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Abstract
The present research sought to develop a dimensional model of forgiveness, and develop a
questionnaire consistent with this model. Drawing from the tripartite theory of attitudes, this
dimensional model focused on three aspects of forgiveness: behavioural, cognitive, and affective.
In Study 1, I collected a set of 64 items from volunteers who generated potential items based on
definitions of the three dimensions of forgiveness, and reduced the number of items to 43 by
assessing item-total correlations. In Study 2, I reduced the items and assessed factor structure
with factor analysis. I also assessed correlations between dimensions and transgression severity.
In Study 3, I further reduced the scale while also assessing correlations with transgression
severity (as rated by the participants and as rated by independent coders), self-esteem and
attachment orientation. In Study 4, I assessed the fit of the reduced set of items with
confirmatory factor analysis. I also assessed the convergent validity with the TransgressionRelated Interpersonal Motivations and Rye forgiveness scales and further explored correlations
with the big five personality traits. The hypothesized three-dimensional scale showed acceptable
fit indices and convergent validity with other forgiveness measures. I refer to this final scale as
the Multidimensional Forgiveness Inventory (MDFI). The dimensions of the MDFI also showed
unique relationships with several individual difference variables. For instance, only affective
forgiveness was consistently negatively correlated with subjective and objective transgression
severity. As another example conscientiousness was correlated with behavioural and cognitive
forgiveness but not affective forgiveness. These relationships demonstrate the merit of
differentiating these three dimensions instead of measuring forgiveness as a global construct.
Preliminary findings offer many future directions for the assessment of forgiveness, particularly
the specification of existing associations (e.g., what specific dimensions of forgiveness correlate
relationship satisfaction, commitment and longevity?). Future research could also use this
dimensional model as a common language to integrate and contrast existing ideas of incongruent
forgiveness.
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Chapter 1: General Introduction
Forgiveness has been studied from many perspectives through human history. It has been
a focal point of many belief systems (both religious and secular). It has been seen as a virtue in a
variety of cultures, and sometimes has even been considered with contempt, such as with
cultures who favour corporal or capital punishment. Within psychology, there are different
approaches to understanding forgiveness. Although a large amount of the literature addresses
interpersonal forgiveness (Enright, Freedman, & Rique, 1998) many have also examined
forgiveness as a self-focussed process (Hall & Fincham, 2005). Because of these differing
perspectives, the term forgiveness can carry different meanings.
Within the interpersonal forgiveness literature, there is disagreement among many
researchers about what exactly constitutes forgiveness. Exline (2013) has identified the most
widely agreed-upon requirements for forgiveness. The first requirement is that the forgiving
party must freely cancel the implied social debt it holds over the transgressor. Second, the
forgiving party must forego its desire to exact revenge upon the transgressor. Third, the forgiving
party must feel a reduction in negative emotion directed at the transgressor. It is important to
note that a reduction in negative emotion does not require an increase in positive emotion or
benevolence, but that letting go of anger or pain is sufficient. Without these requirements, one
could conclude that the forgiving party has not yet reached the point of true or full forgiveness.
Incongruent Forgiveness
Because the requirements for forgiveness are stated in such absolute terms, and because
there is rarely one single requirement for forgiveness, there are many instances of people falling
between “no” forgiveness and “true” or “full” forgiveness. Consider the case of an individual I
will call “Steve.” Steve decides to forgive and earnestly wants to, but is plagued with sadness
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and anger when he recalls the transgression he is trying to forgive. This could be considered an
incongruence between Steve’s thoughts and feelings. Despite wanting to forgive, Steve’s strong
negative feelings may stymie his attempts to move on from the transgression and instead
promote rumination or doubt. Likewise, consider the case of “Stacy” who may fully forgive her
transgressor, but never communicate the forgiveness to her transgressor. This lack of
communication may in turn affect future interactions with her transgressor, who may not realize
forgiveness (or even a transgression) has taken place.
The concept of incongruent forgiveness has been looked at before, but in a variety of
disparate typological models. Indeed, there are a number of such typologies in the literature;
many of these typologies can be conceptualized as a presence of some process and an absence of
a different process. For instance, Steve could be considered as having demonstrated empty
forgiveness (Hillman, 2016), where he has forgiving thoughts but lacks forgiving feelings.
Likewise, Stacy could be considered as having demonstrated Silent Forgiveness (Baumeister,
Exline, & Sommer 1998), where communication of forgiveness is not present but forgiving
thoughts and feelings are. Table 1 breaks down several of these types of incongruent forgiveness
based on their theoretical definition. Given the number of similar, but meaningfully different
types of incongruent forgiveness, it’s no surprise that there have been calls for delineation
(Kaminer et al., 2000). A more parsimonious model (which can encompass many of these
incongruent typologies) would benefit the literature by providing a common language between
models as well as a consistent means between researchers to assess incongruent forgiveness.
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Table 1.
Illustration of the Two-Dimensional Forgiveness Model
Incongruence defined by a…
Model
Presence of…
Absence of…
Empty Forgiveness
Thoughts
Feelings
(Hillman, 2016)

Hollow Forgiveness

Communication

Thoughts & Feelings

Thoughts & Feelings

Communication

Communication

Thoughts

Communication &
Thoughts

Feelings

Feelings

Communication &
Thoughts

Communication &
Feelings

Thoughts

(Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer 1998)

Silent Forgiveness
(Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer 1998)

Insincere Forgiveness
(Merolla, 2014)

Role-expected Forgiveness
(Trainer, 1981)

Role-expedient Forgiveness
(Trainer, 1981)

Detached Forgiveness
(Nelson, 1992)

The Two-Dimensional Model of Forgiveness
The most widely cited type (with over 400 citations at time of writing) of incongruent
forgiveness (i.e., Hollow Forgiveness) comes from the Two-dimensional Model of Forgiveness
(Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer 1998). This two-dimensional model model contains two
dimensions of forgiveness, the intrapsychic and the interpersonal. The interpersonal, or external,
forgiveness describes whether an individual has communicated forgiveness to their transgressor,
whereas the intrapsychic, or internal, forgiveness refers to whether an individual has forgiven.
The authors expand on the overlap of these dimensions, identifying four categories in which an
individual’s forgiveness might be placed. First, true forgiveness, which requires a presence of
both internal and external forgiveness, and conversely, no forgiveness, which requires a lack of
both internal and external forgiveness. Alternatively, one may have a presence of internal but not
external, this is called silent forgiveness, or a presence of external but not internal, called hollow
forgiveness. Figure 1 demonstrates these dimensions.
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High External
Hollow Forgiveness

True Forgiveness

Low Internal

High Internal
Non-Forgiveness

Silent Forgiveness
Low External

Figure 1: The two dimensional model's four types of forgiveness (Baumeister et al., 1998)

However, despite giving a definition of each of these four classifications (true
forgiveness, non-forgiveness, hollow forgiveness, and silent forgiveness), Baumeister and
colleagues conducted no empirical research, and did not provide measures for these constructs.
As such, the literature lacks a measure to assess the dimensions of internal and external
forgiveness. Furthermore, the definition of what exactly constitutes internal forgiveness is
unclear. This poses a problem: if multiple people are measuring hollow forgiveness differently
but all calling it hollow forgiveness there is no way to know if they are indeed measuring the
same constructs, especially if there is no convergent validity established between individual
measures. For instance, the authors urge that hollow forgiveness should not be presumed to be
dishonest or false forgiveness, yet without empirical testing, there’s no way to be sure if this
differentiation is meaningful.
Measuring Hollow and Silent Forgiveness
Despite the issues posed by moving forward with experimental research although lacking
a validated measure, many researchers have opted to improvise a measure to assess internal and
external forgiveness which suits their particular research needs. First, some researchers (Friesen,
Fletcher & Overall, 2005) have opted to use the Transgression Related Interpersonal Motivations
(TRIM) scale (McCullough et al., 1998) to measure internal forgiveness. This scale initially only
contained two subscales but a subsequent third scale was added in revisions (McCullough, Root,
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& Cohen, 2006). The first subscale is revenge, which indicates how much an individual wishes
negative things upon transgressor. The second subscale is avoidance, which indicates how little
the individual wishes to interact with the transgressor. The final subscale, which was added in
revisions, is benevolence, which indicates the degree to which the individual has positive
feelings toward the transgressor.
Though a popular measure, the TRIM has limitations in assessing internal forgiveness.
Though often used as a measure of forgiveness, the TRIM measures forgiving-related
motivations, for instance: “I’m going to get even” or “I would avoid him/her”. That is, the TRIM
assesses the thoughts and feelings of an individual toward their transgressor, not the thoughts and
feelings toward a transgression or the presence or type of forgiveness itself. In fact, the TRIM
assess three things specifically, (a) whether the individual wants revenge, (b) whether the
individual would avoid the transgressor, and (c) whether the individual holds positive feelings
toward the transgressor. Recall that Exline (2013) identified three widely agreed upon
requirements for forgiveness: Foregoing vengeance, an equalizing of social debt, and a reduction
in negative emotions. These requirements are also in agreement with a survey of laypeople,
finding the most common definition of forgiveness was acceptance, or getting over the
transgression, and the second was letting go of negative feelings (Younger, Piferi, Job, &
Lawler, 2003). While the TRIM does measure revenge, it does not account for social debt, and
although benevolence is similar to reduced negative emotions, it is largely agreed that
benevolence is not required for forgiveness, and that being ambivalent toward a transgressor is
sufficient (Exline, 2013). The TRIM's stringent requirements to classify a person as having
forgiven means it may fail to account for some instances of forgiveness. For example, imagine
an individual who is forgiving an abusive ex-partner. This individual is ambivalent about their
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past partner, and avoids them for their own safety, but does not feel their past partner owes them
any social debt. However, the individual does occasionally ponder vengeful thoughts. By the
requirements Exline (2013) lays out, this individual would be mostly forgiving, but by the
standards of the TRIM (McCullough et al., 1998) this individual would be mostly non-forgiving.
Although the TRIM measures overall forgiveness well enough, it is clear the TRIM’s application
in measuring this particular construct (i.e. incongruent forgiveness) is lacking in content validity.
This is a problem for the Two-dimensional Model because these nuanced situations, such as
hollow forgiveness, are those of particular interest to many people looking at incongruent
forgiveness.
Further, as a measure of external forgiveness, researchers often use a single item. This
question is usually something to the effect of, “have you communicated your forgiveness to your
transgressor?” This carries the assumption that communication between transgressor and victim
is straightforward. Notably, however, Merolla and Zhang (2010) identified three different
methods of communicating forgiveness: direct, indirect, and conditional, demonstrating that
communication can vary in terms of overtness and extremity. This study also found that less
direct communication was associated with post-event relationship deterioration. Even if
measuring one aspect of communication is sufficient, a single-item measure does present
problems. Reliability cannot be calculated for single-item measures, and single-item measures
may introduce more measurement error when participants are satisficing.
A second method used to measure these dimensions of forgiveness involves a more
statistical approach. Takada and Ohbuchi (2013) first measured forgiving behaviour by asking
participants if they forgave their transgressors. To then categorize forgiveness type they
performed a median split to form groups of “forgiving” and “non-forgiving”. They then took a
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measure of willingness to forgive by asking how sincerely the individual forgave their partner.
After they took the “forgiving” group and performed a second median split based on willingness
to forgive to create “hollow” and “true” forgiving. This yielded true, hollow, and non-forgiving
groups. This method is problematic because it neglects whether an individual communicated
forgiveness, the very definition of hollow forgiveness. Furthermore, this measure has less
content validity than the TRIM, and reduces a complicated interpersonal process down to two
questions. Because of these issues, it is not clear if this method is truly measuring hollow
forgiveness. Also, one cannot conclude this version of hollow forgiveness is the same as other
researchers’ without further assessing convergent validity between methods.
Limitations of the Two-Dimensional Model
Despite its popularity, the two-dimensional model is not without some shortcomings. The
most notable shortcoming is a simple one: there is not a clear indication of what exactly
constitutes “internal” forgiveness. Baumeister, Exline, and Sommer (1998) effectively illustrate
the categories which arise at the intersection intrapsychic and interpersonal forgiveness, but the
definition of the dimensions themselves are lacking. In fact, the entirety of internal forgiveness
can be summarized in two brief sentences, as “…an internal/emotional state…” and as “a process
that goes on entirely inside the mind of the victim…” (Baumeister, Exline, & Sommer, 1998).
However, internal forgiveness could be seen as a strictly non-deliberate process, a strictly
deliberate process, or a mix of both. For instance, one could describe internal forgiveness as a
victim’s deliberate cognitive decision to forgive, and their thoughts and cognition around that
forgiveness. Likewise, one could also describe internal forgiveness as a victim’s non-deliberate
emotional reaction or feelings to the transgressor or transgression. Or one might describe internal
forgiveness as a combination of these. All of these ideas fit the definition put forward by the
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authors, but have dramatically different implications for the concepts of hollow and silent
forgiveness. For instance, with the former definition of internal forgiveness, hollow forgiveness
appears to be a deliberate falsification. It is apparent that is the understanding which Takada and
Ohbuchi (2013) appear to use when measuring internal forgiveness with a straightforward
question. With the latter definition of internal forgiveness, hollow forgiveness appears more like
an unintentional discrepancy between belief and behaviour. This is the understanding which
researchers Fatfouta, Jacobs, and Merkl (2013) seem to have when they suggest fMRI methods
as a means to assess internal forgiveness. In order to properly measure internal forgiveness, a
distinction between what is deliberate and what is not needs to exist.
Considering this discrepancy and the forgiveness types detailed in Table 1, another issue
emerges: If internal forgiveness is composed of non-deliberate feelings, and deliberate thoughts,
can there be incongruence between these internal states as well? Several of the types of
forgiveness described in Table 1 suggest that this is indeed possible. To incorporate these
discrepancies in the model I will use a popular theoretical paradigm in the attitudes literature
called the Tripartite Model of Attitudes.
Tripartite Framework
In a seminal paper, Breckler (1984) identified three main components of an individual’s
attitude: affect, cognition, and behaviour. For instance, if the attitudinal object is ice cream, one
might be happy when they think about or see ice cream (affective), one might believe ice cream
tastes sweet (cognitive), and one might seek out ice cream (behavioural). This tripartite
framework has been applied to a variety of different concepts in psychology. The framework has
been used in the context of interpersonal relationships before, to explain the different aspects of
commitment to a partner (Agnew & Arriaga, 2001). In order to explain how I propose that this
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framework can improve the two-dimensional model, first, consider Baumeister, Exline and
Sommer’s dimensions of forgiveness, with the interpretations I’ve identified in Figure 2.

External
Forgiveness

Communication
and behaviour
regarding
forgiveness

Internal
Forgiveness

Cognition
regarding
forgiveness

Emotions
regarding
forgiveness

Figure 2. The Two-dimensional Model of Forgiveness

External forgiveness can be understood as one’s expression regarding his/her forgiveness,
which clearly translates to the tripartite model as behaviour. The cognitive dimension is
described by one’s cognition or deliberate thought regarding his/her forgiveness, while the
emotional dimension reflects somewhat automatic processes, which may not be deliberate. This
delineated model is demonstrated in Figure 3.
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External Forgiveness

Internal Forgiveness

Forgiving
Behaviour

Forgiveness
Cognition

Forgiveness
Affect

Communication
with transgressor

Thoughts about
forgiveness

Feelings about
transgression

Figure 3: Tripartite Model applied to internal and external forgiveness

Application to Incongruent Forgiveness
Recall the forgiveness types illustrated in Table 1. The original Two-Dimensional model
lacked a clear delineation within internal forgiveness. The integration of the Two-Dimensional
model with the Tripartite Model allows for a delineation of internal forgiveness, into thoughts
and feelings, while external forgiveness maps onto communication. This presents a threedimensional model which can subsume many different types of incongruent forgiveness. I
demonstrate this in Figure 4. This model could offer a more parsimonious integration of many
typological views of forgiveness under a few, more comprehensive, dimensions.
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External (Behavioural)

Hollow Forgiveness
Insincere Forgiveness

Detached
Forgiveness

Role-expected
Forgiveness

Full
Forgiveness
Unconscious
Forgiveness

Empty
Forgiveness

Silent
Forgiveness
Role-expedient
Forgiveness

Internal (Affective)

Internal (Cognitive)

Figure 4: Hypothesized integration of dimensional model of forgiveness and typological models

The Present Research
In the present research, I seek to introduce a measure to assess these three distinct
dimensions of forgiveness, explore whether these three dimensions emerge as independent
factors, and assess what relationships these dimensions may have with other constructs. To begin
this process, I drew upon the literature to define what domains may exist within behavioural,
cognitive, and affective forgiveness.
Behavioural Forgiveness. As mentioned previously, some researchers measure external
forgiveness with one single item, such as “Did you tell your transgressor that you forgave them?”
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Merolla and Zhang (2010) observed that communication could be direct, indirect, or conditional.
They showed that whether forgiveness was expressed in a direct way (e.g., a verbal statement),
or in an indirect way (e.g. body language) could be associated with relationship satisfaction and
relational damage resulting from a transgression. This is similar to findings by Waldron and
Kelley (2005) which also demonstrate that forgiveness can be considered in terms of direct and
indirect communication. Waldron and Kelley (2005) also showed that one can communicate that
their forgiveness is conditional upon the presence or absence of certain behaviours. For instance,
an individual might express forgiveness for adultery which is contingent upon their partner
breaking off all communication with the offending party. Though Waldron and Kelley (2005)
compared those with direct and indirect as if they were separate groups, these forms of
communication are not mutually exclusive. That is, one can communicate forgiveness with their
words and their body language, or one and not the other. It would then be incomplete to say one
had communicated forgiveness based only on the explicit communication. As such, direct,
indirect, and conditionality subscales would make up the Behavioral Forgiveness scale, which
identifies to what degree the forgiveness was communicated, and how it was communicated. An
example of a question assessing direct communication would be: “did you tell the transgressor
that you forgave him or her?” An example of a question assessing indirect communication would
be: “do you express your forgiveness non-verbally, such as smiling?” An example of a question
assessing conditional communication would be: “Did you express to your partner that if they
failed to maintain a certain behaviour you will rescind your forgiveness?”
Cognitive Forgiveness. Cognition is the part of the internal dimension and represents
more deliberate internal processes. I posit that there are at least three dimensions to forgiving
cognitions. The first is the decision, or commitment, to forgive, which signifies the beginning of
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the process to forgive (Enright and the Human Development Study Group, 1991). An example of
a question about one’s decision to forgive would be: “have you decided to forgive your
transgressor?” Second, I will measure an individual’s internal motivation, or desire to forgive. In
an earlier study (Hillman, 2016) I found that an individual may decide to forgive but do this due
to coercion, hampering their ability to reach full forgiveness. In light of this finding, I will assess
both personal and interpersonal motivations to forgive. An example of questions assessing
internal and external motivations to forgive would be: “do you want to forgive your partner?” or
“do you feel you must forgive your partner?” Lastly, the sincerity of forgiveness, as studied by
Morella (2014) indicates that people may demonstrate forgiveness but consciously know they are
being less-than-sincere about it. Morella showed this reported sincerity moderated a link between
forgiveness and negative affect. This indicates that part of people’s cognition about their own
forgiveness is whether it is sincere or deceitful. Example questions about sincerity of forgiveness
would be: “how much do you feel you truly forgave your transgressor?” or “how much would
you say your forgiveness is deceptive?”
Affective Forgiveness. As I mentioned earlier, there are three generally accepted
requirements of forgiveness (Exline, 2013). They are: foregoing vengeance, releasing of social
debt, and reducing of negative emotion. These requirements may be related to lingering negative
affect which follows a transgression. An example of a question about foregoing vengeance
would be: “do you feel a desire to get back at your transgressor?” An example of a question
about releasing of social debt would be: “do you feel your transgressor still needs to ‘make
things even’ with you?” An example of reducing negative emotion would be: “do you feel less
hurt now by the transgression than you did when it occurred?” Unlike the cognitive dimension
these requirements are largely not deliberate. That is to say, people often don’t choose whether
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they feel certain emotions. Assessing these emotions can provide further insight to an
individual’s internal forgiveness which could be contrasted with the other dimensions,
particularly the cognitive dimension. My studies on empty forgiveness have demonstrated that
person’s internal forgiveness can sometimes be at odds with their own idea of whether they have
forgiven (Hillman, 2016). This also further illustrates the need for internal forgiveness to be
comprised of separate dimensions assessing cognition and affect. The present research attempts
to develop a model using the preceding dimensions. This model would provide common
language between the many typological models which have been explored in the past.
Methods
Item Generation
Prior to analysis, I used volunteers to generate a set of potential forgiveness-related items.
I explained the constructs of behavioural, cognitive, and affective forgiveness to 10 volunteer
graduate students (See Appendix A for descriptions given to volunteers). The volunteers each
generated several items they felt would be diagnostic of these constructs. Of the initial 80 items,
64 remained after I removed any redundant, unclear, or double-barreled questions. These items
were used in Study 1.
Chapter 2: Study 1
Purpose
The purpose of Study 1 was to pretest the items generated and then remove, or alter, any
poor items prior to exploratory factor analysis. To determine item quality I assessed skew,
kurtosis, and item-total correlations. Because this analysis was exploratory, I had made no
predictions regarding how these items would be associated.
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Methods
Participants. With an alpha = .05 and power = 0.80, the projected sample size needed to
find significant correlations of .3 or higher (GPower 3.1) is approximately N = 85. I recruited
115 undergraduate students at Queen’s University using the Queen’s Psychology 100 and 200
subject pools. The sample consisted of 95 (83%) females, 11 (10%) males, and 9 (7%)
individuals who declined to indicate a gender. I remunerated all participants with .5 credits
toward whichever psychology class they were enrolled in.
Materials. I used a questionnaire which began by prompting participants to think of a
recent transgression they had forgiven. I also asked participants to describe the transgression in
as much detail as they felt comfortable and rate the severity of the transgression on a 1 to 10
scale (where higher numbers indicated more severe transgressions). Participants responded to the
set of 64 items generated by volunteers on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) point
rating scale (see Appendix B for full set of items and prompt). Some example items are “My
forgiveness was more due to external pressure than my own desire” or “I thought occasionally
about my transgressor being punished”.
Procedure. Participants logged on to the Queen’s psychology subject pool and opted into
participation and completed the questionnaire. The questionnaire took about 5 to 10 minutes to
complete.
Results and Discussion
To assess the quality of these items prior to factor analysis I examined item-total
correlations and normality (See Appendix C for all item statistics). No items exhibited severe
non-normality, (|skewness| > 2, |kurtosis| > 7; see Curran, West, & Finch, 1996). However, some
items were near the threshold of problematic. To improve normality, I adding qualifying
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language or softening of tone. For instance, the item “My forgiveness was/is, in part,
manipulative in nature” was reworded to “My forgiveness was/is, in part, strategic in nature” in
subsequent studies
Many items in the cognitive and affective subscales had lower than acceptable item-total
correlations (|r| < .30; see Cristobal, Flavian, & Guinaliu, 2007). The majority of these items
used positively phrased language (e.g., “I was emotionally calm when I thought of this
transgression” and “I want good things to happen to my transgressor”). I expected these items
would be negatively correlated to items such as “I was angry when I thought of this
transgression” or “I think my transgressor is worse than the average person”. However, rather
than a negative correlation they demonstrated insufficient correlations. The pattern of poor
correlations suggested that the inclusion of both positively and negatively phrased items may
cause valence-based factors to emerge. Some research has shown that it is not unusual for factor
analysis to yield unique factors for positively and negatively phrased items (i.e. method effects),
regardless of content (Horan, DiStefano, & Motl, 2003; Lindwall et al. 2012). As such, I decided
to use only positively or only negatively phrased items (and not a combination) to avoid these
effects. Because neither positively nor negatively phrased items displayed systematically better
skewness or kurtosis, I concluded their psychometrics were equally acceptable. However,
research by (Reiser, Wallace, & Schuessler, 1986) has shown that, when looking at pairs of
negatively and positively phrased items with matched meaning, (e.g. “I am sad” and “I am
happy”) individuals feel more inclined to endorse a negative than reject a positive. That is to say,
a participant who is a little sad would be more likely to agree with the statement “I was sad when
I thought of the transgression” than to disagree with the statement “I was emotionally calm when
I thought of the transgression”. Because of this bias, I chose to use only negatively phrased
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items. I expect participants will be more willing to respond accurately to negatively phrased
items. I removed the 16 items that used positive language from the scale.
Items in the behavioural domain mostly displayed lower item-total correlations than those
in the cognitive and affective domains. Within the behavioural domain, there were three
subdomains; direct communication, indirect communication, and conditionality (i.e., whether the
forgiver expressed that his/her forgiveness could be rescinded). Although the direct and indirect
subdomains demonstrated consistently low item-total correlations, the conditionality subdomain
demonstrated consistently high item-total correlations. The comparatively high item-total
correlations of conditionality (when other behavioural items were quite low) suggested these
items do not assess a common construct. As such, I removed conditionality items. Forty-three
items remained after removal and rewording for further exploratory factor analysis (see
Appendix D). With the exception of the issues explain prior, most of the items in the cognitive
and affective domains demonstrated high item-total correlations.
Chapter 3: Study 2
Purpose
The purpose of Study 2 was to assess the factor structure of the items remaining after the
first iteration of item removal. The second goal of this study was to refine the measure by
removing any items which exhibited cross-loadings.
Methods
Participants. Hinkin (1995) suggests for factor analysis a minimum of 150 participants,
or 4 participants for each item in the scale being assessed. Consistent with these guidelines, I
recruited 328 individuals recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. I recruited adult
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individuals who spoke English as a first language from Canada, the United States, and the United
Kingdom. Of the 328 participants, 196 (60%) of participants identified as male, 112 (34%) of
participants identified as female, and 20 (6%) participants did not specify their gender.
Furthermore, 219 (67%) of participants were ethnically white/Caucasian, 35 (10%) were
black/African American, 31 (9%) were Hispanic or Latino, 23 (7%) were Asian, and 5 (1%) did
not specify their ethnicity. The ages of participants ranged from 20s to 60s (M = 31.75, SD =
9.94). Participants were compensated with about $0.15 per minute of their time.
Materials. The questionnaire items I used consisted of the 43 items retained from Study
1. Similarly to Study 1, the questionnaire of items began by prompting participants to recall a
time they had forgiven a close other (friend, family, or intimate partner). The prompt also asked
participants to describe the transgression in as much or little detail as they felt comfortable, and
to rate the subjective severity of this transgression on a 10 point scale (where high numbers
indicated more severe transgression).
Procedure. Participants opted into participation through their Mechanical Turk account.
The study was listed on Mechanical Turk with the description “Fill out a brief questionnaire
about forgiveness. Should take about 10 minutes.” Once opting in, participants followed a link to
the Qualtrics survey page and filled out the questionnaire. Questionnaire item order was
randomized to mitigate potential order effects. Participation took approximately 7 minutes and
participants were remunerated at a rate of $.15/minute.
Results and Discussion
Of the 328 participants, 37 participants had some missing responses. I decided that if data
were missing completely at random, and the sample size would be sufficient without missing
data, I would use listwise deletion. If these conditions were not met, I would use using pairwise

19

deletion. I used Little’s Missing Completely at Random test (Little, 1988) to assess whether
missing data were random. This analysis yielded p = 0.997, indicating these data failed to reject
the null that they were missing completely at random. Because these data were missing
completely at random, and the sample was sufficient for this analysis (see: Cattell (1978),
Comrey & Lee (1992), Gorsuch (1983), and Hinkin (1995)) without these cases, I chose to deal
with missing data using listwise deletion.
To analyze these data I used principal axis factoring exploratory factor analysis in R
studio (RStudio Team, 2015). Parallel analysis indicated no more than a 4-factor solution, while
eigenvalues and the scree plot indicated a 3-factor solution would be best (see Figure 1).

Figure 5: Parallel analysis and scree plot of 291 participants
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I assessed the model fit of a 1-, 2-, 3-, and 4-factor solution. The fit indices for all 4
solutions are shown in Table 2. For each model, I used principal axis factoring with a direct
oblimin rotation, as I expected at least some correlation between factors.
Table 2.
Model fit of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Study 2
Number of
90% Confidence
RMSEA
RMSR
Factors
Intervals
1
0.085
(.079; .086)
0.09

TLI

Chi-Square

BIC

0.683

2804.59

-2192.99

2

0.072

(.065; .073)

0.06

0.777

2114.61

-2638.90

3

0.062

(.055; .063)

0.05

0.835

1660.14

-2838.66

4

0.057

(.050; .058)

0.05

0.862

1455.89

-2826.92

Note: RMSEA = Root Mean Squared Error or Approximation; RMSR = Root Mean Square
Residual; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion

Based on model fit, the 1-factor solution was not acceptable (RMSEA < .10, SRMR
< .08; see Kline, 2015). The 2-factor model had marginal, but acceptable fit, while the 3-factor
model had substantially better fit. Though the 4-factor model had the best fit, the improvement
over the 3-factor model was not large enough to warrant the less parsimonious solution. I
extracted the 3-factor model and assessed it (see Appendix E for factor loadings).
Because this was the first factor analysis using these items, I opted for a more lenient cut
off, (|factor loading| > .35; Hair et al. 1998). I removed 13 items which did not meet this criteria.
Factor 1 consisted of 14 items with acceptable loadings, which explained 16% of the variance in
these data. The items in Factor 1 mostly corresponded to the items generated to describe
forgiveness affect. Factor 2 had 11 items with acceptable loadings, which explained 19% of the
variance in these data. Items in Factor 2 mostly corresponded to forgiveness cognition. Factor 3
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consisted of 5 items with acceptable loadings, which explained 7% of the variance in these data.
The items in Factor 3 corresponded to forgiveness behaviour. Together the 3 factors explained
42% of the variance in these data. The scales based on these factors showed good reliability:
behavioural forgiveness (α = .77), cognitive forgiveness (α = .85), affective forgiveness (α = .90)
all demonstrated acceptable internal forgiveness (α > .70 Cortina, 1993).
Correlations. To clarify the meaning of correlations, I reverse-coded the cognitive and
affective subscales so lower scores indicated less forgiveness. The factors of affective
forgiveness and cognitive forgiveness correlated with each other positively r(307) = .54, p
< .001. Affective forgiveness and cognitive forgiveness only correlated with behavioural
forgiveness at 0.03 and 0.10, respectively.
I also assessed the association between the dimensions and the participants’ ratings of the
severity of the transgression. Behavioural forgiveness was not associated with participants’
ratings of severity, r(346) = -.01, p = .82. Cognitive forgiveness showed a small negative
relationship with participants’ ratings of severity, r(334) = -.17, p < .001. Affective Forgiveness
showed a moderate negative relationship with participants’ ratings of severity r(334) = -.35, p
<.001. These relationships indicate individuals who experienced more severe transgressions are
more likely to have less cognitive and affective forgiveness.
Participants’ ratings of severity could be influenced by a variety of factors such as their
experiences with forgiveness, their relationship with the transgressor, the presence of other
transgressions, etc. To create a more objective measure of severity, I had two raters evaluate the
severity of the transgression based on the participant descriptions. The interrater reliability was
acceptable (rho = .80), so I used the mean of their ratings as a more objective measure of
severity. Rated severity and participant rated severity correlated positively, r(307) = .54, p
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< .001. Similarly to participant ratings, behavioural forgiveness showed no relationship to rated
severity, r(295) = -.01, p = .863. Cognitive forgiveness was also not associated with rated
severity, r(295) = -.07, p = .231. Affective forgiveness was associated with rated severity, r(295)
= -.30, p < .001. That is, when the participants rated the severity, and when raters rated the
severity, more severe transgression were associated with less affective forgiveness. For all three
forgiveness domains, both participant ratings and rater ratings showed similar patterns of
association. These results provide good preliminary evidence for both the three-factor model, as
well as meaningful differentiation between each dimension.
Chapter 4: Study 3
Purpose
Study 3 had two major purposes. The first purpose was further removal of items with low
factor loadings. As the removal criteria in Study 2 was relatively low, I chose a more stringent
criteria for this round of item removal. The second purpose of Study 3 was the exploratory
assessment of correlations among forgiveness dimensions and measures of personality. Previous
studies have shown insecure attachment to be associated with less forgiveness (Lawler-Row,
Hyatt-Edwards, Wuensch, & Karremans, 2011; Lawler-Row, Younger, Piferi, & Jones, 2006;
Sagrario, Yárnoz, & Yaben, 2009; Webb, Call, Chickering, Colburn, & Heisler, 2006). As such,
I expected lower levels of attachment to be associated with lower levels of forgiveness. Other
research has shown a connection between self-esteem and forgiveness as well (Strelan, &
Zdaniuk, 2015). Based on this research, I expected lower levels of self-esteem would also be
associated with lower levels of forgiveness. With both attachment and self-esteem, prior research
has assessed the relationship of these traits with general forgiveness measures. One goal of this
analysis was to assess convergent validity with this prior research. My second goal was to assess
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the relationships of these traits with individual forgiveness dimensions, rather than a general
forgiveness measure. For instance, attachment anxiety is associated with less general
forgiveness, however it is not clear whether this is true of behavioural, cognitive, and affective
forgiveness or only a subset of these dimensions.
Methods
Participants. Similarly to Study 2, I used Hinkin’s (1995) guidelines for factor analysis
sample size: minimum of 150 participants, or 4 participants for each item in the scale being
assessed. Consistent with these guidelines I recruited 204 first- and second-year psychology
students recruited from the Queen’s University psychology subject pool. Of the 204 participants,
142 (70%) participants identified as female, while 10 (5%) identified as male, 52 (25%)
participants did not fill out prescreen demographics. The ages ranged from 17 to 38 years with a
mean age of 19.28 (SD = 3.23). Participants were compensated with 0.5 credits toward the
psychology class in which they were enrolled.
Procedure and Materials. The procedure for Study 3 was identical to that of Study 1. In
addition, participant names were kept so as to be able to link their response data to their
prescreen data, which participants completed at the beginning of the semester. Once linked, the
names were removed from the dataset.
For Study 3, I used the 30 scale items retained from factor analysis of Study 2. As with
Study 1 and Study 2, the scale began with a prompt for participants to recall and describe a
recent transgression, and then rate the severity of it. I also used participant prescreening data
collected from the participants at the beginning of the year. The prescreening contained the
following measures.
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Experiences in Close Relationships – Revised (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan,
2000). To measure adult attachment orientation, I used the Experiences in Close Relationships
Revised scale. This scale consists of 36 items designed to assess attachment anxiety and
attachment avoidance in adults. The authors found both subscales tend to have good internal
consistency in multiple tests (α ≈ .90; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000). Items are rated on a 7point rating scale with a neutral midpoint, with responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree). Example items for the attachment anxiety subscale are “I'm afraid that I will
lose my partner's love” and “I do not often worry about being abandoned”. Example items for
the attachment avoidance subscale are “I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner” and “I
am nervous when partners get too close to me”. The alpha for this sample was good for
avoidance (α = .94) and anxiety (α =.93). See Appendix F for full scale.
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965). To measure self-esteem, I used
the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. This scale consists of 10 items designed to assess an
individual’s trait self-esteem. During development the scale was found to have acceptable
internal consistency (α = .77). Though the original scale measured items on 4-point scales and
summed them, for this research we used a 7-point rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree) to increase variability in answers. To calculate scale scores, I averaged item
responses, rather than summing them. Example items for this measure are “on the whole, I am
satisfied with myself” and “I certainly feel useless at times”. The reliability for this sample was
good (α = .90). See Appendix G for full scale.
Results and Discussion
Factor structure. Little’s Missing Completely at Random test indicated these data were
missing completely at random (p = 0.99), which would make listwise deletion acceptable.
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However, removing all missing data would drop the sample size near the minimum
recommended sample size by Hinkin (1995), and lower than what is recommended by Comrey
and Lee (1992). As such I decided this sample was not sufficiently large enough for listwise
deletion to be acceptable, and I opted to use pairwise deletion to deal with missing data.
To further narrow the items, I assessed the factor structure again using principle axis
factoring and a direct oblimin rotation. As this was the second exploratory factor analysis and the
sample was smaller, I decided to use a more stringent factor loading cutoff for item retention
(|loading| > .50; see Hair, Tatham, Anderson, & Black, 1998). The scree plot and parallel
analysis indicated a potential fourth factor in this model (see Figure 2).
I assessed the fit of a 2-, 3-, and 4- factor model for these data; fit indices are shown in
Table 2. I did not extract the 2-factor model because the fit indices were beyond the acceptable
fit range (RMSEA < .10; SRMR <.08). I extracted and assessed the 4-factor model; it contained
a factor with only two items which met the cutoff criteria. I extracted the 3-factor model, which
yielded more interpretable items with high factor loadings. As such, I concluded this to be the
better model, the factors loadings are shown in Appendix H.
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Figure 6: Parallel Analysis and Scree Plot

Table 3.
Model fit of Exploratory Factor Analysis for Study 3
Number of
90% Confidence
RMSEA
RMSR
Factors
Interval
2
0.087
(.076; .090)
0.09

0.654

ChiSquare
927.75

-1091.61

TLI

BIC

3

0.070

(.058; .073)

0.06

0.782

668.41

-1200.57

4

0.061

(.048; .065)

0.05

0.839

538.87

-1185.10

Note: RMSEA = Root Mean Squared Error or Approximation; RMSR = Root Mean Square
Residual; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion

I removed 10 items which had insufficient fit. The factors in the 3-factor model were
similar to those of Study 2. Affective forgiveness was composed of 9 items and explained 15%
of the variance in the dataset; cognitive forgiveness was composed of 7 items and explained 13%
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of the variance in the dataset; behavioural forgiveness was composed of 4 items and explained
7% of the variance in the dataset. Together the 3 factors (20 items) explained 35% of the
variance in these data. See Appendix I for the scale after item removal.
The internal reliability for behavioural forgiveness (α = .76), cognitive forgiveness (α
= .83), and affective forgiveness (α = .84) were all acceptable (α > .70; Cortina, 1993).
Correlations. I assessed the correlations among these forgiveness subscales and a variety
of individual differences. I reverse coded cognitive and affective forgiveness so lower scores
indicated less forgiveness. The matrix of these correlations is shown in Table 4.
Correlations among Forgiveness Subscales. Behavioural forgiveness had a positive
association with both cognitive forgiveness r(204) = .17, p = .016, and affective forgiveness
r(204) = .16, p = .025. These relationships indicated those who had higher levels of
communication of forgiveness were more likely also have more forgiving cognition and affect.
Cognitive forgiveness and affective forgiveness were positively associated with each other
r(204) = .36, p < .001.
Correlations between Forgiveness and Transgression Severity. Behavioural forgiveness
showed no relationship with participant-rated severity, r(204) = -.03, p = .695. There was no
relationship between cognitive forgiveness and participant-severity, r(204) = .04, p = .663. More
severe transgressions (as rated by participants) were associated with less affective forgiveness,
r(204) = -.37, p < .001. To assess a more objective measure of severity, I used the same raters as
Study 2. For this sample inter-rater reliability was acceptable (Rho = .74). The self-rated and
rater-rated measures of severity correlated moderately, r(189) = .47, p < .001. Behavioural
forgiveness showed no relationship with rated severity, r(189) = -.01, p = .994. There was no
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relationship between cognitive forgiveness and rated severity r(189) = .09, p = .227. More
severely rated transgressions were associated with less affective forgiveness r(190) = -.28 p
< .001. Both the results of participant rating and rater rating were consistent with the findings of
Study 2.
Correlations between Forgiveness and Attachment Orientations. As mentioned earlier, I
expected some relationship between less secure attachment and forgiveness. However, it is not
clear what specific relationships may exist among attachment subscales (anxiety and avoidance)
and forgiveness subscales (behavioural, cognitive, and affective). Attachment anxiety showed no
association with behavioural forgiveness r(146) = -.16, p = .055. Attachment anxiety was
negatively associated with cognitive forgiveness, r(146) = -.35, p < .001. Attachment anxiety
was also negatively correlated with affective forgiveness, r(146) = -.30, p < .001. Attachment
avoidance was not associated with behavioural forgiveness r(146) = -.11, p = .189. Attachment
avoidance was negatively associated with cognitive forgiveness, r(143) = -.23, p = .005.
Attachment avoidance was not associated with affective forgiveness, r(146) = -.09, p = .299.
Correlations between Forgiveness and Self-esteem. Based on previous research and the
strong association between forgiveness and attachment, I expected there to be some correlation
between self-esteem and forgiveness. Self-esteem was not associated with behavioural
forgiveness, r(148) = .01, p = .971. Self-esteem was positively associated with cognitive
forgiveness, r(148) =.23, p = .005. Self-esteem was positively associated with affective
forgiveness, r(149) =.17, p = .036.

29

Table 4.
Study 3 Correlations of Forgiveness with Attachment and Transgression Severity.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Behavioural

1.00

-

-

-

-

-

-

2. Cognitive

.17**

1.00

-

-

-

-

-

3. Affective

.16**

.36**

1.00

-

-

-

-

4. Attachment
Anxiety

-.16

-.35**

-.30**

1.00

-

-

-

5. Attachment
Avoidance

-.11

-.23**

-.09

.44**

1.00

-

-

6. Participant
Severity

.02

.04

-.34**

.01

-.04

1.00

-

7. Rater
Severity

.01

.09

-.28**

.06

-.01

.47**

1.00

8. Self-Esteem

.01

.23**

.17*

-.53**

-.34**

-.20*

-.11

Note: * indicate p<.05, ** indicate p<.01.

The results of Study 3 were largely similar to those of Study 2. In both samples more
severe transgressions were associated with less affective forgiveness. This was true for
subjective and objective measures of severity. Furthermore, new findings indicated individuals
high in attachment anxiety tend to have less forgiving thoughts and feelings. Individuals high in
attachment avoidance however, tend only to have a less forgiving thoughts. In contrast to
attachment anxiety participants with high self-esteem showed more cognitive and affective
forgiveness. These findings indicate some stability of model fit and associations across two
different samples.

30

Chapter 5: Study 4
Purpose
The major purposes of Study 4 were to confirm the latent variable model fit and assess
convergent/divergent validity of the measures. Furthermore, I sought to replicate relationships
with individual differences observed in Study 3 with a different sample. To demonstrate
convergent validity, I expected moderate correlations between all three subscales and both the
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations scale (TRIM) and Rye Forgiveness Scale.
Because both the TRIM and Rye measure internal forgiveness, I expected the correlations with
behavioural forgiveness to be lower than for cognitive or affective. In addition to assessing
convergent validity with other forgiveness scales, I sought to assess individual differences that
may be related forgiveness. Specifically, I planned to assess adult attachment, Big Five
personality traits, self-esteem, and transgression severity. Based on both the findings of Study 3,
and previously discussed studies in the forgiveness literature, (Lawler-Row, Younger, Piferi, &
Jones, 2006; Sagrario Yárnoz Yaben, 2009; Webb, Call, Chickering, Colburn, & Heisler, 2006),
I expected higher levels of attachment avoidance and anxiety to be associated with lower levels
of internal forgiveness. Research into the association between personality and forgiveness
(Walker, & Gorsuch, 2002; Wang, 2008) has shown that more neuroticism and less
agreeableness are related to lower levels of forgiveness. Based on these findings, I expected
neuroticism will be negatively related to forgiveness dimensions and agreeableness will be
positively related to forgiveness dimensions. A meta-analysis of conscientiousness and
forgiveness (Balliet, 2010) showed there is a consistent small positive correlation between
conscientiousness and forgiveness. As such, I expected a positive relationship between
conscientiousness and forgiveness dimensions.
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Lastly, I expected a relationship between both subjective and objective transgression
severity and affective forgiveness. This would be consistent with the findings of both Study 2
and Study 3.
Methods
Participants. Hinkin (1995) suggests for confirmatory factor analysis a minimum of 200
participants. Consistent with these guidelines I recruited 202 participants from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk. I recruited adult individuals who spoke English as a first language from
Canada and the United States. Of the 202 recruited, only 195 correctly answered the
comprehension check and were retained for analysis. For the 195 retained for analysis, 128
(66%) identified as male, 66 (34%) identified as female, and 1 individual declined to provide a
gender. The age of participants ranged from 20 to 67 years (M = 35.2, SD = 9.5). I remunerated
participants at a rate of about $0.15 per minute of their time.
Materials. To measure forgiveness I used the 20 items remaining from the item reduction
in Study 3. I included all other measures used in Study 3, and added a measure of personality and
two additional measures of forgiveness. The end of the questionnaire also included a
comprehension check, which required participants to recall what the prompt at the beginning of
the study asked them to think about. Participants who declined to respond or provided incorrect
answers were removed from analyses.
Big Five Inventory 44 (BFI44; John & Srivastava, 1999). To assess personality, I used
the BFI44. This scale consists of 44 items, in 5 subscales. Each item is assessed on a 7-point
rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). For each of the subscales I
have provided the reliability reported by John and Srivastava. The first subscale, Extraversion (8
items, α =.88), contains items such as “…Is talkative” or “…Is reserved”. The second subscale,
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Agreeableness (9 items, α =.79) contains items such as “…Tends to find fault in others” or “…Is
helpful and unselfish with others”. The third subscale, Conscientiousness (9 items, α =.82)
contains items such as “…Does a thorough job” or “…Can be somewhat careless”. The fourth
subscale, Neuroticism (8 items, α =.84) contains items such as “…Is depressed, blue” or “…Is
relaxed, handles stress well”. The final subscale, Openness (10 items, α = .81), contains items
such as “…Is original, comes up with new ideas” or “Is curious about many different things”.
Items are averaged to calculate the total score on each subscale. The reliability for this sample
was good for extraversion (α = .90), agreeableness (α = .84), conscientiousness (α = .88),
neuroticism (α = .90), and openness (α = .85). See Appendix J for full scale used.
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivation Scale (TRIM; McCullough et al.,
1998). The TRIM is a 19-item measure that assesses forgiveness motivations following a
transgression. Although the TRIM can be (and has been) used to measure forgiveness, it
specifically assesses motivations toward a transgressor after a transgression. These motivations
are divided into three subscales. TRIM-R (5 items, α =.90) assesses vengeance seeking
motivations. TRIM-A (7 items, α =.86) which assesses motivations to increase distance or limit
time with transgressor. TRIM-B (McCullough, & Hoyt, 2002; 7 items, α =.85) was later added to
assess positive emotion-related motivations. Sample items for the respective subscales are: “I’ll
make him or her pay”, “I’d avoid him/her”, and “Even though his/her actions hurt me, I still
have goodwill for him/her”. The alpha for this sample was good for TRIM-R (α = .94), TRIM-A
(α =.94), and TRIM-B (α =.93). See Appendix K for full scale used.
Rye Forgiveness Scale (Rye et al., 2001). The Rye Forgiveness Scale (15 items, α =.87)
assesses forgiveness as a presence of positive emotion and absence of negative emotion. Some
sample items include: “I wish for good things to happen to the person who wronged me”, and “I
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feel resentful toward the person who wronged me”. For this sample the Rye showed good alpha
(α = .88). See Appendix L for full scale used.
Procedure. Participants who consented to participate in this research on Mechanical
Turk filled out a questionnaire containing all of the relevant measures. This took about 10 to 15
minutes. Unlike Study 3, I collected participants’ scores on all measures simultaneously.
Results and Discussion
Model Fit. I used the lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) package in R studio (RStudio Team, 2015)
to analyze these data with confirmatory factor analysis. Because there was some non-normality
among the variables I used a robust maximum likelihood estimation with a Satorra-Bentler
scaled test statistic to correct for any biases due to non-normality. Both the uncorrected and biascorrect fit indices can be found in Table 5.
Table 5.
Bias-corrected and uncorrected fit indices for Confirmatory Factor Analysis using Mechanical
Turk sample (n=195)
90% Confidence
RMSEA
SRMR
CFI
TLI
Chi Sq
Interval
Bias-Corrected

0.078

(.064; .091)

0.066

0.90

0.89

311.86

Uncorrected
0.088
(.077; .098)
0.066
0.88
0.86
407.40
Note: Bias-correction used Satorra-Bentler scaled test statistics. SRMR = Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual.

The model fit of this measure is within a reasonably acceptable range. The RMSEA is the
worst of the fit indices but still within acceptable fit range (RMSEA < .10). The SRMR indicates
much more acceptable fit (SRMR < .08). The incremental fit indices have a similar trend, where
the CFI is in the good range (CFI > .90) and the TLI is acceptable, though not good (TLI > .95).
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Reliability and Validity. The second goal of this study was to assess reliability and
validity with a new sample (see appendix I for the final scale used). Behavioural forgiveness (α
= .80), cognitive forgiveness (α = .89), and affective forgiveness (α = .88) all showed acceptable
internal reliability (α > .70 Cortina, 1993).
To assess convergent validity, I compared correlations among all three forgiveness
dimensions with both the TRIM and the Rye. Behavioural forgiveness demonstrated modest, but
significant correlations with the TRIM, r(195) = -0.20, p = .006 , and Rye r(195) = 0.30, p
< .001 . The correlations for cognitive forgiveness were moderately strong for the TRIM, r(195)
= -0.39, p < .001 , and Rye r(195) = 0.45, p < .001 . Likewise, affective forgiveness showed
moderately strong correlations with both the TRIM, r(195) = -0.53, p < .001 , and the Rye,
r(195) = 0.48, p < .001. As expected, the TRIM and Rye both positively correlate with cognitive
and affective dimensions. These correlations are high enough to infer cognitive and affective
forgiveness measure a similar construct. However, the correlations are not so high as to imply
that cognitive and affective forgiveness measure an identical construct.
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Table 6.
Study 4 Correlations of Forgiveness with Attachment, Personality, and Transgression Severity.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Behavioural

1.00

-

-

-

-

-

-

2. Cognitive

.23**

1.00

-

-

-

-

-

3. Affective

.26**

.48**

1.00

-

-

-

-

4. Attachment
Anxiety

-.14

-.44**

-.26**

1.00

-

-

-

5. Attachment
Avoidance

-.23**

-.40**

-.19**

.56**

1.00

-

-

6. Participant
Severity

.04

-.07

-.37**

.05

.03

1.00

-

7. Rater Severity

.08

-.01

-.22**

-.01

-.08

.43**

1.00

Self-Esteem

.18*

.33**

.20**

-.61**

-.49**

.03

-.01

Extraversion

.17*

-.13

-.10

-.22**

-.24**

.07

.03

Neuroticism

-.18*

.36**

.36**

.52**

.48**

.09

.04

Agreeableness

.30**

.33**

.30**

-.45**

-.60**

.03

.14

Conscientiousness

.24**

.34**

.12

-.52**

-.48**

.06

.08

Openness

.10

.17*

.12

-.13

-.20**

.01

.02

Note: * indicate p<.05, ** indicate p<.01.

36

Relationships with Personality and Transgression Differences.
Attachment. Attachment anxiety did not have a significant relationship with behavioral
forgiveness, r(195) = -.14, p = .058. Attachment anxiety was however, associated with less
cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = -.44, p < .001, and less affective forgiveness, r(195) = -.26, p
< .001. These results directly replicate the findings of Study 3 with a different population.
More attachment avoidance was associated with less behavioural forgiveness, r(195) =
-.231, p = .001, less cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = .40, p < .001, and less affective forgiveness,
r(195) = .19, p = .009. The relationship of attachment avoidance and cognitive forgiveness from
Study 2 was replicated. However, with this population there were additional relationships
between attachment avoidance and both behavioural and affective forgiveness.
Severity. Transgression severity, as rated by the forgiver, was not related to changes in
behavioural, r(195) = .04, p = .594, or cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = -.07, p = .330. More
severe transgressions, as rated by the forgiver, were associated with lower levels of affective
forgiveness, r(195) = -.37, p < .001.
For a more objective measure of severity I took the mean of two different raters (Rho
= .72). Participant rated severity and rater rated severity were moderately correlated r(195) = .43,
p < .001. Transgression severity, as rated by raters, was not related to changes in behavioural
r(195) = .08, p = .27, or cognitive forgiveness r(195) = .001, p = .999. More severe
transgressions, as rated by the raters, were associated with lower levels of affective forgiveness
r(195) = .22, p = .002. These findings replicate the findings of both Study 2 and Study 3, further
demonstrating the robustness of the relationship between transgression severity and only
affective forgiveness.
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Personality. More extraversion was associated with higher reporting of behavioural
forgiveness, r(195) = .17, p = .015. However, extraversion was not associated with any
differences in cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = .126, p = .08, or affective forgiveness, r(195) = .10,
p = .188.
Individuals high in neuroticism reported less behavioural forgiveness, r(195) = -.18, p
= .013, less cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = -.36, p < .001, and less affective forgiveness, r(195)
= -.36, p < .001.
Individuals higher in agreeableness reported more behavioural forgiveness, r(195) = .30,
p < .001, more cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = .33, p < .001, and more affective forgiveness,
r(195) = .30, p < .001.
Conscientiousness was associated with more behavioural forgiveness, r(195) = .24, p
= .001, and more cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = .34, p < .001. However, conscientiousness was
not associated with any differences in affective forgiveness, r(195) = .12, p = .105.
Lastly, individuals higher in openness tended to report more cognitive forgiveness, r(195)
= .17, p < .020. However openness was not associated with any differences in behavioural
forgiveness, r(195) = .103, p = .154, or affective forgiveness, r(195) = .12, p = .099.
Self-esteem. Higher self-esteem was associated greater behavioural forgiveness r(195)
= .18, p = .015, greater cognitive forgiveness, r(195) = .33, p < .001, and greater affective
forgiveness, r(195) = .20, p = .005. The relationship between self-esteem and both cognitive and
affective forgiveness in Study 3 was replicated with this sample. However, unlike in Study 3, this
sample also showed a relationship between self-esteem and behavioural forgiveness.
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Discussion. Confirmatory Factor Analysis revealed acceptable model fit. The fit of most
indices were similar to the fit found during exploratory factor analysis in previous studies. Each
subscale showed good internal reliability, with alphas similar to those in Study 2 and 3. With
acceptable psychometric properties, I decided that the scale was complete and that I would call it
the Multidimensional Forgiveness Inventory (MDFI). Convergent validity analysis demonstrated
correlations between the MDFI subscales and TRIM and Rye forgiveness inventories are within
predicted and acceptable range. As such, I can conclude the MDFI is at least measuring
something similar, but not identical, to other forgiveness measures.
Relationships with other constructs were also similar to those found in previous studies.
As with Study 3, attachment anxiety predicted both cognitive and affective forgiveness. Unlike
Study 3 however, attachment avoidance predicted not only cognitive but also behavioural and
affective forgiveness. As with Study 3, both participant and raters’ ratings of transgression
severity were related only to affective forgiveness.
Relationships with personality constructs also provided further evidence supporting
convergent validity of the MDFI. I hypothesized MDFI subscales would be associated with
neuroticism and agreeableness because of previous findings in this domain (Walker, & Gorsuch,
2002; Wang, 2008). Consistent with my hypothesis, neuroticism and agreeableness were
associated with all three subscales of the MDFI. These findings serve as further evidence for
convergent validity. Beyond these relationships, there were additional interesting findings. First,
extraversion predicted more behavioural forgiveness though I did not expect this, it makes sense
that individuals who are more outgoing (high in extraversion) would be more likely to
communicate forgiveness. Another interesting finding is that while behavioural and cognitive
forgiveness are related to conscientiousness (as predicted), affective forgiveness did not. This
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further highlights the importance of considering cognition and affect as separate constructs in a
measure of forgiveness. Lastly, openness was only associated with cognitive forgiveness. While
I didn’t predict this relationship, it stands to reason that individuals more open to experience are
more willing to entertain thoughts of forgiveness. Overall, while these findings are still
preliminary, taken together they provide a good foundation for a new method of assessing and
understanding forgiveness. 1
Chapter 6: General Discussion
I hypothesized that three major dimensions of forgiveness would emerge from factor
analysis: behavioural forgiveness, cognitive forgiveness, and affective forgiveness. Although
behavioural forgiveness did emerge as a unique factor during factor analysis, it did not contain
all of the subdomains I expected. I hypothesized direct communication would be an important
aspect of Behaviour Forgiveness. Factor analysis did support this hypothesis and several items
assessing direct communication remained after rounds item reduction. I also expected indirect
communication (e.g. body language) would be an important element of behavioural forgiveness.
Factor analysis did not support this hypothesis. Although the initial item set contained several
items assessing indirect communication, none remained after item reduction. One might wonder
why Waldron and Kelley (2005) were able to extract these factors and I was not. A simple
explanation could be that the items I used are poor at diagnosing indirect communication. This
explanation seems unlikely as they are similar in many ways to those used by Waldron and
Kelley (2005) to measure indirect communication. Alternatively, it could be that the nature of

1

In addition to the MDFI, I also correlated individual differences with the TRIM and Rye forgiveness scales. See
Appendix M for these correlations. Subjective severity was associated with all TRIM subscales and the Rye.
Objective severity was associated with only one TRIM subscale. Extraversion was not associated with any of the
TRIM subscales or the Rye. Conscientiousness was associated with all TRIM subscales and the Rye. These findings
suggest current measures of forgiveness do not delineate cognition and affect well, and provides further merit to
the use of this dimensional model in examining circumstances which cognition and affect may be inconsistent.
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indirect communication (e.g. body language) makes it difficult for participants to report whether
they have been using it or not. This potential difficulty wasn’t an issue in Waldron and Kelley’s
research so that seems unlikely as well. I hypothesize that rather than these explanations,
Waldron and Kelley were able to extract indirect communication as a unique factor because they
measure isolated forgiveness communication, apart from general forgiveness. It appeared that
most indirect items were removed due to their cross-loading between both the behavioural factor
and the cognitive or affective factors. As such, when communication is not analyzed in isolation
(as Waldron and Kelley did) but with other general forgiveness items, the outcome of indirect
forgiveness items are as much related to cognitive and affective forgiveness as they are
behavioural. For instance, not being able to maintain eye contact could be correlated to direct
communication, but also to thoughts of anger. If individuals with affective disturbances such as
anger or sadness found it more difficult to look their transgressor in the eye there would be a
cross-loading between behavioural and affective forgiveness, resulting in item removal.
The third behavioural aspect I expected to emerge was conditionality of forgiveness. As
discussed in Study 1, the item-total correlations did not support this hypothesis. It is likely that if
factor analysis was performed without cognitive or affective items, the conditionality items
would have been retained, as they were in Waldron and Kelley’s (2005). However, my analysis
indicated that conditionality was more closely related to affective items than other behavioural
items. While conditionality is ultimately part of an individual’s communication, these data seem
to indicate that whether the forgiver decides to put conditions on forgiveness is more closely
related to their thoughts and emotions than their other behaviours.
I hypothesized that cognitive forgiveness would be composed of items assessing one’s
decision to forgive, desire to forgive, and sincerity of forgiveness. As predicted, items from all
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three aspects composed a single factor representing individuals’ cognitions regarding their
forgiveness. I also hypothesized that affective forgiveness would be composed of items assessing
one’s desire for revenge, release of social debt, and reduction of negative emotion. Items from all
three aspects composed a single factor which represented individuals’ affect regarding their
forgiveness.
Correlations among behavioural forgiveness and cognitive or affective forgiveness were
small and inconsistently significant. Whereas Study 2 used a Mechanical Turk sample and
showed no relationship between behavioural and cognitive or affective forgiveness, Study 4 also
used a Mechanical Turk sample and did show small correlations between behavioural and
cognitive or affective forgiveness. Study 3 used a student sample and found small correlations
between behavioural and cognitive or affective forgiveness. However, some items were removed
between Studies 1, 2 and 3, which may have contributed to some of the inconstancy among their
correlations. Based on these studies it would be most reasonable to conclude that the relationship
between behavioural and cognitive or affective forgiveness is small and subject to variability
depending on sample characteristics.
Across three samples, cognitive and affective forgiveness were always at least
moderately correlated. As noted in Breckler’s work on the tripartite model (1984), attitudinal
cognition and affect can be strongly associated while remaining unique constructs. Indeed, the
fact that these correlations are only moderate suggests these factors assess unique aspects of
forgiveness.
Across three samples, the severity of transgression which participants forgave was
moderately negatively correlated to affective forgiveness. This relationship existed both when
severity was rated by the participant and by external raters. In addition, the consistently non-
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significant relationship between cognitive forgiveness and severity provides some evidence
supporting the examination of internal forgiveness as both cognitive and affective forgiveness
domains. While past research has shown a relationship between general forgiveness and severity
(Fincham, Jackson, & Beach 2005), these findings specify what aspect of forgiveness is
specifically related to transgression severity. That is, cognitive forgiveness or the deliberative
aspects of forgiveness (such as decision and desire to forgive) are not at all related to
transgression severity. Affective forgiveness, the less deliberative feelings (such as sadness or
vengefulness) was consistently associated with transgression severity. This could be considered
in terms of an individual who wants to give their forgiveness, but struggles with strong negative
affect. This is reminiscent of the typology of empty forgiveness (Hillman, 2016) which was
indeed associated with transgression severity.
Limitations
There are some limitations inherent in the MDFI itself, and some limitations in the
methodology specific to this research. The MDFI is oriented such that all of the questions ask
participants about a time they forgave. This means that participants must be aware of their
forgiveness on some level. As such, the MDFI may unintentionally filter out certain types of
forgiveness. For instance, in Figure 4, I labelled low behavioural and cognitive and high
affective as “unconscious forgiveness”. This may occur where an individual forgives a
transgression without realizing they have forgiven, or perhaps even that a transgression took
place at all. These instances would be at least under-represented and possibly completely missed
by the MDFI. Indeed, any self-report measure can only assess that of which the participant is
aware. To assess forgiveness when an individual is hardly aware of would require external
methods such as experimenter observation. For instance, participant behaviour following a
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conflict could be evaluated by raters and coded as forgiving or unforgiving without requiring the
participant realize they have or have not forgiven.
Some researchers recommend a balance of positively and negatively worded items can be
used to mitigate straight-lining and acquiescence (Anastasi, 1982; Likert, 1932). The MDFI does
not contain a balance of positively and negatively worded items. Rather, the majority items are
worded positively (i.e. do not contain grammatical negations) which are negatively keyed (i.e.,
use of “sad” reverse-keyed rather than the use of “happy”). For instance, consider the item
“Thinking about this transgression made me sad.” Although this item would be negatively
keyed, the wording is positive (i.e., does not contain grammatical negation). Balanced scales can
give researchers a means of detecting straight-lining and acquiescence bias by making
improbable response patterns more clear. However this scale design is not without flaws. For
instance, switching the valence of items has a potential to put a larger cognitive burden on
participants. Research has shown for younger or less educated individuals the use of a mix of
positively and negatively worded items can be confusing (Melnick, & Gable, 1990). Further,
research has shown that scales with items positively and negatively worded items tend to be less
reliable (Barnette, 2000). Research by Holden, Fekken, and Jackson (1985) has demonstrated the
inclusion of positively and negatively worded items in a scale can affect validity coefficients.
Holden, Fekken, and Jackson differentiate between a balance of positively and negatively
worded items (i.e., using grammatical negation) and a balance of positively and negatively keyed
items (i.e., using antonyms). The authors point out that while a balanced scale of positively and
negatively worded items suffers a decrease in the validity coefficient, a balanced scale of
positively and negatively keyed items does not. However, in this context a balanced scale of
positively and negatively keyed items still suffers from the method effects and the bias in
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response patterns described in Study 1. Although I chose not to use a balanced scale, I included a
comprehension check at the end of each study which allowed me to remove overtly nonconscientious responders.
The recalled transgression methodology itself also has limitations. The following
limitations don’t apply to the MDFI specifically (as the prompt can be reworded to hypothetical,
or specific transgressions), but are limitations of the methodology used in this research. Because
I asked participants to recall a relatively severe and recent transgression by a close other, I had
no control over what the transgressions were, who committed them, or when they occurred. As
such, there was a wide range in the type of transgressions participants thought of. Transgressions
ranged anywhere from mild personal insult to felonies, such as theft and sexual abuse.
Furthermore, it’s possible that transgressions from serious relationships were treated differently
from those in casual relationships. Lastly, though I asked for relatively recent transgressions, the
meaning of “recent” could be subject to a great deal of variance. For instance, if an individual
encounters few transgressions in a relationship (compared to one who experiences frequent
transgressions), the most “recent” transgression could be relatively temporally distant (compared
to an individual who experiences more frequent transgressions). These three potential differences
could have introduced systematic measurement error for which I could not have accounted. In
future studies, this error variance could be controlled with two methodological changes. First, I
could maintain the current methodology, and collect the time data, code for transgression type,
and relationship type. These data could then be used as statistical controls or assessed as
moderators. Alternatively, I could employ a different methodology where I ask all participants to
imagine they experienced the same transgression. This methodology, however, has its own
shortcomings. For instance, imagined forgiveness may be more idealized than experienced
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forgiveness, resulting in data skewed to the positive end of the measures. Indeed, a meta-analysis
of forgiveness research has indeed shown effect sizes for forgiveness tend to be inflated when
participants are invited to imagine their reaction to a fictional transgression (Riek & Mania,
2012).
Another limitation of the recalled transgression methodology is that participants may not
always have a transgression to recall. For instance, if a Mechanical Turk worker begins the study
but can’t think of a transgression they have forgiven, they can either: end the study, think of a
transgression they didn’t forgive, or make something up. In any situation where workers don’t
have a readily available transgression they forgave and they don’t terminate the study their
response data would be random variance. This could be relatively common or incredibly rare, but
in the event participants did do something other than what the prompt instructed it’s unlikely
they would be forthcoming with this deception. This issue could be remedied using a branching
questionnaire. For instance, I could begin by asking if participants have experienced a relatively
severe transgression recently, then only if they have, would I direct them to the MDFI.
Lastly, recalling transgressions is also subject to typical recall biases. For instance,
highly emotional events, such as severe transgressions may be easier to recall (MacKay, &
Ahmetzanov, 2005). Additionally, rumination on a negative emotional event has been associated
with several biases in cognitive recall (Bernblum, & Mor, 2010). These, and other, recall biases
could systemically bias the types of transgressions people recall. This could effectively overrepresent some types of transgressions or forgiveness which are in fact uncommon. This overrepresentation of transgression types could skew variables (e.g., severity) and their relationships
with MDFI factors. One possible method of overcoming this would be asking participants to list
as many relatively recent transgressions they could call to mind, then consider and respond to the
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third or fourth in the list. This would ensure the most intense and cognitively available
transgressions are not the ones being called to mind unless the individual has a relatively large
amount of intense transgressions in their life.
Future Directions
The development of this scale began as means to bring a common language to the
typological models of incongruent forgiveness. To this end, it will be important to examine not
just forgiveness dimensions individually, but also explore how they interact with one another.
For instance, if low affective forgiveness (hollow forgiveness) is associated with an outcome, is
that association the same as low affective forgiveness and low cognitive forgiveness (roleexpected forgiveness)? Further examination of these constructs using the MDFI as a common
language between models allows for integration of these many types of incongruent forgiveness.
This integration could be achieved by contrasting associations of hollow forgiveness (for
instance) with the associations of comparable MDFI dimensions (high behavioural, low
cognitive and affective). In addition, this model could be used to assess contexts where
forgiveness is implemented strategically. For instance, business relationships as opposed to
intimate relationships may have more forgiveness due to external motivation, rather than internal
motivations. These different motivations may correspond to certain types of forgiveness, (e.g.
more behavioural but less affective forgiveness).
While self-report is a useful method, it need not be the only means by which this scale is
implemented. Future research could explore the implementation of the MDFI in dyadic contexts,
as both a self and partner evaluation. This additional perspective could be used to assess not only
an individual’s forgiveness but their perception of their partner’s forgiveness as well. The
associations of individual and partner evaluations with outcome variables could be explored as
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simple associations, or a difference score could be calculated to assess discrepancy between
individual and partner perceptions. Both the simple associations and difference score methods
offer potentially insightful findings which could further nuance the literature around forgiveness
and conflict resolution.
These findings provide an encouraging starting point for this research. The relationships
of these dimensions with constructs such as severity and conscientiousness demonstrate the merit
in considering cognition and affect separately when describing forgiveness. An important step
forward for this research is to assess other correlates of each dimension. For example, while
general forgiveness has been linked to relationship variables such as commitment (Tsang,
McCullough, & Fincham, 2006) and satisfaction (Allemand et al., 2007; Braithwaite, Selby, &
Fincham, 2011), there has been very little research on dimensions of forgiveness. I would assess
unique relationships between commitment/satisfaction and MDFI dimensions. For instance,
commitment is a cognitive process, a decision individuals make as they weigh costs and benefits
(Arriaga, & Agnew, 2001). As such, I would hypothesize that cognitive forgiveness (i.e., the
decision and desire to forgive) is more related to commitment to a relationship. Similarly, I
would hypothesize that affective forgiveness (i.e., the less deliberate, emotions toward the
transgressor) would be more related to relationship satisfaction. This would demonstrate the
different, but equally important, roles these forgiveness dimensions have in a relationship.
Furthermore, if the hypothesized relationships existed, I could explore differences in forgiveness
dimension trajectories over time. Research on commitment has shown it to be relatively stable
and slowly increases over time (Rusbult, 1980). Satisfaction on the other hand has been shown to
fluctuate over time (Whitton, Rhoades, & Whisman, 2014). If cognitive forgiveness is related to
commitment and affective forgiveness is related to satisfaction it would be interesting to examine
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whether the temporal course for cognitive and affective forgiveness reflect those of commitment
and satisfaction. That is, does and individual’s cognitive forgiveness hold steady over time, while
their affective forgiveness fluctuates more?
In addition, it would be interesting to assess to what degree these dimensions are a state,
an individual trait, or a relationship trait. That is, is do forgiveness dimensions vary across
relationships, or across individual transgressions, or are they more stable across time? A similar
question might be, do relationship-specific patterns exist within different concurrent
relationships? For instance, does an individual show more affective forgiveness when their
mother transgresses, but less affective forgiveness when their father transgresses? The second
interesting research direction is assessing more complex models (such as mediation or
moderation) of forgiveness dimensions and relationship variable. For instance, is an individual
who experiences high commitment and low satisfaction in their relationship biased toward
particular forgiveness dimensions (e.g. more cognitive but less affective)?
Conclusions
Across three samples, the MDFI showed at least acceptable model fit. The three
subscales of the MDFI (behavioural, cognitive, and affective) demonstrated differential
relationships with a variety of individual differences. MDFI subscales demonstrated good
convergent validity and internal reliability. This research provides a strong starting point for use
of the MDFI as a forgiveness measure. Although this is only a starting point, it is my hope that
the MDFI finds use in the integration of the many disparate forgiveness typologies.

49

References
Allemand, M., Amberg, I., Zimprich, D., & Fincham, F. D. (2007). The role of trait forgiveness
and relationship satisfaction in episodic forgiveness. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 26, 199-217
Anastasi, A. (1982). Psychological testing (5th edn). Macmillan, New York.
Arriaga, X. B., & Agnew, C. R. (2001). Being committed: affective, cognitive, and conative
components of relationship commitment. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27,
1190-1203.
Balliet, D. (2010) Conscientiousness and forgivingness: A meta-analysis. Personality and
Individual Differences, 48, 259-263.
Barnette, J. J. (2000). Effects of stem and Likert response option reversals on survey internal
consistency: If you feel the need, there is a better alternative to using those negatively
worded stems. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 60, 361–370.
Baumeister, R. F., Exline, J. J., & Sommer, K. L. (1998). The victim role, grudge theory, and
two dimensions of forgiveness. In E. Worthington Jr, Dimensions of forgiveness:
Psychological research and theological perspectives, 79-104. West Conshohocken, PA:
Templeton Press.
Bernblum, R., & Mor, N. (2010). Rumination and emotion-related biases in refreshing
information. Emotion, 10, 423-432.
Braithwaite, S. R., Selby, E. A., & Fincham, F. D. (2011). Forgiveness and relationship
satisfaction: Mediating mechanisms. Journal of Family Psychology, 25, 551-559.
Breckler, S. J. (1984). Empirical validation of affect, behavior, and cognition as distinct
components of attitude. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 1191-1205.

50

Butler, T.R., O'Mara, E.M., & Wilson, J.F., (2018). Change in drawing placement: A measure of
change in mood state reflective of hemispheric lateralization of emotion. Brain and
Cognition, 124, 14-19.
Cattell, R.B. (1978) The scientific use of factor analysis in behavioral and life sciences: New
York: Plenum.
Comrey, A. L., & Lee, H. B. (1992). A first course in factor analysis (2nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.
Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and
applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 98-104.
Cozzarelli, C., Karafa, J. A., Collins, N. L., & Tagler, M. J. (2003). Stability and change in adult
attachment styles: Associations with personal vulnerabilities, life events, and global
construals of self and others. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 22, 315-346.
Cristobal, E, Flavian, C & Guinaliu, M., (2007). Perceived e-service quality PeSQ: measurement
validation and effects on consumer satisfaction and website loyalty. Managing Service
Quality, 17, 317–340.
Curran, P. J., West, S. G., & Finch, J. F. (1996). The robustness of test statistics to nonnormality
and specification error in confirmatory factor analysis. Psychological Methods, 1, 16-29.
Enright, R. D. (1991). The moral development of forgiveness. In W. M. Kurtines, J. Gewirtz, J.
L. Lamb, Handbook of moral behavior and development, (pp. 123-152). New York, NY:
Psychology Press.
Enright, R. D., Freedman, S., & Rique, J. (1998). The psychology of interpersonal forgiveness.
In R. D. Enright & J. North (Eds.), Exploring forgiveness (pp. 46-62). Madison, WI:
University of Wisconsin Press.

51

Exline, J.J. (2013). The thorny issue of forgiveness: A psychological perspective. Pepperdine
Dispute Resolution Law Journal, 13, 13-33.
Fatfouta, R., Jacobs, A., & Merkl, A. (2013). Towards a multifaceted understanding of revenge
and forgiveness. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 36, 21-21.
Fincham, F. D., Jackson, H., & Beach S. R. H., (2005). Transgression severity and forgiveness:
Different moderators for objective and subjective severity. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 24, 860-875.
Fraley, R. C., Waller, N. G., & Brennan, K. A. (2000). An item response theory analysis of selfreport measures of adult attachment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78,
350-365.
Friesen, M., Fletcher, G. & Overall, N., (2005). A dyadic assessment of forgiveness in intimate
relationships. Personal Relationships, 12, 61-77.
Gorsuch, R. L. (1983). Factor analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Hair, J. F., Tatham, R. L., Anderson, R. E., & Black, W. (1998) Multivariate data analysis. (5th
Ed.). London: Prentice-Hall.
Hall, J. H. & Fincham, F. D. (2005). Self–forgiveness: The stepchild of forgiveness
research. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology. 24, 621-637.
Hillman, J. G. (2016). A new way of looking at forgiveness (Unpublished undergraduate thesis).
Queen’s University, Kingston, Canada.
Hinkin, T. R. (1995). A Review of Scale Development Practices in the Study of Organizations.
Journal of Management, 21, 967–988.
Holden, R. R., Fekken, G. C., & Jackson, D. N. (1985) Structured personality test item
characteristics and validity. Journal of Research in Personality, 19, 386-94.

52

Horan, P. M., DiStefano, C., & Motl, R. W., (2003). Wording effects in self-esteem scales:
Methodological artifact or response style? Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, 10, 435-455.
John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big-Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and
theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality:
Theory and research (Vol. 2, pp. 102–138). New York: Guilford Press.
Kaminer D., Stein D. J., Mbanga I., & Zungu-Dirwayi, N., (2000). Forgiveness: Toward an
Integration of Theoretical Models, Psychiatry, 63, 344-357
Kline, R. B. (2015). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York:
Guilford.
Lawler-Row, K. A., Hyatt-Edwards, L., Wuensch, K.L., & Karremans, J. C. (2011). Forgiveness
and health: The role of attachment. Personal Relationships, 18, 170-183.
Lawler-Row, K. A., Younger, J. W., Piferi, R. L., & Jones, W. H. (2006). The role of adult
attachment style in forgiveness following an interpersonal offense. Journal of Counseling
& Development, 84, 493-502.
Likert, R. A. (1932). A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Archives of Psychology, 140,
44-53.
Lindwall, M., Barkoukis V., Grano, C., Lucidi, F., Raudsepp, L., Liukkonen, J., & ThøgersenNtoumani, C., (2012) Method effects: The problem with negatively versus positively
keyed items, Journal of Personality Assessment, 94, 196-204.
Little, R. J. A. (1988). A test of missing completely at random for multivariate data with missing
values. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 83, 1198—1202.

53

MacKay, D. G., & Ahmetzanov, M. V. (2005). Emotion, Memory, and Attention in the Taboo
Stroop Paradigm: An Experimental Analogue of Flashbulb Memories. Psychological
Science, 16(1), 25–32.
McCullough, M.E., & Hoyt, W.T. (2002). Transgression-related motivational dispositions:
Personality substrates of forgiveness and their links to the Big Five. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1556-1573.
McCullough, M. E., Rachal, K. C., Sandage, S. J., Worthington, E. L., Jr., Brown, S. W., &
Hight, T.L. (1998). Interpersonal forgiveness in close relationships II: Theoretical
elaboration and measurement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 15861603.
McCullough, M. E., Root, L. M., & Cohen, A. D. (2006). Writing about the benefits of an
interpersonal transgression facilitates forgiveness. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 74, 887-897.
Melnick, S. A., & Gable, R. K. (1990). The use of negative item stems: A cautionary note.
Educational Research Quarterly, 14, 31-36.
Merolla, A. J. (2014). Forgive like you mean it: Sincerity of forgiveness and the experience of
negative affect. Communication Quarterly, 62, 36-56.
Merolla, A. J. & Zhang, S. (2010). In the wake of transgressions: Examining forgiveness
communication in personal relationships. Personal Relationships, 18, 79-95.
Nelson, M. K. (1992). A new theory of forgiveness. (Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis) Purdue
University.
Riek, B. M., & Mania, E. W. (2012). The antecedents and consequences of interpersonal
forgiveness: A meta-analytical review. Personal Relationships, 19, 304-325.

54

Reiser, M., Wallace, M., & Schuessler, K. (1986). Direction-of-wording effects in dichotomous
social life feeling items. Sociological Methodology, 16, 1-25.
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of Statistical
Software, 48, 1-36. URL http://www.jstatsoft.org/v48/i02/.
RStudio Team (2015). RStudio: Integrated Development for R. Boston, MA: URL
http://www.rstudio.com/.
Rusbult, C.E., (1980). Commitment and satisfaction in romantic associations: A test of the
investment model. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 16, 172-186.
Rye, M.S., Loiacono, D.M., Folck, C.D., Olszewski B.T., Heim, T.A., & Madia, B.P. (2001).
Evaluation of the psychometric properties of two forgiveness scales. Current Psychology,
20, 260-277.
Sagrario, Y. Y. (2009). Forgiveness, Attachment, and Divorce, Journal of Divorce &
Remarriage, 50, 282-294.
Strelan, P., and Zdaniuk, A., (2015). Threatened State Self-Esteem Reduces Forgiveness, Self
and Identity, 14, 16-32.
Takada, N. & Ohbuchi, K, (2013). True and hollow forgiveness, forgiveness motives, and
conflict resolution, International Journal of Conflict Management, 24, 184-200.
Trainer, M. (1981). Forgiveness: Intrinsic, role-expected, expedient, in the context of divorce.
(Unpublished Ph. D. Thesis) Boston University.

55

Tsang, J., McCullough, M. E., & Fincham, F. D., (2006). The longitudinal association between
forgiveness and relationship closeness and commitment. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 25, 448-472.
Waldron, V. R., & Kelley, D. L. (2005). Forgiving communication as a response to relational
transgressions. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 22, 723-742.
Walker, D. F., & Gorsuch, R. L. (2002). Forgiveness within the Big Five personality
model. Personality and Individual Differences, 32, 1127-1138.
Wang, Ta-Wei. (2008). Forgiveness and big five personality traits among Taiwanese
undergraduates. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal. 36. 849-850.
Webb, M., Call, S., Chickering, S. A., Colburn, T. A., & Heisler, D. (2006). Dispositional
forgiveness and adult attachment styles. The Journal of Social Psychology, 146, 509-512.
Younger, J. W., Piferi, R. L., Jobe, R. L., & Lawler, K. A. (2004). Dimensions of forgiveness:
The views of laypersons. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 21, 837-855.

56

Appendix A:
Volunteer Forgiveness Descriptions
The model which we are using contains three dimensions of forgiveness, each with three
domains in it. I will describe each dimension and its corresponding domains and then ask you
generate 3-5 questions which you believe would be diagnostic of this specific domain and not
any others. Please try to avoid questions that seem like the "obvious" choice or are doublebarreled (this is when the premise of the question assumes a given criteria be already met, i.e.
"after you killed the man, did you feel guilty?").
The first dimension is "expression of forgiveness". This is meant to measure to what degree an
individual has communicated to their partner that they have forgiven them or intend to forgive
them.
The three domains of expression are: direct communication, indirect communication, and
conditional communication. Direct communication is meant to represent written, verbal, or other
clear expressions of one's forgiveness to their transgressor. Indirect communication is meant to
represent body language or other ambiguous expressions of one's forgiveness to their
transgressor. Conditional communication is meant to represent forgiveness which is expressed to
be contingent on maintaining, ceasing, or augmenting certain behaviours. The implication is the
expression of forgiveness can be taken back if the terms are violated.
The second dimension is "cognition about forgiveness". This represents cognition and conscious
thoughts people can have about their forgiveness. The three dimensions are: decision to forgive,
desire to forgive, and sincerity. The decision to forgive is meant to represent whether people
have made the conscious decision to begin forgiving a partner's transgression. The desire to
forgive is meant to represent to what degree people want to forgive their transgressor, and by
extension, whether their forgiveness is voluntary or coerced. The sincerity of a person's
forgiveness is meant to represent how true and honest they are about forgiving, or whether their
forgiveness is deception or manipulation. This is not objective to how "true" the forgiveness is,
just how true they believe it to be.
The final dimension is "forgiving affect". This represents to what degree individuals are
displaying affect which is typical of a forgiving individual. This has three domains as well:
foregoing vengeance, releasing debt, and letting go of negative emotions. Foregoing vengeance
is meant to represent whether the individual has never had or has let go of desires for negative
things to happen to the transgressor. This could be desiring or doing: active actions of revenge or
passive enjoyment in their transgressor's suffering. Releasing debt is meant to represent whether
the individual feels their transgressor owes them some form of social or physical compensation
for their transgression. It could be overt as in they feel their transgressor "owes them
compensation," or indirect as if the transgressor needs to "make it up to them" still. Letting go of
negative emotions is meant to represent whether the individual still experiences hurt, anger, or
sadness when seeing, interacting with, or thinking about the transgressor (or the transgression).
This does not have to include positive feelings, just an absence of negative ones.
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Appendix B:
Study 1 Forgiveness Scale
Transgressions occur from time to time in close relationships. Please take a moment and call to
mind a relatively recent and relatively severe instance where a close other (e.g. room-mate,
family, friend, or partner) transgressed against you and you forgave them.
In as much, or as little, detail as you feel comfortable providing, please describe the transgression
in the space below.
On a scale of 1-10 please rate the severity of the transgression, where 1 is not severe at all, and
10 is very severe.
On a scale of 1-7 please rate how much you feel these statements applied to you at the time you
forgave your transgressor, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree.
Communication:
1. I have communicated with my transgressor about the transgression in person.
2. I told my transgressor I forgave them using written or verbal medium.
3. I said "I forgive you," or something similar, to my transgressor.
4. I have not, or have been unable to, express forgiveness to my transgressor.
5. I told my transgressor I forgave them simply and clearly.
6. My transgressor understood how I felt after the transgression.
7. I tried to avoid the talking about the transgression.
8. I have expressed my feelings about the transgression with my body language
9. I implied forgiveness with my behaviour.
10. I was, or still am, less likely to engage in friendly physical contact (i.e., hand-holding, touch,
hugging) since the transgression.
11. I behaved, or still behave, as if the transgression did not happen when I am around my
transgressor.
12. I tended to not to look my transgressor in the eye.
13. My expression of forgiveness consisted largely of non-verbal communication.
14. I told my transgressor if a similar transgression were to take place, my response would be
much harsher.
15. I expressed that any forgiveness I have given could be rescinded.
16. I gave my transgressor some boundaries for future interactions.
17. I expressed to my transgressor that their future behaviour is under far more scrutiny because
of this transgression.
18. My forgiveness had, or has, conditions.
Cognition:
19. In my mind, forgiveness was, or is, the right solution.
20. The choice to forgive my transgressor was mine alone.
21. I did not choose to forgive my transgressor.
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22. I feel like I had to, or still have to, forgive my transgressor.
23. I feel like my forgiveness was not entirely my choice.
24. Whether or not I forgave was/is partly out of my control.
25. In ideal circumstances I would not have forgiven my transgressor.
26. There were/are practical benefits to forgiving my transgressor.
27. My forgiveness was more due to external pressure than my own desire.
28. Any forgiveness I give was/is mostly because the cost of not forgiving my transgressor
was/is too high.
29. I did not, or do not, want to extend forgiveness to my transgressor.
30. I wanted the relationship with my transgressor to go back to normal.
31. Forgiveness really seemed like the only option.
32. I was honest with my transgressor about any forgiveness I expressed.
33. My transgressor thought/thinks I have extended more forgiveness than I have.
34. I have been deceptive in my communication of forgiveness to my transgressor.
35. My forgiveness was/is only to benefit myself.
36. My communication of forgiveness was/is sincere.
37. I was willing to lie about forgiving my transgressor if it made my life easier.
38. My forgiveness was/is, in part, manipulative in nature.
Affect:
39. I thought occasionally about how to punish my transgressor.
40. I wouldn’t let my transgressor forget how they wronged me.
41. I thought it would be fair that my transgressor feels the same pain I felt.
42. I wanted my transgressor to suffer because of this transgression.
43. My transgressor had suffered enough for this transgression.
44. I hoped to get revenge on my transgressor.
45. I would have been happy if bad things happened to my transgressor.
46. I wanted my transgressor to feel guilty.
47. I wanted my transgressor to feel that everything is okay now.
48. My transgressor should have paid me back for what they did.
49. I couldn’t forgive my transgressor unless they make it right with their actions.
50. My transgressor should have attempted at least a little to do nice things for me, buy gifts, etc.
to demonstrate their remorse.
51. My transgressor had not shown they deserve forgiveness.
52. My transgressor had a lot to make up for.
53. I wanted my transgressor to treat me at least a little better than usual as compensation.
54. I have, or I was likely to, bring this transgression up in later disagreements.
55. I didn’t feel my transgressor owes me anything because of this transgression.
56. I was at peace with what my transgressor did to me.
57. I was emotionally calm when I thought of this transgression.
58. I still felt angry when I thought about the transgression.
59. Recalling this transgression would have been likely to dampen, or ruin, my mood.
60. I thought my transgressor was worse than the average person.
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61. I thought my transgressor was more bad than good.
62. I was no longer hurt by my transgressor's actions.
63. Thinking about this transgression made me sad.
64. I understood why my transgressor behaved the way they did.
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Appendix C:
Study 1 Item-total Correlations
Table 1.
Pretest item-total correlations and normality statistics
Variable #

Item-Total
Correlations

n

01

0.100

115

-0.39

-1.156

02

0.053

115

0.081

-1.198

03

0.144

115

0.048

-1.277

04

0.541

115

0.700

-0.372

05

-0.018

115

0.046

-1.049

06

-0.088

115

-0.601

-0.509

07

0.278

115

-0.047

-1.125

08

0.327

115

-0.228

-0.866

09

0.270

115

-0.818

0.383

10

0.465

115

0.396

-1.217

11

0.149

115

-0.228

-1.064

12

0.474

115

0.480

-0.976

13

0.309

115

-0.013

-1.115

14

0.495

115

0.301

-1.219

15

0.561

115

0.570

-0.615

16

0.350

115

-0.104

-1.076

17

0.539

115

0.282

-1.181

18

0.507

115

0.075

-1.296

19

-0.283

115

-0.761

-0.028

20

-0.209

115

-0.503

-0.573

21

0.572

115

1.258

1.482

22

0.261

115

-0.096

-0.982

23

0.551

115

0.467

-0.834

24

0.499

115

0.610

-0.714

Skewness

Kurtosis
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25

0.567

115

0.505

-0.833

26

0.164

115

-1.034

0.899

27

0.517

115

0.389

-1.089

28

0.438

115

-0.231

-0.942

29

0.548

115

0.365

-0.998

30

-0.097

115

-0.919

0.056

31

0.157

115

-0.511

-0.613

32

-0.045

115

-0.362

-0.660

33

0.475

115

-0.009

-0.983

34

0.508

115

0.414

-0.795

35

0.339

115

0.326

-0.926

36

-0.135

115

-0.523

-0.336

37

0.543

115

0.012

-1.299

38

0.552

115

0.703

-0.527

39

0.570

115

0.665

-0.727

40

0.558

115

0.365

-1.085

41

0.463

115

0.632

-0.721

42

0.607

115

0.986

0.182

43

-0.020

115

0.076

-0.500

44

0.578

115

1.447

1.306

45

0.592

115

1.515

1.887

46

0.525

115

-0.243

-1.062

47

-0.138

115

-0.323

-0.499

48

0.573

115

0.751

-0.349

49

0.443

115

0.048

-1.050

50

0.405

115

0.609

-0.898

51

0.445

115

0.351

-0.804

52

0.550

115

0.002

-1.013

53

0.505

115

0.061

-1.163
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54

0.446

115

0.112

-1.154

55

-0.075

115

0.149

-0.681

56

-0.201

115

0.178

-0.402

57

-0.182

115

0.242

-0.894

58

0.536

115

-0.392

-0.803

59

0.400

115

-0.434

-1.007

60

0.566

115

0.373

-1.008

61

0.534

115

0.259

-0.852

62

-0.334

115

0.429

-0.798

63

0.312

115

-0.259

-0.986

64

0.001

115

0.022

-0.999

Note. Bolded items were retained for factor analysis
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Appendix D:
Study 2 Forgiveness Scale
Transgressions occur from time to time in close relationships. Please take a moment and call to
mind a relatively recent and relatively severe instance where a close other (e.g. room-mate,
family, friend, or partner) transgressed against you and you forgave them.
In as much, or as little, detail as you feel comfortable providing, please describe the transgression
in the space below.
On a scale of 1-10 please rate the severity of the transgression, where 1 is not severe at all, and
10 is very severe.
On a scale of 1-7 please rate how much you feel these statements applied to you at the time you
forgave your transgressor, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree.
Communication:
1. I have communicated with my transgressor about the transgression in person.
2. I told my transgressor I forgave them using written or verbal medium.
3. I said "I forgive you," or something similar, to my transgressor.
4. I have not expressed as much forgiveness as I could have to my transgressor.
5. I told my transgressor I forgave them simply and clearly.
6. My transgressor understood how I felt after the transgression.
7. I tried to avoid the talking about the transgression.
8. I have expressed my feelings about the transgression with my body language
9. I implied forgiveness with my behaviour.
10. I was, or still am, less likely to engage in friendly physical contact since the transgression.
11. I behaved, or still behave, as if the transgression did not happen when I am around my
transgressor.
12. I tended to look my transgressor in the eye less than before the transgression.
13. My expression of forgiveness consisted largely of non-verbal communication.
Cognition:
14. I felt no external pressure to forgive.
15. I feel like my forgiveness was not entirely my choice.
16. Whether or not I forgave was/is partly out of my control.
17. In ideal circumstances I may not have forgiven my transgressor.
18. My forgiveness was more due to external pressure than my own desire.
19. Any forgiveness I give was/is mostly because the cost of not forgiving my transgressor
was/is too high.
20. I was/am hesitant to extend forgiveness to my transgressor.
21. My transgressor thought/thinks I have extended more forgiveness than I have.
22. I have been a little deceptive in my communication of forgiveness to my transgressor.
23. My forgiveness was/is partially to benefit myself.
24. I was willing to stretch the truth about forgiving my transgressor if it makes my life easier.
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25. My forgiveness was/is, in part, strategic in nature.
Affect:
26. I thought occasionally about my transgressor being punished.
27. I thought it would be fair that my transgressor feels similarly to how they made me feel.
28. Forgiving would be/have been easier if my transgressor suffered because of this
transgression.
29. I considered getting revenge on my transgressor.
30. Forgiving would be/have been easier if bad things happened to my transgressor.
31. I wanted my transgressor to feel guilty.
32. It would be fair for my transgressor to paid me back for what they did.
33. I couldn’t forgive my transgressor unless they make it right with their actions.
34. My transgressor should have attempted at least a little to do nice things for me, buy gifts,
etc. to demonstrate their remorse.
35. My transgressor had not shown they deserve forgiveness.
36. My transgressor had a lot to make up for.
37. I wanted my transgressor to treat me at least a little better than usual as compensation.
38. I have, or I was likely to, bring this transgression up in later disagreements.
39. I still felt angry when I thought about the transgression.
40. Recalling this transgression would have been likely to dampen, or ruin, my mood.
41. I thought my transgressor was worse than they were before the transgression.
42. I thought my transgressor was a little more bad than good.
43. Thinking about this transgression made me sad.
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Appendix E:
Study 2 Factor Loadings
Factor Loadings for Study 2
Item
Factor 1
Factor 3
1
0.35
-0.26
2
0.14
0.07
3
-0.03
0.03
4
0.34
0.36
5
-0.17
0.14
6
0.10
-0.17
7
-0.04
0.54
8
0.33
0.01
9
-0.12
0.19
10
0.31
0.32
11
-0.34
0.47
12
0.35
0.36
13
-0.14
0.64
21
0.16
-0.20
23
0.15
0.66
24
0.10
0.63
25
0.35
0.47
27
0.00
0.78
28
0.09
0.52
29
0.25
0.53
33
0.28
0.47
34
0.11
0.67
35
0.06
0.36
37
0.08
0.62
38
0.08
0.63
39
0.5
0.34
41
0.18
0.61
42
0.43
0.40
44
0.37
0.41
45
0.32
0.47
46
-0.06
0.75
48
0.17
0.38
49
-0.08
0.80
50
0.19
0.47
51
0.44
0.31
52
0.02
0.74
53
0.15
0.53
54
0.19
0.55

Factor 2
0.58
0.55
0.73
-0.19
0.82
0.66
-0.09
0.35
0.43
-0.08
0.23
-0.08
0.13
0.19
-0.01
0.00
-0.13
-0.01
0.02
-0.11
-0.04
-0.01
0.15
0.12
0.11
0.00
0.08
0.03
-0.02
0.09
-0.08
0.05
0.15
0.09
-0.21
-0.05
0.05
0.13

Communality
0.44
0.33
0.54
0.45
0.67
0.47
0.28
0.23
0.19
0.33
0.17
0.42
-0.36
0.07
0.58
0.48
0.58
0.61
0.34
0.53
0.46
0.55
0.17
0.44
0.47
0.58
0.53
0.54
0.48
0.50
0.52
0.25
0.59
0.36
0.52
0.57
0.39
0.47

Uniqueness Complexity
0.56
2.1
0.67
1.2
0.46
1.0
0.55
2.5
0.33
1.1
0.53
1.2
0.72
1.1
0.77
2.0
0.81
1.5
0.67
2.1
0.83
2.3
0.58
2.1
0.64
1.2
0.93
2.9
0.42
1.0
0.52
1.1
0.42
2.0
0.39
1.0
0.66
1.1
0.47
1.5
0.54
1.7
0.45
1.1
0.83
1.4
0.56
1.1
0.53
1.1
0.42
1.8
0.47
1.2
0.46
2.0
0.52
2.0
0.50
1.8
0.48
1.0
0.75
1.4
0.41
1.1
0.64
1.4
0.48
2.3
0.43
1.0
0.61
1.2
0.53
1.4
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58
0.13
-0.18
0.52
0.48
1.3
0.61
59
0.09
-0.06
0.30
0.70
1.1
0.48
60
0.28
-0.13
0.43
0.57
2
0.42
61
0.19
-0.07
0.37
0.63
1.4
0.47
63
0.09
0.10
0.21
0.79
1.2
0.39
Note. Factor loadings greater than |.35| on one factor and less than |.30| on all other factors are
shown in bold.
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Appendix F:
Experiences in Close Relationships – Revised
On a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree
1. I'm afraid that I will lose my partner's love.
2. I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me.
3. I often worry that my partner doesn't really love me.
4. I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them.
5. I often wish that my partner's feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for him or her.
6. I worry a lot about my relationships.
7. When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he or she might become interested in someone
else.
8. When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I'm afraid they will not feel the same about
me.
9. I rarely worry about my partner leaving me.
10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself.
11. I do not often worry about being abandoned.
12. I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I would like.
13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent reason.
14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.
15. I'm afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she won't like who I really am.
16. It makes me mad that I don't get the affection and support I need from my partner.
17. I worry that I won't measure up to other people.
18. My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry.
19. I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down.
20. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings.
21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.
22. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.
23. I don't feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.
24. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.
25. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.
26. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.
27. It's not difficult for me to get close to my partner.
28. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.
29. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need.
30. I tell my partner just about everything.
31. I talk things over with my partner.
32. I am nervous when partners get too close to me.
33. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners.
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34. I find it easy to depend on romantic partners.
35. It's easy for me to be affectionate with my partner.
36. My partner really understands me and my needs.
Anxiety: 1-18 (9R, 11R)
Avoidance: 19-36 (20R, 22R, 26R, 27R, 28R, 29R, 30R, 31R, 33R, 34R, 35R)
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Appendix G:
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. Please indicate on
a 1 to 7 scale, how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement, where 1 represents
strongly disagree and 7 represents strongly agree.
1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
2. At times I think I am no good at all.
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.
6. I certainly feel useless at times.
7. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
Items 2, 5, 6, 8, 9 are reverse scored.
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Appendix H:
Study 3 Factor Loadings
Factor loadings for Study 3
Item
Factor 1
Factor 2
2
0.12
-0.06
3
-0.02
0.01
5
-0.21
0.08
6
0.01
-0.20
7
0.00
0.23
9
-0.35
0.13
13
-0.07
0.19
23
0.02
0.70
24
-0.11
0.65
27
-0.05
0.71
28
0.06
0.63
29
0.21
0.55
33
0.22
0.43
34
0.22
0.55
35
0.11
0.19
37
0.05
0.60
38
0.01
0.65
41
0.40
0.29
46
0.14
0.54
48
0.27
0.28
49
0.04
0.50
50
0.41
0.27
52
-0.02
0.73
53
0.37
0.19
54
0.38
0.13
58
-0.03
0.71
59
-0.03
0.62
60
0.08
0.48
61
0.12
0.55
63
-0.26
0.58

Factor 3
0.58
0.68
0.67
0.56
-0.17
-0.06
-0.45
-0.07
-0.10
0.01
-0.06
-0.03
-0.08
-0.06
0.13
0.12
0.04
0.11
0.03
0.13
0.22
0.19
-0.05
0.21
0.08
-0.08
-0.05
-0.12
-0.10
-0.04

Communality
0.345
0.465
0.516
0.382
0.094
0.102
0.25
0.519
0.403
0.483
0.451
0.440
0.329
0.464
0.070
0.387
0.420
0.320
0.363
0.207
0.277
0.321
0.534
0.235
0.195
0.512
0.378
0.297
0.401
0.292

Uniqueness
0.66
0.54
0.48
0.62
0.91
0.90
0.75
0.48
0.6
0.52
0.55
0.56
0.67
0.54
0.93
0.61
0.58
0.68
0.64
0.79
0.72
0.68
0.47
0.76
0.81
0.49
0.62
0.70
0.60
0.71

Complexity
1.1
1.0
1.2
1.3
1.8
1.3
1.4
1.0
1.1
1.0
1.0
1.3
1.6
1.3
2.4
1.1
1.0
2.0
1.1
2.4
1.4
2.2
1.0
2.2
1.3
1.0
1.0
1.2
1.2
1.4
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Appendix I:
Study 4 Forgiveness Scale
Transgressions occur from time to time in close relationships. Please take a moment and call to
mind a relatively recent and relatively severe instance where a close other (e.g. room-mate,
family, friend, or partner) transgressed against you and you forgave them.
In as much, or as little, detail as you feel comfortable providing, please describe the transgression
in the space below.
On a scale of 1-10 please rate the severity of the transgression, where 1 is not severe at all, and
10 is very severe.
On a scale of 1-7 please rate how much you feel these statements applied to you at the time you
forgave your transgressor, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree.
Communication:
I told my transgressor I forgave them using written or verbal medium.
I said "I forgive you," or something similar, to my transgressor.
I told my transgressor I forgave them simply and clearly.
My transgressor understood how I felt after the transgression.
Cognition:
I feel like my forgiveness was not entirely my choice.
Whether or not I forgave was/is partly out of my control.
My forgiveness was more due to external pressure than my own desire.
Any forgiveness I give was/is mostly because the cost of not forgiving my transgressor
was/is too high.
I have been a little deceptive in my communication of forgiveness to my transgressor.
I was willing to stretch the truth about forgiving my transgressor if it makes my life
easier.
My forgiveness was/is, in part, strategic in nature.
Affect:
I was/am hesitant to extend forgiveness to my transgressor.
I wanted my transgressor to feel guilty.
I couldn’t forgive my transgressor unless they make it right with their actions.
My transgressor had a lot to make up for.
I still felt angry when I thought about the transgression.
Recalling this transgression would have been likely to dampen, or ruin, my mood.
I thought my transgressor was worse than they were before the transgression.
I thought my transgressor was a little more bad than good.
Thinking about this transgression made me sad.
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Appendix J:
Big Five Inventory 44
On 1 to 7 scale, where 1 is Strongly Disagree and 7 is Strongly Agree
I see Myself as Someone Who...
1. Is talkative
2. Tends to find fault with others
3. Does a thorough job
4. Is depressed, blue
5. Is original, comes up with new ideas
6. Is reserved
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others
8. Can be somewhat careless
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well
10. Is curious about many different things
11. Is full of energy
12. Starts quarrels with others
13. Is a reliable worker
14. Can be tense
15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker
16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm
17. Has a forgiving nature
18. Tends to be disorganized
19. Worries a lot
20. Has an active imagination
21. Tends to be quiet
22. Is generally trusting
23. Tends to be lazy
24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset
25. Is inventive
26. Has an assertive personality
27. Can be cold and aloof
28. Perseveres until the task is finished
29. Can be moody
30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited
32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone
33. Does things efficiently
34. Remains calm in tense situations
35. Prefers work that is routine
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36. Is outgoing, sociable
37. Is sometimes rude to others
38. Makes plans and follows through with them
39. Gets nervous easily
40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas
41. Has few artistic interests
42. Likes to cooperate with others
43. Is easily distracted
44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature Scoring: BFI scale scoring (“R” denotes reversescored items):
Extraversion: 1, 6R, 11, 16, 21R, 26, 31R, 36
Agreeableness: 2R, 7, 12R, 17, 22, 27R, 32, 37R, 42
Conscientiousness: 3, 8R, 13, 18R, 23R, 28, 33, 38, 43R
Neuroticism: 4, 9R, 14, 19, 24R, 29, 34R, 39
Openness: 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35R, 40, 41R, 44
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Appendix K:
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale
With regards to the transgression you brought to mine, please respond to the following items on
a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree
1. I’ll make him or her pay.
2. I wish that something bad would happen to him/her.
3. I want him-her to get what he/she deserves.
4. I’m going to get even.
5. I want to see him/her hurt and miserable.
6. I’d keep as much distance between us as possible.
7. I’d live as if he/she doesn’t exist, isn’t around.
8. I wouldn’t trust him/her.
9. I’d find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her.
10. I’d avoid him/her.
11. I’d cut off the relationship with him/her.
12. I’d withdraw from him/her.
13. Even though his/her actions hurt me, I still have goodwill for him/her.
14. I want us to bury the hatchet and move forward with our relationship.
15. Despite what he/she did, I want us to have a positive relationship again.
16. I have given up my hurt and resentment.* 1
17. Although he/she hurt me, I put the hurts aside so we could resume our relationship.
18. I forgive him/her for what he/she did to me.*
19. I have released my anger so I could work on restoring our relationship to health.
Items 1 through 5 are Revenge.
Items 6 through 12 are Avoidance.
Items 13 through 19 are Benevolence.
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Appendix L:
Rye Forgiveness Scale
With regards to the transgression you brought to mine, please respond to the following items on
a 1 to 7 scale, where 1 is strongly disagree and 7 is strongly agree
1. I can’t stop thinking about how I was wronged by this person. (R)
2. I wish for good things to happen to the person who wronged me.
3. I spend time thinking about ways to get back at the person who wronged me. (R)
4. I feel resentful toward the person who wronged me. (R)
5. I avoid certain people and/or places because they remind me of the person who wronged me.
(R)
6. I pray for the person who wronged me.
7. If I encountered the person who wronged me I would feel at peace.
8. This person’s wrongful actions have kept me from enjoying life. (R)
9. I have been able to let go of my anger toward the person who wronged me.
10. I become depressed when I think of how I was mistreated by this person. (R)
11. I think that many of the emotional wounds related to this person’s wrongful actions have
healed.
12. I feel hatred whenever I think about the person who wronged me. (R)
13. I have compassion for the person who wronged me.
14. I think my life is ruined because of this person’s wrongful actions. (R)
15. I hope the person who wronged me is treated fairly by others in the future

(R) Indicates items that are reverse-coded

76

Appendix M:
Study 4 All Forgiveness Scale Correlations

Rater Severity

Participant
Severity

Attachment
Anxiety

Attachment
Avoidance

Self-esteem

Behavioural

.079

.043

-.113

-.221**

.166*

Cognitive

.000

.063

.471**

.410**

-.340**

Affective

.221**

.346**

.278**

.184**

-.200**

TRIM-R

.134

.145*

.422**

.235**

-.195**

TRIM-A

.173*

.297**

.297**

.290**

-.158*

TRIM-B

-.060

-.188**

-.091

-.252**

.177*

RYE

-.096

-.186**

-.340**

-.409**

.298**

Note: * indicates p < .05, ** indicates p < .01

Conscientiousness Extraversion Openness Agreeableness

Neuroticism

Behavioural

.217**

.180*

.104

.292**

-.169*

Cognitive

-.370**

-.106

-.173*

-.348**

.372**

Affective

-.115

-.085

-.109

-.304**

.361**

TRIM-R

-.233**

.048

-.060

-.409**

.184**

TRIM-A

-.159*

-.019

-.059

-.292**

.216**

TRIM-B

.182**

.088

.106

.341**

-.168*

RYE

.304**

.112

.194**

.517**

-.333**

Note: * indicates p < .05, ** indicates p < .01
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Appendix N:
Ethics Clearance Letter

