Tripp, Bies, & Aquino, 2002)
as a type of coping strategy to restore justice. There are other studies, like the qualitative
study of workplace revenge done by Bies and Tripp (1996), which have uncovered
forgiveness as a response by some employees to restore justice. Studies have also found

that people have the capacity to choose forgiveness as a constructive alternative to



retaliation (Boon & Sulsky, 1997; McCullough, et al., 1998; McCullough, Worthington,
& Rachal, 1997; Weiner, Graham, Peter, & Zmuidinas, 1991).

Some recent research studies have examined forgiveness in workplace
relationships (Aquino, Grover, Goldman, & Folger, 2003; Bottom, Gibson, Daniels, &
Murnighan, 2002; Bradfield & Aquino, 1999). Other studies have looked at forgiveness
as a collective process in organizations (Bright, 2002). Although many theoretical
frameworks and presuppositions related to the concept of forgiveness are now emerging,
there is still a dearth of experimental and empirical studies. The present research seeks to
fill in this gap by experimentally examining the factors that trigger and facilitate
forgiveness.

Conceptualization of Forgiveness

There is an ongoing debate amongst forgiveness scholars regarding the definition
of forgiveness (e.g., Enright & Coyle, 1998; McCullough, Pargament, & Thoresen,
2000b). However there is agreement amongst scholars on how forgiveness is different
from other related concepts like pardoning, condoning, excusing and forgetting.
Pardoning is considered different from forgiveness as it refers to sparing an offender
from legal penalties, while forgiving a perpetrator of offense is independent of whether or
not the judicial system acts against the offender. Similarly condoning and excusing are
different from forgiveness as they imply that the victim accepts or justifies the. offense.
Forgiveness is also different from forgetting. Forgiveness does not require forgetting, as

one need not have erased the memory of the offense in order to forgive (Cameron &

Caza, 2002).



In the following paragraphs I present frequently used definitions of forgiveness
given by forgiveness scholars.

Thompson and Shaken (2002) define workplace forgiveness as the process
whereby an employee who perceives himself or herself to have been the target of an
injurious offense deliberately attempts to (a) overcome negative emotions (e.g.,
resentment, anger, hostility) toward his or her offender and (b) refrain from causing the
offender harm even when he or she believes it is justifiable to do so.

According to Al-Mabuk, Enright and Cardis (1995), forgiveness occurs when the
injured person, “overcomes the negative affect, cognition, and behavior toward the
injurer and substitutes more positive affect, cognition, and behavior toward him or her”
(p. 427).

Enright and Coyle (1998), define forgiveness as "a willingness to abandon one's
right to resentment, negativé judgment and indifferent behavior towards one who unjustly
hurt us, while fostering the undeserved qualities of compassion, generosity and even love
toward him or her" (p. 140).

Worthington (1998), defines forgiveness as a motivation to reduce avoidance of
and withdrawal from a person who has hurt us, as well as the anger, desire for revenge,
and urge to retaliate against that person. Forgiveness also increases the pursuit of
conciliation toward that person if moral norms can be re-established that are as good as,
or even better than, they were before the hurt. (p. 108)

A review of the different definitions of forgiveness presented above indicates the
lack of consensus on the definition of the construct. Common amongst all definitions is

the idea that forgiveness is the letting go of the negative emotions (like anger and



resentment) and negative cognitions (of revenge and avoidance) towards the offender.
There is disagreement on whether forgiveness involves developing positive emotions
towards the transgressor. Preconditions for forgiveness are mentioned in some definitions
but not in others (Macaskill, 2005). There is also disagreement about the role of
reconciliation in forgiveness. Worthington (1998) and Hargrave and Sells (1997), include
in their definitions positive affect, cognition and behavior towards the transgressor, while
other researchers make a distinction between forgiveness and reconciliation (Enright &
Coyle, 1998; Enright et al., 1998; McCullough, 2000). In some definitions such as the
one by Hargrave and Sells (1997), forgiveness simply presents opportunities for
relationship repair through trust building and reconciliation (Macaskill, 2005).
McCullough and Worthington (1995), conceptualize forgiveness as complex
affective, cognitive, and behavioral phenomena. Different definitions of forgiveness
emphasize one or more of the following aspects: the letting go of negative emotions
(anger and resentment), the letting go of negative cognitions (desire or urge to take
revenge), developing positive emotions (e.g. compassion) and the letting go of the desire
to avoid, withdraw or/and retaliate against the transgressor (Worthington, 1998). Some
researchers have also asserted that forgiveness presents opportunities for relationship
repair through trust building and reconciliation (Hargrave, & Sells, 1997; Macaskill,
2005). Rye and Pargament (2002) have defined forgiveness as the letting go of negative
affect, negative cognitions and negative behavior in response to considerable injustice.
Despite references to the behavioral indicators of forgiveness there have been
very few empirical studies that have measured the behavioral aspects of forgiveness.

Behavioral responses to negative interpersonal experiences that are characterized by



conciliation and compassion can be seen as indicators of forgiveness. Behavioral
measures of forgiveness that report constructive and destructive behaviors towards the
transgressor or an observation of the offended person’s behavior towards the transgressor
is a relatively unexplored but potent alternative approach to measuring forgiveness. Some
studies have explored forgiveness in a mixed-motive game like prisoner’s dilemma where
forgiveness was operationalized as a co-operative move after the partner had defected/
made a competitive move (e.g., Axelrod, 1980a, 1980b). There are other ways in which
one can use a behavioral measure as an indicator of forgiveness. For example in
controlled lab settings, subjects can be given the opportunity to take revenge or express
aggression towards a confederate who has insulted the subject. The actual revenge
behaviors could be measured and used as an indicator of forgiveness.

In the present study I define forgiveness as the lack of negative emotions (such as
anger and resentment) and the lack of negative cognitions (such as the desire to take
revenge and the desire to avoid the transgressor) in response to a negative interpersonal
experience. This definition is in line with other definitions of forgiveness as it stresses on
the “letting go” of negative emotions and cognitions towards the offender. This definition
does not include reconciliation and the development of positive emotions towards the
transgressor, as there is still an ongoing debate on whether positive emotions and
reconciliation are necessary preconditions for forgiveness.

In recent years studies have attempted to identify the individual and situational
factors associated with forgiveness (Ashton, Paunonen, Helmes, & Jackson, 1998;
Barber, Maltby, & Macaskill, 2005; Berry & Worthington, 2001; Davenport, 1991;

Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992; Kaplan, 1992; Maltby, Macaskill, & Day, 2001; Macaskill,



Maltby, & Day, 2002; Williams & Williams, 1993; Worthington et al., 2000a). Studies
have also begun to explore relational and contextual factors like offender likeability,
quality of the relationship and power distance between the transgressor and the victim as
factors that may influence the ease with which forgiveness occurs (Enright & Coyle,
1998; Worthington, 1998; Worthington, Sandage, & Berry, 2000b). Some scholars are
attempting to go beyond studying dispositional and contextual facilitators of forgiveness
and have now begun to explore the role of interventions in facilitating forgiveness as a
response to negative interpersonal experiences. Coyle and Enright (1998) in their review
found that interventions can be effective in helping individuals overcome feeling of anger
and resentment thus facilitating forgiveness. Wade, Worthington and Meyer (2005) in
their recent handbook on forgiveness have meta-analyzed a variety of forgiveness-
promoting group interventions in the literature and found that ﬁe treatment groups which
received the interventions showed greater forgiveness than the control groups.

In the present study I examine the role of process variables like apology and
perspective-taking on forgiveness. I also examine how dispositional variables
(characteristics of the victim) like empathy, rumination and negative affectivity (trait &
state) effect forgiveness. Finally, I’m interested in examining how these individual
difference variables moderate the influence of apology and perspective-taking on
forgiveness.

Factors that Influence Forgiveness
Apology
An apology conveys an admission of responsibility and regret on the part of the

transgressor for the violation and its harm on the victim, and may also convey a desire to
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reconcile and continue the relationship (Goffman, 1972; Lewicki & Bunker, 1996;
Tedeschi & Norman, 1985). According to Greenberg (1990) apology is a key step in
reducing distrust following a violation, because it conveys recognition of the injustice to
the injured person, along with a desire to restore justice. Tomlinson, Dineen and Lewicki
(2004) assert that an apology can act as a source of information for the victim to
understand the nature of the violation and the transgressor. Apology has also been found
to be a key variable that mitigates aggression from injured persons after a violation
(Ohbuchi, Kameda & Agarie, 1989).

Literature on trust repair suggests that trust can be repaired successfully if the
transgressor acknowledges and assumes some ownership of the offence that occurred
(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Studies have found that victims experience more positive
affect and may have favorable .impressions of the transgressor after they receive an
apology as opposed to receiving no apology (Ohbuchi et al., 1989). There can be many
types of explanations that can be given by an offender after an offense. This could range
from justification, excuse, denial or apology. Research has shown that the apology is
perceived as the most trustworthy communication that results in resolving the conflict
between the offender and the victim (Darby & Schlenker, 1982; Gonzales, Manning &
Haugen, 1992, Takaku, 2000). I thus plan to test the following hypothesis in the present
study:

Hypothesis 1: Apology will have a positive relationship with forgiveness.

Although the offender may offer apology, the influence of the apology on the

victim’s willingness to forgive may depend on certain individual difference variables

(such as victim’s tendency to empathize, ruminate or the victim’s trait negative

11



affectivity) as well as the ability of the victim to take the perspective of the transgressor.
In the present study I examine how perspective-taking can facilitate forgiveness.
Perspective-Taking

The existing conceptualizations of perspective taking defines perspective taking
as the tendency to adopt the other’s point of view in reacting to a given situation,
attempting to see the situation from the other’s perspective, and feeling and thinking as
the other would feel and think (cf. Batson, 1987; Davis, 1983). There is evidence
suggesting an important relationship between perspective taking and interpersonal
problem solving. Studies that have trained individuals on perspective taking skills have
found a positive effect of perspective-taking training on interpersonal problem solving
(Elardo & Bradley, 1977; Rosen, 1974; Spivack & Shure 1974). Significant positive
correlations have been found between these two constructs in a variety of populations
(Affleck, 1975; Spivack, Platt, & Shure, 1976). In contrast, the inability or disinclination
to take the other's perspective can act as an impediment to accommodative behavior and
interpersonal problem solving. Limiting perspective to one's own point of view can yield
relatively more defensive and angry emotions and attendant tendencies to retaliate rather
than accommodate (Arriaga & Rusbult, 1998).Studies have shown that putting oneself in
another person’s shoes, in other words being able to take the perspective of the other is
associated with a variety of prosocial behaviors, such as altruism, cooperation, and
forgiveness (through the inhibition of destructive/aggressive reactions) (Arriaga &
Rusbult, 1998; Batson, 1991, 1997; Batson, Batson, Todd, Brummett, Shaw, &

Aldeguer, 1995; Batson, Early, & Salvarani, 1997; Davis, 1994; Regan & Totten, 1975).

12



In a recent study, Konstam, Chernoff, and Deveney (2001) found a positive
relationship between empathetic concern, perspective taking and forgiveness. There isa
dispositional view of empathy where in empathy is considered as a relatively stable trait
or a general ability to perceive the feelings of other (Sawyer, 1975). Another view
considers empathy as a cognitive-affective experience of perspective taking which may
vary from situation to situation. It is the second view that forms the underlying
assumption for interventions designed to enhance perspective taking (e.g., Goleman,
1996). Social psychologists often take this view in examining the effects of perspective-
taking interventions on social processes.

In a unique study done by Takaku (2001), a perspective taking manipulation was
tested wherein the researcher asked the victims to imagine how they would feel, think
and behave if they were in the offender’s position. The victims were also asked to think
of a time when they were the offender and were asked to imagine how they felt, thought
and behaved. The participants who received the perspective taking manipulation were
found to experience benevolent emotional reactions and were more likely to forgive the
transgressor than the participants in the control condition. Takaku (2001), asserts that
such a perspective taking intervention not only induces empathy but also creates
dissonance in the mind of the victim as they consciously or unconsciously become aware
of their past where they had been an offender. This “dissonance-like” discomfort pushes
the victim to empathize and to make more benevolent attributions which in turn
facilitates forgiveness (Takaku, 2001). Arriaga and Rusbult (1998) found that in
comparison with participants in the perspective-taking condition (a manipulation),

participants in the no-perspective condition reported that they would experience more
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negative emotional reactions, less positive emotional reactions, less relationship-
enhancing attributions, and less constructive behavioral preferences in the aftermath of
conflict.

In the present study I seek to test the influence of perspective taking on
forgiveﬁess. I propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Those high on perspective-taking will be more likely to forgive.

Perspective-taking has also been found to facilitate the influence of apology
(Takaku, 2001). In the present study, I also hypothesize that forgiveness will be higher
when both apology and perspective taking is high.

Hypothesis 3: Those who recei\;e an apology and are high on perspective-taking will be
more likely to forgive.

The hypotheses till now have primarily addressed the main effects of apology and
perspective taking on forgiveness. In the present study I seek to examine both the direct
and moderating effects of some dispositional variables. The three dispositional variables I
examine in this study are: empathy, rumination and negative affectivity. One way in
which we can understand the effectiveness of apology and perspective taking as
facilitators of forgiveness is by examining how individual difference variables moderate
this relationship. Moderating variables have both theoretical and practical implications.
Theoretically, identifying and testing moderators helps to establish the boundary
conditions for the main effects. Whetten (1989) stated that moderators answer the critical
“who-where-when” questions needed for sound theory development. Campbell (1990)
also noted that the goal of a research sfudy is to not only test whether a hypothesized

relationship is supported or rejected but to also test the conditions under which this
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relationship holds. In the world of practice, people/organizations may decide to use
apology and/or perspective taking intervention as a process manipulation in the aftermath
of interpersonal conflict. In order to do so effectively, they would need to know when the
manipulation is more likely to work and when it is least likely to work. I thus plan to
examine the direct and moderating role of three dispositional variables (empathy,
rumination and negative affectivity). The figure below is a graphical representation of the
conceptual model.

Figurel: Conceptual Model
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Dispositional Correlates of Forgiveness
The effectiveness of apology and perspective taking may depend on the extent to
which the individual ruminates, empathizes and generally experiences negative emotions
such as anger, scorn, revulsion, guilt, sense of rejection, self-dissatisfaction and to some
extent sadness. Although I expect these individual difference variables to be somewhat
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correlated with one another, they represent conceptually different aspects of an
individual’s disposition.
Empathy

Empathy is defined as the ability to view events from the perspective of others
and to have a warm personal concern for them (Davis, 1983). People who are high on
empathy tend to put themselves in the other person’s position and demonstrate
compassion for others by imagining how it must feel like to be in their position. Hoffman
(1981) describes empathy as a trigger for a wide variety of generous and altruistic
behaviors. Empathy for the offending partner has been found to predict many forms of
prosocial phenomena, such as cooperation, altruism, and the inhibition of aggression
towards the offender (Batson, 1990, 1991; Batson & Oleson, 1991; Eisenberg & Fabes,
1990; Eisenberg & Miller, 198_7; Hoffman, 1981, 1990; Rusbult et al., 1991; Tangney,
1991). Forgiveness scholars assert that empathy enables the victim to separate the
offender from the offence and to conceive of the different factors that could have
influenced the offender’s behavior (Coleman, 1998; Enright & Coyle, 1998).

In the last decade, studies on forgiveness and related constructs in social
psychology have examined a variety of individual difference variables that could
influence willingness to forgive particular transgressions or transgressors (McCullough,
Worthington, & Rachal, 1997; McCullough et al., 1998; Zechmeister & Romero, 2002).
The studies that have looked at the relationship between forgivéness and dispositional
empathy have found mixed results. Macaskill et al., (2002) found empathy to be related
to forgiving others but not to forgiving the self. Tangney, Fee, Reinsmith, Boone, and

Lee (1999) found her forgiveness scale to be related to Davis’s (1983) perspective-taking
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and empathic-concern subscales of the Interpersonal Reactivity Inventory. Brose, Rye,
and Lutz (2002) failed to find a significant correlation between their measure of
forgivingness and their measure of empathy. In the present study I seek to examine the
relationship between trait empathy and forgiveness. I thus hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 4: Trait empathy will be positively correlated with forgiveness.

Forgiveness researchers assert that empathy competes with the emotion and
cognition of unforgiveness and induces compassion which in turn reduces the negative
valence of hurts and grudges (Konstam, Holmes & Levine, 2003; McCullough et al.,
1997). In a study by McCullough and his associates they found that those who received
an apology from the offender were more likely to report empathetic feeling towards the
offender and were also more likely to forgive. McCullough et al (1997) posits that
forgiveness is influenced by empathy and that apology can elicit empathy from the
victim. In the present study I thus hypothesize (See Appendix 1 for a graphical
representation of the proposed relationship) that apology will interact with empathy in
determining forgiveness such that apology will have a greater influence on forgiveness
for those people who are low on empathy.

Hypothesis 5: The relationship between apology and forgiveness will be moderated by
empathy.

Empathy can be viewed from a dispositional point of view as a relatively stable
trait or a general ability to perceive the feelings of other (Sawyer, 1975). Empathy can
also be viewed as a cognitive-affective experience of perspective taking in a given
situation. The perspective-taking intervention in this study seeks to induce such a

cognitive-affective experience of perspective taking. The perspective taking manipulation
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seeks to increase empathizing on the part of the victim. Thus similar to the effect of
apology, perspective taking is also likely to interact with trait empathy in determining
forgiveness such that perspective-taking will have a greater influence on forgiveness for
those people who are low on trait empathy. I thus propose the following moderating
hypothesis:
Hypothesis 6: The relationship between perspective-taking and forgiveness will be
moderated by empathy.

Rumination

The word rumination actually comes from the word “rumen” which was used to refer
to the particular way in which cows eat, where in they bring the partially digested food
back into their mouths to chew over more thoroughly. Over the years the word
rumination has gone beyond its original meaning and now connotes the practice of
dwelling over a negative idea/event and bringing it back to mind repeatedly. Rumination
can be seen as the act of mulling over negative things.

Nolen-Hoeksema (1994) defined rumination as “the chronic, passive focus on one’s
negative emotions”. The consequence of ruminating could lead to individuals isolating
themselves or obsessively thinking about their hurt rather than engaging in problem-
focused coping activities. Such individuals end up spending more time worrying about
the consequences of their own distress (Bringle, 1996). According to Nolen-Hoeksema
(1994) rumination reinforces “greater access to unhappy memories, enhanced sensitivity
to negative information about one’s current situation, [and] the probability of making

negative interpretations.”
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Research studies on the psychological correlates of interpersonal forgiveness have
found that people tend to be more forgiving to the extent that they avoid ruminating about
the offence. McCullough et al., (2001) found that college student’s rumination about
interpersonal offence is linked to vengefulness (opposite of forgiveness). Emmons (1992)
also found that beliefs about vengeance were positively correlated with three measures of
rumination—the Padua Inventory (Sanavio, 1988), the Maudsley Obsessional Thinking
Inventory (Hodgson & Rachman, 1977), and the Rehearsal Scale of the Emotional
Control Questionnaire (Roger & Nesshoever, 1987).

Rumination can be measured as a trait (tendency to ruminate) or state (state of
ruminating). At the trait level of analysis, trait rumination can be conceptualized as the
tendency to repeatedly focus on the qegative things in one’s life. It is the tendency of the
individual to repetitively recall negative events/experiences and to re-enact the episodes
in their minds. Trait rumination manifests itself as repetitive cognitions about negative
things (lack of forgiveness) which are primarily automatic and are counterproductive to
adaptive behavior. A person high on trait rumination may dwell over the injustice caused
by a negative event which can lead to fantasies of revenge. Barber, Maltby and Macaskill
(2005) found that anger memories which were the result of rumination were important
factors in dealing with revenge thoughts. Berry and Worthington (2005) assert that
rumination about interpersonal hurts and offenses is a crucial factor in establishing and
maintaining negative emotions such as hostility and anger and is negatively correlated
with forgivingness.

The present study differs from other studies done in the area, in terms of

correlating trait rumination with forgiveness in response to an actual offence. Most of the
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earlier studies have explored the relationship between rumination and trait forgivingness
or the relationship between rumination and beliefs about vengeance. Expecting a negative
correlation between rumination and forgiveness as a response is based on the idea that
there is an inherent conflict between revenge and forgiveness, wherein contemplating
about one course of action may suppress awareness of the other alternative. Thus the
more one ruminates about negative events the less likely one is to consider forgiveness as
a response and vice versa. This reasoning follows directly from what psychologists and
laypeople have long known about humans: the more we fix our attention on one thing the
harder it gets to focus on the alternative (Fiske, 1989). Thus rumination can create
barriers to the consideration of forgiveness as a response. A person who is high on
rumination is likely to spend more time worrying about their own distress and
obsessively thinking about their hurt rather than engaging in problem-focused coping
activities. Such a tendency to ruminate can compete with forgiveness as response.

In the present study trait rumination is defined as the “tendency of an individual to
passively and chronically focus on negative events/emotions and to mentally reconstruct
negative stressful experiences”. I propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 7: There will be negative relationship between trait rumination and
forgiveness.

The act of mulling over negative things and the lack of suppression of negative
emotions is characteristic of a person high on rumination. Such a tendency to repetitively
recall negative events/experiences and to compulsively re-enact the episodes in one’s
mind is likely to interfere with a person’s ability to take the perspective of the other

person and to even take into account any explanation (apology) provided by the offender.
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I thus propose that rumination will interact with both apology and perspective taking
intervention in a way that apology and perspective-taking will be less effective in
influencing forgiveness for those individuals who are high on rumination. I thus propose
the following moderating hypotheses:
Hypothesis 8: The relationship between apology and forgiveness will be moderated by
trait rumination.
Hypothesis 9: The relationship between perspective-taking and fofgiveness will be
moderated by trait rumination.
See Appendix 2 for a graphical representation of the proposed relationships.
Negative Affectivity

Watson and Clark (1984) defined negative affectivity (NA) as a higher level
personality variable that describes the extent to which individuals experience negative
emotions like anger, hostility, fear and anxiety. Negative Affectivity is measured in terms
of the intensity and frequency with which an individual experiences these distressing
negative emotions. People who are high on negative affectivity tend to be distressed and
have a negative sense of self (Watson & Clark, 1984). Negative affectivity as a construct
is more than just anxiety and neuroticism, it is encompassing of affective states like
anger, scorn, revulsion, guilt, sense of rejection, self-dissatisfaction and to some extent
sadness (Watson & Clark, 1984).

Studies that have contrasted individuals high and low on negative affectivity have
found that individuals high on negative affectivity tend to experience negative emotions
and moods across situations (Watson & Clark, 1984). This is one reason why negative

affectivity is often conceptualized as a disposition and is measured at the trait level.
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People high on negative affectivity are sensitive to even minor frustrations and failures in
their everyday life which is evident in their likelihood, magnitude and duration of
experiencing negative emotions/moods.

Bies, Tripp, and Kramer (1997) pointed out that individuals high on negative
affectivity tend to over scrutinize social interactions and information negatively, thus
showing hyper-vigilance. In over scrutinizing interactions they look for hidden sinister
plans that others may have to hurt them. When such individuals are faced with identity
threats they tend to react with hostile and aggressive actions (Baumeister, Smart &
Boden, 1996). Since these individuals have a heightened sensitivity to identity threats
they may react with hostility more than individuals who are low on NA in the same
situation. Thus it is likely that people who are high on NA may be less likely to forgive
than those who are low on NA. The workplace aggression literature as well as the social
psychology literature has shown that individuals high on NA are more likely to respond
with hostility and tend to exhibit aggressive attributional styles to§vards others. Skarlicki,
Folger, and Tesluk (1999) found a positive relationship between NA and organizational
retaliatory behaviors when employees perceived injustice at work. Negative affectivity in
general has been associated with retaliatory and aggressive behavior (e.g., Eyesenck &
Gudjonsson, 1989; Heaven, 1996).

Considering that forgiveness requires an individual to willingly abandon negative
emotions, cognitions and behavior towards the offender, individuals high on NA may
find it difficult to give up their desire to react in hostile manner and may not forgive. In
thc;, present study “Negative Affectivity” is defined in accordance with the definition

given by Watson and Clark (1984). Negative Affectivity is defined as the extent to which
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an individual experiences negative emotions like anger, hostility, fear and anxiety, across
time and situations”. I propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 10: There will be a negative relationship between negative affectivity and
forgiveness.

Apart from testing the above hypotheses about how trait negative affectivity
influences forgiveness as a response, I also seek to examine the relationship between state
affectivity and forgiveness. Although there is sufficient evidence in the literature that
points to the fact that trait negative affectivity influences people to experience negative
emotions across situation and different stimuli, I plan to test whether trait negative
affectivity has a significant association with forgiveness after controlling for state
negative affectivity.

Hypothesis 11: Trait negative affectivity will have a signiﬁcant relationship with
forgiveness even after controlling for state negative affectivity.

A person who is high on trait negative affectivity is likely to be over sensitive to
transgressions. Trait negative affectivity of an individual can interfere with their ability to
take the perspective of others and may influence the effect of apology, as these people
tend to be hyper vigilant and often process information negatively. People who are high
on trait negative affectivity are likely to interpret an apology as an excuse, as such people
have a tendency to over scrutinize interactions and have a tendency to look for hidden
sinister plans that others may have to hurt them.

I thus propose that trait negative affectivity will interact with apology and
perspective taking intervention in a way that apology and perspective taking intervention

will have a weak influence on forgiveness for those individuals who are high on trait
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negative affectivity. On the other hand for those individuals low on trait negative
affectivity, apology and perspective taking is likely to have stronger influence on
forgiveness.

Hypothesis 12: The relationship between apology and forgiveness will be moderated by
negative affectivity.

Hypothesis 13: The relationship between perspective taking and forgiveness will be
moderated by negative affectivity.

See Appendix 3 for a graphical representation of the proposed interaction relationships.
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METHOD

I conducted a laboratory experiment to examine the influence of apology and
perspective taking intervention on forgiveness. I also examined the direct and moderating
roles of dispositional variables (victim characteristics) like empathy, rumination and
negative affectivity. Participants in the study played the prisoner’s dilemma game with a
confederate in a controlled experimental setting. A 2 (apology vs. no apology) X 2
(perspective-taking intervention vs. control intervention) between subjects design was
used.

Participants

The final sample for this study consisted of 125 students from a large Mid-
Western University. The sample size was appropriate to detect medium size effects.
Power analysis specified for a medium effect size of 0.50 and an alpha of 0.05 indicated a
sample size of 80 for sufficient power. In order to detect small size effects one would
have to collect data on a much larger sample. I collected data on a sample of 143 subjects
as [ had anticipated invalid and incomplete responses. After screening the data of 143
subjects for inappropriate responding I was left with 125 subjects (screening procedure to
be described later). The average age of subjects was 19 years; 85% of the sample was
within the age range of 18-20 years. Seventy-three percent of the sample was female.
The average GPA was 3.3. Regarding the ethnicity breakdown, this sample was 87%
Caucasian, 7% African American, 4% Hispanic and 2% other. In terms of marital status,
96% were single (never married) and 4% were married.

Task: Prisoner’s Dilemma Game
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The prisoner’s dilemma game is one of the many mixed-motive games that exist
in the literature. There are many ways of designing a prisoner’s dilemma game. In the
context of the present study the subject and the confederate played four rounds of the
prisoner’s dilemma game wherein they were required to choose between making a co-
operative move or a non co-operative move. The confederates were told to defect (non
co-operative move) on the third round of the prisoner’s dilemma game.

In every round of the prisoner’s dilemma game the subject was asked to choose
between “UP” (Cooperative Move) or “DOWN?” (A defection). At the same time, the
confederate made a choice between “RIGHT” (Cooperative move) or “LEFT” (A ‘
defection). The choices were made in such a way that when the subject made his/her
choice they did not know what the confederate’s choice was. The subject knew their
partner’s (confederate’s) choice only after both the people in the game had finalized their
choices. Points were displayed on the screen after each round in a 2x2 matrix with value-
neutral labels for their choices. Table 1 below indicates the scoring rules for this game.
UP-RIGHT indicates the payoff for mutual cooperation which yielded 24 points for each
player; DOWN-LEFT indicates the punishment for mutual defection which yielded 12
points for each. DOWN-RIGHT gave 30 points to Player A and 6 points to player B
while UP-LEFT yielded the reverse. The scoring matrix is as follows:

Table 1

Symmetric 2x2 Prisoner’s Dilemma with payoffs

Player A Player A

Up Down
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Table 1 (cont’d).

Player B A- 24 point A- 30 points
Right B- 24 point B- 6 points
Player B A - 6 points A- 12 points

Left B - 30 points B- 12 points

Rationale for using the prisoner's dilemma game

Mixed-motive games like the prisoner’s dilemma game provide an experimentally
controlled environment to test behavior. Prisoner’s dilemma game has been used as a
model to study different kinds of interpersonal interactions, including those between
individuals working together within an organization (Kramer et al. 1996). Axelrod
(1980a, 1980b) explored forgiveness in a mixed-motive game (Prisoner’s Dilemma
Game) where he operationalized forgiveness as a co-operative move after the partner had
defected/offended by making a competitive move. In the present study I did not
operationalize forgiveness as a response on the game as there could be other strategic
reason why subjects would choose a particular move on the prisoner’s dilemma game. In
the present study the prisoner’s dilemma game was set up to enable experimental control
over the offence (i.e. the defection in the prisoner’s dilemma game).

Experimental Design
A 2 (apology vs. no apology) X 2 (perspective-taking intervention vs. control

intervention) between subjects design was used (see Table 2).
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Table 2

2 X 2 Experimental Design
Apology Treatment
Yes No
Perspective-Taking Treatment | Yes Group A Group B
No Group C Control Group

Description of the Conditions

The experimental conditions in this study resulted from the 2 x 2 design described
above in Table 2. I manipulated two variables in this study. One was apology and the
other was a perspective taking. The subjects in the different experimental groups received
the manipulations in the following way:
Apology Condition: In the apology condition (Group A & C), the subjects received an
apology communication from the confederate. The apology message was sent during the
break which followed the third round of the prisoner’s dilemma game where the
confederate had defected. The message read as follows, “I’'m sorry. I really screwed up. 1
was being selfish. I shouldn’t have done that” (See Appendix 4). The subjects in the
apology condition did not receive the perspective taking training intervention but they
were required to complete a control training module on study habits (See Appendix 5).
This control intervention (study habits) was given to match the groups and to ensure that
the groups did not differ in any meaningful way other than the intended manipulation.
Perspective Taking Condition: In the perspective taking condition (Group A & B) the
subjects received a communication that said, “Your partner did not utilize the

communication option”. The subjects in the perspective taking condition continued to do
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the irrelevant (filler) task (see Appendix 6) during the break as they had already received
the perspective-taking intervention prior to the prisoner’s dilemma game. The
perspective-taking intervention was designed as a short training module wherein the
subjects were given a scenario and were asked to imagine how the offender would feel,
think and behave. They were also asked to imagine a time when they had been the
offender and to imagine how they felt, thought and behaved. The perspective taking
intervention was designed to induce empathy and to encourage reappraisal of a situation
from the others point of view. The intervention also stressed the importance of taking
different perspectives (See Appendix 7 for the training module).

Apology + Perspective Taking Condition: The subjects in the apology + perspective
taking condition (Group A) received the apology communication from the confederate.
The subjects in this condition also received the perspective-taking training prior to the
prisoner’s dilemma game.

Control Group: The control group (Group D) received a communication that said, “Your
partner did not utilize the communication option”. The subjects in the control group were
required to complete the irrelevant (filler) survey during the break and did not receive an
apology. The subjects in the control group did not receive the perspective taking training
intervention however they did receive the short training module on study habits (See
Appendix 5 for the control training module). This control intervention (study habits) was
given to match the groups and to ensure that the groups did not differ in any meaningful

way other than the intended manipulation.
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Procedure

The procedure (in terms of steps in the experiment) is presented below in a tabular

form in Table 3.

Table 3

Tabular Representation of the Procedure

STEPS

DESCRIPTION

1. Online Consent

- The subjects gave their informed consent online and completed

& Survey the dispositional measures (empathy, rumination, and
negative/positive affectivity) 3 days prior to the lab session.
2. At the Lab - All the subjects filled out a state measure of positive/negative

affectivity as soon as they came into the lab.

- All the subjects received a short training module. The
perspective taking intervention and the control group intervention
were given to the appropriate groups.

- They received information about the prisoner’s dilemma game
(playing rules, scoring and the reward procedure etc). They also
received the manipulation for future interaction (in terms of the
information about the future group task).

- The subjects and confederates were seated in a room where they
received the co-operation prime.

Prisoner’s Dilemma Game Design

3. First Three
Rounds

- First round: Subject (Co-operated); Confederate (Co-operated)

- Second round: Subject (Co-operated); Confederate (Co-
operated)

- Third round: Subject (Co-operated); Confederate (Defected)

- Break

4. Break Activities

- The subjects filled out a state measure of positive/negative
affectivity.

- The subjects completed a filler weather survey during the break.
- The subjects in the apology conditions received an apology
communication from the confederate.

- The subjects were given the option of making one
communication via their computers to their game partner.

S. Fourth Round

- Fourth round: Subject ( ? ); Confederate (Co-operated)

6. Dependent
Variable
Measures

- Forgiveness Scale
- Open-Ended Questions
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Table 3 (cont’d).

7. Hot Sauce Task | - After the subjects completed the self-report measure of
forgiveness they were given the hot sauce task (behavioral
measure of forgiveness)

8. Debriefing - Finally the subjects were debriefed.

Detailed Description of the Procedure
Recruitment: To experimentally control the defection in the prisoner’s dilemma game
setup I recruited 5 confederates. The confederates were extensively trained to participate
in the experiment sessions and to deliver the treatment to the experimental groups. I |
personally ran all the session as an experimenter. The advertisement for this study was
put up on the Human Participant Research website. Participation in the experiment was
strictly voluntary and confidentiality of responses was assured to the participants. The
participants were presented with the informed consent form online. Those students who
agreed to participate (by electronically signing the online informed consent form) were
randomly divided into four groups. The first group was the apology experimental group.
The second group was the perspective-taking group and the third group was the apology
+ perspective-taking interaction group. Finally the fourth group was the pure control
group.
Online Measures: All the subjects filled out a set of online measures (See Appendix 8, 9
and 10). The online measures included measures of trait empathy, trait rumination and
trait positive/negative affectivity and other socio demographic variables. All the
participants were required to finish the online questionnaires at least 3 days before they
came for the laboratory session. This three day requirement had been established to

ensure that the items from the dispositional pre-measures were not fresh in the
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participant’s memory and to avoid any priming effect regarding the researcher’s
hypotheses.

At the laboratory: The participants who signed up for the lab session were randomly
assigned to one of the four experimental groups. All the subjects filled out a state
measure of positive/negative affectivity once they come to the lab (See appendix 11). The
reason I asked them to fill out a state measure at this point was to obtain their initial base
level of affect before they played the prisoner’s dilemma game. The subjects in the
perspective taking group and the apology-perspective group got the perspective taking
intervention before they engaged in the prisoner’s dilemma game. The subjects in all the
other conditions received similar but irrelevant control training module on studying
habits.

Expectation of future interaction manipulation: The subjects were told that they would be
playing several rounds of a game with their game partner. They were also told that after
they finished playing several rounds of the game with their partner they would do a group
task where they would be required to interact with their game partner in person; work on
a task as a team. The reason all the participants were given this information was to create
an expectation for future interaction. The intention was to simulate an experimental
context that was similar to the reality to which I would like to generalize. Employees in
today’s workplace are required to work in teams. Employees at times have to work
interdependently with co-workers, with whom they have had previous negative
interpersonal experiences. Even after a conflict where in an employee may have offended
the other employee, there is often an expectation for future interaction. The manipulation

in this study helped to create such an expectation for future interaction. The manipulation
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helped in making the experimental context more similar to the real world context of
workplace interactions.

Information on how to play the prisoner’s dilemma game and the incentive plan: Prior to
the prisoner’s dilemma game, participants (subjects along with the confederates) received
training on the game and scoring rules. The subjects were told the scoring procedure for
every possible move on the game. They were also told that points from every move
would be accumulated to determine their individual final score. Following this
explanation, participants were asked to answer comprehension questions. The
comprehension questions were designed to accomplish two aims: first, to ensure that
‘participants understood the game and knew what they were required to do in every round;
second, to give participants the assurance that their counterpart (game partner)
understood the game.

The participants were told that the top 25 scorers (out of a total of 100 players)
would be selected and only one person would be chosen at random (from the 25 top
scorers) to receive the $25 Amazon gift certificate. The reason for giving this incentive
was to increase the salience of the outcome of the game for the individual subjects. This
information was designed to serve as an incentive for the subjects to accumulate as many
points as possible. The incentive did not necessarily put the subjects in direét competition
with each other. The winners were selected at random, minimizing the chances of the
game to induce an overly competitive mind-set. Furthermore, terms such as cooperation,
competition, and opponent were excluded from the instructions.

Co-operation Prime: After describing the technical aspects (rules and incentive) of the

game to the participants, I gave them the co-operation prime. The subject and the
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confederate received a tutorial text on their computer screen priming them to co-operate
in the prisoner’s dilemma game. The tutorial presented the different game scenarios to
the subjects. The subjects were told that the best strategy was to co-operate as it would
ensure maximum points to both players (See Appendix 12 for the cooperation tutorial). I
used a standardized tutorial on co-operation developed by Murningham (1991). This
cooperation priming text describes the benefits of cooperating in a prisoner’s dilemma
game. It has been found to be effective in yielding uniform initial co-operation in many
versions of the prisoner’s dilemma game.

Steps in the Prisoner’s Dilemma Game: The subjects were introduced to their game
partners face to face. The confederates were seated far away from the subjects in such a
way that the subjects could not see the confederate’s computer screen. The subjects were
told that they would play several rounds of the game with the same game partner.
However, they were not told exactly how many rounds they would play. On the contrary
the experimenter and the confederate knew exactly how many rounds of the prisoner’s
dilemma game would be played. The participants played four rounds of the prisoner’s
dilemma game with a break in between the 3" and the 4™ round. Before every round the
subjects were required to answer two questions regarding their prediction and confidence
about their partner’s next move (See Appendix 13). These questions tapped into the kind
of expectations (in terms of moves) the subjects had with reference to their game
partners. The confederate co-operated on the first two rounds and defected on the third
round. After the confederate defected I stopped the prisoner’s dilemma game for a break.
I then measured the subject’s current state of affect using the state positive/negative

affectivity measure.
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During the break the subjects filled out a state measure of positive/negative
affectivity and then responded to a filler weather survey on their computers. Before the
subjects began the weather survey they were told that they could send one message to
their game partner. The computers in the lab had a built-in messaging system which
enabled them to make that one communication. The timing was programmed to be such
that before the subjects could send a message, the subjects in the apology group and the
apology-perspective-taking (interaction) group received the apology message from the
confederate. The perspective taking experimental group and the control group continued
to fill out the weather survey during the break and received a neutral communication that
said that their game partner chose not to utilize the communication option.

After the break, the confederate and the subject played the fourth (last) round of
the prisoner’s dilemma game. This time also the subjects were unaware of the total
number of prisoner’s dilemma rounds they would be playing. However the experiment
was designed in such a way that the fourth round of the prisoner’s dilemma game was the
last round. All the moves made by the subjects and confederates were recorded. After the
last round of the prisoner’s dilemma game the subjects were given the forgiveness
measure (See Appendix 14). Before the subjects received the forgiveness scale they were
asked the following questions, “Did your game partner co-operate on all the rounds of the
game?”. All the subjects who answered “No” to this question were automatically given
the forgiveness measure. Before they got the forgiveness measure, a small information
box told them that the next set of questions was chosen based on their response to the last
item. This was done to ensure that the subjects believed that the defection was random

and not planned by the experimenter. After the subjects filled out the forgiveness scale
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they also answered some open-ended questions (See Appendix 15) asking them about
how they felt, and what their thoughts were about their game partner.
Measuring Forgiveness: The dependent variable

Forgiveness was measured using a self-report scale (See Appendix 14). The scale
measured the extent to which the subjects let go of their negative emotions like anger and
resentment and cognitions of revenge and avoidance. The forgiveness scale cbnsisted of
items that had been adapted from the Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations
Inventory (Mcéullough et al., 1998). The TRIM as a measure of forgiveness has been
used in many research studies on interpersonal forgiveness. The TRIM was originally
designed for assessing forgiveness within relatively close relationships. Some of the
items from the TRIM were not relevant and appropriate for examining forgiveness in
response to offences committed by relative strangers and were thus excluded from the
scale. To make the forgiveness measure more relevant to the context of this study I
modified some of the TRIM items as well as added some items that tapped into feelings
of anger, resentment and hostility towards the offender. I also used items from the
avoidance and retribution subscales of TRIM to measure participant’s cognitions to seek
revenge against and to avoid their transgressors. The avoidance and revenge subscales
have been shown to have high internal consistency (alpha = .85), moderate test-retest
stability (8-week test-retest rs = approx.50), and evidence of convergent and discriminant
validity (McCullough et al., 1998, 2003). Respondents were required to indicate their
level of agreement or disagreement with each statement on a scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to S (strongly agree). Negative items were reverse scored so that

higher scores indicated higher levels of forgiveness.

36



Open-Ended Measure: After the subjects finished answering the forgiveness scale they
were given a short open-ended questionnaire assessing their perceptions of the game and
how they felt toward their game partner. The open ended survey consisted of questions
such as, “If you chose UP in the last round please tell us what motivated you to make that
choice?”; “If you chose DOWN in the last round please tell us what motivated you to
make that choice?”; “What were you thoughts about your partner during the break?”
“What are your thoughts about your partner now?” “What were your feelings like
towards your partner during the break?”; “What are your feelings like towards your
partner now?”; “Would you like to work with your partner in a future group task? Why?”
Behavioral Measure: 1 also used a behavioral measure of forgiveness, where in the
subjects were put in a situation where they had the option to overtly take revenge and
aggress towards their game partners. Those who choose not to take revenge were
considered to be high on forgiveness. Described below is the hot sauce task which I used
as a measure of revenge and aggression towards the confederate (game partner).

Hot Sauce Task: A behavioral measure of forgiveness (lack of revenge and aggression)
Rationale behind the Hot Sauce Task: The hot sauce task provides us with a behavioral
measure of forgiveness (lack of revenge and aggression). It provides the subjects with an
opportunity to aggress against a target person by choosing an amount of extremely spicy
sauce to be allocated to the target person to consume (revenge). The hot sauce measure
has certain advantages and can be used as a supplementary measure along with a self-
report measure of forgiveness. The hot sauce measure is easily quantifiable and also gives
us data in terms of behavioral response as opposed to what the subject reports he/she will
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