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Forgivingness is the disposition to forgive interpersonal trans-
gressions over time and across situations. There is currently no
acceptable measure of forgivingness for use in testing theoretical
propositions. The authors describe a five-item scenario-based
scale, the Transgression Narrative Test of Forgivingness
(TNTF). In five studies examining 518 university students
Jrom three disparate universities, the authors assess the item and

Sullscale functioning of the TNTF and its concurrent and 8-

week predictive validity relative to trait anger, rumination,
neuroticism, agreeableness, and hostility. Test-retest veliability
and stability of item locations were both good. Norms are pre-
sented by gender, ethnicity, and religious activity. The TNTFis a
brief measure of forgivingness that is not theory dependent and is
therefore useful in basic and intervention research from a variety
of theoretical perspectives.

Over the past three decades, research on forgiveness
has been sporadic (see McCullough, Exline, &
Baumeister, 1998, for an annotated bibliography). Only
in the last few years has the study of forgiveness been
characterized by sustained interest among researchers,
communication across disciplines, theoretical debate,
and an emphasis on theory-driven empirical research
(Enright & North, 1998; McCullough, Pargament, &
Thoresen, 2000; Worthington, 1998a).

Most previous research has sought to understand the
processes of change leading to forgiveness, in which for-

giveness has been treated as a state-like dependent vari-
able (for a review and model, see Worthington & Wade,
1999). Research on the processes of forgiveness includes
experimental studies in social psychology (see
McCullough, Exline, & Baumeister, 1998, for an anno-
tated bibliography) and intervention studies aimed at
promoting an act.of forgiveness (for reviews, see
Hargrave & Sells, 1997; Thoresen, Luskin, & Harris,
1998; Worthington, Sandage, & Berry, 2000). In both the
social and applied research traditions, the focus has
been on forgiving a single transgression or specific
person. ‘

NEEDED—GENERALIZATION ACROSS
SITUATIONS AND TIME

Because forgiveness can potentially alleviate emo-
tional distress, it is understandable that researchers have
focused on acts of forgiveness. But because of this focus,
differences in people’s disposition to forgive have gone
largely unstudied. Recently, researchers have stressed
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the need for studying forgiveness at the dispositional
level (Emmons, 2000; McCullough, 2000; Sandage,
Worthington, Hight, & Berry, 2000; Worthington,
1998b). We refer to the disposition to forgive as “forgiv-
ingness,” a term suggested by Roberts (1995) to distin-
guish the personal trait from acts of forgiving. Forgiving-
ness is a tendency to forgive transgressions that is stable
over time and across situations.

Much discussion of forgiveness, its desirability, and its
consequences is, at least implicitly, about a disposition to
forgive. When asked, about 50% of the U.S. population
says they are forgiving (Gorsuch & Hao, 1993). Most are
describing their forgivingness rather than referring toa
single transgression. Forgivingness may be associated
with long-term benefits to social adjustment and to physi-
cal and mental health (Kaplan, 1992; Thoresen, Harris, &
Luskin, 2000; Williams, 1989). Researchers also have
suggested that dispositional as well as contextual vari-
ables must be studied to increase our understanding of
common human interpersonal problems (Davila &
Bradbury, 1998) and their treatment (DiBlasio, 1998).
Forgivingness might be one such dispositional variable,
The study of dispositional forgivingness, then, could
potentially be useful in promoting a variety of positive
personal and social outcomes.

DISPOSITIONAL FORGIVINGNESS AND
HYPOTHESIZED RELATED TRAITS

Traits Negatively Associated With Forgivingness

Most researchers suggest that dispositional forgiving-
ness promotes long-term benefits to physical health and
psychological well-being by overcoming negative traits
and affects. Anger is usually described as the main emo-
tional obstacle to forgiveness, the emotion that must be
overcome if forgiveness is to occur (Enright, Gassin, &
Wu, 1992). Several authors have suggested that
dispositional forgivingness should be negatively associ-
ated with trait anger, chronic resentment, and hostility,
traits with negative consequences for mental and physi-
cal health (Kaplan, 1992; Roberts, 1995; Williams, 1989).
Empirical studies have supported the relationship
between individual acts of forgiveness and the reduction
of anger (Huang & Enright, 2000; Weiner, Graham,
Peter, & Zmuidinas, 1991). No studies have yet tested
whether trait anger and hostility are associated with
dispositional forgivingness.

~ Researchers also have hypothesized that forgiving-
ness is negatively associated with the Big Five personality
factor of Neuroticism (Ashton, Paunonen, Helmes, &
Jackson, 1998; McCullough, 2000). Neuroticism
describes a general tendency to worry and experience
negative affect, such as anxiety, depression, and hostility
(John, 1990). Ashton etal. (1998) found that emotional

stability (the reverse of neuroticism) was correlated posi-
tively .with forgiveness/nonretaliation. Both
McCullough (2000) and Worthington (1998b) have sug-
gested that forgivingness will be correlated with prone-
ness to vengeful rumination (and therefore with
neuroticism). No studies to date have tested the relation-
ship between forgivingness and vengeful rumination.

Traits Positively Associated With Forgivingness

Many researchers have hypothesized that acts of for-
giveness are facilitated by positive, prosocial affects such
as love, compassion, trust, empathy, or sympathy for the
transgressor (McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal,
1997; Worthington & Wade, 1999). Both empathy and
relationship closeness have been found to increase for-
giveness of specific transgressions (McCullough, Rachal,
et al., 1998). Researchers have hypothesized that forgiv-
ingness is positively associated with the Big Five factor of
Agreeableness (Emmons, 2000; McCullough, Rachal,
etal., 1998; Worthington & Wade, 1999), which is related
to empathy and traits linked to the maintenance of posi-
tive interpersonal relationships (Asendorpf, 1998;
Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996). John (1990)
presents data indicating that the trait adjective forgiving
is associated with agreeableness. Ashton et al. (1998)
found that agreeableness correlated positively with both
empathy/attachment and forgiveness/nonretaliation.

NEEDED—EFFECTIVE MEASURES OF
CONSTRUCTS RELATED TO FORGIVINGNESS

McCullough, Rachal, and Hoyt (2000) have catego-
rized measures of forgiveness as either (a) offense-spe-
cific (i.e., forgiveness of a specific person for a specific
transgression), (b) dyadic (i.e., forgiveness of a single
person for multiple transgressions), or (c) dispositional
(i.e., forgivingness). Almost all existing measures are
offense-specific or dyadic (Hargrave & Sells, 1997;
McCullough, Rachal, et al., 1998; Subkoviak et al., 1995;
Wade, 1989). Only one measure, a subscale of a large,
broadband assessment inventory, purportedly measures
forgivingness (Mauger et al., 1992).

Researchers differ in how they conceptualize forgive-
ness, and these differences are reflected in the content
domains of items included in existing scales. For exam-
ple, some measures emphasize motivations
(McCullough, Rachal, et al., 1998); both cognition and
motivations (Wade, 1989); or cognition, affect, and
behavior (Hargrave & Sells, 1997; Subkoviak etal., 1995)
thought to underlie forgiveness. Although we encour-
age the construction of theory-based measures in for-
giveness research, we believe it is important to have at
least a few “ecumenical” measures that can be used by
researchers working from diverse theoretical perspec-
tives. Currently, researchers need an ecumenical mea-
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sure. Such a measure would be (a) relatively neutral with
respect to theoretical definitions of forgiveness; (b) brief
enough for intervention, large-scale national survey, or
laboratory researcher; (c) psychometrically acceptable;
(d) stable across diverse samples of research partici-
pants; (e) unbiased with respect to ethnic or gender sub-
groups; and (f) validated against trait variables that, on
their face, seem associated with unforgivingness or
forgivingness.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRANSGRESSION
NARRATIVE TEST OF FORGIVINGNESS (TNTF)

We take our working definition of forgivingness from
Roberts (1995), who defines it simply as “an enduring
disposition to the act or process of forgiveness” (p. 289).
We assume that a person high in forgivingness is ceritus
paribus, more likely than a person low in forgivingness to
forgive an offender for any transgression.  With the
TNTEF, participants imagine themselves experiencing
five transgressions and indicate their likelihood of for-

_giving each offender. The nature and context of the
transgressions are standardized, which controls the
exact offense, its consequences, and the respondent’s
relationship with the offender. Although we specify par-
ticular events, we recognize that participants interpret
scenarios differently, including their sensitivity to trans-
gressions, anger or fear reactions, attitudes toward for-
giveness, and beliefs about the motives of the transgres-
sor. Such responses might influence forgiveness in a
respondent’s daily life and are the variables that must be

assessed independently in research on the nature of

forgivingness.

We developed items for the TNTF by drawing from
the research literature on interpersonal transgressions
(see the appendix). Five transgression scenarios, all of
which had been used asindependent variables in experi-
mental studies, were modified to suit our research pur-
poses. This allowed a conceptual connection with exist-
ing research into transgressions. Items 1 and 3 are
roughly based on the “Plagiarism” and “Late Term
Paper” scenarios used in Gonzales, Manning, and
Haugen (1992). Items 2, 4, and 5 are roughly based on

*Schonbach'’s (1990) “Neglected Supervision,” “Breach
of Trust,” and “Dubious Self-Defense” scenarios, respec-
tively. These scenarios, with various adaptations of them,
have been used in research on facework and offender
accounts of transgressions (e.g., Gonzales, Haugen, &
Manning, 1994; Hodgins, Liebeskind, & Schwartz,
1996). In adapting the scenarios, we preserved the cen-
tral theme of the transgressions. Items were written so
that test respondents take the role of the victim. We also
modified some circumstantial details of the scenarios;
for example, we changed the “Late Term Paper” sce-
nario to a “Late Job Application” scenario to avoid

including two school-related items in the test. To try to
create distance between the relative locations of the
items, we varied the relationship with the transgressor
(acquaintance, friend, relative), the blameworthiness of
the transgressor (negligence, intentional act), and

whether the transgressor apologized (Boon & Sulsky,

1997). Two items (Items 1 and 4) reflect intentional

transgressions by acquaintances, two reflect negligent
transgressions by friends (Items 2 and 3), and one

reflects an intentional transgression by a relative fol-
lowed by an apology (Item 5). Participants are instructed |
toread each scenario and circle the number that reflects

their likelihood of forgiving the transgression, from 1

(definitely not forgive) to 5 (definitely forgive) (see the

appendix).

THE MEASUREMENT MODEL

Personality psychologists have recently begun to urge
the use of item-response scaling in developing measures
of personality (Revelle, 1995). In examining the
psychometric viability of the TNTF, we employed Rasch
scaling procedures (Fischer & Molenar, 1995; Rasch,
1960). Rasch scaling is used to estimate a person’s proba-
ble response to a test item, taking into account both (a)
the degree to which the person possesses the trait being
measured and (b) the location of the testitem, from easy
to endorse to hard to endorse, on a linear continuum.

" Rasch scaling grades each testitem along a linear contin-

uum and uses this continuum as a “yardstick” with which
to measure test respondents on the lateént variable of
interest. Item locations and measures of each person are
in the same unit of measurement. Several Rasch mea-
surement models are available for application to
polytomous item-response data (Andersen, 1995).
Andrich’s model for rating scales seems most appropri-
ate for the test format of the TNTF, which has an identi-
cal response key shared by all items (Andrich, 1978).

STUDY 1: INITIAL ITEM SCALING
Introduction ‘

We conducted a pilot study to check the
dimensionality of the items of the TNTF, assess the fit to
the Rasch model, and estimate the reliability of the
TNTFE.

Method

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURES

We administered the TNTF to 88 undergraduate stu-
dents at an urban, mid-Atlantic state university. The stu-
dents were 68 women (76%) and 20 men (23%), with a
mean age of 20.1 years (SD = 6.2). The ethnic identities
of the students were as follows: 44 European Americans
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TABIE 1: Ttem and Scale Statistics for the Transgression Narrative Test of Forgivingnés (TNTF)

Sample Initial Scaling (Study 1) Validation (Study 2) Cross-Validation (Study 3) Combined

Ttem d SE) fity fity T, d(SE) fity fity 1. d(SE) fiey fity Te d(SE) fity fiy T,
1 1.03 (.17) 1.37- 130 .32 .48 (.10) 92 91 54 . .79(09) 106 105 .60 72 (.06) 1.07 1.05 .55
2 -46(14) L15 114 47 -40(12) 134 130 43 -75(10) 1.32 128 .50 ~57(07) 120 1926 .48
3 -31(14) .66 .66 59 -~12(10) .76 .77 56 -17(09) .93 92 .60 -.18(.06) .82 82 .60
4 39(14) .88 95 .53 b55(10) 95 93 B4  67(09) .82 .82 .64 57 (.06) .88 89 59
5 -65(14) 95 93 53 -50(11) 1.07 103 55 -54(09) .90 89 .61 -54(.06) .96 94 58

NOTE: dis the estimated item location; SE is the standard error of the item location; fity is the weighted mean-square-it statistic; JSity is the un-
weighted mean-square-fit statistic; and r, is the corrected item-total correlation. Total scale statistics are as follows: for “Initial Scaling,” n=88, alpha
=.78, Rasch Person R=.78, Rasch Item R=.95; for “Validation,” »= 146, alpha=.76, Rasch Person R= .81, Rasch Item R=.95; for “Cross-Validation,”

.99

(49%), 29 African Americans (33%), 6 Asian Americans
(7%), 4 Hispanic Americans (5%), and 6 others (7%).
Students participated voluntarily for class credit. We
announced the study in classes. Participants picked up a
questionnaire at a designated location, completed it,
and placed it in a return box. Of the 100 picked up, 88
usable questionnaires were returned.

Results

On the TNTF, raw score totals ranged from 5 to 25.
The mean for the sample was 13.3. The standard devia-
tion was 3.5. To screen for the dimensionality of the
items, we extracted the 'eigenvalues of the correlation
matrix of item raw scores using a principal components
analysis with varimax rotation. Smith (1996) has advised
that if raw test scores are dominated by a single
eigenvalue, then Rasch scaling of items can be per-
formed efficiently. The first eigenvalue (2.41) clearly
dominated the second largest eigenvalue (.90).

The items were then fit to the Rasch rating scale
model using joint (unconditional) maximum likelihood
estimation. In the note to Table 1 we provide estimates of
three summary reliability statistics for the TNTF: (a) Cron-
bach’s alpha ( ), (b) Rasch asymptotic person separa-
tion reliabilities (Person R), and (c) Rasch asymptotic
item separation reliabilities (Item R). The Person Risan
upper limit of the proportion of trait variance not attrib-
utable to measurement error. It is analogous to
Cronbach’s alpha and is interpreted accordingly. The
Person R was .78; alpha was .73. Both of these statistics
suggest an acceptable amount of variability among par-
ticipants on forgivingness. The Item Ris an estimate of
the proportion of item variance that is free of estimation
error. It reflects both the spread of item locations and
their standard errors. An acceptable Item R (>.90) indi-
cates that test items are well separated, with sufficiently
small estimation errors. Thus, they are a useful “yard-
stick” for measuring the variable of interest. The Item R

n=233, alpha =81, Rasch Person R=.83, Rasch Item R=.98; and for “Combined Samples,” n= 467, alpha=.79, Rasch Person R=.82, Rasch Item R=

was .95, suggesting an acceptable amount of variability in
item locations. .

We present statistics for each item of the TNTF in
Table 1. First, we present item location estimates, d,
which are in logit units, Higher values indicate more dif-
ficult-to-endorse items. The mean of the item locations is

~ conventionally set to zero. Item 5 (dubious self-defense)

had the lowest item location (d = —.65); Item 1 (plagia-
rism) had the highest location (d = 1.03). Thus, partici-
pants were most likely to forgive in Item 5 and least likely
to forgive in Item 1. Second, we present approximate
standard errors, s, of the location estimates. Third, we
present weighted mean-square-fit statistics, fity, which
provide a measure of fit for items nearest the center of
item locations. This fit statistic has an expected value of
1.00. Wright and Linacre (1994) suggest that values
between .60 and 1.40 are reasonable for rating scales; all
were within the acceptable range (.66 to 1.37). Fourth,
we present unweighted mean-square-fit statistics, fity,
which are sensitive to outlying responses, These statistics
have an expected value of 1,00 and are evaluated by the
same criteria as fity; all were within the acceptable range
(.66 to 1.30). Fifth, we present the corrected item-total
correlations; that is, Pearson’s product-moment correla-
tions between each item and the sum of the other items.

Discussion

The Cronbach’s alpha and Rasch reliabilities for the
TNTF from the initial scaling were all acceptably high,
especially for a five-item scale and considering the rela-
tively small sample size used for the estimation of model
parameters. These results indicate that both the item
locations and person trait measures had sufficient vari-
ability and were estimated with a tolerable amount of
measurement error. The fit statistics for individual items
suggest that the items of the TNTF are adequately
unidimensional and are ordered sufficiently in loca-
tions. Given these results, we retained all of the initial



Berry et al. / MEASUREMENT OF FORGIVINGNESS

items and used them in the validation studies described
below. :

STUDY 2: VALIDATION STUDY
Introduction

In thisstudy, we first replicated the Rasch modeling in
a new sample. We also tested the concurrent construct
validity of the TNTF in this new sample. Researchers and
theorists have suggested that forgivingness should be
negatively associated with chronic anger and related
variables such as resentment and hostility (Kaplan, 1992;
Williams, 1989). Emmons (2000), Worthington
(1998b), and McCullough (2000) have proposed that
neuroticism is negatively and agreeableness positively
associated with forgivingness. In the present study, we
expect that to provide evidence for the convergent con-
struct validity of the TNTF, we should find moderate neg-
ative correlations of the TNTF with measures of trait
-anger, hostility, and neuroticism and a moderate positive
correlation with agreeableness. Evidence for dis-
criminant construct validity would be indicated by
nonsignificant correlations with conscientiousness,
extraversion, and openness to experience. We also do
not anticipate correlations with the expressive compo-
- nents of aggression (physical and verbal aggression).

Method

PARTICIPANTS

Participants were undergraduates (N = 146) from a
state university in the San Francisco area (n=66) and a
private religious university in the Pacific Northwest (z =
80). Data were collapsed into a single data set to allow a
sample large enough to support statistical analyses. The
sample included 111 women (76%) and 35 men (24%).
Participants’ mean age was 19.5 years (SD = 2.75). The
ethnic composition of the sample was as follows: 75 Euro-
pean Americans (51%), 2 African Americans (1%), 38
Asian Americans (26%), 16 Hispanic Americans (11%),
and 13 others (9%). Students at both universities partici-
pated voluntarily for class credits.

INSTRUMENTS

Demographic Questionnaire (DQ). Participants reported
their gender, ethnicity, age, and income.

The Trait Anger Scale (TAS) (Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, &
Crane, 1983). The TAS is a 15-item scale for assessing
anger as a personality trait, which is defined in terms of
the frequency of angry states over time. Alpha coeffi-
cients among college students were .87 for men and .87
for women. Among Navy recruits, alpha coefficients
were .87 for men and .84 for women. In addition to a
total score, the TAS can be scored for Angry Tempera-
ment and Angry Reaction subscales, each consisting of
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four items. The Angry Temperament subscale assesses
anger without specifying any particular anger-provoking
circumstance. The Angry Reaction subscale refers to spe-
cific frustrations or negative evaluations.

The Aggression Questionnaire (AQ) (Buss & Perry, 1992).
The AQ is a 29-item self-report questionnaire used to
assess four dimensions of aggression: anger, hostility, ver-
bal aggression, and physical aggression. The validity of
the AQ has been supported by correlations with compe-
tition, assertiveness, impulsiveness, and peer ratings of
aggressiveness. The internal consistency of the AQ has
been estimated to be .89 (total scale) and from .72 to .85
for subscales. Buss and Perry (1992) report 9-week test-
retestreliabilities between .72 to .80 for subscales and .80
for the total scale.

The Big Five Personality Inventory, V44 (BFI-44) (John,
Donahue, & Kentle, 1992). The BFI-44 is a 44-item mea-
sure of the Big Five personality traits: neuroticism,
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and
openness to experience (John, 1990). The BFI-44 con-
sists of short phrases that are rated on a Likert-type scale
according to how descriptive the phrases are of the
respondent. Each subscale consists of 8 to 10 items. John
et al. (1992) report internal consistencies for the
subscales ranging from .75 to .88. The subscales were fur-
ther validated by findings of moderate correlations be-
tween peer-peer reports and peerself reports, which ranged
from .21 for agreeableness to .63 for extraversion,

PROCEDURE

Packets of questionnaires were distributed in classes.
Students returned completed packets at the following
class. The return rate was 66% at the university in San
Francisco and 80% at the university in the Pacific North-
west. Students in San Francisco completed only the
TNTF and TAS, Students in the Pacific Northwest com-
pleted the TNTF, TAS, AQ, and BFI-44.

Results

REPLICATION OF ITEM AND SCALE CHARACTERISTICS

The items of the TNTF were fit to the Rasch rating
scale model. The first eigenvalue (2.56) dominated the
second largest eigenvalue (.78). The alpha (.76), Rasch
Person R (.81), and Rasch Item R are comparable in
magnitude to those obtained in Study 1. We report the
item characteristics in Table 1. Items 4 (breach of trust)
and 1 (plagiarism) reversed location order from the ini-
tial sample, indicating that participants were least likely
to forgive in Item 4 in this sample, whereas participants
were least likely to forgive Item 1 in the initial sample.
The remaining item locations mirrored results from
Study 1. The weighted mean-square-fit statistics ranged
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TABLE 2: Correlations Between the Transgression Narrative Test of Forgivingness (TNTF) and Validation Scales

_ Prospective
Validation (Study 2) Cross-Validation (Study 3) (Study 4)
Trait Anger Scale r n M (SD) r n M@SD) r . n
Temperament® ' —37kkx 149 6.4(2.6) —33%k 233 6.4 (2.5) —44%*%x 60
Reactivity® —.36%** 143 9.3 (2.8) —34xxk 939 9.1 (2.7) -.27* 60
TAS total® ~.43%+x  14] 29.5 (7.9) —38%%k 930 28.9 (7.5) —43%*%x g0
Aggression Questionnaire )
Anger” ~.33%* 78 13.9 (4.4) —35%* 56 13.5 (3.4) —4b*ex g
Hostility® =21 78 18.9 (6.0) — 3% 56 17.1 (4.7) =32« 61
Verbal aggression -13 76 13.1 (3.7) =15 56 12.1 (3.0) ~12 60
Physical aggression -.09 78 15.2 (6.0) =21 55 14.9.(4.8) -24 61
Big Five Inventory ' :
Agreeableness® .25% 80 3.9 (.56) 33*%k 239 3.9 (.63) 28% 61
Neuroticism® ) -.20% 80 2.8 (.73) —27#xk 939 2.9 (.77) —.32% 61
" Conscientiousness .15 80 3.9 (.59) 240k 939 3.8 (.63) .16 61
Extraversion -.02 80 3.4 (.93) d9%F 229 3.4 (.81) ~.02 61
Openness .14 80 3.8 (.62) .14 230 3.7 (.66) .02 61
Dissipation-Rumination Scale (DRS)* . ~A49%¥k 61
Social desirability -.06 55 51.9 (4.7)

NOTE: A modified Bonferoni correction of p= .01 was accepted as statistically significant. Means and standard deviations for Study 4 validation
scales, exceptfor the DRS (M=22.9, SD=10.7), are the same asin Study 3; only the DRSand TNTF were administered at an 8-week retest. Means and
standard deviations for the TNTF are as follows: for Study 2, M= 15.5, SD= 3.9; for Study 3, M=15.5, SD=4.0;and for Study 4, M=16.6, SD=3.3.

a. Theoryrelevant hypothesized correlations.
*b< .05, ns. **p < 01, **¥p < 001, .

from .76 to 1.34, and the unweighted mean squares
ranged from .77 to 1.30.

EVIDENCE OF VALIDITY

The construct validity of the TNTF was tested by com-
puting Pearson’s product-moment correlations between
the validation scales and the Rasch logit measures on the
TNTF. These correlations are displayed in Table 2,
under the heading “Validation.” Two-tailed significance
tests were used. Because we tested seven theory-relevant
hypotheses in this study, we used a modified Bonferroni
correction of p < .01 to protect against inflated Type 1
error. As hypothesized, the TNTF correlated signifi-
cantly in the predicted directions with all subscales of the
TAS and with the Anger subscale of the AQ, The TNTF
was notsignificantly correlated (p < .01) with the Hostil-
ity, Verbal Aggression, or Physical Aggression subscales
of the AQ, nor was the TNTF correlated significantly
with any of the Big Five personality traits.

Discussion

The psychometric stability of the TNTF was sup-
ported. The scale and item statistics were similar to those
obtained in the initial scaling sample. We obtained a
slightly larger Person R and Cronbach’s alpha in the

presentsample, perhaps due to the larger and more eth-

nically diverse sample used for Study 2. Item statistics in
Table 1 were similar to those obtained previously, butthe
overall fit of items was better in the present sample.

Pearson’s correlation between item location estimatesin
the initial scaling sample and the validation sample was
.93. This suggests that the relative item locations
remained stable in two samples that are geographically,
ethnically, and perhaps culturally different.

Evidence for convergent validity was indicated by
strong relationships between the TNTF and the TAS
total score, Angry Temperament, Angry Reaction, and
the Anger subscale of the AQ. A person who is
dispositionally inclined toward anger is likely to be
inclined toward unforgivingness (Williams, 1989). Con-
trary to hypothesis, we found no significant relationship
between forgivingness and hostility (on the AQ). The
weak correlation (—.21) casts some doubt on the asser-
tions of some health psychologists that low trait forgiv-
ingness might be related to cardiovascular problems in
middle age or later life (Kaplan, 1992; Thoresen &
Goldberg, 1998; Williams, 1989). Free-floating hostility
seems to be related to poor cardiovascular health. If for-
givingness is not related to hostility in replications of the
present study, then the association between forgiving-
ness and health would be dubious.

Contrary to expectations, forgivingness was not signif-
icantly correlated with agreeableness or neuroticism.
Forgivingness was correlated .25 with agreeableness and
~.29 with neuroticism. These correlations are similar in
magnitude to those reported by Ashton et al. (1998)
between forgiveness/ nonretaliation and agreeableness
(.29) and emotional stability (-.21), which is the oppo-
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site pole of neuroticism. However, because of the low
number of participants who completed the AQ in the
present study, the correlations were not statistically sig-
nificant. The magnitude of the correlations for forgiv-
ingness with both agreeableness and neuroticism makes
additional investigation of the relationship necessary.
Evidence for discriminant validity was indicated by
nonsignificant correlations between the TNTF and con-
scientiousness, extraversion, openness, and physical and
verbal aggression, as anticipated. '

STUDY 38: CROSS-VALIDATION
Introduction

We replicated Study 2 using a larger sample, provid-
ing a crossvalidation of the structure and construct
validity of the TNTF. We used three new data collection
efforts, which we combined into a single sample.
Although the correlation between conscientiousness
and forgivingness in the previous study was small, we
were concerned, based on McCullough, Rachal, et al.
(1998), that a constellation of positive behaviors and
even a social desirability response set might influence
the relationship between forgivingness and other vari-
ables; therefore, we thought it worthwhile to include a
measure of social desirability in a religious subsample.
We also included the AQ with that subsample.

Method

PARTICIPANTS

Participants for the cross-validation study were under-
graduates (N = 233) from the same mid-Atlantic state
university used in Study 1 (n=177) and the same Pacific
Northwest, private, Christian university used in Study 2
(n = 56). Samples from the different universities were
combined to provide a large enough sample to permit
adequate statistical analyses. There were 193 female par-
ticipants (83%) and 40 male participants (17%), with a
mean age of 23.4 (SD = 7.6). The sample included 144
European Americans (62%), 54 African Americans
(23%), 17 Asian Americans (7%), 8 Hispanic Americans
(3%), and 9 participants with other ethnic identities
(4%). All participated voluntarily for class credit.

INSTRUMENTS

The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD)
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). The MCSD is a well-known,
33-item, self-report scale originally constructed to mea-
sure the tendency to respond in a socially desirable man-
ner to psychological tests. Other research has linked the
MCSD to such motivational and impression manage-
ment constructs as need for approval and the avoidance
of disapproval (Crowne, 1979). The internal consistency

of the items and test-retest reliability have been estab-
lished in many studies.

The DQ, TAS, and BFI-44 all described in Study 2 were
administered to all participants. The 56 participants
from the Christian university also completed the AQ and
MGCSD. ' '

PROCEDURE

Packets of questionnaires were distributed in classes,
and participants returned their completed question-
naires at the following class meeting. The response rate
was 88% at the mid-Atlantic university and 93% at the
Pacific Northwest university.

Resulis

SECOND REPLICATION OF ITEM AND
SCALE CHARACTERISTICS

The items of the TNTF were fit to the Rasch model.
Statistics for the scale are displayed in the note to Table 1.
The first eigenvalue (2.80) dominated the second (.70).
The Cronbach’s alpha and Rasch Person R were larger
than in the two previous samples, which is to be expected
given the larger sample size. The Item Rof .98 islarge for
a five-item scale. The item statistics are shown in Table 1.
Again, all items fit the Rasch model adequately. Item
locations paralleled those estimated in Study 1 for Item 1
(plagiarism) and Item 4 (breach of trust). Items 2
(neglected supervision) and 5 (dubious self-defense)
were reversed in order relative to Studies 1 and 2. To
assess the stability of item locations, we computed
Pearson’s correlations between the calibrations esti-
mated in Study 2 and Study 3 (r=.98) and Study 1 and
Study 3 (r=.94). The item estimates thus appear to be
stable across diverse samples.

CROSS-VALIDATION: MORE EVIDENCE OF VALIDITY

The results of the cross-validation are shown in Table 2.
As in Study 2, Pearson’s correlations were calculated
between the validation scales and the Rasch logit mea-
sures of the TNTF. Again, two-tailed significance tests
were used with a testwise alpha level of .01. Correlations
were statistically significant in the hypothesized diree-
tions for all subscales of the TAS and with the Anger and
Hostility subscales of the AQ. The TNTF was significantly
correlated with agreeableness and neuroticism. The
TNTF was not significantly correlated with extraversion

"and openness to experience, showing discriminant

validity. Contrary to hypothesis, the TNTF was correlated
with conscientiousness. The correlation between the
TNTF and the MCSD for participants at the Christian
university was virtually zero.
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Discussion

In Study 3, we replicated the structure of the TNTF.
The scale reliabilities, item structure, convergent valid-
ity, and discriminant validity were largely in line with the-
oretical expectations. In both Study 2 and Study 3, the
TNTF correlated negatively with the TAS total score and
the Angry Temperament and Angry Reaction subscales.
It also correlated negatively with the Anger subscale of
the AQ in both studies. The correlations are comparable

in magnitude across both studies. These findings are '

consistent with theorizing about the nature of forgiving-
ness (Kaplan, 1992; Roberts, 1995; Williams, 1989).
These correlations represent the minimum necessary
evidence of construct validity of the TNTF.

In contrast with Study 2, the TNTF also correlated
with the Hostility subscale of the AQ, This finding is con-
sistent with predictions based on Kaplan (1992) and Wil-
liams (1989). However, the difference in the magnitudes
of the correlations in Study 2 (—.21) and Study 3 (-.37) is
substantial. The cumulative evidence for a relationship
between forgivingness and hostility remains inconclu-
sive. The Hostility subscale of the AQ contains items that
reflect a variety of negative attitudes toward others (“I
am sometimes eaten up with jealousy,” “At times I feel I
have gotten a raw deal out of life,” “Other people always
seem to get the breaks”). Not all generalized negative
attitudes toward others are likely to be equally related to
forgivingness. Most of the hostility items are not specifi-
cally tied to interpersonal transgressions but are more
complex attitudes that may not be associated strongly
with forgiveness of specific offenses. Therefore,
although general hostility is related to health conse-
quences, itis less clear that hostility is consistently (nega-
tively) associated with forgivingness. Further evidence is
needed before we can confidently suggest a negative
relationship between forgivingness and hostility.

The correlations between the TNTF and both agree-
ableness and neuroticism were similar in the validation
and cross-validation samples. Given the larger sample
size of the cross-validation study, these correlations were
significant, as predicted by Worthington (1998b) and
McCullough (2000).

STUDY 4: TEST-RETEST STABILITY, PREDICTIVE
VALIDITY, AND FURTHER CONVERGENT VALIDITY

Introduction

Studies 2 and 3 provided evidence for the concurrent
validity of the TNTF. In trait measures, though, concur-
rent validity is necessary but not sufficient evidence for
the validity of an instrument. We also need to establish
the TNTF’s temporal consistency and ability to predict
other trait measures that are assessed in some distal mea-
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surement. We readministered the TNTF after 8 weeks to
one of the subsamples reported in Study 2.
Forgivingness has been hypothesized to be related to
a tendency to ruminate about transgressions (McCul-
lough, 2000; McCullough, Rachal, et al., 1998; Wor-
thmgton, 1998b; Worthington & Wade, 1999). Rumina-
tion about transgressions has been linked to a variety of
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral variables associ-
ated with aggression (Caprara, Manzi, & Perugini, 1992;
Collins & Bell, 1997). Rumination is especially likely
when a person experiences negative emotions. A ten-
dency to ruminate about negative events can perpetuate
negative affect associated with those events (Greenberg,
1995). Following an aversive event, attributions are fre-
quently made about causes of negative emotions
(Weiner, 1985). In our view, vengeful rumination that
attributes the causes of a transgression to stable charac-

‘teristics of a transgressor is likely to be associated with

unforgiveness. We administered the Dissipation-Rumi-
nation Scale (DRS) (Caprara, 1986) at the 8week
posttest. This permitted a concurrent correlation (at
Time 2) of the TNTF and DRS and a predictive correla-
tion (using the TNTF at Time 1 to predict the DRS score
at Time 2).

Finally, we asked partners in romantic relationships to
rate themselves and their partner on forgivingness. Cor-
relation of self-other ratings is another criterion against
which validity can be assessed.

Method

PARTICIPANTS

Of the 146 participants in Study 2; we examined 62 of
the 80 participants (78%) in the subsample from the
Pacific Northwest university. Of the 62, 50 were women
(81%) and 12 were men. There were 53 European Amer-
icans (84%), 4 Asian Americans (6%), 2 Hispanic Ameri-
cans (3%), and 4 others (7%).

In addition, we surveyed 26 couples who were married
(n = 8 partners) or dating (at least 3 dates; n = 45 part-
ners). One rating was incomplete, yielding 51 partners
making ratings. The mean age of partners was 24.4 (SD=
5.5). Of the 51 partners, 20 were European American, 25
were African American, 3 were Hispanic American, 1 was
Asian American, and 2 were other ethnicities.

INSTRUMENTS

The TNTF, TAS, AQ, and BFI-44 were administered in
Study2 (Time 1). The DRS was administered at Time 2, 8
weeks after the first administration, and the TNTF was
readministered.

The DRS (Caprara, 1986). The DRS is a 20-item, self-
report scale used to assess the effect over time of an indi-
vidual’s desire to act aggressively following an interper-
sonal offense. Of the 20 Likert-type items, 5 are “control”
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items that are not scored. Dissipation and rumination
" are conceptualized as opposite ends of a continuum. Dis-
sipation reflects the tendency to “shrug off” insults or
offenses with little rumination. Rumination reflects the
tendency toward an increasing desire for retaliation over
time. The internal consistency of the English version of
- the scale was estimated to be .87. The scale has been vali-
dated using structural models and correlations with such
variables as tolerance toward violence, irritability, emo-
tional susceptibility, and fear of punishment (Caprara
et al., 1992). Validity has been supported in studies in
which participants were given the opportunity to retali-
ate against research confederates who insulted them
(Caprara, 1986).

PROCEDURE

Procedures for administration of the TNTF, TAS, AQ,
and BFI-44 were described in Study 2. Eight weeks after
that administration, all 80 participants were given the
opportunity to complete the TNTF (again), the DRS,
and several questionnaires associated with a different
investigation. For the validation using partner ratings,
couples came to a testing location, were separated, and
completed the TNTF concerning both themselves and
their partner.

Results

EIGHT-WEEK TEST-RETEST RELIABILITIES

The measures of the TNTF from the two measure-
ment occasions had an 8-week testretest reliability of
7(60) = .69, p < .001. The correlation between the item
locations obtained on the two testing occasions was .99.
Person measures and item locations were stable over a
2-month testing interval.

" EIGHT-WEEK PREDICTIVE VALIDATION AND
FURTHER CONCURRENT VALIDATION

To test the 8-week predictive validity of the TNTF, we
calculated Pearson’s correlations between the TNTF
measures obtained from the second testing with the vali-
dation scales that had been completed 2 months earlier.
The DRS, which was administered at the follow-up test-
ing, was correlated with TNTF measures obtained 2 months
earlier. Two-tailed significance tests were used and the
testwise alpha was .01. These correlations are shown in
Table 2 under the heading “8-Week Predictive Valida-
tion.” Because both the TNTF and the DRS were admin-
istered together at the second testing, their correlation
was a test of concurrent validity, 7(60) = -.46, p<.001. In
addition, the TNTF at Time 1 was used to predict the
DRS 8 weeks later, r(59) =—.49, p<.001. Thus, the corre-
lations between the TNTF and rumination were statisti-
cally significant both predictively and concurrently.

The results of the predictive validation are similar in
magnitude to those in both the validation and cross-vali-
dation studies (see Table 2). The TNTF was significantly
correlated with total TAS and Anger Temperament and
the Anger subscale of the AQ, The TNTF was not signifi-
cantly correlated with Anger Reaction (TAS) or with hos-
tility or physical and verbal aggression (AQ). No signifi-
cant relationships were found between the TNTF and
BFI-44 scales.

VALIDATION AGAINST RATING
BY A RELATIONSHIP PARTNER

The Pearson’s correlation between ratings of self and
by partners was 7(49) = .60, p<.001.

Discussion

Study 4 provides further support for the stability and
utility of the TNTF as a psychometric instrument. The 8-
week testretest reliability of forgivingness measures was
moderately high. Ratings of self were similar to ratings by
arelationship partner. The results of Study 4 support the
construct of forgivingness as a stable personality disposi-
tion related meaningfully to measures of anger. For hos-
tility, agreeableness, and neuroticism, we found correla-
tions with the TNTF that, although not statistically
significant at the conservative .01 alpha level, were com-
parable in magnitude to those obtained in the concur-
rent validity studies. Across Studies 2, 3, and 4, there is
weak support for a relationship between forgivingness
and hostility, agreeableness, and neuroticism. However,
rumination was significantly correlated with the TNTF,
concurrently and predictively. This result is consistent
with predictions of Worthington (1998b) and McCul-
lough (2000) and with previous research using a differ-
ent measure of rumination that predicted forgiveness of
single transgressions (McCullough, Rachal, etal., 1998).

STUDY 5: DIFFERENTIAL ITEM FUNCTIONING
AND NORMATIVE DATA

Introduction

Ideally, the items of a test should have the same loca-
tions in any subgroup of test respondents, such as gen-
der or ethnic subgroups. The yardstick should remain
the same, regardless of the average trait level of the sub-
groups being measured. If the measuring instrument
varies between subgroups, then the subgroups cannotbe -
reliably compared.

To test for differential item functioning using Rasch
methods, items are calibrated separately for all sub-
groups. The items are then equated onto the same scale
and item locations are compared between subgroups
(Draba, 1977). For example, item locations for women
(d) can be subtracted from item locations for men (dy,),
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yielding a difference (dyrdy). A positive difference would
indicate that women found the item more difficult to
endorse than did men. :

In this study, we examine gender and ethnic sub-
groups for differential item functioning. If differential
item functioning is not indicated, then we may compare
subgroup differences in forgivingness without undue
concern about potentially biased test items. We there-
fore provide normative data (and statistical comparisons
of subgroup differences) for gender and ethnic sub-
> groups after the differential item functioning analyses.

Based on a meta-analysis of forgiveness intervention
research, we anticipated no difference in forgivingness
between men and women (Worthington et al., 2000).
For ethnicity, we were uncertain about whether to expect
differences. One reason for our uncertainty is that eth-
nicity and religion are often intertwined. African Ameri-
cans have been found to be more religious than Euro-
pean Americans (Levin & Taylor, 1998), and religion has
been related to being a forgiving person, both theoreti-
cally (McCullough & Worthington, 2000) and empiri-
cally (Gorsuch & Hao, 1993). However, forgiveness is not
confined to religious people.

We examined the relationship between forgivingness
and other demographic variables. Enright and his col-
leagues (1992) have shown that reasoning about forgive-

ness develops from childhood to early adulthood, but
after college age, no age differences in reasoning about
forgiveness have been found. Therefore, for our sample
of college students, we anticipate no difference accord-
ing to age. We have found no suggestion in the literature
that socioeconomic status should be expected to make a
difference in forgivingness. McCullough and Worthing-
ton (2000) have hypothesized that highly religious peo-
ple are likely to be more forgiving as a subgroup than are
less religious people. Participants were asked to indicate
their frequency of religious activity. We therefore com-
pared participants who were highly active in their reli-
gious communities to those who were less active.

Method

In Studies 1 through 3, we reported five data collec-
tion efforts—two from a large, urban, mid-Atlantic pub-
lic university (z = 265); two from a small, Pacific North-
west, private, Christian university (n = 136); and one
from a large, San Francisco, public university (n = 66).
The total normative sample included 467 university stu-
dents. All participants completed a demographic form
that included gender, ethnicity, age, monthly income,
and religious affiliation. All participants except those
from the San Francisco public university were asked,
“How many-activities or services do you attend at your
religious institution?” Response options were “none,”

TABLE 3: Differential Item Functioning of Transgression Narrative
Test of Forgivingness (TNTF) Items in Combined Sample by

Gender and Ethnicity
' Gender Ethnicity
ltem dy-dp dgy-dar dgy-dag dppd,g
1 -49 49 33 -17
2 45 -22 -43 -21
3 .26 -16 09 25
4 -27 1 -11 -.22
5 06 -23 12 .35
r 92 96 92 90

NOTE: M = male, F = female, EU = European American, AF = African
American, and AS=Asian American. r= correlation between item loca-
tions estimated in separate subgroups.

“one ayear,” “a few times a year,” “one a month,” “one a
week,” and “more than one a week.”

Results

DIFFERENTIAL ITEM FUNCTIONING

The differential item functioning analyses by gender
and ethnic subgroups are shown in Table 3. We exam-
ined only the three ethnic groups thathad atleast 50 par-
ticipants in the study: European Americans (n = 262),
African Americans (n = 85), and Asian Americans (n =
61). Wright (1996) has suggested that at least 50 test
respondents are needed in a single calibration sample to
obtain practically useful estimates of item locations. We
present the differences in item location estimates
obtained from the subgroups. Differences of less than
half a logit suggest no serious item bias for most testing
situations (Wright & Douglas, 1975). We also present
Pearson’s correlations between the item location esti-
mates obtained from the separate calibrations.

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISONS
AND NORMATIVE DATA

The mean TNTF raw score for the combined samples
(N=467) was 14.6 (SD=3.9). Ages of participants ranged
from 18 to 57. Monthly income ranged from $0 to
$7,250. The correlation of TNTF Rasch measures with
agewas 7(465) =.13, p<.01,and with income was r(410) =
.03, ns.

We calculated a two-way (2 x 5) analysis of variance to
compare gender and ethnic groups on the TNTF. The
main effect for gender indicated no statistically signifi-
cant difference between men (n=92, M=.14.7, SD = 3.8)
and women (n=371, M=14.5, SD=4.1), F(1, 449) = .29,
ns. The main effect for ethnic groups was statistically sig-
nificant, F(4, 449) = 2.84, p<.05. Post hoc analyses using
Tukey's Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) tests
were used to compare ethnic groups. The European
American group (n= 262, M=15.2, SD=4.1) was signifi-
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cantly higher on forgivingness than were both the Asian
American (n = 61, M = 184, SD = 3.4) and Hispanic
American (n =28, M=12.7, SD = 4.2) groups. The Afri-
can American (n= 85, M=14.2, SD=3.8) and Other (n=
27, M=14.1, SD= 3.8) groups did not differ significantly
from each other or any of the other ethnic groups. The
interaction between gender and ethnicity was not statisti-
cally significant, F(4, 449) = .59, ns.

Because some cell sizes were too small to include reli-
gious activity in a factorial analysis with gender and eth-

nicity, highly active and less active participants were com- -

pared on the TNTF using a one-factor ANOVA.
Religiously active participants (z = 179, M = 16.5, SD =
8.8) were significantly higher in forgivingness than were
less active participants (n =215, M=13.4, SD=3.4), A1,
393) = 71.46, p<.001. We thought it possible that the eth-
nic group differences reported above were due to differ-
ences in religious activity; however, the ethnic groups did
not differ significantly in the proportion of high and low
religious participation, %(4) = 8.7, p= .44, nor did the
gender groups, *(1) =.13, p=.80.

We also computed all ANOVAs using Rasch logit mea-
sures. The substantive results of the comparisons were
the same as the ANOVAs comparing raw scores. (For
data on the logit comparisons, and for a conversion table
for transforming raw scores to Rasch logits, contact the
first author.)

Discussion

There appears to be little evidence for differential
item functioning by gender or ethnicity. In the demo-
graphic comparisons, the lack of a significant difference
in forgivingness between men and women is consistent
with findings of no gender effects in response to inter-
_ ventions designed to promote forgiveness (Worthington
et al., 2000). Although Worthington et al. found that
more female than male students volunteered for studies,
this might be because women comprised about 70% to
80% of the students in classes in psychology in participat-
ing schools. The small correlations between the TNTF
and age and income also were expected. (The correla-
tion with age was statistically significant but trivial in
magnitude.) However, the finding that European Ameri-
cans were higher in forgivingness than both the Asian
Americans and Hispanic Americans was notanticipated.

The present study demonstrates that participation in
religious services and activities, although a rather unso-
phisticated measure of religion (see Larson, Swyers, &
McCullough, 1998), can nonetheless distinguish
between people high and low in forgivingness. The dif-
ference between the religiously active participants
(those participating in religious activities once a week or
more) and the less religiously active participants (those
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participating in religious activities once amonth or less)
is consistent with Gorsuch and Hao (1993).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

We have provided empirical support for the construct
of forgivingness, the disposition to forgive interpersonal
transgressions over time and across situations. Such a
construct has been suggested by many researchers and
theoreticians (Mauger et al., 1992; McCullough, 2000;
Roberts, 1995; Worthington, 1998b), but little empirical
evidence has been adduced (cf. Mauger et al., 1992).
Moreover, this disposition seems to be adequately mea-
sured by a five-item, narrative-based test, the TNTF.
Although brief, the TNTF appears to be reasonably well
behaved psychometrically.

Using the TNTF, we have obtained initial evidence
that the disposition to forgive transgressions is negatively
associated with a variety of negative affective traits. Peo-
ple low in forgivingness might be described as prone to
anger, anxiety, and other negative emotions. They tend
to ruminate in a vengeful manner following offensesand
perhaps hold hostile attitudes toward others. Our data
suggest a stable, moderate correlation between forgiv-
ingness and agreeableness. This finding is consistent
with the view that forgiveness is facilitated by prosocial
affects such as empathy, compassion, and trust
(McCullough, 2000; Worthington, 1998b).

. The present research has at least three major limita-
tions. First, all participants were students enrolled in
undergraduate psychology courses. Despite finding sta-
bility for the TNTF across five samples from three sub-
stantially different universities, we remain tentative in
endorsing the TNTF for use with noncollege popula-
tions. Second, we used relatively small samples. Rather
than combining samples, we considered it more impor-
tant to ‘demonstrate the consistency of results across
diverse samples taken at different measurement occa-
sions. Third, there is a bias inherent in correlating self-
report measures. Although we validated the TNTF
against ratings by significant others, future research
should validate it against behavioral observations of for-
giving behavior after a transgression and perhaps physio-
logical correlates of people identified to be high in for-
givingness. In addition, the TNTF also should be
investigated as a predictor of response to forgiveness-
inducing interventions or perhaps as a moderator distin-
guishing between differential responding to different
types of interventions. Despite our failure to consider all
of the above different types of validity data within this
article, the self-reports (and other-ratings) presented in
the present article are sufficiently strong to warrant

-future studies using the TNTE.

Weregard the development of the TNTF as a firststep
in research on dispositional forgivingness. Because no
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adequate measure of forgivingness has been published
until now, the field of research on forgivingness is essen-
tially wide open to new research ideas. We are especially
hopeful for the crossfertilization of basic and applied
research on forgivingness.

Research on the causes, correlates, and consequences
of forgivingness should appeal to a broad community of
researchers. Potential areas of research include cogni-
tive, affective, motivational, personality, biological, and
genetic factors associated with forgivingness (see
Worthington & Wade, 1999, for a review). Cognitive vari-
ables that might be associated with forgivingness include
implicit theories of others (Dweck, Hong, & Chiu, 1994),
typical defenses (Baumeister & Cairns, 1992), process-
ing styles (Caprara, 1986), and generalizéd attitudes
- (such as trust or hostility). Many other affective trait vari-
ables that might be linked to forgivingness, such as guilt
and shame (Tangney, Wagner, Barlow, & Marschall,
1996), warrant research, Possible interpersonal motiva-
tions and behaviors associated with forgivingness
include personal strivings (McAdams, 1994), attach-
ment styles (Diehl, Elnick, Bourbeau, & Labouvie-Vief,
1998), the need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995),
and conflict styles (Van de Viert & Euwema, 1994). A
number of developmental variables might affect trait
forgivingness, such as moral and religious training,
parenting styles, and history of conflict and abuse. The
field of research on forgivingness is currently ripe for
theoretical, applied, and psychometric study. We hope
the TNTF will play a useful role in this developing field.

APPENDIX '
Transgression Narrative Test of Forgivingness (TNTF)

Below are a number of situations in which people might
find themselves. People respond in different ways to these situ-
ations in terms of what things they will forgive. We would like
you to read each situation and imagine 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, and

5 = definitely forgive.

1. 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, calls both of
you to her office, scolds you, and says you are lucky she doesn’t
putyou both on academic probation. Imagine yourself in such
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asituation and rmark how likely you are to forgive the person

. who borrowed your paper.

1 2 3 4 ' 5

2. Afairly close friend tells you that he or she needs some ex-
tra money for an upcoming holiday. You know a married cou-
ple 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 an 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

3. A friend offers to drop offa job application for you at the

post office by the deadline for submission. A week ater, youget

a letter from the potential employer saying that your applica-
tion 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 metan 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 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 next morning to deliver the package. Imagine '
yourself in such a situation and mark how likely you are to for-
give your friend for not delivering the application on time.

1 2 3 4 b

4. You just started a new job and it turns out that a classmate
from high school works there too. You think this 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 over-

hear several of your coworkers, who do not realize you are
nearby, talking about you and laughing; one evensoundssnide
and hostile toward you, You discover that your old classmate
has told them about something you did back in school thatyou
are deeply ashamed of and did notwant 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

5. 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
joband apartment huntingin the area, then you go about your
own business. That night you come home and witness an angry
argumentin front of your residence between your cousinanda
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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 after-
noon, your cousin calls from the police station. He says he is re-
ally sorry about the whole scene and that it was notlike 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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