
 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

Development of an Implicit Measure of Dispositional Forgiveness 

 

Ruth K. Buechsel, Psy.D. 

 

Mentor: Wade C. Rowatt, Ph.D 

 

 

A number of self-report measures exist to assess forgiveness or attitudes towards 

forgiveness.  However, little research exists to measure forgiveness at a dispositional and 

implicit level.  The purpose of the current study was to develop and validate an implicit 

measure of forgivingness (or dispositional forgiveness) using the Implicit Association 

Test (IAT).  This Forgiveness IAT (FIAT) was administered in conjunction with well 

established self-report measures of forgiveness, as well as with some measures (including 

an IAT for each) of spirituality and self-esteem.  Other ratings about the participants‟ 

dispositional forgiveness were obtained through mail in surveys provided to the 

informants by the participant as an additional external measure to validate the FIAT.  As 

predicted, the FIAT was found to be internally consistent and showed positive 

correlations with scores on the spirituality and self-esteem IATs.  While the FIAT was 

found to be reliable, it was not significantly correlated with any explicit measures of 

forgiveness.  This may indicate that the FIAT is assessing a different aspect of 

forgiveness than explicit measures quantify.  Contrary to predictions, other report showed 

few correlations in either direction with self report.  Other reports additionally showed 



 

  

 

poor predictive validity for the FIAT.  Taking all of the findings into consideration, the 

continual task of exploring the various facets of dispositional forgiveness and the need 

for further study of predictive ability of behavior is revealed. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 

Introduction and Literature Review 

 

 

The purpose of the current study was to develop an implicit measure of 

dispositional forgiveness that would provide a new perspective on this hypothesized 

personality trait than existing self-report measures of the construct have the ability to 

reveal.  Although the study of positive psychological factors, often referred to as virtues 

or strengths (Peterson & Seligman, 2004), has received significant attention in research 

over the past few years, little empirical research has examined alternative ways of 

measuring these constructs outside of the traditional self-report measures.   

Recent empirical endeavors have begun to draw the distinction between 

forgiveness as an action responding to a single interaction or transgression and 

dispositional forgiveness as a dispositional trait that is stable across time and situation 

(Berry et al., 2001).  The term dispositional forgiveness was first introduced by Roberts 

(1995) in an effort to differentiate between the acts of forgiveness and the personality 

characteristic.  Roberts describes a forgiving person as one who “aborts one‟s anger at 

persons one takes to have wronged one culpably, by seeing them in the benevolent terms 

provided by reasons characteristic of forgiving” (p.290).  Thus, forgiving personalities 

are able to identify situations that will arouse anger or negative emotions and are further 

capable of redirecting their emotional response willingly.  It is commonly agreed upon 

that anger is the primary emotion that must be overcome for forgivness to occur (Enright, 

Gassin, & Wu, 1992).
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Emmons (2000) provides a further framework to establish forgiveness as a 

personality construct.  He refers to McAdams‟ (1995, 1996) proposal that to understand 

and know a person one must be able to gather information on three distinct levels of 

personality.  At Level I, one learns information about personality traits that are non-

conditional and independent of context, reflecting the broadest and observable patterns of 

behavior typical for the person.  The field of personality has seemed to reach a consensus 

on what is known as the five factor model of personality traits: openness to experience, 

conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Bradlee & Emmons, 

1992).  However, describing individuals along these five traits provides a mere attempt at 

capturing the essence of a person more information is needed to reach true knowledge of 

the individual.  At Level II, one considers more intentional and goal-directed strategies 

used by the person to assist in negotiating life events and achieving their goals (Emmons, 

2000).  Aspects of personality observed at this level are more motivational and context 

dependent and thus also more malleable than the basic habitual characteristics at Level I.  

The third level, Level III, is described as identity–reflecting the life narrative individuals 

create for themselves to create meaning. 

Emmons places the construct of forgiveness at Level I of this framework, as any 

contextual forgiveness (Level II) or the influence of forgiveness on the creation of a sense 

of identity (Level III) likely reflects a permanent and somewhat habitual disposition to 

forgive at its foundation.  As described above, a forgiving person tends to have highly 

developed skills at regulating his or her emotions.  This kind of person is persistently 

seeking to be benevolent and has the ability to remove him- or herself from situations in 

which they have been harmed and instead seek to rebuild a harmonious relationship. 
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 Since forgiving a transgression or a particular person generally results in a 

positive emotional experience for the forgiver, a variety of studies have focused on 

exploring the positive consequences of forgiving acts.  For the purpose of this study, 

forgiveness was defined as an “interpersonal transaction in which a forgiver chooses to 

abandon his or her right to retaliate against or withdraw emotionally from the offender 

after an offense” (Worthington, 1998, p.  60) and instead “endeavor[s] to view the 

offender with compassion” (Mullet, Neto, & Riviére, 2005, p.  160).  McCullough (2001) 

refers to this occurrence as a prosocial motivational change in the victim of a 

transgression.  Acts of forgiveness have been linked to a reduction in anger (Huang & 

Enright, 2000; Weiner, Graham, Peter, & Zmuidinas, 1991), and positively linked to 

constructs such as empathy and relationship closeness (McCullough, Rachal, et al., 

1998), Agreeableness (Emmons, 2000; Worthington & Wade, 1999), and Extraversion 

(Brose, Rye, Lutz-Zois, & Ross, 2005).  Dispositional forgiveness has been linked to a 

variety of long-term benefits, as well as to a range of already established personality 

characteristics.  Research links dispositional forgiveness to a variety of positive 

psychological dimensions, such as empathy and commitment (Worthington, 1998), trust 

and compassion (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997), religiousness-spirituality 

(McCullough, 2001), agreeableness and emotional stability (Berry et al., 2001; Brose et 

al., 2005; Leach & Lark, 2004; McCullough et al., 1998), self-esteem (Cardi et al., 2007), 

and humility (Powers, Nam, Rowatt, & Hill, 2007; Tangney, 2002).   

 Several correlates of forgiveness have been paid particular attention, such as 

religiousness or spirituality.  Studies have found that people who describe themselves as 

more religious tend to value forgiveness more than those who describe themselves as less 



 

4 

 

religious (Rokeach, 1973; Shoemaker & Bolt, 1977).  Other studies suggest that the effect 

also extends into behavior and that people who have higher levels of religious 

participation and commitment show greater tendencies for forgiving than less religious 

individuals (McCullough, Bono & Root, 2005).  Forgiving has similarly been 

conceptualized as a form of religious coping (Pargament & Rye, 1998).  In their model, 

the authors define coping as “a search for significance in stressful times” (p.60) 

indicating that in stressful times individuals either attempt to hold onto some form of 

previously established meaning or transform their values in order to create a new 

meaning.  Religion can be defined as “a search for significance in ways related to the 

sacred” (Pargament, 1997).  Forgiving can aid both of these searches, as it is an act that 

certainly reflects sacred qualities in its taking a “leap of faith” in an attempt to heal an 

interpersonal relationship that is taken in response to a stressful and negative life event.  

Through the act of forgiving the individual creates a sense of self, which results in 

making meaning of the interaction between the forgiver and the transgressor. 

 The literature deals with what is known as the religion-forgiveness discrepancy, 

which suggests that while forgiveness is highly valued in religious samples, it seems to 

have little bearing on behavior in specific transgressions (McCullough & Worthington, 

1999).  Tsang, McCullough, and Hoyt (2005) attempt to shine light on this discrepancy.  

The authors explain that attitudes of religious individuals must be understood in the 

context of the particular religious meaning system to which the individual ascribes.  

Religion tends to promote emotions such as empathy and compassion that contribute to 

forgiveness (Enright, Eastin, Golden, Sarinopoulus, & Freedman, 1992; McCullough, 

Worthington, & Rachal, 1997) and many religious scriptures provide models of forgiving 
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acts (Pargament & Rye, 1998).  One possible explanation for the religion-forgiveness 

discrepancy may reflect measurement issues (discussed further below) that arise from a 

lack of measurement tools of actual forgiving behavior (McCullough & Worthington, 

1999; Tsang, et al.  2005).  Another possibility is that while religion models forgiveness, 

religion also contains vengeance-relevant values.  It may be possible for individuals to 

rationalize valuing forgiveness as an abstract concept, while simultaneously resenting a 

transgressor and refusing to forgive the transgression, all the while staying within the 

parameters set by their religion. 

 An inverse relationship has been established between dispositional forgiveness 

and the personality trait of narcissism (Emmons, 2000; Exline, Baumeister, et al., 2004; 

Sandage et al., 2000).  Narcissism has been defined as “self-admiration that is 

characterized by tendencies toward grandiose ideas, exhibitionism, and defensiveness in 

response to criticism; interpersonal relationships that are characterized by feelings of 

entitlement, exploitativeness, and a lack of empathy” (Raskin & Terry, 1988, p.896).  

When placed in the context of Worthington‟s (1998) empathy-humility-commitment 

model of forgiveness, which holds that “forgiveness is the natural response to empathy 

and humility” (p.64), it is evident that narcissism falls on the other end of the spectrum 

from forgiveness.  Narcissism is by definition an inability to experience empathy and it 

leaves little room for humility.  When considering the fact that forgiving personalities 

detach themselves from personal injuries while narcissistic individuals find it impossible 

to overcome personal injuries, it becomes clear that narcissistic traits inhibit forgiveness. 

 Self-esteem has at times been linked to forgiveness, predominantly as a moderator 

of forgiving behavior (Cardi et al., 2007).  Eaton, Struthers, and Santelli (2006) found 
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that individuals with higher self-esteem were more likely to endorse a greater tendency to 

forgive than those with low levels of self-esteem.  In an attempt to find a way to 

indirectly measure self-esteem in participants, Greenwald and Farnham (2000) created 

and implicit association task, which was to measure the associations of self with both 

positive and negative valences presented to the participant (also Greenwald et al., 2002).  

The authors referred to Greenberg and Banaji‟s (1995) definition of implicit self-esteem 

as “the introspectively unidentified (or inaccurately identified) effect of the self-attitude 

on evaluation of self-associated and self-dissociated objects” (p.11).  Studies conducted 

by Greenwald and Farnham (2000) found a strong self-positivity in their responders.  

This means that participants with high self-esteem were generally making faster self-

positive associations than they were making associations between self and words 

reflecting a negative valence.  Research by Yamaguchi and colleagues (2007) has 

revealed that high self-esteem and the consequential high rate of positivity on implicit 

self-esteem measures seems to be a cross-cultural phenomenon, as she replicated 

Greenwald and Farnham‟s findings in two Asian countries.   

 Since high levels of self-esteem result in a greater ability to quickly associate 

positive valence terms with self, it can be expected that individuals who score high on 

implicit measures of self-esteem would likely show higher probabilities of rating 

themselves as possessing other positive traits, such as dispositional forgiveness.  High 

scores on an implicit measure of dispositional forgiveness may then be a function of this 

generally high level of positivity toward the self. 
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Implicit Personality and Measurement Issues 

 

As with constructs related to forgiveness, such as humility, Hoyt and McCullough 

(2005) have identified the lack of available multimodal measures as a major gap in the 

research of dispositional forgiveness.  While there exists a variety of self-report measures 

examining various aspects of forgiveness of a situational or attitudinal nature (Brown, 

2003; Brown & Phillips, 2004; Fetzer Institute, 1999) and some that focus on 

dispositional forgiveness (Berry et al., 2001), the construct of forgiveness is subject to 

deliberate control and positive impression management when studied solely through self-

report (Hoyt & McCullough, 2005).  Although these measures likely accurately identify 

individuals who are forgiving, the act of forgiveness is one that is so widely valued that 

many participants may report themselves to be more forgiving in nature than is likely 

reflected in their actual behavior.  Generally speaking, self-report measures have been 

found to be highly dependent on occasion and timing, depend on the willingness of the 

participant to report about him- or herself, and may be affected by the participants‟ 

inability to be accurate in their self-reflections (Schmukle & Egloff, 2005).  In order to 

avoid these common pitfalls, it becomes necessary to measure these traits in a manner 

that is outside of conscious control.  Toward this end an implicit measure of dispositional 

forgiveness was created and used in this investigation along with a number of established 

and commonly used self-report forgiveness scales discussed below.  An implicit measure 

of spirituality and religiosity was also included to examine the degree to which 

dispositional forgiveness may be associated with implicit spirituality.    

In general, the implicit measure to be used (the Implicit Association Test; IAT) is 

more resistant to deliberative control or faking than self-report measures (Fiedler & 



 

8 

 

Bluemke, 2005; Kim, 2003).  While this measure requires the participant‟s conscious 

attention and focus, it involves automatic response processes that are difficult to alter 

consciously (Banse & Greenwald, 2007).  In fact, the question has been raised whether 

IATs may measure different aspects of functioning of a particular personality 

characteristic than those assessed by self-report measures, as IATs seem to predict 

automatic and spontaneous behaviors better, while self-report measures seem to more 

accurately predict controlled behaviors (Schmukle & Egloff, 2005).   

A self-report measure of desirable responding was also important to include so 

that variability in self-report measures of forgiving and spirituality due to impression 

management propensity could be statistically controlled.  Borkenau (1992) used ratings 

of strangers as an indirect way of measuring the associations between observed behaviors 

and the expectation of certain traits in an individual.  He found that the closer the person 

(rater) was to the participant being rated, the more valid the ratings of the associations 

between behaviors and traits were.  This implies that ratings from others who know the 

participant well can be utilized to confirm the accuracy of both self-report measures and  

performance on an implicit personality measure. 

 

 

The Implicit Association Task 

 

The implicit association test (IAT) was constructed as a tool that provides 

information about associations individuals hold that are reflective of implicit attitudes, 

which may or may not lie outside of the realm of the person‟s conscious awareness 

(Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998).  Greenwald and Banaji (1995) define implicit 

attitudes as “introspectively unidentified (or inaccurately identified) traces of past 

experiences that mediate favorable or unfavorable feeling, thought, or action toward 
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social objects” (p.8).  The IAT attempts to measure these kinds of attitudes by tapping 

into the automatic evaluation that results from the attitude.  Since its original conception 

as a measure of attitudes, the IAT has been used as a self-concept measure as well (Egloff 

& Schmuckle, 2002; Schmuckle, Back & Egloff, 2008; Schnable, Banse & Asendorpf, 

2006), which is how it was employed in the present study. 

 

Design of the IAT 

 

The IAT follows a relatively simple design, which is illustrated in Tables 1-3.  It 

assesses associations by creating two dimensions: the target-concept dimension and the 

attribute dimension (Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998).  In the case of the present 

study the target-concept discrimination task involves the participant discriminating 

between terms that describe the self (e.g.  I, me, my mine, self) or another person (they, 

them, their, it, other).  One category is assigned to a response by the left hand and the 

other to a response by the right hand.  The attribute dimension is also divided into two 

categories to be discriminated.  In the case of the present study these categories are the 

bipolar opposites of forgiving (forgiving, pardoning, reconciling, absolving, condoning) 

and unforgiving (unforgiving, blaming, vengeful, vindictive, condemning).  The terms 

were chosen from terms commonly referred to in the forgiveness literature.  A large 

group of terms was selected and administered to undergraduate students, who were asked 

to rank their association of each terms with forgiveness.  Unfamiliar terms, as well as 

terms that seemed to students to not be directly descriptive of the concept of forgiveness 

were eliminated.  Of the terms selected, dictionary and thesaurus functions were used to 

create semantic differentials.   
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After each dimension and its two category-discriminations have been introduced 

to the participant, the two dimensions are then superimposed.  The participant has to 

respond to each category (self, other, forgiving, unforgiving) with the previously assigned 

hand.  Then the target-concept discrimination task is reversed.  In the last step, the 

reversed target-concept discrimination is paired with the same attribute discrimination 

task as before (no change in response assignment), so this time self and other categories 

will be paired with the opposite attribute than they were paired with on the first combined 

trial. 

 

Association with Explicit Evaluations and Immunity to Impression Management 

 

A frequent concern is whether implicit evaluation measures truly are less 

susceptible to efforts of self-presentation and impression management than self-report 

measures are.  Evidence exists that implicit measures often show low correlations with 

self-report measures while predicting actual behavior more successfully (Blair, 2001; 

Egloff & Schmukle, 2002; Dovidio, Kawakami, & Beach, 2001).  Nosek (2005) 

discusses that implicit-explicit correspondence is decreased for attitudes that involve 

more self-presentation and thus valuation by others.  At times, however, explicit and 

implicit measures show high correlations (Hofmann et al., 2005).  Hofmann and his 

colleagues attempted to find an explanation for these differing correlations between 

implicit and explicit measures and concluded that a number of moderator variables 

influence the direction and magnitude of the correlation between the two types of 

measures.  Their studies indicated that correlations between implicit and explicit 

measures were greater for affective measures than they were for cognitive measures, 

indicating that the IAT may be more of an affective measure.  Other moderator variables 
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found to be significant were the degree of spontaneity of the explicit measures, as well as 

the level of conceptual correspondence between the two types of measures.   

In three studies conducted by Greenwald and colleagues (1998) both explicit and 

implicit measures were used and later correlated.  It was found that there was greater 

variation in the participants‟ responses on explicit measures when compared to results of 

the IAT.  Due to the heavy social context involved in the IAT topics (e.g.  ethnic regard 

for other cultures) it is likely that these findings reflect the participants‟ responsiveness to 

self-representational ideals.  Greenwald and his colleagues state, however, that this need 

for positive self-representation may not necessarily be indicative of the participant‟s 

desire to manage the impressions others have of them, but rather to maintain his or her 

own positive self-representation. 

   

Internal Consistency and Reliability of the IAT   

 

In a series of studies, Egloff and colleagues (2005) attempted to evaluate the 

IAT‟s stability over time.  The authors noted that their findings were consistent with the 

typical historical test-retest reliabilities of .50 to .60 for IATs.  The more surprising result 

was that the retest reliability of the IAT appeared to remain stable across time, both from 

immediate retest to retest after a one year delay.  These findings are unusually promising 

when compared with the reliability estimates of other implicit measures (Bosson et al., 

2000; Cunningham et al., 2001; Hofmann et al., 2005).  Studies on the internal 

consistency of a variety of IATs have shown coefficients in the range of .80 (Egloff & 

Schmukle, 2002; Greenwald et al., 1998), which is comparable to the internal consistency 

generally obtained for most questionnaire measures. 

 



 

12 

 

Scoring of the IAT 

 

 In order to measure the strength of association between the two concepts 

presented in each IAT, the response times of each participant for the combined 

discrimination tasks are compared (Egloff et al., 2005).  It is expected that a participant 

will display shorter response latencies when two congruent concepts share the same 

response key than when incongruent concepts share this key.  What makes up congruent 

concepts depends on the participant‟s internal (implicit) associations, in this case, 

between the self and dispositional forgiveness and/or spirituality.  The scoring algorithm 

used to calculate the IAT effect is described further below. 

 

Informant Report 

 

The commonly criticized shortcomings of self-reports and the limited information 

gathered from such reports led to the inclusion of informant reports in this study (Vazire, 

2006).  In a study examining the determinants of inter-judge agreement John and Robbins 

(1993) found that self-perceptions become distorted when the trait assessed is affectively 

charged.  As discussed earlier, this seems to be the case with dispositional forgiveness.  

Additionally the study revealed that while self- and peer-reports were highly in 

agreement on non-evaluative traits, peers were likely better observers of affect-laden 

traits.   

Kolar, Funder and Colvin (1996) found that the ratings of a single other 

informant, in this case a close acquaintance, had better predictive validity of what the 

participant‟s behavior than the participant‟s own prediction of his or her behavior.  

Research conducted by Vazire and Mehl (2008) expanded these findings of predictive 
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validity and noted that self and informant ratings were both predictors of unique aspects 

of behavior and thus provided the researcher with valuable information.   

When considering the choice of informant, a number of factors appear relevant.  

In her study supporting the use of informant reports, Vazire (2006) noted the importance 

of ensuring that the participant has nothing to gain from the content of the informant 

feedback or whether the feedback is given (i.e.  the participant will receive his or her 

reward independent of the informant‟s behavior).  Additionally, it is of great importance 

of to guarantee anonymity and confidentiality to the informant.  All of Vazire‟s 

recommendations were taken into consideration in designing the informant response 

portion of the present study.  In an effort to eliminate the most likely biased individuals 

from the informant pool, participant‟s family members were excluded from serving as 

informants.  However, individuals chosen to be informants were intended to be close to 

and spend time on a regular basis with the participant, as suggested by other reports 

research (Paulhus & Bruce, 1992; Vazire 2006; Vazire & Mehl, 2008). 

 

Theory and Predictions 

 

The purpose of the present study was to develop and begin to validate an implicit 

measure of dispositional forgiveness.  The study investigated (a) the reliability, (b) the 

convergent validity, and (c) the divergent validity of the FIAT.  To evaluate the reliability 

of the Forgiveness IAT, it was predicted that the Forgiveness IAT would be a reliable 

measure of implicit and dispositional forgiveness characteristics.  This prediction was 

evaluated through use of the measure‟s internal consistency and test-retest performance.   

The study evaluated the convergent validity of the measure by investigating 

whether the implicit measure of dispositional forgiveness correlated with constructs 
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known to be related to forgiveness.  Specifically, it was predicted that the Forgiveness 

IAT would show positive associations with explicit forgiveness measures.  In addition, to 

establish convergent validity existing measures of constructs that have been well-

established as either positive or negative correlates of forgiveness were included 

(narcissism (Exline, Baumeister, et al., 2004), agreeableness (Emmons, 2000; 

Worthington & Wade, 1999), neuroticism, and religiousness (McCullough, 2001)).  

Individuals who are high in dispositional forgiveness should score low on narcissism and 

neuroticism, but score high on agreeableness.  High self-esteem as measured by the self-

esteem IAT should correlate positively with dispositional forgiveness, as measured by the 

FIAT.  Individuals who feel better about themselves likely find it easier to associate 

positive qualities with the self quickly and thus individuals with high self-esteem should 

be better able to quickly incorporate the concept of dispositional forgiveness into their 

self-image.  It was predicted that implicit religiosity and spirituality would function as a 

mediator variable between the Forgiveness IAT scores and scores on explicit measures of 

forgiveness.  Specifically, this spirituality mediator prediction held that individuals 

scoring high on the Spirituality IAT would likely show higher correlations in the 

predicted directions between the FIAT and the explicit measures of forgiveness as 

discussed above, while individuals with lower scores on the Spirituality IAT would not 

show such extreme associations.  Lastly, agreement of self and other report of the 

participant‟s dispositional forgiveness was investigated.  Specifically, it was predicted 

that informant report would have predictive validity of the participant‟s Forgiveness IAT.  

Informant reports were expected to show weaker and fewer positive correlations with 
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self-report ratings on measures of forgiveness, as they were expected to measure 

somewhat different aspects of the same construct.   

To establish discriminant validity, measures of extraversion and impression 

management were administered to the participants.  It was expected that where an 

individual would fall on the Forgiveness IAT would not affect his or her scores on 

measures of extraversion or socially desirable responding.  It was additionally expected 

that forgiveness measures would not correlate with conscientiousness.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

Method 

 

 

Participants 

 

 A sample of 124 undergraduate college students at a private institution was 

recruited for participation in this study and received extra credit in psychology classes for 

their participation (25 males, 99 females; mean age=19.40 years; SD = 1.38).  The sample 

was somewhat diverse (66.1% Caucasian, 11.3 % African American, 8.9% Asian, 7.1% 

Hispanic, 1.6% Other, 4.8% Biracial).  Religious affiliation was obtained for the sample 

and is as follows: 72.6% Protestant, 16.9% Catholic, 7.3% did not report a religious 

affiliation, 1.6% Buddhist, and 0.8% Muslim.   

After completing the self-report questionnaires and the IATs, participants were 

asked to provide the names and contact information of two close friends, if possible one 

of each gender, to complete the “other report” portion of the experiment.  It was 

acceptable for one of the informants to be a romantic partner; however, it was 

emphasized that neither informant should be a family member of the participant.  The 

participant was given two sets of packages to provide to the informants, which included 

an informed consent, a letter of instruction, and a brief questionnaire about the 

informant‟s relationship with and his or her observations about the forgiving nature of the 

participant (see Appendix for materials provided to the informant).
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Informant responses were received for 75 participants.  Twenty-nine of these 

participants received a single informant response, while 46 participants received two 

informant reports, which were then averaged to a single score used for analysis.  Of these 

121 informants, 42% were male and 58% were female.  The racial/ethnic diversity of the 

sample was as follows: 76.5% Caucasian, 11.8% Hispanic, 6.7% African American, 3.4% 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1.7% described themselves as other.  With regards to the 

informant‟s relationship with the participant, 43.3% of the informants reported being the 

participant‟s friend, 28.3% were roommates, 22.5% were romantic partners or spouses, 

and 5.8% were other.  On average the informants had known the participants for 2.97 

years (SD = 4.5) and spend an average of 33.15 hours (SD = 32.92) with the participant 

per week. 

 

Measures and Procedures 

 

After consenting to participate, each participant was asked to complete a self-

report questionnaire through the Department of Psychology and Neuroscience Human 

Participants in Research website and three Implicit Association Tests in the research lab 

as described below.   

The Forgiveness Short-Form (Fetzer Institute, 1999) assessed forgiveness of self, 

forgiveness of others, and forgiveness by God with a 4-point rating scale (0=never; 

3=always or almost always). 

The Tendency to Forgive scale (Brown, 2003; Brown & Phillips 2004) is a 4-item scale 

used to assess individual differences in how participants usually respond when someone 

offends them (example item: “I tend to get over it quickly when someone hurts my 

feelings.”) using a 7-point rating scale (1=strongly disagree; 7=strongly agree). 
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The Attitude Toward Forgiveness scale (Brown, 2003) is a 6-item measure 

designed to assess pro-forgiveness attitudes (example item: “I believe that forgiveness is a 

moral value.”) using a 7-point rating scale (1=strongly disagree; 7=strongly agree). 

The Transgression Narrative Test of Forgiveness (TNTF; Berry et al.  2001) is a 

five-item scenario based measure.  Participants read a scenario about interpersonal 

incidents (e.g., peer plagiarizes, inattentive babysitter allows child to drink cleaning fluid, 

old friend gossips to co-workers) and then rated how likely forgiveness would be 

(1=definitely not forgive; 5=definitely forgive).  Since this instrument was created to 

study situational forgiveness, findings regarding dispositional forgiveness involving this 

measure should be interpreted with care (McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). 

The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus & Reid, 1991) 

was designed to tap the degree to which people engage in self-deceptive enhancement 

and impression management using a 7-point rating scale (1=not true; 7=very true).  Using 

the standard scoring method, participants received one-point for each rating of 6 or 7 and 

0 for each rating ≤ 5. 

The Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations scale (TRIM; McCullough 

& Hoyt, 2002) assessed three motivations underlying forgiveness (i.e., avoidance, 

benevolence, and revenge motivation) with 19-items (example item:  “Despite what s/he 

did I want us to have a positive relationship again.”).  Participants were asked to imagine 

a recent transgression and how they responded. 

The Big Five Inventory 10-item Short Form (Rammstedt & John, 2007) provided 

a short version of the 44-item Big Five Inventory.  The measure uses two items to asses 
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each of the five factors (neuroticism, extraversion, openness to experience, agreeableness, 

and conscientiousness; Whitbourne, 2005).  Participants were asked to respond how 

strongly they agree or disagree with each statement using a 5-point Likert scale. 

A Forgiveness Thermometer, a Religiousness Thermometer, and a Self-Esteem 

Thermometer were developed based on Rowatt et al.‟s (2006) Humility Thermometer.  

The Forgiveness Thermometer was intended to assess degree of dispositional forgiveness 

relative to unforgivineness.  Participants were asked to place themselves on a scale 

ranging from 0˚ to 100˚ (0˚ being unforgiving and 100˚ being very forgiving).  The 

Religiousness Thermometer assessed the degree to which the individual feels religious 

versus not at all religious, while the Self-Esteem Thermometer was used to assess degree 

of warm versus cold feelings toward self. 

The Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006) is a 16-

item measure.  It uses a forced choice format in which participants have to select which 

statement better describes him- or herself.  The statements are either reflective of core 

narcissistic personality traits or the opposite of them. 

 

Implicit Association Tests (IAT) 

 

Participants were asked to complete three IATs.  The first IAT assessed 

dispositional forgiveness relative to unforgivingness, which was created for this study.  

The design for the dispositional forgiveness-unforgivingness IAT is shown in Table 1.  

Reaction-time software (i.e., Inquisit) was used to administer the IATs.  To complete an 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 

Sequence of Trial Blocks in the Forgivingness Implicit Association Test 

 
 

Block Number        Task     Response Key Mapping   

              of Trials     Function Discrimination Task  Left       Right   

  

1     20      Practice    Target, Representations of Partner Self       Other 

 
2     20      Practice Attribute   Forgiving      Unforgiving  

 

3     20      Practice    Combined   Forgiving or Self       Unforgiving or Other 

  

4     40      Test      Combined   Forgiving or Self       Unforgiving or Other 

    

5     20      Practice      Target, Representations of Partner Other        Self 

 

6     20      Practice Combined   Forgiving or Other     Unforgiving or Self 

 

7     40      Test   Combined   Forgiving or Other     Unforgiving or Self 
 

Note:  The computer randomizes the order of this test by switching Blocks 1, 3, and 4 with Blocks 5, 6, and 7. The stimulus items to be classified are as 

follows:  forgiving  words (forgiving, pardoning, reconciling, absolving, condoning); unforgiving words (unforgiving, blaming, vengeful, vindictive, 

condemning); self (I, me, my, mine, self); other (they, them, their, it, other). This IAT has been adapted from Zayas and Shoda (2005).  
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IAT, the participant was situated at a PC and instructed to categorize words that appear 

on the screen.  In the critical trials (Blocks 4 & 7 in Table 1) categories into which 

participants sort words are combined (e.g., self + forgiving, other + unforgiving; other + 

forgiving, self + unforgiving).  The following stimulus words were categorized by 

participants: self (I, me, my, mine, self); others (they, them, their, it, other); forgiving 

(forgiving, pardoning, reconciling, absolving, condoning); unforgiving (unforgiving, 

blaming, vengeful, vindictive, condemning).  The second IAT assessed 

spirituality/religiosity.  The design for the spirituality/religiosity IAT is shown in Table 2.  

For this IAT the critical trials (Blocks 4 & 7 in Table 1) the categories into which 

participants sort words were combined (e.g., self + spiritual/religious, other + non-

spiritual/religious; other + spiritual/religious, self + non-spiritual/religious).  The 

following stimulus words were categorized by participants: self (I, me, my, mine, self); 

others (they, them, their, it, other); spiritual/religious (religious, spiritual, faithful, 

theistic, believer); non-spiritual/religious (nonreligious, nonspiritual, faithless, atheistic, 

agnostic). 

The third IAT assessed self-esteem (Greenwald & Farnham, 2000).  Its design is 

shown in Table 3.  For this IAT the critical trials (Blocks 4 & 7 in Table 1) the categories 

into which participants sort words were combined (e.g., self + pleasant, other + 

unpleasant; other + pleasant, self + unpleasant).  The following stimulus words were 

categorized by participants: self (I, me, my, mine, self); others (they, them, their, it, 

other); pleasant (smart, bright, success, splendid, valued, noble, strong, proud, loved, 

honest, competent, worthy, nice); unpleasant (stupid, ugly, failure, awful, useless, vile, 

weak, ashamed, hated, guilty, awkward, rotten, despised).   



 

 

 

Table 2 

Sequence of Trial Blocks in the Spirituality Implicit Association Test 

 
 

Block       Number               Task              Response Key Mapping 

                                                                     of Trial                Function       Discrimination Task                     Left       Right 

  

1           20           Practice      Target, Representations of Partner      Self       Other 

 

2           20           Practice Attribute        Religious-Spiritual     Non- 

    Religious/- 

    Spiritual 

 

3           20           Practice    Combined        Religious-Spiritual      Non- 

     Or Self      Religious/- 
    Spiritual or 

    Other 

 

4           40           Test      Combined        Religious-Spiritual      Non- 

     Or Self      Religious/- 

    Spiritual or 

    Other 

 
5         20           Practice      Target, Representations of Partner      Other       Self 

 

6          20           Practice Combined        Religious-Spiritual      Non-Religious/- 

     Or Other      Spiritual or 

    Self 

 

7          40           Test   Combined       Religious-Spiritual      Non-Religious/- 

     Or Other      Spiritual or 

    Self 

 
Note:  The computer randomizes the order of this test by switching Blocks 1, 3, and 4 with Blocks 5, 6, and 7. The stimulus items to be classified are as 

follows:  forgiving  words (religious, spiritual, faithful, theistic, believer); unforgiving words (nonreligious, nonspiritual, faithless, atheistic, agnostic); self (I, 

me, my, mine, self); other (they, them, their, it, other).  

2
2

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3 

Sequence of Trial Blocks in the Self-Esteem Implicit Association Test 

 
 

     Block  Number        Task     Response Key Mapping   

                              of Trials       Function         Discrimination Task  Left       Right   

  

1     20      Practice    Target, Representations of Partner Self       Other 

 

2     20      Practice Attribute   Pleasant       Unpleasant  

 

3     20      Practice    Combined   Pleasant or Self       Unpleasant or Other 

  

4     40      Test      Combined   Pleasant or Self       Unpleasant or Other 

    
5     20      Practice      Target, Representations of Partner Other       Self 

 

6     20      Practice Combined   Pleasant or Other          Unpleasant or Self 

 

7     40      Test   Combined   Pleasant or Other          Unpleasant or Self 

 

Note:  The computer randomizes the order of this test by switching Blocks 1, 3, and 4 with Blocks 5, 6, and 7.  

The stimulus items to be classified are as follows:  pleasant  words (smart, bright, success, splendid, valued, noble,  

strong, proud, loved, honest, competent, worthy, nice); unpleasant words (stupid, ugly, failure, awful, useless, vile, 

weak, ashamed, hated, guilty, awkward, rotten, despised); self (I, me, my, mine, self); other (they, them, their, it, other).  

This IAT has been adapted from Greenwald and Farnham (2000).

2
3
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The improved IAT scoring algorithm was used to compute the D1 measure with 

built-in error penalties described by Greenwald et al.  (2003, pp.  208, 214).  Among 

other steps, this algorithm included data from both practice and test blocks and eliminated 

trials < 300 ms and      > 10,000ms.  The resulting D1 measures in this study were used as 

indicators of implicit dispositional forgiveness (relative to unforgivingness) and implicit 

spirituality/religiosity (relative to the lack thereof). 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Results 

 

 

Internal Consistency of Measures 

 

Almost all measures used in the study were internally consistent (see Table 4).  

Cronbach‟s α ranged from .55 to .89, with nine measures having α‟s of .7 or above.  

Given the low internal consistency of the attitude toward forgiveness scale (α=.55) 

correlations involving this measure should be interpreted with caution. 

 

Internal Consistency of IATs 

 

To examine the internal consistencies of the three IATs administered in this study 

we followed procedures outlined by Egloff, Schwerdtfeger, and Schmuckle (2005).  For 

each administration of the IAT, we subtracted each trial‟s log-transformed response 

latency in the incongruent condition (self + unforgiving, self + non-spiritual/-religious or 

self + unpleasant respectively) block from the response latency of the corresponding trial 

in the congruent condition (self + forgiving, self + spiritual/religious and self + pleasant, 

respectively) block (i.e., first reaction time in Block 4 minus the first latency in Block 7, 

the second reaction time in Block 4 minus the second latency in Block 7, etc.).  Internal 

consistencies were computed using these differences.  The Forgiveness IATs (Time 1 

α=.89), the Religiousness/Spirituality IATs (Time 1 α=.89), and the Self-Esteem IATs 

(Time 1 α=.87) were all internally consistent.  Test-retest reliability was measured by 

correlating response latencies from the practice block to the test block.  While the interval 



 

 

Table 4 

Descriptive Statistics and Partial Correlations between Measures of Forgiveness, Spirituality, and Self-Esteem 

 
  Personality/Self-Concept Measures         1         2          3           4          5           6            7            8            9         10          11          12         Mean     SD        α 

        

1. Forgiveness short form                    3.38       .47       .60 

2. Tendency to Forgive        .31**                     4.06       1.04      .71  

 

3. Attitudes to forgive           .32**   .23*                            5.47       .66       .55 

4. Implicit forgivingness        .15       .15       .04                   .08        7.82     .89 

5. TNTF          .35**   .43**   .33**    .04                        3.34       .71       .76 

6. Forgiveness Scale                     .29**   .67**   .57**    .01      .59**                                          3.85       .40       .88 

7. Religiousness scale                   .26**   .23       .22*      .33**   .16       .15                           2.85       .84         

8. Implicit spirituality                   .19*     .08       .13        .41**   .16       .12          .33*                .51        8.29      .89 

9. Implicit Self-esteem                  .20**  .16      -.11        .50**    .08       .11        -.01        .30**                                                                .06      7.27      .87 

10. TRIM Benevolence                   .22**  .51**   .50**    .02        .54**    .67**    .03        .13          -.02          24.77      4.38      .87  

11. TRIM Avoidance                      -.12     -.58** -.19**   -.04     -.42**  -.51**    -.03       -.04          -.09      -.65**                          23.13      5.48       .89 

12. TRIM Revenge         -.18*   -.39** -.22*     -.00     -.33**  -.49**    -.03        .01          -.13       -.49**  .58**        10.65      3.86       .86 

13. BIDR-Impression Management  .43***.33***  .17       .13     -.01       .18       -.03       -.14        .32***    .27**    .38***    .24***      .32       .19       .79 

 

Note. The coefficients in rows 1–12 are partial correlation coefficients (controlling for BIDR-IM). Zero-order correlations between impression management and 

the other variables are shown in row 13. *p < .05, **p<.01, ***p < .001, + p < .10; n = 122, Sample sizes vary by one or two depending on the predictor. 

2
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between the two blocks is short, it nonetheless allows for an evaluation of test-retest 

performance.  Correlations between practice block and test block were significant (r 

=.61) indicating good test-retest reliability of the FIAT.   

 

IAT Effects 

 

 The IAT effects for the forgiveness, spirituality, and self-esteem IATs were 

calculated using a comparison between two conditions drawn from four blocks: (1) 

reaction time by congruent categories and (2) reaction time by incongruent categories.  

Extreme scores, namely those with response latencies > 10,000ms and those < 300ms for 

more than 10% of the trials, were deleted from the analysis according to Greenwald et al.  

(2003).  The means of corrected latency were calculated for each block.  Then a pooled 

standard deviation for all trials in the practice blocks and one for all trials in the actual 

test blocks was calculated.  The error latency in each block was replaced with the block 

mean + 600ms.  The resulting values were averaged for each block and the differences 

between B3–B6 and B4–B7 were computed and the quotients were averaged to calculate 

the IAT effects. 

 Repeated-measures Analyses of Variances were computed to test for IAT effects 

(reaction times and congruent vs. incongruent blocks).  As expected, participants 

categorized terms in the Forgiveness IAT congruent condition more quickly (self + 

forgiving, other + unforgiving; M(practice) = 806.08 ms, SD = 178.79; M(test) = 653.03 

ms, SD = 131.76) than in the incongruent condition (self + unforgiving, other + forgiving; 

M(practice) = 823.13, SD = 183.15; M(test) = 672.98, SD = 144.78) F(1,236) = 243.41, p 

< 001.  It was assumed that associating self with forgivingness was congruent with the 
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self-concept of a person with a forgiving personality; while associating oneself with 

unforgivingness was incongruent with a person‟s self-concept.  The second repeated-

measures ANOVA was computed for the Religiosity/Spirituality IAT and revealed  that 

participants responded more quickly to terms in the congruent condition (self + 

religious/spiritual, other + nonreligious/nonspiritual; M = 693.66, SD = 156.50) than to 

terms in the incongruent condition (self + nonreligious/nonspiritual, other 

+religious/spiritual; M = 701.49, SD = 190.89) F(1,242), p < .001.  A third repeated-

measures ANOVA computed for the Self-Esteem IAT revealed that, as anticipated, 

participants responded faster to terms in the congruent condition (self + pleasant, other + 

unpleasant, M = 581.28, SD = 114.58) than to terms in the incongruent condition (self + 

unpleasant, other + pleasant, M = 611.86, SD = 131.71) F(1,236) = 203.51, p < .001.  No 

order effects were found for the Forgivingness and the Religiosity/Spirituality IATs, 

however there was an order effect found for the Self-Esteem IAT F(1,236) = 4.35, p 

<.05.  As shown in Table 4, implicit forgivingness, religiosity/spirituality, and self-

esteem were positively correlated. 

 

Partial Correlations Between Explicit and Implicit Measures of Dispositional forgiveness 

 

 Although it was predicted that the Forgiveness IAT would show positive 

correlations with explicit measures of dispositional forgiveness, results showed that the 

FIAT revealed no positive correlations with any of the explicit dispositional forgiveness 

measures used in this study (Table 4).  A few correlations approached significance.  

While no formal hypothesis was stated regarding the relationships amongst the explicit 

measures of dispositional forgiveness, many measures, as would be expected, showed 

positive correlations (Table 4).   
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 In support of the prediction that self-esteem and dispositional forgiveness be 

positively associated, the FIAT showed a positive correlation with the SEIAT (r =.50) 

indicating that individuals who show high levels of implicit self-esteem also obtain high 

scores on implicit dispositional forgiveness.  Both, the FIAT and SEIAT were positively 

correlated with the RSIAT (r =.41 and r =.30, respectively), indicating that both high 

self-esteem and high levels of dispositional forgiveness are associated with high scores of 

implicit religiousness. 

 

Correlations of Measures and Socially Desirable Responding 

 

 Zero-order correlations were calculated between the impression management 

subscale of the BIDR and the measures of forgiveness, as well as the three IATs.  As 

shown in Table 4, impression management correlated positively with self-reported 

tendency to forgive, implicit self-esteem, and all three subscales of the TRIM.  There was 

no significant correlation between impression management and one‟s self-reported 

attitudes toward forgiveness, as well as the implicit measures of forgiveness and 

spirituality.  All other analyses were controlled for impression management to ensure that 

any associations between measures used in this study are not the result of socially 

desirable responding. 

 

Correlations of Informant Report with Implicit Measures and Self Report Measures 

 

 Contrary to the expectations about self and other report agreement correlations 

between the informant ratings and self-report measures showed only few significant 

correlations as shown in Table 5.   
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Table 5 

Correlations between Informant Responses and Measures of Forgiveness 

 

      Personality/Self-Concept Measures         Informant Forgiveness Informant Forgiveness 

                        Differentials          Thermometer   

   

Forgiveness short form   .12   -.04   

Tendency to Forgive          .28*   .18        

Attitudes to forgive             .04   .04     

Implicit forgivingness   .00   -.06     

TNTF                  .21+   .05     

Forgiveness Scale                       .19   .12    

Implicit spirituality                     -.11   .01                           

Implicit Self-esteem                    .01   -.03  

TRIM Benevolence                     .15   .04           

TRIM Avoidance                        -.05    .03        

TRIM Revenge           .05   .06 

 

Note. The coefficients in rows 1–12 are partial correlation coefficients (controlling for BIDR-IM).  

*p < .05, **p<.01, ***p < .001, + p < .10; n = 122 

Sample sizes vary by one or two depending on the predictor 

 

 

While it was not unexpected that informant responses differed from self-report measures 

of forgiveness, informant reports showed no associations with the implicit measures used 

to assess forgivingness (r = .00), spirituality (r = -.11), and self-esteem (r = .01).  T-tests 

were run to compute whether there were significant differences between the mean ratings 

of dispositional forgiveness on self-report (M = 5.16) and other-report (M = 5.34) 

measures.  When comparing means of self and other in rating the dispositional 

forgiveness semantic differentials, no significant correlation was revealed (r = .18), 

indicating that informants did not rate the participants significantly different from how
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participants rated themselves.  Correlations controlling for the time the informant had 

known the participant also revealed no significant impact on the informants predictive 

ability of a participant‟s self-rating of forgiveness or the participant‟s outcome on the 

FIAT. 

 

Spirituality as a Mediator? 

 

In an effort to evaluate the potential role of implicit spirituality as a mediator between 

implicit dispositional forgiveness and explicit measures of forgiveness, Baron and 

Kenny‟s (1986) steps for mediation were followed.  The tendency to forgive (TTF) scale 

was used in this test of mediation as a representative of the explicit measures of 

forgiveness.  However, since the basic correlation between the TTF and the FIAT was  

non-significant, there was no need to further evaluate the role of mediation of implicit 

spirituality in this association. 

 

Forgiveness Measures and Related Constructs 

 Zero-order correlations were computed for the implicit and explicit forgiveness 

measures and measures of constructs consistently found to relate to the concept for 

forgiveness, such as narcissism (Exline, Baumeister, et al., 2004), agreeableness 

(Emmons, 2000; Worthington & Wade, 1999), neuroticism, and religiousness 

(McCullough, 2001).  As shown in Table 6, implicit forgiveness showed no significant 

correlations with any of these construct.  Some of the explicit forgiveness measures 

revealed significant correlations with the constructs considered.  Neuroticism revealed an 

inverse relationship with the tendency to forgive and the forgiveness scales (r = -.38 and -

.27 respectively).  Agreeableness was positively associated with the tendency to forgive
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(r = .38) and forgiveness (r = .46) scales.  Religiosity and spirituality were positively 

correlated with the attitude toward forgiveness (r(religious) = .22, r(spiritual) = .40), 

forgiveness scales (r(spiritual) = .32), and the Forgiveness semantic differentials (r = 

.23). 

 

Predictive Validity of Forgiveness Measures 

 

A series of linear regressions were computed to evaluate the predictive ability of the 

Forgiveness IAT (FIAT) and the tendency to forgive scale (TTF) with regards to related 

constructs, as shown in Table 7.  For the TNTF, the overall R² was significant (R²= .18,  

p <.001).  However, standardized beta‟s revealed that the FIAT explained no unique 

variance in participants‟ TNTF scores (B = -.03), while the TTF scale (B = .43) was able 

to explain unique variance in these scores.  The TNTF measure was selected, as it is the 

closest of all explicit forgiveness measures used in this study to describing actual 

forgiving behavior.  The fact that both scales, however, asked the participant to predict 

their own forgiving behavior (one giving scenarios and one predicting behavior through 

general statements) may explain the predictive ability of one scale for the other.  An 

additional linear regression was calculated including impression management and it was 

found that the TTF scale continued to explain unique variance in TNTF scores, while 

impression management (BIDR-IM) explained additional variance in the scores.  The 

pattern observed in this regression was consistent throughout.  For the constructs of 

Agreeableness (R² = .12, p = .001, B(FIAT) = .02, B(TTF) = .35), Benevolence (R² = .26, 

p < .001, B(FIAT) = -.07, B(TTF) = .52), and Impression Management (R² = .05, p = .06, 

B(FIAT) = .06, B(TTF) = .21), the TTF scale was a predictor of unique variance in the 

scores, while the FIAT explained no unique variance in these scores.  When calculating a



 

 

 

Table 6 

Correlations between Implicit and Explicit Forgiveness and Related Constructs 

 
 

  Personality/Self-Concept Measures         Neuroticism          Agreeableness Extraversion Narcissism Religious Spiritual 

              α =.55          α =.38  α =.58  α = .66    

 

1. Forgiveness short form  -.126  .152  .015  .082  .190*  .238**   

2. Tendency to Forgive         -.376**  .375**  -.015  -.014  .132  .056   

3. Attitudes to forgive            .090  .217*  -.046  -.045  .224*  .396**   

4. Forgiveness differentials  -.071  .395**  -.052  -.139  .049  .227*   

5. Forgiveness Scale                      -.270**  .456**  -.092  -.044  .151  .315**   

6. Implicit forgiveness                    -.053  .070  .097  .012  -.002  -.046   

Note. The coefficients in rows 1–12 are partial correlation coefficients (controlling for BIDR-IM). *p < .05, **p<.01, ***p < .001, + p < .10; n = 122,  

Sample sizes vary by one or two depending on the predictor 
 

 

Table 7 

Regression Analysis (Standardized Beta) of Implicit and Explicit Forgiveness Measures with Related Variables 

  Scale               TNTF  Agreeableness  Benevolence Impression Management      Narcissism 

         

1. Implicit Forgiveness   -.03          .02   -.07   .06   -.04 

2. Tendency to forgive        .43***           .35***   .52***     .21*   .19 

 

Note. *p < .05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

3
3
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regression for narcissism, neither scale was able to explain any unique variance of the 

participants‟ scores.  A regression was computed to explore the role of the TTF scale, the 

Attitude to Forgive (ATF) scale, the informant rating of participants‟ forgiveness, as well 

as impression management in explaining variance in FIAT scores.  The overall R² was 

not significant (R² = .08, p = .28) and none of the scales explained unique variance 

(B(TTF) = .17, B(ATF) = .20, B(informant) = -.07, B(IM) = .10) as shown in Table 8.   

 

Table 8 

Regression Analysis (Standardized Beta) of the Explicit Measures of Forgiveness, 

Informant Ratings, and Implicit Dispositional Forgiveness 
 

     Scale                     Forgiveness IAT 

         

1. Tendency to Forgive   .18 

2. Attitudes Toward Forgiveness  .22+ 

3. Informant Ratings       -.07 

Note. +p<.10, *p < .05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

 

 

Lastly, a linear regression was computed to evaluate the impact of age on variance in 

scores on the FIAT.  The overall R² was not significant (R² = .00, p = .98, B = .02), 

revealing that the age of participants in the present study explained no unique variance in 

FIAT performance.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Discussion 

 

 

  In the process of studying dispositional forgiveness and creating an implicit 

measure of this construct, it was theorized that the outcome of the Forgiveness IAT 

would behave in certain predictable ways with pre-existing explicit measures of 

forgiveness, as well as with related constructs, such as spirituality or self-esteem.  A 

distinction was made between dispositional forgiveness and state forgiveness, which 

occurs only in specific situations and is not an integrated part of the individual‟s 

personality.  The first prediction, which anticipated that the developed implicit measure 

of dispositional forgiveness would be reliable, was supported.  The internal consistency 

of the measure revealed that the results participants obtained on the practice trials showed 

consistent  findings with the results obtained on actual test trials, indicating that an 

individual‟s performance on the measure does not vary significantly from one 

administration to another.   

 While the FIAT proved to be a reliable instrument it showed no significant 

correlations with any of the explicit measures of forgiveness commonly used.  It is not 

uncommon for discrepancies or even conflictual responses to occur between implicit and 

self-report measures or for these types of measures to show few or no correlations 

(Bosson, Swann & Pennebaker, 2000; Nosek, 2007 and 2005).  The reason for this 

apparent lack of association between the implicit measure of a construct and its 

corresponding explicit self-report measures is that the two types of measures may be 

providing different pieces of information about the particular aspect of the individual‟s 
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personality, in our case their disposition to be forgiving.  Nosek (2005) introduces four 

potential domains that may affect the relationship between implicit and explicit measures.  

It appears that the domains that most likely affected participants‟ scores on the FIAT 

were those of evaluative strength and dimensionality.  With regards to evaluative 

strength, thinking of oneself as forgiving or non-forgiving may not be a particular salient 

feature of one‟s character for most individuals.  When asked about forgivingness, most 

people have an opinion, but for many it is likely not persistently in their conscious mind, 

which would make it a weak evaluative construct.  These types of constructs are more 

prone to discrepancies between explicit report and implicit performance.  With regards to 

dimensionality it may be difficult to set up forgiveness in such a way that one must 

compare oneself to others with regards to levels of forgiveness.  By its very nature, the 

FIAT requires individuals to associate forgiving terms with themselves or other people 

and thus possibly creates a false dichotomy as multiple individuals can be equally 

forgiving.  This dilemma may consequently result in responses on the FIAT that are 

somewhat unrelated to how individuals would describe themselves. 

 When adding informant reports to the equation, it was predicted that informant‟s 

reports would be positively correlated with implicit dispositional forgiveness and show 

weaker positive correlations with explicit measures of forgiveness.  Informant ratings on 

semantic differentials of forgiveness-related terms showed no correlation with implicit 

dispositional forgiveness.  As reported above, few weak correlations between informant‟s 

responses and self-report measures were found.  These findings are surprising given the 

vast array of research suggesting informant‟s as equal if not better observers and 

evaluators of a participant‟s character and behavioral inclinations than the participant‟s 
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self-ratings (Kolar, Funder, & Colvin, 1996).  These results may reveal limitations of the 

informant measure, as well as the procedures used to obtain informant reports.  Little 

control was exerted to ensure that informant reports were completed by the suggested 

others (namely close friends, roommates, or romantic partners).  Additionally, the setting 

of this study (an undergraduate university) may have made it difficult for some 

participants to give the informant questionnaire to individuals who have a historic 

knowledge of their character, as these individuals are more likely to be found in the 

participants‟ hometowns and many of the more accessible informants have had limited 

exposure to the participant.  When computing a regression analysis, informant reports 

were used to predict participants‟ performance on the FIAT.  Results revealed no 

significant correlation, but showed that informant reports were negatively associated with 

the participant‟s FIAT scores.  

 To further evaluate the convergent validity of the Forgiveness IAT, FIAT 

performance was correlated with related constructs.  It was predicted that implicit self-

esteem would be positively correlated with implicit dispositional forgiveness.  This 

prediction was supported by the moderate to large correlation found between the two 

IATs.  While this finding suggests that individuals with higher self-esteem likely find it 

easier to associate positive qualities, such as humility and forgivingness, with themselves, 

it does not necessarily imply that individuals with high levels of implicit self-esteem are 

more like to behave in a forgiving manner consistently (Berry, et al., 2001).  It is 

interesting that while implicit self-esteem showed a positive correlation with implicit 

dispositional forgiveness, it showed only one positive correlation with external measures 

of forgiveness (namely the forgiveness short form).  Should explicit measures of 
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forgiveness be more predictive of forgiving behavior, the above speculation would be 

substantiated.   

Just as high self-esteem seems to make it easier for individuals to associate 

positive descriptors and qualities with themselves, it would also be expected that high 

levels of religiosity or spirituality would prove to be a motivator for individuals to either 

strive to develop a more forgiving character and/or to see themselves as forgiving (Exline 

et al., 2004; McCullough & Worthington, 1999; Wuthnow, 2000), although not 

necessarily resulting in increased forgiving behavior (McCullough & Worthington, 1999; 

Tsang et al., 2005).  Present data and past research have revealed a strong positive 

association between spirituality and both explicit and implicit forgiveness.  It may 

therefore be true that an individual who describes him- or herself as highly religious or 

spiritual would likely also describe themselves as highly forgiving on explicit measures 

of forgiveness.  Ideally, as promoted by most religions, such an individual would also 

strive to become a more forgiving person dispositionally, which implies that higher levels 

of religiosity/spirituality would likely mediate the relationship between the scores explicit 

and implicit measures of forgiveness.  This theory was presented in the spirituality 

mediator prediction.  According to this prediction, it was expected that spirituality would 

serve as a mediator between the implicit measure of dispositional forgiveness and the 

explicit measure of forgiveness.  However, since the association between implicit and 

explicit measures of forgiveness was not significant the first criterion for a mediation 

analysis was not met and it was not possible to evaluate a mediator role of implicit 

spirituality.
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 As anticipated, the three IATs administered in this study showed moderate 

positive correlations with one another.  As discussed above, high levels of self-esteem 

seem to decrease response time when associating positive descriptors with the self.  Since 

spirituality and religion generally encourage forgiving behavior and a valuing of 

forgiveness as a concept, it suggests that, as with self-esteem, individuals who report high 

levels of spirituality or religiosity would more quickly associate positive terms such as 

forgiveness with the self.  This faster response to such descriptors maybe the result of the 

individual‟s actual striving to attain higher levels of dispositional forgiveness, or may 

merely reflect a high value being placed on the association of the concept of dispositional 

forgiveness with the self.  The concern has been raised that IAT performance can be 

confounded by cognitive skills, specifically processing or response speed (McFarland & 

Crouch, 2002), which could be the reason for correlations between various IATs.  Should 

performance be more representative of cognitive skills and processing speed performance 

than of the actual underlying attitudes purported to be studied by any given IAT, then 

positive correlations would be more descriptive of consistent cognitive performance, and 

therefore positively correlated performance from one IAT to the next, rather than 

providing any information about the relationship between the various constructs or 

attitudes measured by the IATs.  However, as Cai and colleagues (2004) discuss, the 

cognitive skill confound can be minimized by using a difference in performance measure, 

in which each respondent‟s performance is only compared to him- or herself.  In addition, 

the improved scoring mechanism of the IAT ensures even greater control for the potential 

confounding by cognitive skills by again computing the differences in performance on
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various trials only within the same administration, as well as by eliminating extreme 

response latency scores (Greenwald, Nosek & Sriram, 2006; Greenwald et al., 2003). 

 Additional analyses were computed to further investigate the convergent validity 

of the measure by exploring the associations between the implicit dispositional 

forgiveness measure and constructs that are typically related to forgiveness.  The purpose 

of these analyses was to further explore the lack of correlations between implicit and 

explicit measures of forgiveness, and to identify whether the implicit measure that has 

been created shows any association with the general construct of forgiveness, even if only 

by correlating to similar personality characteristics.  However, as noted above, implicit 

dispositional forgiveness showed no associations with any constructs typically correlated 

with forgiveness.  It appears that if the implicit measure does tap a different aspect of 

forgiveness, then constructs commonly linked to self-reported or explicit forgiveness may 

not relate to the different aspect or component of forgiveness. 

 Correlations exploring divergent validity by studying the association between 

dispositional forgiveness and constructs such as extraversion and impression 

management showed that, as expected, the level of dispositional forgiveness was not 

significantly related to either construct.  These findings indicate that how forgiving an 

individual is does not seem to relate to the person‟s level of extraversion or their 

tendency to engage in socially desirable responding. 

 

 

Limitations and Future Research 

 

 A number of limitations may have affected the outcome of the present study.  As 

with most research conducted using undergraduate student samples at private 
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universities, it is probable that the sample lacks generalizability to the greater population, 

particularly other age groups.  The sample is not representative of the larger population 

with regards to gender, age, education level, religious orientation, as well as other issues 

of diversity, including life experience.  Research on forgiveness has repeatedly indicated 

that age in particular is associated with forgiving behavior (Girard & Mullet, 1997), as 

well as the disposition to forgive (Walker & Gorsuch, 2002).  These studies suggest that 

as would be predicted by developmental theory, reasoning and life experience lead to an 

increasing propensity for forgiveness as the individual progresses through adolescence 

and adulthood into old age.  The level of education is another factor to be considered, as 

years of education have been found to be positively correlated with self-reported 

forgiveness (Orathinkal, Vansteenwegen & Burggraeve, 2008).  Given that all 

participants in this sample were enrolled in a four-year undergraduate institution the 

average level of education for the sample is higher than the average level of education 

found in the population at large. 

Further research could be conducted to provide insight into the contribution of age 

and the accompanying life experiences on the development of dispositional forgiveness.  

It seems logical that as an individual ages and gathers more experiences it would become 

easier to let go of offenses that have occurred and forgive the offender as a result of the 

greater perspective age can bring.  The age range of the sample used in this study was 

rather limited (18-25 years of age) and no differences between the age groups present 

were detected, as discussed earlier.  Studies exploring age effect have shown that 

forgiveness of others is one component of forgiveness that increases with age (Darby & 

Schlenker, 1982; Enright, Santos, & Al-Mabuk, 1994; Girard & Mullet, 1997; Toussaint, 
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Williams, Musick & Everson, 2001).  Older adults are much more willing to forgive than 

younger or even middle-aged adults and seek revenge less often (Mullet, Houdbine, 

Laumonier, & Girard, 1998).  Thus administering the Forgiveness IAT and the explicit 

measures of forgiveness to a sample of older adults could be beneficial in revealing 

similar correlational patterns of forgiveness with age and would permit insight into 

whether explicit and implicit forgiveness become more strongly associated with one 

another across the lifespan.  With regards to the present study, this future research 

suggestion may additionally provide insight into whether the few correlations and thus 

relatively low convergent validity of the FIAT is the result of poorly selected semantic 

differentials that may not be pure descriptors of the dispositional forgivingness construct, 

or whether the age group of the present sample may be too young to reveal significant 

effects on a character measure of such a construct. 

 As noted repeatedly earlier, Nosek‟s (2005) findings revealed the influence of the 

evaluative component on the relationship between implicit and explicit measures of a 

given construct.  While the present study focused on developing a measure of 

dispositional forgiveness, thus a character or personality trait that should be relatively 

consistent across situations, forgiveness as such is nonetheless a construct that finds itself 

to be subject to much evaluation by those around us.  Results revealed that impression 

management does predict unique variance in scores on the FIAT, indicating that the need 

to present oneself in a positive light does have an impact on one‟s self-association with 

the concept of forgiveness.  There is a clear investment in being perceived as a forgiving 

individual and thus the evaluative strength of this concept is high.  This seems relevant 

not only in interpreting the implicit-explicit measures correlations evaluated here, but 
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also may have further bearing on implicit associations between the self and forgiveness 

that are assessed by the FIAT.  Since the evaluative strength is so high, it is probable that 

the context in which an individual finds him- or herself strongly influences how likely it 

is that a person acts in a forgiving way.  For example, a person is much more likely to 

behave in a forgiving way if an offense takes place in front of a deeply religious audience 

that expects forgiveness from said person.  On the other hand, should the same offense 

occur in an isolated setting that no one else bears witness to, the person may find it more 

difficult to forgive and in fact may not value forgiveness as much, as the evaluation 

component in this scenario has been removed.  This individual then may associate 

forgiveness more with the self in certain situations than in others.  The administration of 

an implicit measure of forgiveness then may need to find a way to relate associations 

between the self and forgiveness to a particular environment or situation.  Participants 

may be asked to describe situations in which it seemed more or less important for them to 

forgive an offender and then be asked to describe one of these situations in detail before 

taking the FIAT.    

 The limitations of self-report measures have been discussed at great length at the 

beginning of this paper.  The purpose of the present study was to allow for a more 

accurate or unbiased measure of dispositional forgiveness than self-report measures of 

forgiveness have been able to provide.  However, IATs have recently received increased 

criticism for being arbitrary and relative to a degree that the information gained from 

them does not provide any meaningful information about the constructs these IATs are 

designed to measure (Blanton, Jaccard, Christie, & Gonzales, 2007; Blanton & Jaccard, 

2006).  Ultimately the purpose of both explicit and implicit measures of forgiveness is to
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 predict forgiving behavior.  What the research of dispositional forgiveness is lacking is a 

behavioral measure of forgiveness that can be used to test whether our existing explicit, 

as well as the newly created implicit measure of forgiveness have predictive validity of 

actual behavior or allow us only to draw conclusions about attitudes towards forgiveness 

and forgiving behavior.  Should the IAT be able to consistently predict forgiving 

behavior, the criticisms voiced by Blanton and colleagues would be challenged. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Participant Questionnaire 

 

Confidential Personal Information 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Subject ID Number (last 5 digits of Student ID): _________ 

 

Sex (circle one):    Male      Female    Age (in years): _________       Date of 

Birth:___/___/___  

 

In what socio-economic bracket were you raised for most of your life (circle one)? 
 

 Upper Class Upper-Middle Class Middle Class Lower-Middle Class Lower Class 
 

What is your current socio-economic bracket (circle one)? 
 

 Upper Class Upper-Middle Class Middle Class Lower-Middle Class Lower Class 
 

In what type of area were you raised for most of your life (circle one)? 
 

 Rural   Suburban   Urban    
 

Total number of years of formal education (including grade school)? _________ Years 

 

What is your current classification as a student? _________________ 
 

What is your current religious affiliation (circle one)? 
 

 Protestant    Catholic   Jewish         Muslim        Buddhist       None      Other ________ 
 

Are you (circle one)? 

 Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely 

 Religious        Moderately    Religious 

 

Are you (circle one)? 

 Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely 

 Spiritual        Moderately    Spiritual 

 

How would you describe your ethnic background (circle all that apply)? 
 

   African   Asian  European   Hispanic    Native       Other ________ 

  American American American   American  American 

            (non-Hispanic) 
 

How would you describe yourself politically? 

 Extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extremely 

 Conservative           Average    Liberal 
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Current Relationship Status (circle one): 
 

 Single    Engaged             Married  Divorced      

 Widowed   

 

Questionnaire: 

 

Date:_________ Time:___________             ID Number:_______ 

 

Instructions:  Overall, how unforgiving/forgiving do you feel you are (0° very 

unforgiving, 50° neutral, 100° very forgiving)? 

 
1. Very Unforgiving                                          Very Forgiving  

 

0° 10° 20° 30° 40° 50° 60° 70° 80° 90° 100°    

 

 

Instructions: Please circle the number that is closest to how you feel about yourself 

on each trait below.  

 

2.  Unforgiving 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Forgiving 

3.  Blaming 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Pardoning 

4.  Vindictive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Reconciling 

5.  Vengeful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Absolving 

6.  Condemning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Condoning 

 

Instructions:  Please rate how warm or cold you feel toward yourself (0° coldest feeling, 

50° neutral, 100° warmest feeling)? 

 
7. Very cold                                           Very Warm  

 

0° 10° 20° 30° 40° 50° 60° 70° 80° 90° 100°    

 

 

Instructions: Please circle the number that is closest to how you feel about yourself 

on each trait below.  

 

8.  Ugly  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Beautiful 

9.  Bad  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Good 

10.  Unpleasant  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Pleasant 

11.  Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Honest 

12.  Awful  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Nice
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Instructions:  Please rate how religious/spiritual or non-religious/non-spiritual you are 

(0° not at all religious/spiritual, 50° neutral, 100° very religious/spiritual)? 

 
13. Non-religious/spiritual                                        Very religious/spiritual  

 

0° 10° 20° 30° 40° 50° 60° 70° 80° 90° 100°    

 

 

Instructions: Please circle the number that is closest to how you feel about yourself 

on each trait below.  

 

14.  Non-religious   1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Religious 

15.  Non-spiritual  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Spiritual 

16.  Faithless   1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Faithful 

17.  Atheistic  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Theistic 

18.  Agnostic  1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Believer 

 

Instructions:  Use the following scale to indicate the frequency that best describes you. 

 

0 = Never 

1 = Seldom 

2 = Often 

3 = Always or almost always 

 

_____13. I have forgiven myself for things that I have done wrong. 

_____14. I have forgiven those who hurt me. 

_____15. I know that God forgives me. 

 

Instructions: Please read the two questions listed below and circle the item that best 

describes you. 

 

16. To what extent do you consider yourself to be a religious person? 
 

      not religious slightly religious moderately religious  very religious 

17. To what extent do you consider yourself to be a spiritual person? 

not spiritual slightly spiritual moderately spiritual  very spiritual 
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Instructions:  Please read each statement and circle the response that best describes you or your 

feelings 

 

18. I tend to get over it quickly when someone hurts my feelings. 

          1          2          3          4          5          6           7 
             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 

 
19. If someone wrongs me, I often think about it a lot afterward. 

          1          2          3          4          5          6           7 

             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 
 

20. I have a tendency to harbor grudges. 

          1          2          3          4          5          6           7 
             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 

 
21. When people wrong me, my approach is just to forgive and forget. 

          1          2          3          4          5          6           7 

             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 
 

22. I believe that forgiveness is a moral value. 

               1          2          3          4          5          6           7 
             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 

 
23. Justice is more important than mercy. 

               1          2          3          4          5          6           7 

             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 
 

24. It is admirable to be a forgiving person. 

                1          2          3          4          5          6           7 
             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 

 

25. I have no problem at all with people staying mad at those who hurt them. 
                1          2          3          4          5          6           7 

             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 
 

26. Forgiveness is a sign of weakness. 

               1          2          3          4          5          6           7 
             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 
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27. People should work harder than they do to let go of the wrongs they have suffered. 

               1          2          3          4          5          6           7 
             Strongly                                      Strongly 

       Disagree                                      Agree 

 

Instructions:  Below are number of situations in which people might find themselves. 

People respond in different ways to these situations in terms of what they will forgive. 

We would like for you to read each situation and image it has happened to you. Then we 

would like you to use the scale below to indicate how you think you would respond to the 

situation: 

1 = definitely not forgive 

2 = not likely to forgive 

3 = just as likely to forgive as not 

4 = likely to forgive 

5 = definitely forgive 

 

CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT CORRESPONDS TO THE ABOVE SCALE 

BELOW EACH PARAGRAPH. 

28. Someone you occasionally see in a class has a paper due at the end of the week. 

You have already completed the paper for the class and this person says he or she 

is under a lot of time pressure and asks you to lend him or her your paper for 

some ideas. You agree, and this person simply retypes the paper and hands it in. 

The professor recognizes the paper, and calls both of you to her office, scolds 

you, and says you are lucky she doesn‟t put you both on academic probation. 

Imagine yourself in such a situation and mark how likely you are to forgive the 

person who borrowed your paper. 

1  2  3   4  5 
 

29. A fairly close friend tells you that he or she needs some extra money for an 

upcoming holiday. You know a married couple who needs a babysitter for their 3-

year-old for a couple of nights and you recommend your friend. Your friend is 

grateful and takes the job. On the first night, the child gets out of bed, and while 

your friend has fallen asleep watching television, drinks cleaning fluid from 

beneath the kitchen sink. The child is taken by ambulance to the hospital and 

stays there for 2 days for observation and treatment. The married couple will not 

speak to you. Imagine yourself in such a situation and mark how likely you are to 

forgive your friend.  

 

1  2  3   4  5 
 

30. A friend offers to drop off a job application for you at the post office by the 

deadline for submission. A week later, you get a letter from the potential 

employer saying that your application could not be considered because it was 

postmarked after the deadline and they had a very strict policy about this. Your 

friend said that he or she met an old friend, went to lunch, and lost track of time. 

When he or she remembered the package, it was close to closing time at the post
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office and he or she would have to have rushed frantically to get there; he or she 

decided that deadlines usually aren‟t that strictly enforced so he or she waited 

until the morning to deliver the package. Imagine yourself in such a situation and 

mark how likely you are to forgive your friend for not delivering the application 

on time. 

 

1  2  3   4  5 

 
31. You just started a new job and it turns out that a classmate from high school 

works there, too. You think that is great; now you don‟t feel like such a stranger. 

Even though the classmate wasn‟t part of your crowd, there‟s at least a face you 

recognize. You two hit it off right away and talk about old times. A few weeks 

later, you are having lunch in the cafeteria and you overhear several of your 

coworkers, who do not realize you are nearby, talking about you and laughing; 

one even sounds snide and hostile toward you. You discover that your old 

classmate has told them about something you did back in school that you are 

deeply ashamed of and did not want anyone to know about. Imagine yourself in 

such a situation and mark how likely you are to forgive your old classmate for 

telling others your secret. 

 

1  2  3   4  5 

 
32. A distant cousin you haven‟t seen since childhood calls you one day and asks if 

he can stay with you while he looks for work and an apartment. You say it will be 

fine. He asks you to pick him up from the bus station that night and you do so. 

Your cousin is just like you fondly remember him; you reminisce for several 

hours. The next morning you give him some advice on job and apartment hunting 

in the area, then you go about your own business. That night you come home and 

witness an angry argument in front of your residence between your cousin and a 

neighbor. Your cousin is obviously very drunk, cursing, and out of control. You 

ask what‟s happening and without really taking the time to recognize you, your 

cousin throws a bottle at you, cutting the side of your head. The police arrive, and 

with some scuffling, take your cousin away and take you to the emergency room 

where you have stitches put on your cut. The next afternoon, your cousin calls 

from the police station. He says he is really sorry about the whole scene and that it 

was not like him but he was upset about being turned down for three jobs that 

day. Imagine yourself in such a situation and mark how likely you are to forgive 

your cousin.  

 

1  2  3   4  5 
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Instructions: For each of the following statements, write in the number from the scale, 

which best describes how you feel about the statement. 

 

1= strongly disagree 

2= disagree 

3= undecided 

4= agree 

5= strongly agree 

 

___ 33. I believe in the importance of forgiveness. 

 

___ 34. There is a lot of truth in the old expression “revenge is sweet.” 

 

___ 35. I believe that people should forgive others who have wronged them. 

___ 36. I tend to hold grudges. 

 

___ 37. I have genuinely forgiven people who have wronged me in the past. 

 

___ 38. I have to admit, I harbor more than a bit of anger toward those who have  

 wronged me. 

 

___ 39. Forgiveness is a sign of weakness. 

 

___ 40. I believe that in order to be forgiven we must first forgive. 

 

___ 41. If someone wrongs me, I tend to hold a grudge. 

 

___ 42. I believe that revenge is “devilish and forgiveness is saintly.” 

 

___ 43. I tend to be an unforgiving person. 

 

___ 44. Even if someone wrongs me, I believe it would be wrong for me to seek revenge. 

 

___ 45. Forgiving someone who has wronged you is an invitation for that person to walk  

 all over you. 

 

___ 46. I tend to expect the worst in others. 

 

___ 47. I am quick to forgive. 

 

___ 48. Forgiving someone with whom I am angry is virtually impossible for me to do. 

 

___ 49. If someone wrongs me, sooner or later I will try to make them pay for it. 

 

___ 50. Forgiving someone who has hurt or harmed you only encourages them to do it  

 again.
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___ 51. No matter what has happened with a friend or family member, after thorough  

discussion, all can be forgiven. 

 

___ 52. I try not to judge others too harshly, no matter what they have done. 

 

___ 53. I don‟t believe in second chances. 

 

___ 54. I often seethe with anger. 

 

___ 55. I find it difficult to forgive others, even when they apologize. 

 

___ 56. Forgiveness is as beneficial to the person who forgives as it is to the person who  

 is forgiven. 

___ 57. I tend to be a pessimistic person. 

 

___ 58. People must face the consequences of their mistakes, but they should also be  

 forgiven. 

 

___ 59. I am slow to forgive. 

 

___ 60. Some misdeeds are so horrible that forgiveness is out of the question. 

 

___ 61. If you hurt me a little, I will hurt you a lot. 

 

___ 62. Compromise is a sign of weakness. 

 

___ 63. I tend to be a forgiving person. 

 

___ 64. I remain bitter about the actions of certain people towards me. 

 

___ 65. I tend to be an angry person. 

 

Instructions: Imagine that you were just seriously hurt (emotionally) by someone close 

to you. Please complete the items below that ask about your thoughts and feelings toward 

this person in light of that offense. 

 

1= strongly disagree 

2= disagree 

3= undecided 

4= agree 

5= strongly agree 

 

___ 66. I‟ll make him/her pay/ 

 

___ 67. I wish that something bad would happen to him/her. 
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___ 68. I want him/her to get what he/she deserves. 

 

___ 69. I‟m going to get even. 

 

___ 70. I want to see him/her hurt and miserable. 

 

___ 71. I keep as much distance between us as possible. 

 

___ 72. I live as if s/he didn‟t exist, isn‟t around. 

 

___ 73. I don‟t trust him/her. 

 

___ 74. I find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her. 

___ 75. I avoid him/her. 

 

___ 76. I cut off the relationship with him/her. 

 

___ 77. I withdraw from him/her. 

 

___ 78. Even though his/her actions hurt me, I still have goodwill for him/her. 

 

___ 79. I want us to bury the hatchet and move forward with our relationship. 

 

___ 80. Despite what s/he did, I want us to have a positive relationship again. 

 

___ 81. I have given up my hurt and resentment. 

 

___ 82. Although s/he hurt me, I put the hurts aside so we could resume our relationship. 

 

___ 83. I forgive him/her for what s/he did to me. 

 

___ 84. I have released my anger so I could work on restoring our relationship to health. 

 

 

Instructions: Using the scale below, indicate whether the following statements are 

true/not true about you. 

 

Not true    1        2          3           4            5           6     7     Very True 

 

___ 85. My first impressions about people usually turn out to be right. 

 

___ 86. It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits. 

 

___ 87. I don‟t care to know what other people really think of me. 

 

___ 88. I have not always been honest with myself.
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___ 89. I always know why I like things. 

 

___ 90. I don‟t know what my major strengths and weaknesses are. 

 

___ 91. Once I‟ve made up my mind, other people can seldom change my opinion. 

 

___ 92. I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed limit. 

 

___ 93. I am fully in control of my own fate. 

 

___ 94. It‟s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought. 

 

___ 95. I never regret my decisions. 

 

___ 96. I sometimes lose out on things because I can‟t make up my mind soon enough. 

 

___ 97. The reason I vote is because my vote can make a difference. 

 

___ 98. My parent(s) were not always fair when they punished me. 

 

___ 99. I am a completely rational person. 

 

___ 100. I rarely appreciate criticism. 

 

___ 101. My solutions to problems are original and effective. 

 

___ 102. I have sometimes doubted my ability as a sex partner. 

 

___ 103. It‟s alright with me if some people happen to dislike me. 

 

___ 104. I don‟t always know the reasons why I do the things I do. 

 

___ 105. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. 

 

___ 106. I never cover up my mistakes. 

 

___ 107. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. 

 

___ 108. I never swear. 

 

___ 109. I sometimes try to get even rather than to forgive and forget. 

 

___ 110. I always obey the laws, even if I‟m unlikely to get caught. 

 

___ 111. I have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.
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___ 112. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening. 

 

___ 113. I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or her. 

 

___ 114. I always declare everything at customs. 

 

___ 115. When I was young I sometimes stole things. 

 

___ 116. I have never dropped litter on the street. 

 

___ 117. I sometimes drive faster than the speed limit. 

 

___ 118. I never read sexy books or magazines. 

 

___ 119. I have done things that I don‟t tell others about. 

 

___ 120. I never take things that don‟t belong to me. 

 

___ 121. I have taken sick leave from work or school even though I was not really sick. 

 

___ 122. I have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without reporting it. 

 

___ 123. I have some pretty awful habits. 

 

___ 124. I don‟t gossip about other people‟s business. 

 

Read each pair of statements below and place an “X” by the one that comes closest to 

describing your feelings and beliefs about yourself. You may feel that neither statement 

describes you well, but pick the one that comes closest. Please complete all pairs. 

 
131. ___ I really like to be the center of attention   

 ___ It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention   

   
132. ___ I am no better or no worse than most people 
 ___ I think I am a special person 

   
133. ___ Everybody likes to hear my stories   

 ___ Sometimes I tell good stories   

   
134. ___ I usually get the respect that I deserve   

 ___ I insist upon getting the respect that is due me   

   
135. ___ I don't mind following orders   
 ___ I like having authority over people   

   
136. ___ I am going to be a great person 

 ___ I hope I am going to be successful 
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137. ___ People sometimes believe what I tell them   

 ___ I can make anybody believe anything I want them to   

   
138. ___ I expect a great deal from other people   

 ___ I like to do things for other people   

   
139. ___ I like to be the center of attention   

 ___ I prefer to blend in with the crowd   

   
140. ___ I always know what I am doing   
 ___ I am an extraordinary person   

   
141. ___ I always know what I am doing   

 ___ Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing 

   
142. ___ I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people   

 ___ I find it easy to manipulate people   

   
143. ___ Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me   
 ___ People always seem to recognize my authority 

   
144. ___ I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so   

 ___ When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed   

   
145. ___ I try not to be a show off   

 ___ I am apt to show off if I get the chance   

   
146. ___ I am more capable than other people   
 ___ There is a lot that I can learn from other people 
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Instruction: How well do the following statements describe your personality?  

I see myself as 

someone who … 
Disagree 

strongly 
Disagree a 

little 
Neither agree nor 

disagree 
Agree a 

little 
Agree 

strongly 

… is reserved (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… is generally trusting (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… tends to be lazy (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… is relaxed, handles 

stress well 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… has few artistic 

interests 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… is outgoing, sociable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… tends to find fault 

with others 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… does a thorough job (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… gets nervous easily (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

… has an active 

imagination 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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APPENDIX B 

Instruction Letter to Participants 

Instructions to Research Participant 

 

In this envelope you will find two pre-addressed, stamped envelopes that contain a brief 

survey about you. Please give an envelope/survey to one male and one female (at least 18 

years of age) who know you well. Please ask them to take 3 to 5 minutes to complete the 

survey about you and instruct them to mail the completed survey to us within the next 2-3 

days.  

 

You are welcome to look at the blank survey. However, please do not complete the 

surveys yourself. Also please give this person plenty of space to complete the survey. It 

would be best if the survey was not completed in your presence. 

 

We‟re collecting this data to see whether there‟s any congruence between self-

descriptions and others‟ descriptions of personality. This research problem in personality 

psychology is sometimes referred to as “self-other agreement” or “self-other 

congruence.”  Previous research indicates that there‟s usually considerable agreement 

about whether a person is more shy or outgoing. However, there‟s usually less agreement 

about a given person‟s emotional stability or purpose in life. 

 

Again, please give an envelope/survey to one male and one female (at least 18 years of 

age) who know you well, ask them to complete the survey about you and have them mail 

the completed survey to us within the next 2-3 days. 

 

Please direct any questions you may have to the principal investigators: 

Ruth K. Buechsel and Dr. W. Rowatt, Department of Psychology & Neuroscience, 

Baylor University, 254-710-2961, ruth_nam@baylor.edu 
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APPENDIX C 

 

Informant Survey 

 

B A Y L O R 
U   N   I   V   E   R   S   I   T   Y 

 

February 2008 

 

Dear acquaintance of _________________________________: 

 

__________________________ recently participated in a psychology study at Baylor 

and considers you to be a person who knows him/her well. As part of the study we would 

like to know more about what you and a few other people think about this individual.  

 

The enclosed survey asks some questions about the person specified above. Please read 

and sign the included informed consent form. Please describe this individual as 

accurately as you can. When you are finished, please mail the survey and consent 

form to us in the envelope provided. Please complete the survey by yourself. Do not 

consult this person or others to determine how to answer a question. If you‟re uncertain 

how to answer a question, please leave it blank. So that this individual remains 

anonymous, please do not return this cover letter. So that you remain anonymous, please 

do not put your name on the survey. Your survey responses will not be shown to the 

individual named above. If for some reason you do not want to complete this task, you 

are not obligated to do so. 

 

Thanks in advance for your time. Please email or call if you have any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

Ruth K. Buechsel, M.S. 

Graduate Student in Clinical Psychology 

Department of Psychology & Neuroscience 

Baylor University 

254-710-2961 

Ruth_Nam@baylor.edu  

 

Please do not return this cover letter with your completed survey!!! 

 

 

 
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY AND NEUROSCIENCE 

PO BOX 97334  -  WACO, TEXAS 76798-7334  -  (254) 710-2961
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Rating Form 

Date:_________                                                                             ID Number:_______ 
 

1. How long have you known this person?  _________years   __________ months 
 

2. During an average week, how much time do you spend with this person?  _________ 

hours 
(Note: There are 168 hours in a week. The average person sleeps about 45-60 hours a week.) 

3. How would you define your primary relationship with this person? (circle all that 

apply) 

Friend  Roommate Romantic Partner  Spouse  Other_________________ 

4. How close would you say you are to this person? 

Not at all close   1 2 3 4 5 6 7    Very close 

5. How well do you like this person?  

Do not like at all   1 2 3 4 5 6 7    Like very much 

Instructions: Please indicate the term which best describes the person who gave you the 

survey. 

6. Unforgiving     1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Forgiving 

7. Blaming     1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Pardoning 

8. Vindictive     1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Reconciling 

9. Vengeful     1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Absolving 

10. Condemning    1 2 3 4 5 6 7     Condoning 

 

Instructions:  Overall, how forgiving/unforgiving is this person (0° very unforgiving, 50° 

neutral, 100° very forgiving)? 
 

 11. Very unforgiving                             Very forgiving 

 
0° 10° 20° 30° 40° 50° 60° 70° 80° 90° 100° 

 

12. Do you consider forgivingness to be more of a weakness or strength? 

Weakness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strength 

 

13. Do you consider unforgivingness to be more of a weakness or strength? 

Weakness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Strength 
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Instructions:  Please answer the following questions about you. 

14. What is your sex?  Male Female 

15. What is your age (in years)? ___________ 

16. With which racial/ethnic group do you most closely identify? 

 
African American / Black 

Asian / Pacific Islander 

Hispanic 

Native American 

White 

Another race/ethnicity (please specify) _________________ 

 

Instructions:  Please answer the following questions about this task. 

 

17. How easy or difficult was it to rate this person‟s forgivingness-unforgivingness? 

 
easy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      difficult 

 

18. How accurately do you think you described this person‟s forgivingness-

unforgivingness? 

 
       Inaccurately 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      accurately 

 

19. Overall, how easy or difficult was it to rate this person‟s personality? 

easy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      difficult 

 

20. Overall, how accurately do you think you described this person‟s personality? 

       Inaccurately 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      accurately 

Feel free to provide comments about this person or task in the space below. 

 

COMMENTS: 

 

 

 

That’s it. Thanks again for your time. Please mail the completed survey 

and signed consent form to us in the envelope provided at your earliest 

convenience.  
 

Ruth Buechsel and Dr. W. Rowatt, Department of Psychology & Neuroscience, Baylor University, One Bear Place 
#97334, Waco, TX 76798-7334 254-710-2961



 

 

63 

  

APPENDIX D 

 

Informed Consent Forms 

INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT 

 

Please read this consent form carefully and sign if you agree to participate in this study. 
 

Purpose of the experiment: 
You are being asked for your consent to participate in a psychology research study. The purpose of 

this study is to explore factors that correlate with forgiveness. 

 

What you will do in this experiment: 
In this study, you will be asked to answer some written questions about yourself and your beliefs. You 

will also be asked to complete some computerized categorization tasks. You will also be asked to 

provide the name of a friend or family member who knows you well and might be willing to answer a 

few questions about you via mail-in questionnaire. 

 

Time required: 

The written questions will take about 30 minutes to complete, and the computer tasks will take about 

20 minutes to complete. 

 

Benefits: 
For your participation, you will receive one hour of research participation credit in a psychology 

course, as allowed by your instructor. You will also have the opportunity to learn how some 

psychologists conduct research. In the future, this research may assist clinicians in their understanding 

of factors that predict forgivingness. 

 

Questions: 
The research assistant will be glad to answer any questions you have about this study at any time. 

 

Minimal Risks: 
You may feel uncomfortable answering some of these questions. If you do, simply leave the question 

blank. 

 

Participation and withdrawal: 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may discontinue participation at any 

time without penalty or loss of benefits. Please notify the research assistant at any time if you decide 

to withdraw.  
 
Confidentiality: 
Your participation in this study will remain confidential, and your identity will not be stored with your 

data. We will use a code number to link your survey with your computer responses. Only the principal 

investigator and trained research assistants will have access to this data, which will be stored in a 

locked research office. 
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Online Disclaimer: 
As you may be aware, electronic communication may be subject to interception, legally by your 

employer or illegally by another party, while the information is in transit. Therefore, it is possible that 

your information might be seen by another party and I cannot control whether that happens. Although 

none of the information requested is of a personal nature, if you are concerned about your data 

security, I suggest that you print this e-mail, fill out the answers by hand, remove information from 

headers, etc. that identifies you as the respondent and mail the completed survey to the following 

address:  

 

Ruth Buechsel  

Department of Psychology & Neuroscience 

One Bear Place #97334 

Waco, Texas 76798-7334 

 

Contact: 

If you have any questions about this research please contact the principal investigators:  Dr. Wade C. 

Rowatt, Associate Professor of Psychology, Department of Psychology & Neuroscience, Baylor 

University, Waco, TX  76798-7334; 254-710-2961 or Wade_Rowatt@baylor.edu. Dr. Rowatt has 

over 10 years of experience conducting research in social psychology. Ruth K. Buechsel, Graduate 

Student in Clinical Psychology at Ruth_Nam@baylor.edu. 

 

Whom to contact about your rights in this experiment: 

If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, or any other aspect of the research as it 

relates to your participation, please contact Dr. Matthew Stanford (Chair, Baylor University 

Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research), Department of Psychology and 

Neuroscience, One Bear Place #97334, Waco, Texas 76798-7334;  254-710-2961. 

 

Agreement: The purpose and nature of this research have been sufficiently explained, and I agree to 

participate in this study. Please keep the second signed copy of this form for your records. 

 

 

Signature _____________________________________________________ Date _______________ 

 

Name (print) ___________________________________________________ 
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INFORMED CONSENT AGREEMENT 
 

Please read this consent form carefully and sign if you agree to complete the questionnaire. 
By signing this consent form, you are confirming that you are at least 18 years of age. 

 

Purpose of the experiment: 
You are being asked for your consent to participate in a psychology research study. The purpose of 

this study is to explore factors that correlate with forgiveness and self concept. 

 

What you will do in this experiment: 
In this study, you will be asked to complete a brief questionnaire about the friend or family member 

who provided you with this form. You will then need to mail in the questionnaire using the provided 

return envelope. 

 

Time required: 

The written questions will take about 1 minute to complete. 

 

Benefits: 
Your participation will complete the data for your friend‟s participation in a research study for which 

he or she is receiving research participation credit. You will also have the opportunity to learn how 

some psychologists conduct research. In the future, this research may assist clinicians in their 

understanding of factors that predict forgivingness. 

 

Questions: 

The research assistant will be glad to answer any questions you have about this study at any time. 

 

Minimal Risks: 

You may feel uncomfortable answering some of these questions. If you do, simply leave the question 

blank. 

 

Participation and withdrawal: 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may discontinue participation at any 

time without penalty or loss of benefits for your friend or family member.   
 
Confidentiality: 
Your participation in this study will remain confidential, and your identity will not be stored with your 

data. Your friend or family member will have no access to the information you provide. We will use a 

code number to link your survey with your friend or family member‟s responses. Only the principal 

investigator and trained research assistants will have access to this data, which will be stored in a 

locked research office. 

 

Contact: 

If you have any questions about this research please contact the principal investigators:  Ruth K. 

Buechsel at 254-710-2961 or Ruth_Nam@baylor.edu or Dr. Wade C. Rowatt, Associate Professor of 

Psychology, Department of Psychology & Neuroscience, Baylor University, Waco, TX  76798-7334; 

254-710-2961 or Wade_Rowatt@baylor.edu. Dr. Rowatt has over 10 years of experience conducting 

research in social psychology.  

mailto:Ruth_Nam@baylor.edu
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Whom to contact about your rights in this experiment: 

If you have any questions about your rights as a participant, or any other aspect of the research as it 

relates to your participation, please contact Dr. Matthew Stanford (Chair, Baylor University 

Committee for Protection of Human Subjects in Research), Department of Psychology and 

Neuroscience, One Bear Place #97334, Waco, Texas 76798-7334;  254-710-2961. 

 

Agreement: The purpose and nature of this research have been sufficiently explained, and I agree to 

participate in this study. By signing I confirm that I am at least 18 years of age. Please keep the second 

signed copy of this form for your records. 

 

 

Signature _____________________________________________________ Date _______________ 

 

Name (print) ___________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 

Debriefing Form 

Debriefing Form 
 

 Thank you for your participation in today‟s study. Your participation is vital in helping to 

uncover the psychological processes that influence our everyday lives.  

 

Background to this Research 
 When someone asks us to report our attitude or ourselves about something we consciously 

consider our preferences and then decide how we feel or see ourselves. We typically call this form of 

an attitude an „explicit attitude.‟ For the past 20 years, psychologists have been investigating a 

different type of attitude we call an „implicit attitude.‟ As the name implies, this type of preference 

does not require that a person consciously think about their preference or self-perception. Rather, 

implicit attitudes are those attitudes that may exist outside conscious awareness or conscious control. 

As such, psychologists have needed to find indirect ways to study them.  

 In this study, self-concept was measured by assessing your ability to search for items 

belonging to two separate groups. In one case, you were searching for words belonging to the 

categories forgiving and me at the same time. In another case, you were searching for words belonging 

to the categories forgiving and others, If you were faster to label forgiving+me items compared to 

forgiving+others items, you are demonstrating a stronger association between yourself and 

forgivingness than others and forgivingness. We interpret this as an implicit measure of forgivingness. 

In this way measuring an implicit self-concept does not require conscious considerations of feelings. It 

is inferred by assessing the strength of association between concepts. 

 It is important to note that implicit attitudes are not more „real‟ than our consciously 

considered attitudes. Our conscious attitudes help us decide how we want to behave with different 

groups of people, where we stand on political issues, or what we want to do next. Our current 

understanding of implicit attitudes suggests that they form through exposure in our environment. For 

example, flowers are often linked to other positive things in our environment (e.g. sunny days). 

Repeated exposure to this association between flowers and good things might influence our implicit 

attitude without necessarily influencing our more conscious attitudes. 

 We don‟t yet have a good understanding of how implicit preferences impact our behavior. 

Over the coming years of research we will learn more about the role of implicit preferences in 

behavior. In any case, we so know that our conscious preferences are important for helping us decide 

how we want to behave.  

 

Personality and Psychological Attitudes 
 The survey you completed contained several self-report measures of personality and self-

concept, specifically relating to forgivingness. Using statistical analyses, we will investigate whether 

certain personality variables predict implicit or explicit attitudes toward the self and others. 

 

Further Information 
 We really appreciate your time and hope you learned something about psychological 

research. If you enjoyed the computerized task and would like to take similar tests, you can try some 

at www.harvard.edu/implicit. 

http://www.harvard.edu/implicit
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If you would like to receive the results of this study or any publications that result from it, 

please write to Ruth_Nam@baylor.edu. If you are interested in reading more about this type of 

research, you may wish to consult: 

 

 

Greenwald, A.G., Banaji, M. R., Rudman, L. A., Farnham, S. D., Nosek, B. A., & Mellott, D. 

S. (2002). A unified theory of implicit attitudes, stereotypes, self-esteem, and self-concept. 

Psychological Review, 109, 3-25. 

 
McCullough, M. E., Pargament, K. I., & Thoresen, C. E. (2000). The psychology of forgiveness.  

In McCullough, M. E., Pargament, K. I., & Thoresen, C. E. (Eds.), Forgiveness: Theory, research, 

and practice (pp. 1-14). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

mailto:Ruth_Nam@baylor.edu
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APPENDIX F 

Post-Experiment Survey 

Subject Number: 

Instructions:  Please answer the following questions about the tasks you participated 

in today. 

 

1. How easy or difficult was it to complete the online questionnaire about yourself? 

 
     Easy  1 2 3 4 5 6 7      Difficult 

 

2. How accurately do you think you described yourself in the online questionnaire? 

 
       Inaccurately 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      Accurately 

 

3. Overall, how easy or difficult was it to rate your own personality? 

       

      Easy  1 2 3 4 5 6 7      Difficult 

 

4. Overall, how accurately do you think you described your personality? 

 

     Inaccurately 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      Accurately 

 

5. Overall, how friendly do you think the research assistant helping you was? 

     

     Unfriendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      Friendly 

 

6. Overall, how helpful do you think the research assistant helping you was? 

      

     Unhelpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7      Helpful 

 

Feel free to provide comments about this task or the research assistant in the space 

below.
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